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Introduction 

1. Appropriate provision of housing is of fundamental importance to a 

successful and sustainable recovery and rebuild of Christchurch.  An 

increase in housing supply was the first "principal outcome" that the 

Crown sought in its submission on the Proposals for the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan"). 

2. The Crown's submission on Proposal 14 (Residential) ("Proposal 14") 

succinctly encapsulates the Crown's high level position being:1 

"To enable an increase in the supply of housing and the 

development of a range of types of houses, the Replacement Plan 

must: 

 provide greater opportunity for intensification; 

 streamline and simplify consenting processes; 

 support the building of a range of housing types including 

affordable housing; 

 enable redevelopment of existing urban areas; 

 encourage innovative design." 

3. Given the significance of Proposal 14, in Part C of its submission the 

Crown provided a detailed analysis of the proposed provisions and 

sought substantial changes.  The Crown is pleased that a significant 

number of the changes it sought are reflected in the revised drafting of 

Proposal 14 provided by Mr Blair on behalf of the Christchurch City 

Council ("Council") on 9 March 2015.   

4. Substantial further advances have been made during mediation and 

through the Council’s rebuttal evidence, including changes to the 

strategic infrastructure objective2, significant changes to the non-

residential activities objective3 and policies4, the inclusion of an 

objective on the redevelopment of brownfield sites5 and a related 

                                                
1
 Part A, page 11, paragraph 1.10. 

2
 Objective 14.1.4. 

3
 Objective 14.1.7. 

4
 Policies 14.1.7.1, 14.1.7.2, 14.1.7.3 and 14.1.7.4. 

5
 Objective 14.1.8. 
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policy6 and changes to a number of rules. The Crown’s case is now 

framed with reference to the 26 March 2015 version of Proposal 14 

and sections 8.4 and 8.5 of Proposal 8 which are attached to the 

rebuttal evidence of Scott Blair (referred to collectively in these 

submissions as “the Revised Proposal”). 

5. The relatively strong concerns expressed by a number of the Crown 

witnesses in their written statements about unnecessary prescription, a 

lack of certainty and clarity and about omissions in key areas have 

been resolved as a consequence. The Crown appreciates the 

pragmatic and constructive approach the Council has taken in 

considering and accommodating points the Crown has made and 

changes the Crown has suggested. As a result, there are very few 

issues on the wording of the objectives, policies, rules and standards in 

the Revised Proposal that remain between them.  

6. Having said that, at a broader level, the Crown supports the evidence 

of Andrew Macleod for the Council that, ideally, Proposal 14 would be 

redrafted afresh in order to use controlled activity status as an enabling 

tool in selected cases, to extend the policy section to clearly articulate 

the role of individual sub zones, to reduce repetition in the chapter and 

to collapse identical rules and standards into a single zone-wide 

section with a separate, single, section which consolidates the area-

specific provisions.7   

7. The Crown worked hard to achieve a clear and uncluttered structure 

for a residential zone in the Central City Residential Zone chapter A 

Livable City8 and promotes that chapter as an example of the clarity, 

conciseness, and usability that it seeks to achieve. 

8. Pragmatically however, it has not been possible within the practical 

constraints of this process to redevelop Proposal 14 in that way and so 

the Crown has, alongside this general submission, sought to have 

included such changes to Proposal 14 as it can in order to meet, 

insofar as can be achieved within the structure that has been used, the 

                                                
6
 Policy 14.1.8.1. 

7
 Evidence of Andrew Macleod, paragraphs 3.4 (b),(d) and (e) and 6.14. 

8
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan –Te Mahere ‘Maraka Otautahi’ – Residential Chapter 
January 2015.  
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expectations in the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 ("Order") and the objectives in Schedule 1 to 

the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 

2015 ("Strategic Directions decision"). On that basis, only a 

relatively small number of provisions remain in issue.    

9. The Crown's overall objective with Proposal 14 is to ensure that it 

promotes housing supply.  The Crown's four key concerns in relation to 

that objective are the need to ensure adequate intensification capacity, 

to enable mixed use development on brownfield sites, to enable 

community activities and facilities and to reduce red tape.   

10. The Crown’s submissions on Proposal 14: 

(a) explain its position that greater intensification capacity is 

required within the existing urban areas of Christchurch if the 

intensification targets within the Land Use Recovery Plan – Te 

Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") are to be achieved; 

(b) explain its position on enabling the redevelopment of brownfield 

sites (a position that has now been incorporated into the 

Revised Proposal); 

(c) explain its position on enabling further recognition of, and 

provision for, community activities and facilities (a position that 

has now been incorporated into the Revised Proposal); 

(d) explain its approach to reducing red tape through removing 

duplicated provisions, removing unnecessarily prescriptive 

provisions and seeking greater clarity and usability; 

(e) suggest further improvements to the wording of some of the 

policies, rules and explanations in Proposal 14. 

11. In terms of the Statement of Expectations and the Strategic Directions 

decision, the Crown is satisfied that the Revised Proposal has come a 

considerable way forward towards:  
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(a) Reducing reliance on resource consent processes, transaction 

costs, the number, extent and prescriptiveness of development 

controls and design standards, notification and written approval 

requirements; 9 

(b) Using clear language;10 

(c) Increasing the supply of housing through intensification, 

brownfield and greenfield developments to enable new dwelling 

and intensification targets to be achieved;11 

(d) Providing housing opportunities to enable choices in housing 

types, densities and locations and affordable community and 

social housing and papakainga;12 and 

(e) Enabling community facilities, education activities and 

emergency services.13 

12. However, it has residual concerns that the Revised Proposal: 

(a) Will not enable the intensification targets to be met adequately;  

(b) Is not as enabling as it could be as a result of it not using 

controlled activity status and of the length of the activity specific 

standards, the restrictive discretionary assessment matters, the 

built form standards and the matters of discretion; and 

(c) Is not as clear as it ought to be, given its structure. 

13. These submissions address: 

(a) the general issue of housing supply; 

(b) residential intensification; 

(c) brownfields redevelopment; 

(d) the provision of community facilities;  

                                                
9
 Statement of Expectations paragraph (a) and Strategic Directions decision Objective 3.3.2. 

10
 Statement of Expectations paragraph (i). 

11
 Statement of expectations paragraph (d) and Strategic Directions decision Objectives 3.3.4 

and 3.3.7(d). 
12

 Statement of Expectations paragraph (d) and Strategic Directions decision Objective 3.3.4. 
13

 Strategic Directions decision Objectives 3.3.11 and 3.3.13. 
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(e) reducing red tape; and 

(f) the Crown's suggested revisions. 

INCREASING HOUSING SUPPLY 

14. The Crown's key outcome from Proposal 14 is to ensure that it enables 

an adequate supply of housing, and the development of a range of 

types of housing, in an efficient and effective manner.  Increasing 

housing supply, and housing typology and price points, in a timely and 

cost effective manner also aids in addressing the issue of housing 

affordability.   

15. The Christchurch Housing Accord (the "Accord") 14 refers to the need 

to ensure that the planning rules, resource and building consent 

processes and costs support improved housing supply and 

affordability,15 refers to an increase in demand coupled with a fallen 

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

having created an environment where housing is increasingly 

unaffordable16 and refers to the agreement between the Council and 

the Government to work collaboratively to facilitate an increase in 

affordable housing. 17 A key action in the Accord is to: 

Monitor the progress of the housing related actions in the Land 

Use Recovery Plan, and take action to address any issues that are 

impeding the supply and affordability of residential development. 

 Key commitments are recorded as follows:  

The Council will look for opportunities to streamline regulatory 

processes so that they are flexible and facilitative of residential 

developments that contribute to the supply of quality affordable 

housing. 

