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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Sandra Jean McIntyre.  I currently work with Schema Limited as 

a planning, policy and project management consultant.  My qualifications and 

experience are outlined in my evidence-in-chief for the Crown on Proposal 8 

(Subdivision, Development and Earthworks) ("Proposal 8")1. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 This rebuttal evidence addresses the following matters: 

(a) the consenting approach for subdivision proposed in Kim Seaton's 

evidence for K Bush Road Limited and Brian Gillman Limited2; and 

(b) amendments to Policy 8.1.2.8, regarding residential density targets, 

proposed by Warren McCall for NZ Institute of Surveyors3 and Davie 

Lovell-Smith Ltd4. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Consenting approach for subdivision: I do not support the proposal by Ms 

Seaton to retain restricted discretionary activity status for subdivision but to 

accord controlled activity status to some components of the subdivision 

activity. I consider this would discourage a holistic approach and that the 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Sandra McIntyre dated 8 June 2015.   

2
 Submitter 788 

3
 Submitter 575 

4
 Submitter 969 
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approach proposed by Mr Jones would more appropriately address Ms 

Seaton’s concern. 

4.2 Residential density targets: I do not support Mr McCall’s request that a 

qualifier be included in Policy 8.1.2.8 to recognise practical limitations to 

meeting density targets. This would not be consistent with the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (“CRPS”). However I consider that it would be 

helpful to clarify that, in areas subject to an outline development plan 

(“ODP”), the target may be achieved across the ODP area as a whole, rather 

than for each subdivision within that area. 

5. CONSENTING APPROACH FOR SUBDIVISION 

5.1 The appropriate activity status for subdivision has been raised as an issue by 

several witnesses. The Crown has an interest in this matter to the extent that 

the alternative approaches proposed affect the clarity and usability of the 

Replacement Plan. My evidence-in-chief identifies my concerns, in this 

regard, with the detailed and prescriptive approach proposed by Andrew 

Long for the Council. As discussed in my evidence-in-chief5, I prefer the 

simpler approach promoted by Mr Jones for Ngāi Tahu Property Limited6. I 

also support the evidence of Mr Chrystal for Christchurch International Airport 

Limited7, Lyttelton Port Company Limited8 and Waterloo Park Limited9 on this 

matter. 

5.2 Ms Seaton supports restricted discretionary activity status as the general 

approach for greenfield subdivision but suggests that aspects of the 

subdivision such as allotment size, property access and easements could be 

accorded controlled activity status.  This is intended to avoid triggering 

discretionary or non-complying activity status for non-compliance with 

specific standards. 

5.3 I do not support the approach proposed by Ms Seaton. As discussed in my 

evidence-in-chief, I consider that breaking subdivision down into component 

parts can work against a holistic consideration of the activity as a whole10. In 

my view Ms Seaton’s proposed approach would reinforce this problem. I 

consider that a better way of addressing Ms Seaton’s concern would be to 

introduce a simpler structure (such as that proposed by Mr Jones) which 

                                                
5
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre dated 8 June 2015, 9.2-9.6 

6
 Submitter 840/ F-1375 

7
 Submitter 863 /F-1359 

8
 Submitter 915 /F-1444 

9
 Submitter 920 /F-1277 

10
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre dated 8 June 2015, 6.7-6.8 
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treats the subdivision as a single activity, with restricted discretionary activity 

status for non-compliance with any standard.  

6. POLICY ON RESIDENTIAL DENSITY TARGETS  

6.1 Mr McCall requests an amendment to Policy 8.1.2.8 to recognise practical 

limitations affecting the ability to meet residential density targets for 

subdivision. Mr McCall’s evidence particularly discusses concerns related to 

greenfield subdivisions. 

6.2 Mr Long, for the Council, addresses this at 7.18 and 7.19 of his evidence-in-

chief. I agree with him that the amendment sought by Mr McCall would not 

clearly give effect to the CRPS.  

6.3 In part, Mr McCall’s concern arises from an interpretation of Policy 8.1.2.8 

that suggests that the 15 household per hectare target must be met for each 

subdivision in a development area11. Clause (a)(ii) of the policy on ODPs 

which I recommend in my evidence-in-chief12 is intended to clarify that the 

density target does not need to be met subdivision by subdivision, but can be 

addressed across an ODP area as a whole. I consider that any ambiguity 

about this in greenfield residential areas could be avoided by deleting Policy 

8.1.2.8(a) and specifically incorporating the density target in from that clause 

into my proposed Policy 8.1.2.X(a)(ii) as follows: 

Policy 8.1.2.X – Outline Development Plans 

a. Outline Development Plans must demonstrate that:  

i. … 

ii. For a residential development area, a minimum net density 

in accordance with Policy 8.1.2.8(a) of 15 households per 

hectare will be achieved across the area as a whole…  

  

                                                
11

 Evidence of Warren McCall for NZIS and Davie Lovell-Smith dated 8 June 2015, 3.8 
12

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre dated 8 June 2015, 9.12 
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6.4 This would leave Policy 8.1.2.8 to focus on the target for the Residential 

Medium Density (“RMD”) zone. Achievement of the medium density target 

using a subdivision-by-subdivision approach is supported by the minimum 

density requirement applying in the RMD zone13.  

 

Sandra Jean McIntyre 

15 June 2015 

 

                                                
13

 See Rule 14.3.3.15 in the 23 April version of Proposal 14 (Annexure A to the Council’s closing submissions in 
the Residential hearing) 