 And: 

                                                
14

 Established on 11 September 2014 under the Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas 
Act 2013. 
15

 Paragraph 2 of the Accord. 
16

 Paragraph 11 of the Accord. 
17

 Paragraph 19 of the Accord. 
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The Council and Government will work together to minimise 

barriers to development and ensure they support increased 

investment in housing.18   

Statutory and higher order documents 

16. A clear direction to enable an increase in the supply of housing in 

Christchurch is provided by:19 

(a) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS") (particularly 

Objectives 5.2.1, 6.2.2 and Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.7);  

(b) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy") (particularly 

built environment goal 5.5); 

(c) the LURP (particularly Outcomes 2 and 6, and Action 2); 

(d) the Statement of Expectations (particularly clauses (d) and (e)); 

and 

(e) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objective 3.3.4). 

17. Any increase in housing supply needs to provide for the development 

of a range of housing types including affordable housing.  This need is 

directed by: 

(a) the RPS (particularly Objectives 5.2.1(2)(b), 6.2.2(2) and 

6.2.3(4) and (5) and Policy 6.3.7(6)); 

(b) the Recovery Strategy (particularly built environment goal 5.6); 

(c) the LURP (particularly Outcome 6, and Actions 2, 7, 8 and 10);  

(d) the Statement of Expectations (particularly clauses (d) and (e)); 

and 

(e) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objective 

3.3.4(b)). 

                                                
18

 All in the third cell of the table in paragraph 20 of the Accord. 
19

 See evidence of Stephen Timms on the Strategic Directions Proposal, at section 10. 
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18. These relevant provisions (excluding the Strategic Directions decision 

which is addressed below) are set out in detail in Appendix 1.  In 

summary, in terms of the Crown's issues, these provisions emphasise 

the importance of the Replacement Plan providing for an increase in 

housing supply through a wide range of housing types and facilitating 

sufficient development capacity.  

19. The Hearings Panel noted in the Strategic Directions decision that 

evidence provided during the course of the hearing "crystallised the 

very significant pressures that have been put on housing demand, 

supply and affordability".20  The Hearings Panel included Objective 

3.3.4 to ensure that the Replacement Plan responded to this evidence 

and was consistent with the statutory and higher order planning 

documents.   

20. Objectives and policies in the Proposal 14 are to be expressed and 

achieved in a manner consistent with Objective 3.3.4, which provides: 

"3.3.4 Objective - Housing capacity and choice 

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

are enabled through a combination of residential 

intensification, brownfield and greenfield development; and 

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

the diverse and changing population and housing needs of 

Christchurch residents, including: 

(i) a choice in housing types, densities and locations; and 

(ii) affordable, community and social housing and 

papakāinga." 

The Crown's position 

21. The core of the Crown's submission on this issue was that Proposal 14 

will restrict the supply of housing and not match demand.  The Crown’s 

concern over the numbers remains. It does not believe that the 

Revised Proposal has a capacity to meet the intensification targets and 

harbours significant concerns that, unless the intensification capacity is 

maximised, it will be at the expense of comparatively inefficient 

greenfield uptake.  

                                                
20

 Strategic Directions decision, at [165]. 
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22. At this high level the Crown's position is summed up in the evidence of 

Mr Mitchell on behalf of the Crown that: 

(a) estimates of Replacement Plan enabled development capacity 

(supply) of the existing urban area of Christchurch City range 

from 13,350 to 19,800 dwellings to 2028;21 

(b) the demand scenarios estimate a requirement of between 

13,500 and 18,700 dwellings to 2028;22 

(c) therefore under some scenarios there is sufficient capacity and 

under other scenarios there is not;23 

(d) the analysis assumes that all sites identified within the 

Replacement Plan as having development capacity are 

developed over the next 20 years but a number of matters 

(such as sale of land and development economics) may affect 

that assumption and limit the supply;24 

(e) if half the available capacity was delivered then the 

development capacity falls to 9,600 and 15,000 giving a 

shortfall in supply for all but the lowest demand scenario for 

Christchurch City;25 

(f) in order to ensure an efficient market 20 years of development 

capacity is required which would require a supply of between 

16,900 and 23,400 new dwellings depending on the scenario;26 

(g) the current approach of Proposal 14 is likely to lead to a 

shortfall of supply from within the existing urban area relative to 

the intensification targets;27 and 

(h) unless an adequate development capacity is provided the 

current trend favouring greenfield development will continue 

and intensification targets will not be met.28  

                                                
21

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, Table 4. 
22

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, Table 2. 
23

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 4.3. 
24

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 6.20. 
25

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 6.21. 
26

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 6.11. 
27

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 6.26. 
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23. Mr Mitchell repeats his evidence from the Strategic Directions hearing29 

that the Council needs to significantly increase enabled development 

capacity, ensure planning provisions are not overly prescriptive, ensure 

efficient administration and regularly monitor the uptake of 

development capacity. 

24. The position adopted by Mr Mitchell is consistent with the relevant 

statutory and higher level planning documents as summarised above 

and set out in detail in Appendix 1, in particular clauses (d) and (e) of 

the Statement of Expectations and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.4.    

25. The intensification section below develops Mr Mitchell's 

recommendations and sets out the Crown's position on how housing 

supply issues can be rectified. 

PROMOTE INTENSIFICATION 

26. Building on the housing supply issues above, the Crown has three key 

issues with intensification provisions in Proposal 14, these being: 

(a) What is the intensification target for existing urban areas in 

Christchurch City? 

(b) How much additional capacity is required to meet the 

intensification target? 

(c) What needs to be done?   

27. There is also a discrete issue relating to intensification within existing 

residential zones covered by the 50dB noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport.   

Statutory and higher order documents 

28. Direction to promote intensification of housing is provided in: 

(a) the RPS (particularly Objective 6.2.2 and Policies 6.3.1 and 

6.3.7); 

                                                                                                                            
28

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 8.7. 
29

 Strategic Directions hearing evidence of Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 9.6, repeated at 
paragraph 8.5 of his evidence for this hearing. 
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(b) the Recovery Strategy (particularly economic recovery goal 

2.1); 

(c) the LURP (particularly Outcomes 3, 6 and 7, section 4.1.1 and 

Actions 2 and 7); 

(d) the Statement of Expectations (particularly clauses d(i) and 

d(iii)); and  

(e) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objectives 3.3.4 

and 3.3.7). 

29. These provisions (excluding the Strategic Directions decision which is 

addressed below) are set out in detail in Appendix 2.  In summary, in 

terms of the Crown's issues, these documents provide: 

(a) A strong focus in avoiding urban development outside of 

existing urban areas or the identified greenfield priority areas. 

Within urban areas there is a focus on aligning urban 

development with Key Activity Centres and larger 

neighbourhood centres.  Particular direction is given to the 

location of intensification in: 

(i) RPS Objective 6.2.1 (Recovery framework) which 

provides for the enabling of recovery, rebuilding and 

development within Greater Christchurch through a land 

use and infrastructure framework that (amongst other 

things) "avoids urban development outside of existing 

urban areas or greenfield priority areas for development, 

unless expressly provided for in the CRPS" and 

"optimises use of existing infrastructure".30 

(ii) RPS Objective 6.2.2 (Urban form and settlement 

pattern)31 which provides for "higher density living 

environments including mixed use developments and a 

greater range of housing types, particularly in and around 

the Central City, in and around Key Activity Centres, and 

                                                
30

 RPS, Objective 6.2.1(3), Page 50. 
31

 RPS, page 50. 
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larger neighbourhood centres, and in greenfield priority 

areas and brownfield sites". 

(iii) The Statement of Expectations which contains an 

expectation that the Replacement Plan facilitates an 

increase in the supply of housing, including by 

"addressing further intensification opportunities, in line 

with the [LURP] principle of supporting [KACs] and the 

Central City."32 

(b) While the LURP sets out an intensification target of establishing 

20,742 households in existing urban areas across greater 

Christchurch by 202833 no intensification target for existing 

urban areas of Christchurch City is contained in the statutory 

and higher order planning documents.  However, the principle 

reasons and explanation to RPS Objective 6.2.2 provides:34 

"A significant proportion of intensification will take place in 

the city rather than Selwyn and Waimakariri; however, the 

contribution of these areas to the overall growth pattern is 

important.  The objective sets targets for the contribution 

of infill and intensification as a proportion of overall 

growth, and aligns with the growth management approach 

in the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy.  

Where monitoring indicates these levels are not being 

achieved, further policy responses may be required to 

increase intensification within existing urban areas." 

(c) As to how much additional capacity is required to meet 

demand: 

(i) RPS Policy 6.3.7 provides that housing affordability is to 

be addressed by "providing sufficient intensification and 

greenfield priority area land to meet housing demand 

during the recovery period, […]".  

(ii) The Statement of Expectations contains an expectation 

that the Replacement Plan "ensures sufficient and 

                                                
32

 Statement of Expectations, clause (d)(iii). 
33

 Table 2: Targets for intensification, page 18 of the LURP. 
34

 RPS, page 51.   
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suitable development capacity and land for residential 

activities".35 

30. The Hearings Panel noted in the Strategic Directions decision that 

zoning capacity alone will not solve the housing supply problem but 

rather the solution "is the availability of actual physical dwellings".36  In 

addition to Objective 3.3.4 (Housing capacity and choice), discussed in 

paragraph 19 above, the Hearings Panel included Objective 3.3.7 

(Urban growth, form and design) which provides for: 

"A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 

that: 

[…] 

(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the 

urban area to meet the intensification targets specified in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 

6.2.2 (1); particularly: 

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

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;…" 

The Crown's position 

31. In summary, the Crown's position is that the development capacity for 

intensification provided in Proposal 14 is insufficient to achieve an 

appropriate intensification target for Christchurch City such that the 

intensification target in the LURP, and the objective and policy intent of 

statutory and higher order planning documents (including the relevant 

Strategic Directions objectives), will not be achieved.  If the Crown’s 

concerns are sufficiently well founded, there will be a failure to provide 

sufficient housing supply (and the significant adverse effects 

associated with that including a lack of affordable housing) and a 

continuation of the existing significant preference for greenfield 

                                                
35

 Statement of Expectations, clause (e). 
36

 Strategic Directions decision at paragraph [170].   
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development over intensification in existing urban areas of 

Christchurch City. 

Intensification target 

32. In his evidence on behalf of the Crown, Mr Schellekens considered a 

number of factors in determining the appropriate apportionment of the 

intensification target which should be provided within the existing urban 

areas of Christchurch City.37 Mr Schellekens determined that 90% of 

the 20,742 new households intensification target (or 18,700 new 

households) should be accommodated within Christchurch City.38  

33. His assessment and 90% apportionment of the intensification target is 

consistent with the statutory and higher order planning documents 

summarised above (and set out in detail in Appendix 2) and with the 

evidence of Mr Mitchell in providing headroom to ensure sufficient 

supply rather than trying to provide just enough capacity.  Given this, 

and the variables as to the uptake of supply by developers as 

explained in the evidence of Mr Mitchell39 and Mr Schellekens 

(addressed below), prudent planning would providing for a higher, 

rather than lower, target.   

34. The Crown's position is that the approach to housing supply and 

intensification target advanced by Mr Schellekens is necessary to 

ensure that the intensification target in the LURP is met.  It believes 

that Mr Schellekens’ target of 90% is the most appropriate way to 

achieve the purpose of the RMA because it: 

(a) best provides for the consideration matters identified in 

paragraph 10.4 of Mr Schellekens’ evidence40; 

                                                
37

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 10.4. 
38

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 10.8. 
39

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraphs 6.20 to 6.22. 
40

 The ability of the intensification targets to achieve a more liveable city with stronger urban 
communities, better utilisation of existing infrastructure and the ability to avoid, or delay, new 
infrastructure required to service greenfield developments, the ability of intensification to support 
Christchurch City recovering strongly and sustainably through the earthquake recovery phase 
and into the future, the significant investment that is planned for the central city which will 
provide the infrastructure and amenity for intensification in the city and in its surrounds, the fact 
that there are 20,408 multiunit dwelling units in Christchurch City compared to 1,277 in 
Waimakariri and Selwyn, the importance of development feasibility, the need to provide 
headroom in any allocation for ongoing demand and to ensure that intensification is enabled as 
otherwise the uptake is more likely to be accommodated through greenfield developments. 
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(b) best provides for sufficient housing supply through 

intensification in Proposal 14 given the many variables referred 

to in the evidence of Mr Schellekens and Mr Mitchell41; 

(c) is consistent with the direction of the statutory and higher order 

planning documents; and 

(d) best provides for Objectives 3.3.4 and 3.3.7 given the Hearings 

Panel's finding in its Strategic Directions decision as to the 

"very significant pressures that have been put on housing 

demand, supply and affordability".42 

35. In undertaking his assessment Mr Schellekens rejects the lowest 

possible target of 57% as clearly inappropriate given the scale of 

Christchurch City compared to Selwyn and Waimakariri districts and 

the fact that it would imply considerable greenfield development and 

would not deliver the LURP's intensification target.43  At the other 

extreme he rejects 100% of intensification to occur within Christchurch 

City.44   

36. Mr Schellekens refers to Dr Fairgray's upper intensification target of 

79% (effectively 80%) and notes that they both consider that the target 

for Christchurch City should be greater than historic trends suggest.45   

Is there a capacity shortfall? 

37. The Crown engaged a team of experts to develop a GIS model to test 

the practical development capacity delivered by Proposal 14.  While 

the model is "high level", both Mr Schellekens and Dr Fairgray consider 

it suitable for the Hearings Panel to rely on and both apply it (albeit 

slightly differently as discussed below) in their evidence.46 

                                                
41

 Which include the fact that 80% of consents over the last decade have related to standalone 
building, estimation errors in the GIS modelling, the limited geographical constraints on 
greenfield land supply and development, the uncertainty about the uptake of capacity, and the 
risk of higher than predicted growth projections. 
42

 Strategic Directions decision, paragraph [165].   
43

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraphs 10.5 and 10.6. 
44

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 10.7. 
45

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 10.9. 
46

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 3.6. 
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38. The development of the model is explained in the joint statement of 

evidence of Mr Teesdale.47  The agreed (as between the Crown and 

the Council) aspects of the model are: 

(a) the spatial inputs;48 

(b) the removal of land that cannot form part of the development 

capacity such as land zoned for non-residential purposes, 

strata or cross leased sites and sites that do not meet minimum 

subdivision thresholds;49 

(c) the removal of those sites with an improvement value of greater 

than 27.5%;50  

(d) the removal of sites with a dwelling age of less than 35 years;51  

(e) the addition back into the model of infill housing;52 and 

(f) a 15% +/- range could be reasonably applied to the modelling 

outcomes.53 

39. The only factors in the model over which dispute remains are: 

(a) the use of a 90% intensification target (discussed above); 

(b) the improvement threshold to be used; 54 

(c) the addition back into the model of minor dwelling units (Mr 

Schellekens uses 50 to 100 minor units per year and Dr 

Fairgray 75 to 115),55 and infill housing (Dr Fairgray uses 95 to 

105 dwellings per year multiplied by 16 years reflecting the time 

period from the beginning of the CCRP whereas Mr 

                                                
47

 Joint Evidence of Mr Teesdale, section 5.   
48

 As identified in paragraph 5.3 of Mr Teesdale's joint evidence. 
49

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 11.5.2 and 3.7.4. 
50

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 11.5.5 and 3.7.4. 
51

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 11.56 and 3.7.4. 
52

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 11.8.4. 
53

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 4.5.   
54

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 9.6 – 9.8, 11.5.4 and 11.5.5 
55

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 11.8.9. 
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Schellekens uses the same figures but over the 14 year period 

from the date of the evidence);56 and 

(d) the addition back into the model of retirement village units and 

Community Housing Mechanism ("CHRM") capacity which Mr 

Schellekens considers to have already been entered into the 

model through the spatial inputs so results in double counting.57  

40. Mr Schellekens' results from running the model provide for a shortfall 

of 5,375 houses by 2028 on his preferred scenario and a very small (or 

given the accuracy of the model, no) shortfall on his low scenario (a 

"best case" scenario with an 80% target and high development 

capacity). 

41. Mr Schellekens' evidence also addresses other limitations on 

development capacity not reflected in the model, including 

development feasibility challenges, demand challenges, substitution 

challenges and special land classification challenges.58  He identifies 

other missing factors which are mentioned in Mr Mitchell's evidence 

including demand in different locations made available for medium 

density housing and resource consents costs.59   

42. Mr Schellekens ran the model with Dr Fairgray's high and low target 

figures adjusting them for the removal of retirement and CHRM land.60  

The results show that under almost any scenario there is either just 

enough or a material shortfall in capacity.  The only scenario showing a 

surplus was an intensification target of 66% with a high (35%) 

improvement value.   

43. Moreover, Mr Mitchell's evidence is that, to ensure an efficient market, 

20 years’ development capacity is required which, using Mr 

Schellekens' intensification target, requires 23,400 new dwellings by 

2032.61  The prospect of the Revised Proposal meeting that target 

would appear to be too slim to chance. 

                                                
56

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraphs 11.8.3 and 11.8.4. 
57

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraphs 11.8.10 and 11.8.11. 
58

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 12.9. 
59

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 13.4. 
60

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, Table 5. 
61

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 6.11. 
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44. Ms McIntyre agrees, concluding that it would be consistent with good 

planning to adopt an approach that does more than provide just 

enough capacity to meet the calculated shortfall. She expresses the 

view that the risk of adverse effects arising from providing for more 

intensification than is needed (subject to appropriate controls on 

location, density and design) is less than the risk to the ability to meet 

housing demand if less capacity is provided than required.62 

What response is required to ensure the intensification target is 
met? 

45. Mr Mitchell suggests that, in order to achieve the required levels of 

intensification, consideration needs to be given to working with the 

community to identify further locations that can be intensified.63 

46. Mr Schellekens provides a number of recommendations, including 

increasing the geographical size of, and relaxing the development 

criteria for, the Residential Medium Density ("RMD") zone, considering 

focused higher density sub-zones within the RMD zone, considering a 

more permissive and supportive planning framework and restricting 

development beyond the existing urban edge and potentially realigning 

the urban limits in favour of greater development opportunity within the 

existing urban areas.64 

47. Ms McIntyre suggests a staged approach involving a decision from the 

Panel on the appropriate improvement value threshold and the GIS 

modelling filters to be applied, ground truthing model outputs, notifying 

draft new zones and enabling residents to be involved in the process.65 

48. There would appear to be two options, in the event that the Panel 

agrees with the Crown that further provision needs to be made for a 

shortfall in intensification capacity. 

49. The first option is to direct the Council to notify extended RMD zones. 

The steps involved are likely to be these: 

                                                
62

 Evidence of Ms McIntyre, paragraph 7.6. 
63

 Evidence of Mr Mitchell, paragraph 8.6. 
64

 Evidence of Mr Schellekens, paragraph 13.6. 
65

 Evidence of Ms McIntyre, paragraph 7.11. 
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(a) The Panel would need to make a decision about the 

appropriate urban form and commercial feasibility criteria to be 

applied in modelling to determine new zones and would need to 

direct, under clause 13(4) of the Order, the preparation and 

notification of a new proposal. 

(b) The modelling would need to include identified hazard 

constraints and ground truthing. 

(c) The modelling would need to be run using those criteria. The 

Panel may wish to see the outcome of the modelling and 

approve the extent of the new zones to be notified on the basis 

of it. 

(d) New proposals would then need to be notified. 

50. It is accepted that timing and scheduling challenges occur and that 

questions may arise as to the way in which as yet unidentified new 

RMD areas would integrate with the Commercial and Industrial 

Proposals which will be heard first. The reality is however that there 

are integration difficulties as between different Proposals each time 

one is heard given the necessary way in which the Replacement Plan 

process is operating. 

51. The second option is more likely to be appropriate if the Panel is of the 

view that there may be intensification capacity shortfalls but that they 

are not so significant as to warrant immediate action. In those 

circumstances, the Panel may form the view that there should at least 

be a new policy providing for new intensified zones when monitoring 

establishes a need and to provide clear parameters for future plan 

changes to make provision for additional RMD zones. 

52. Ms McIntyre has suggested such a policy.66 It includes filtering criteria 

such as the need for new RMD zones to be within 800 m of a bus 

route, a KAC, a park and a school and the need to avoid of new 

medium density development in certain areas. 

                                                
66

 Evidence of Ms McIntyre, page 47. 
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53. However, there is an issue as to the effect of plan provisions which 

fetter the discretion of the Council in the future to prepare or not to 

prepare a plan change. 

54. In Awatea Residents' Association Incorporated v Christchurch City 

Council,67 the description and purpose of a zone in a proposed plan 

included a statement that the final zoning would be "determined as part 

of the Council's progress towards the Variation, which should be 

notified by 1 October 2001".  There was also a statement that "The 

Council … will work towards notification of a Variation to give effect to 

a final zoning pattern, development plan and rules for this area". 

55. At the time of that case, in 2006, no variation had been introduced.  

The question was whether the Council had an enforceable duty to 

introduce a variation. 

56. The Court concluded that the wording did not give rise to any legally 

enforceable duty on the part of the Council.  It was a statement of 

intention only.  The Court went on to say:68 

Even if there had been a breach of duty, it is difficult to see a basis 

upon which a declaration as sought could have been issued.  

Quite simply, any decision to issue a variation would still be 

subject to the exercise of discretion by Council and it would not be 

appropriate for this Court to supplant the exercise of that 

discretion. 

57. Similarly, in Connet Properties Ltd v New Plymouth City Council,69 the 

Planning Tribunal refused to impose a condition on a designation that 

there would be no alteration to a plan, noting that: 

That would be an attempt to fetter the council's statutory powers 

by a designation condition.  We would be prepared to impose a 

condition to the effect that the intersection shall not be altered in a 

manner which would in future prevent egress from the Bell Block 

Shopping Centre to the east. … However, even that condition 

would be merely for the record and could not effectively negate 

statutory powers. 

                                                
67

 Awatea Residents' Association Incorporated v Christchurch City Council EnvC Christchurch 
C78/2006, 14 June 2006. 
68

 At [23]. 
69

 Connet Properties Ltd v New Plymouth City Council PT Wellington W26/88, 8 November 
1988. 
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58. This position also seems to be supported by cases on the wider 

context of the vires of a public body seeking to fetter its discretion in 

the future (e.g. by way of a contract).  A good summary of the law is 

found in the Court of Appeal’s decision in The Power Co Ltd v Gore 

District Council.70 

59. Essentially, public bodies may enter contracts that fetter their 

discretionary powers, provided the contract promotes the body's 

statutory functions or purposes.  However, contracts have been struck 

down where they have "completely or substantially" disabled a public 

body from the further exercising of its powers (for example, 

undertakings not to exercise statutory powers to take land central to a 

body's function, or not to make bylaws in a central area of the body's 

activity). 

60. There is, then, nothing to prevent a policy along the lines discussed. 

But it is unlikely to create an enforceable duty. It may well have utility 

however in the circumstances discussed alongside relevant provisions 

in the RMA: 

(a) The Council is required, under section 35(2) of the RMA, to 

monitor "the efficiency and effectiveness of policies, rules, or 

other methods in its policy statement or its plan ... and take 

appropriate action (having regard to the methods available to it 

under this Act) where this is shown to be necessary". 

(b) Section 75(2)(e) notes that a district plan may state "the 

procedures for monitoring the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the policies and methods" contained in the plan.  

Intensification within the 50dB CIAL noise contour 

61. CIAL submitted against Proposal 14 providing potential for increased 

residential density within the 50bBA Ldn air noise contour.71  The 

Crown opposed this submission by CIAL in its further submission.72 

                                                
70

 The Power Co Ltd v Gore District Council [1997] 1 NZLR 537 (CA) at 548. 
71

 CIAL submission (#863) at paragraph 26 and at page 45.   
72

 Further Submission by the Crown (F1347) at page 13. 
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62. The relevant higher level objectives and policies are set out in the 

evidence of Mr Bonnis on behalf of CIAL.73  In particular he finds a 

"conflict" between protection for CIAL and residential intensification, 

underscored most directly in Policy 6.3.5 of the RPS.74  The three key 

provisions are:75 

(a) Policy 6.3.5(4) of the RPS, which the Hearings Panel has 

already considered during the Strategic Directions hearing.  It 

reads as relevant: 

Only providing for new development that does not affect 

the efficient operation, use, development, appropriate 

upgrading and safety of existing strategic infrastructure, 

including by avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 

50dBA Ldn airport noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport, unless the activity is within an 

existing residentially zoned urban area, … ." 

(b) Policy 6.3.5(4) of the RPS, which reads: 

Managing the effects of land use activities on 

infrastructure, including avoiding activities that have the 

potential to limit the efficient and effective, provision, 

operation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic 

infrastructure and freight hubs. 

(c) Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b) which reads as 

relevant: 

(b) Strategic Infrastructure, including its role and function, is 

protected by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible 

activities, including reverse sensitivity effects by, amongst 

other things: 

 … 

(iii)  avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA 

Ldn noise contour for Christchurch International 

Airport, except: 

 Within an existing residentially zoned urban 

area … ." 

                                                
73

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, Part B.   
74

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraph 112.   
75

 Recognising that Mr Bonis applies a wider policy framework approach at paragraph 120 of his 
evidence and that there are other provisions relating to the airport and regionally significant 
infrastructure. 
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63. Mr Bonis favours reconciling the 'inconsistencies' (as he sees them) by 

favouring an interpretation that "LURP Intensification does represent 

the 'existing residentially zoned urban area as at 6 December 2013."76  

The Crown's position is that this is not the correct interpretation but 

rather the existing residential zoned urban area is a spatial (zoning) 

construct and intensification is anticipated by Policy 6.3.5(4) of the 

RPS and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii).77   

64. The Crown's rationale for its interpretation is based on the following: 

(a) the plain wording, meaning and effect of Policy 6.3.5(4) of the 

RPS: 

(i) does not limit the exception to the existing residential 

zoned urban area to only LURP intensification 

interventions as at 6 December 2013; 

(ii) does not limit the words "new development" to only LURP 

intensification interventions as at 6 December 2013; 

(iii) uses the broad word "zone" clearly requiring a spatial 

construct; and 

(iv) clearly does not require, due to the exclusion, avoidance 

of noise sensitive activities within the existing residential 

zoned urban area;78  

(b) there is nothing explicit elsewhere in the RPS to take away from 

the above plain and clear interpretation of Policy 6.3.5(4);  

(c) the exclusion in Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12(b)(iii) is 

equally as clear, and without the limitations 'read in' by CIAL, as 

that in Policy 6.3.5(4); and 

(d) Proposal 14 must not be inconsistent with the LURP's 

intensification target of 20,742 new dwellings to be provided 

within the existing urban area of greater Christchurch (which 

CIAL's argument does not reflect).   

                                                
76

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraph 34A.  In this way all the LURP immediate interventions are 
captured including conversion of an existing unit into two which Mr Bonis considers "does 
weaken the integrity of the 50dBA contour" at paragraph [32] of his evidence.   
77

 This is Mr Bonis' option (C) at paragraph [34] of his evidence.   
78

 Evidence of Mr Dale on behalf of HNZC at paragraph [9.20].  This evidence is supported by 
Ms McIntyre at paragraph 11.4(a) of her evidence.   
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65. The Crown's position is that: 

(a) Policy 6.3.5(4) of the RPS and Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.12 applies a clear exemption for new developments within 

existing residential zoned urban area (as a spatial construct) 

within the 50dBA Ldn contour; 

(b) CIAL has failed to provide adequate section 32 justification to 

support the avoidance (or discouragement) of intensification it 

seeks; 

(c) there is already a significant risk of a shortfall in the provision of 

adequate development capacity within Proposal 14 to achieve 

the LURP's intensification target; and 

(d) CIAL's position of avoiding (or discouraging) intensification 

within residential zones overlaid by the 50dBA Ldn contour is: 

(i) inconsistent with Policy 6.3.5(4) of the RPS; 

(ii) is not the most appropriate way to achieve Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.12; and  

(iii) does not achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

ENABLE MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT ON BROWNFIELD SITES 

66. The Crown sought objective and policy support for brownfield 

development and for associated rules. Objective 4.1.8 and policy 

4.1.8.1 provide the support that the Crown has sought and the new D5 

in rule 14.3.2.4 enables redevelopment of the former saleyards site on 

Deans Avenue as a discretionary activity. 

Statutory and higher order documents 

67. Direction to promote mixed use development on brownfield sites is 

found in: 

(a) the RPS (particularly Objectives 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 and Policies 

6.3.1, 6.3.7 and 6.3.8); 

(b) the Recovery Strategy (particularly goals 2.1, 5.3 and 5.5); 
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(c) the LURP (particularly section 4.1.1, Actions 2 and 24 and 

Outcomes 1 and 7); and 

(d) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objectives 3.3.4 

and 3.3.7). 

68. These provisions (excluding the Strategic Directions decision which is 

addressed below) are set out in detail in Appendix 3.  In summary, the 

planning direction encourages appropriate brownfield comprehensive 

mixed use development and recognises the benefits of appropriate 

brownfield development in efficiently utilising urban land and existing 

infrastructure through: 

(a) encouraging brownfield redevelopment as set out in Policy 

6.3.8 (Regeneration of brownfield land)79 of the RPS which 

provides: 

"To encourage and provide for the recovery and 

regeneration of existing brownfield areas through new 

comprehensive residential, mixed-use or business 

developments, provided such activities will ensure the 

safe and efficient functioning of the transport network and 

will not have significant adverse distributional or urban 

form effects on the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

neighbourhood centres, or give rise to significant reverse 

sensitivity effects." 

(b) recognising the importance of brownfield redevelopment in 

optimising the use of existing infrastructure80 and in providing 

for intensification;81 and 

(c) LURP actions 2 and 24 which include the provision of 

comprehensive development of brownfield sites. 

69. In the Strategic Directions decision the Hearings Panel included 

Objective 3.3.7 (Urban growth, form and design) which recognises and 

provides for brownfields development through seeking: 

                                                
79

 Page 60. 
80

 Objective 6.2.1. 
81

 Objective 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.7. 
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"A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 

that: 

[…] 

(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the 

urban area to meet the intensification targets specified in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 

6.2.2 (1); particularly: 

[…] 

(iii) in suitable brownfield areas; 

[…] 

(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 

[…]" 

The Crown's position 

70. As identified in the evidence of Mr Rouse,82 redevelopment of 

brownfield sites is consistent with the Crown's principal outcome of 

using horizontal infrastructure efficiently and effectively by using 

existing capacity and assets.   

ENABLE COMMUNITY FACILITIES IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

71. A revised non-residential objective and related policies have been 

agreed following a mediation process. The Crown’s concerns about 

previous policies lacking a sufficiently strong direction for 

redevelopment and expansion of community facilities have been 

addressed as a result. 

Statutory and higher order documents 

72. A clear direction to provide for community facilities in urban areas 

(including residential zones) is provided by: 

(a) the RPS (Policy 5.3.1, and Objectives 6.2.3 and 6.2.5); 

                                                
82

 Evidence of Mr Rouse, at paragraph 7.2. 
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(b) the Recovery Strategy (particularly social recovery goals 3.3 

and 3.4, cultural recovery goals 4.2 and 4.3, and built 

environment recovery goal 5.6); 

(c) the LURP (particularly Outcome 8 and Action 11); 

(d) the Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (c)); and 

(e) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objective 3.3.11 

and 3.3.13). 

73. These provisions are set out in detail in Appendix 4.  In summary, the 

planning direction encourages and promotes provision of community 

activities and facilities within urban environments, including residential 

areas.  In particular the Recovery Strategy and the LURP emphasise 

the importance of community facilities in strengthening community 

resilience, safety and wellbeing.   

74. The higher order planning regime is reflected through Objective 3.3.11 

(Community facilities and education activities) in the Strategic 

Directions decision, which  provides for: 

(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. 

CULL RED TAPE 

75. As stressed in opening, the Crown pays tribute to the Council for 

having accommodated in a constructive way the vast majority of the 

suggestions made to reduce reliance on resource consent processes, 

to reduce prescriptiveness and the number and extent of development 

controls and design standards and the requirements for notification 

and written approval and sees the Revised Proposal as now being 

considerably better aligned with the Statement of Expectations and the 

Strategic Directions decision. 

76. However, there is no getting away from the fact that the structure of the 

Revised Proposal is complex and that the document is long. For a 



 

BF\52709859\1 Page 27 

particular activity, one must look to activity specific standards and built 

form standards, to additional assessment matters if the activity defaults 

to a restricted discretionary activity and then, in addition, to matters of 

discretion contained in a separate section.  Because of the structure 

used, there is considerable duplication in those activity specific 

standards, restricted discretionary assessment matters, built form 

standards and matters of discretion. There are, for example, 

approximately 62 pages of built form standards in the Revised 

Proposal. A consolidated approach along the lines used in the new 

Central City Residential Zone would be preferred – but pragmatism in 

achieving acceptable outcomes through this process must be adopted 

also. 

Statutory and higher order documents 

77. A direction to cull unnecessary and inappropriate red tape is provided 

by: 

(a) the Recovery Strategy (particularly goal 1.1); 

(b) the LURP (particularly Outcomes 1, 4, 5 and 7 and Actions 2 

and 45); 

(c) the Statement of Expectations (particularly clause (a)); and 

(d) the Strategic Directions decision (particularly Objective 3.3.2). 

78. The Recovery Strategy provides for CERA, the public and private 

sector and communities to coordinate with each other to contribute to 

the recovery and future growth of Christchurch by "facilitating a timely 

and efficient recovery, including intervening where necessary to 

remove impediments, resolve issues and provide certainty."83 

79. Action 2 of the LURP requires the Council to provide, in the 

Replacement Plan, for measures including: 

"Supporting rebuilding activities 

iv. reduced consenting and notification requirements 

                                                
83

 Leadership and integration goal 1.1. 
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v. address the efficiency and effectiveness of urban design 

provisions." 

80. Action 45 requires the Council to enable the following measures in the 

Replacement Plan as a matter of urgency (amongst other things): 

• reduce consenting and notification requirements 

• address standards relating to urban design that could 

negatively impact upon recovery 

81. These actions will be monitored against outcomes sought from the 

LURP, including (relevantly):84 

(a) Outcome 1:  "A clear planning framework directs where and 

how new development should occur so that it integrates 

efficiently and effectively with infrastructure programmes and 

avoids key hazards and constraints"; 

(b) Outcome 4:  "RMA plans and regulatory processes enable 

rebuilding and development to go ahead without unnecessary 

impediments"; 

(c) Outcome 5:  "A supportive and certain regulatory environment 

provides investor confidence to obtain the best outcomes from 

resources used in the recovery"; and 

(d) Outcome 7:  "Opportunities are available for the market to 

deliver comprehensive redevelopment in suitable existing 

neighbourhoods". 

82. The Statement of Expectations contains an expectation 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 

                                                
84

 LURP, page 16. 
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(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: 

[…] 

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

83. In its Strategic Directions decision the Hearings Panel commented:85 

In an overall sense, we consider that the OIC Statement of 

Expectations, the LURP and the CRPS (especially Chapter 6) 

effectively ask for a new sort of plan to meet the unique 

circumstances of Christchurch. 

84. The Hearings Panel also noted the evidence of Mr Eman for the 

Council as to the critical importance of process efficiency and costs in 

the context of post-earthquake Christchurch holding that:86 

… this is a matter that goes to the heart of providing the right 

investment climate to enable recovery and sustain long-term 

growth.  That is especially in terms of how the costs, delays and 

uncertainties of RMA administration can have impact upon 

investment decisions. 

85. Objectives and policies in the Proposal 14 are to be expressed and 

achieved in a manner consistent with Objective 3.3.2 (Clarity of 

language and efficiency), which is "focussed on process efficiency and 

clarity of language, framed to reflect what the Statement of 

Expectations identifies on these matters".87   

86. Objective 3.3.2 provides: 

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 

                                                
85

 Strategic Directions decision, at [109].   
86

 Strategic Directions decision, at [113]. 
87

 Strategic Directions decision, at [130]. 
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(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. 

THE CROWN’S SUGGESTED REVISIONS 

87. The remaining points the Crown raises in relation to the wording of the 

Revised Proposal are set out in the table that is appended to the 

submissions. 

CONCLUSION 

88. The quality and integrity of Proposal 14 has come a very long way 

during the course of this process. The Crown does reflect however on 

comments made by Mr Crisp in the report he produced for the 

Strategic Directions hearing about the benefits to be gained, in terms 

of usability, from rationalising provisions through removing duplication 

and establishing a more succinct and consolidated suite of provisions 

within each chapter.88  

DATED 30 March 2015 

   

    …………………………………………………. 
    Paul Radich QC and Cedric Carranceja 
    Counsel for the Crown 
 

                                                
88

 Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan – Preliminary Usability Assessment, 
Environmental Management Services Limited, 24 November 2014 at paragraphs 124 and 125 – 
as attached to the Statement of Evidence of Mark Crisp of 24 November 2014. 
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Appendix 1 – Increase housing supply – relevant provisions from 
the RPS, Recovery Strategy, LURP and Statement of expectations 

RPS – Increase housing supply 

1. Objective 5.2.1(2)(b) requires development to be located and designed 

so that it "provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region's 

housing needs." 

2. Objective 6.2.2 (Urban form and settlement pattern)89 of the RPS 

identifies the need for the urban form and settlement pattern in Greater 

Christchurch to be "managed to provide sufficient land for rebuilding 

and recovery needs and set out a foundation for future growth", by 

(amongst other things) aiming to achieve intensification targets and 

providing higher density living environments. 

3. Objective 6.2.3 (Sustainability)90 requires that recovery and rebuilding 

undertaken in Greater Christchurch provides "a range of densities and 

uses". 

4. Policy 6.3.7 (Residential location, yield and intensification)91 sets out 

requirements for residential development opportunities in greater 

Christchurch, including intensification density targets.  It also provides 

that housing affordability is to be addressed "by providing sufficient 

intensification and greenfield priority area land to meet housing 

demand during the recovery period, enabling brownfield development 

and providing for a range of lot sizes, densities and appropriate 

development controls that support more intensive developments such 

as mixed use developments, apartments, townhouses and terraced 

housing". 

Recovery Strategy – Increase housing supply 

5. The Recovery Strategy sets out a vision and goals for recovery, 

including (relevantly) built environment recovery goals that provide for 

the development of "resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 

infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks" by: 

                                                
89

 RPS, page 50. 
90

 RPS, page 51. 
91

 RPS, page 59. 
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(a) "zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within settlement 

patterns consistent with an urban form that provides for the 

future development of greater Christchurch" (built environment 

recovery goal 5.5); and 

(b) "having a range of affordable housing options connected to 

community and strategic infrastructure that provides for 

residents participation in social, cultural and economic 

activities" (built environment recovery goal 5.6). 

6. Increased housing supply also helps achieve economic recovery goal 

2.1:  

"Revitalise greater Christchurch as the heart of a prosperous 

region for business, work, education, and increased investment in 

new activities by […] planning for a well-functioning Christchurch 

central city, thriving suburban centres, flourishing rural towns and a 

productive rural sector". 

LURP – Increase housing supply 

7. The LURP discusses land use needs for housing in section 3.2.1 and 

identifies that there will be a strong demand for housing in Christchurch 

into the future, including projected household growth of 23,700 

households within Christchurch City by 2028. 

8. To address this issue, Action 2 of the LURP requires the Council to 

enable in the Replacement Plan: 

Housing choice 

i. a range of housing types and locations recognising the 

changing population and loss of housing options as a result 

of the Canterbury earthquakes 

Intensification 

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

and development provisions to facilitate intensified 

development 

iii. comprehensive residential and mixed use developments, 

including on brownfield sites 

9. To support Action 2 and the inclusion of certain provisions in the 

operative plan, Action 7 requires the Council "develop a package of 

instruments to promote intensification and city living, including 
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affordable and temporary housing", which may include "financial tools, 

regulatory incentives, development contribution policies and other 

initiatives". 

10. Actions 8 to 10 set out various actions to promote affordable housing, 

including the enabling of exemplar housing projects and investigating 

mechanisms to encourage the provision and retention of affordable 

housing in new residential developments. 

11. These actions will be monitored against the outcomes sought from the 

LURP, including (relevantly):92 

(a) Outcome 2:  "Servicing of land for housing and business and its 

release to the market keep pace with anticipated demand"; and  

(b) Outcome 6:  "The range, quality and price of new housing 

meets the diverse and changing needs of those seeking to buy 

or rent, including the needs of a growing temporary rebuild 

workforce". 

Statement of Expectations – Increase housing supply 

12. The expectations of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

and the Minister for the Environment, as set out in the Statement of 

Expectations, are that the Replacement Plan (relevantly): 

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

(i) confirming the immediate residential intensification 

changes included in the [LURP]; 

(ii) ensuring that the district plan has capacity to 

accommodate up to 23 700 additional dwellings by 

2028 (as compared with the number of households in 

the 2012 post-earthquake period); and 

(iii) addressing further intensification opportunities, in line 

with the Land Use Recovery Plan principle of 

supporting Key Activity Centres and the Central City; 

and 

(iv) having regard to constraints on environmental and 

infrastructure capacity, particularly with regard to 

natural hazards; and 

                                                
92

 LURP, page 16. 
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(v) providing for a wide range of housing types and 

locations: 

(e) ensures sufficient and suitable development capacity and 

land for commercial, industrial and residential activities: 
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Appendix 2 – Intensification – relevant provisions from the RPS, 
Recovery Strategy, LURP and Statement of expectations 

 

RPS – Intensification 

1. Objective 5.2.1(1) of the RPS provides for the location and design of 

development so that it "achieves consolidated, well designed and 

sustainable growth in and around existing urban areas as the primary 

focus for accommodating the region's growth … ." 

2. Policy 4.3.1(1) supports this objective by requiring provision of 

sustainable development patterns that "ensure that any (a) urban 

growth … occur in a form that concentrates, or is attached to, existing 

urban areas and promotes a coordinated pattern of development … ." 

3. Objective 6.2.1 (Recovery framework) provides for the enabling of 

recovery, rebuilding and development within Greater Christchurch 

through a land use and infrastructure framework that (amongst other 

things) "avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or 

greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for 

in the CRPS" and "optimises use of existing infrastructure".93 

4. In order to better utilise existing urban areas Objective 6.2.2 (Urban 

form and settlement pattern):94 

(a) sets targets for intensification as a proportion of overall growth 

across greater Christchurch through the recovery period (until 

2028):  

(b) provides for "higher density living environments including mixed 

use developments and a greater range of housing types, 

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

Activity Centres, and larger neighbourhood centres, and in 

greenfield priority areas and brownfield sites". 

5. The principle reasons and explanation to Objective 6.2.2: 

(a) emphasise the benefits of consolidation of existing urban 

settlements (including minimising the cost of new infrastructure)  

                                                
93

 RPS, Objective 6.2.1(3), Page 50. 
94

 RPS, page 50. 



 

BF\52709859\1 Page 36 

(b) support intensification through infill and brownfields 

redevelopment; 

(c) and states:95 

A significant proportion of intensification will take place in 

the city rather than Selwyn and Waimakariri; however, the 

contribution of these areas to the overall growth pattern is 

important.  The objective sets targets for the contribution 

of infill and intensification as a proportion of overall 

growth, and aligns with the growth management approach 

in the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy.  

Where monitoring indicates these levels are not being 

achieved, further policy responses may be required to 

increase intensification within existing urban areas. 

6. Policy 6.3.1 (Development within the Greater Christchurch Area)96 

provides that, "in relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater 

Christchurch", territorial authorities will "enable development of existing 

urban areas and greenfield priority areas, including intensification in 

appropriate locations, where it supports the recovery of Greater 

Christchurch". 

7. Policy 6.3.7 (Residential location, yield and intensification)97 provides 

for the accommodation of increased demand for households in Greater 

Christchurch, including by: 

(a) ensuring that intensification in urban areas is focused around 

the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres; 

(b) providing that intensification should achieve specified minimum 

residential net densities (e.g. 30 household units per hectare for 

intensification development in Christchurch City outside of the 

Central City); and 

(c) providing that housing affordability is to be addressed by 

"providing sufficient intensification and greenfield priority area 

land to meet housing demand during the recovery period, […] 

and providing for a range of lot sizes, densities and appropriate 

                                                
95

 RPS, page 51. 
96

 RPS, page 53. 
97

 RPS, page 59. 
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development controls that support more intensive 

developments such as mixed use developments, apartments, 

townhouses and terraced housing". 

Recovery Strategy – Intensification 

8. Housing intensification within the existing urban areas of Christchurch 

City will help achieve economic recovery goal 2.1 as set out in 

Appendix 1. 

LURP – Intensification 

9. Section 4.1.1 of the LURP discusses the need to provide housing 

choice, including by way of infill and intensification.  The LURP states 

that:98 

As well as providing smaller and more affordable housing options, 

this will: 

• allow people to live close to existing communities and 

facilities 

• support the recovery of suburban centres and Christchurch 

central city 

• make best use of existing infrastructure networks. 

10. The LURP sets out a specific intensification target of establishing 

20,742 households in existing urban areas across greater Christchurch 

by 2028.99 

11. On this basis: 

(a) Action 2 of the LURP requires the Council to enable, in the 

Replacement Plan:100 

(i) "a range of housing types and locations recognising the 

changing population and loss of housing options as a 

result of the Canterbury earthquakes"; and 

                                                
98

 At page 17.   
99

 Table 2: Targets for intensification, page 18 of the LURP. 
100

 LURP, page 20.   
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(ii) "a choice of housing through a range of residential density 

and development provisions to facilitate intensified 

development". 

(b) Action 7 of the LURP requires the Council to "develop a 

package of instruments to promote intensification .. ." 

12. Action 2 will be monitored against the outcomes sought from the 

LURP, including (relevantly):101 

(a) Outcome 2:  "Servicing of land for housing and business and its 

release to the market keep pace with anticipated demand"; 

(b) Outcome 6:  "The range, quality and price of new housing 

meets the diverse and changing needs of those seeking to buy 

or rent, including the needs of a growing temporary rebuild 

workforce"; and 

(c) Outcome 7:  "Opportunities are available for the market to 

deliver comprehensive redevelopment in suitable existing 

neighbourhoods". 

Statement of Expectations – Intensification 

13. The Statement of Expectations includes the expectations that the 

Replacement Plan will: 

(a) confirm the immediate residential intensification changes 

included in the LURP (clause (d)(i));  

(b) ensure that the district plan has capacity to accommodate up to 

23,700 additional dwellings by 2028;  

(c) address further intensification opportunities, in line with the 

LURP principle of supporting KACs and the Central City (clause 

(d)(iii)); and 

(d) ensures sufficient and suitable development capacity and land 

for residential activities (clause (e)). 

                                                
101

 LURP, page 16. 
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Appendix 3 – Brownfields development – relevant provisions from 
the RPS, Recovery Strategy and LURP 
 

RPS – Brownfield development 

1. A directive to actively encourage brownfield redevelopment is set out in 

Policy 6.3.8 (Regeneration of brownfield land)102 of the RPS which 

provides: 

To encourage and provide for the recovery and regeneration of 

existing brownfield areas through new comprehensive residential, 

mixed-use or business developments, provided such activities will 

ensure the safe and efficient functioning of the transport network 

and will not have significant adverse distributional or urban form 

effects on the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

neighbourhood centres, or give rise to significant reverse 

sensitivity effects. 

2. This policy is supported by a direction in the RPS to provide for the 

utilisation of existing urban areas for redevelopment and land use, as 

follows: 

(a) Objective 6.2.1 (Recovery framework), addressed in paragraph 

3 of Appendix 2 above, provides for the enabling of recovery, 

rebuilding and development within Greater Christchurch 

including through an infrastructure framework that "optimises 

use of existing infrastructure". 

(b) Objective 6.2.2 (Urban form and settlement pattern)103 further 

provides for "higher density living environments including … 

brownfield sites". 

(c) Policy 6.3.1 (Development within the Greater Christchurch 

Area)104 provides that, "in relation to recovery and rebuilding for 

Greater Christchurch", territorial authorities will: 

(iii) "enable development of existing urban areas … including 

intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports 

the recovery of Greater Christchurch"; and 

                                                
102

 Page 60. 
103

 RPS, page 50. 
104

 RPS, page 53. 
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(iv) "ensure new urban activities only occur within existing 

urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas … 

unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the 

[RPS]". 

(d) Policy 6.3.7 (Residential location, yield and intensification),105 

addressed in paragraph 7 of Appendix 2 above, provides for 

the accommodation of increased demand for households in 

Greater Christchurch, including by: 

(v) ensuring that intensification in urban areas is "focused 

around … and on suitable brownfield land"; and 

(vi) providing that housing affordability is to be addressed by 

"providing sufficient intensification and greenfield priority 

area land to meet housing demand during the recovery 

period, enabling brownfield development …". 

(e) Policy 6.3.4 (Transport effectiveness)106 which enables an 

efficient and effective transport network by (amongst other 

things) "providing patterns of development that optimise use of 

existing network capacity". 

Recovery Strategy – Brownfield development 

3. Brownfield redevelopment supports the following goals in the Recovery 

Strategy: 

(a) economic recovery goal 2.1 as set out in Appendix 1; and 

(b) built environment recovery goal 5 to develop "resilient, cost 

effective, accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, 

housing and transport networks" by: 

(i) "rebuilding infrastructure and buildings in a resilient, cost-

effective and energy-efficient manner" (built environment 

recovery goal 5.3); and 

(ii) "zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within 

settlement patterns consistent with an urban form that 

                                                
105

 RPS, page 59. 
106

 Page 56. 
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provides for the future development of greater 

Christchurch" (built environment recovery goal 5.5). 

LURP – Brownfield development 

4. Section 4.1.1 of the LURP identifies that redevelopment of appropriate 

brownfield sites for residential or mixed-use development provides "the 

opportunity to foster an integrated community" and provides for 

"development of underused or undeveloped land".107 

5. The following actions set out in the LURP are relevant to providing for 

brownfield development: 

(a) Action 2, which includes the provision in the Replacement Plan 

of "comprehensive residential and mixed use developments, 

including on brownfield sites";108 and 

(b) Action 24, which includes the provision in the Replacement 

Plan of "comprehensive developments in existing urban 

business areas, including brownfield sites" and "mixed-use 

development within key activity centres".109 

6. These actions will be monitored against outcomes sought from the 

LURP, including (relevantly):110 

(a) Outcome 1:  "A clear planning framework directs where and 

how new development should occur so that it integrates 

efficiently and effectively with infrastructure programmes and 

avoids key hazards and constraints"; and 

(b) Outcome 7:  "Opportunities are available for the market to 

deliver comprehensive redevelopment in suitable existing 

neighbourhoods". 

                                                
107

 LURP, page 20. 
108

 LURP, page 20 
109

 LURP, page 29. 
110

 LURP, page 16. 
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Appendix 4 – Community facilities – relevant provisions from the 
RPS, Recovery Strategy, LURP and Statement of Expectations 

 

RPS – Community facilities 

1. Policy 5.3.1 seeks provision of provisions that "encourage within urban 

areas, housing choice recreation and community facilities … ". 

2. The 'Principal reasons and explanation' for Objective 6.2.3111 identify 

that particular attention should be paid to the availability of community 

and recreation facilities, so as to ensure the maintenance and/or 

provision of high quality living environments. 

3. Objective 6.2.5 (Key activity and other centres)112 provides for the 

existing network of centres in the Central City, Key Activity Centres 

and the neighbourhood centres to be supported "as the focal points for 

commercial, community and service activities during the recovery 

period". 

Recovery Strategy – Community facilities 

4. Enabling community facilities in residential areas supports the following 

goals in the Recovery Strategy: 

(a) "Strengthen community resilience, safety and wellbeing, and 

enhance quality of life for residents and visitors", including by: 

(i) "delivering community, health, education and social 

services that are collaborative, accessible, innovative and 

inclusive" (social recovery goal 3.3); 

(ii) "supporting people, in particular those facing hardship and 

uncertainty, by providing quality housing, education and 

health services" (social recovery goal 3.4); and 

(iii) "supporting communities as they go through the 

processes of resettlement" (social recovery goal 3.5); 

(b) "Renew greater Christchurch's unique identity and its vitality 

expressed through sport, recreation, art, history, heritage and 

traditions", including by: 

                                                
111

 RPS, page 51. 
112

 RPS, page 52. 
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(i) "resuming cultural, community and sports events and 

activities" (cultural recovery goal 4.2); and 

(ii) "encouraging participation in a range of entertainment, 

cultural, recreational and sporting activities" (cultural 

recovery goal 4.3); and 

(c) "Develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 

infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks", 

including by "having a range of affordable housing options 

connected to community and strategic infrastructure that 

provides for residents participation in social, cultural and 

economic activities" (built environment recovery goal 5.6). 

LURP – Community facilities 

5. Section 4.1.2 of the LURP recognises the need to provide for 

community facilities in urban areas, particularly in the context of 

revitalising centres.  Action 11 addresses this need by requiring the 

Council to enable, in the Replacement Plan, "community facilities 

within key activity centres and neighbourhood centres". 

6. Action 11 supports Outcome 8 of the LURP ("Investment in community 

facilities and services supports vibrant key activity centres and 

neighbourhood centres").113 

Statement of Expectations – Community facilities 

7. The expectation of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

and the Minister for the Environment, as set out in the Statement of 

Expectations, is that the Replacement Plan "provides for the effective 

functioning of the urban environment of the Christchurch district, 

reflecting the changes resulting from the Canterbury earthquakes, 

including changes to population, land suitability, infrastructure, and 

transport".114 

 

                                                
113

 LURP, page 16. 
114

 Clause (c) of the Statement of Expectations. 


