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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.  I have been working 

with Schema since 2006. 

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

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

statement of evidence dated 20 March 2015 was provided in the Residential 

Hearing1, and I continue to support the views I expressed in that evidence.  

Rather than repeating that evidence I will adopt that evidence for the 

purposes of this second statement of evidence.   

1.3 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraph 1.2 of my first 

statement of evidence.  

1.4 I have been engaged by the Crown (through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA")) to provide planning evidence in relation to the 

Crown's submission on Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks) of the Replacement Plan ("Proposal 8"). I provided input to the 

Crown's submission and further submission on Proposal 8, and was involved 

in discussions resulting in a mediated agreement on the provisions for repair 

of earthquake-damaged multi-unit buildings in Proposal 82. 

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. 

                                                
1
Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 -  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading "Submitter evidence".   
2
 The mediated agreement is reflected in the Hearings Panel's Decision 3: Repair and Rebuild of Multi-Unit 

Complexes dated 26 February 2015.   

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence in relation to the Crown's 

submission on the provisions in Proposal 8 of the Replacement Plan.  

3.2 My evidence discusses the following matters: 

(a) The key themes in the Crown’s submission relevant to subdivision. 

(b) The role of subdivision and factors that contribute to efficient 

subdivision processes.   

(c) Provision for infrastructure and servicing in Proposal 8. 

(d) Subdivision in the Residential Medium Density ("RMD") zone. 

(e) The framework for subdivision in the New Neighbourhood zone 

("NNZ"). 

(f) Other provisions in Proposal 8 which need greater clarity or better 

targeting.   

(g) The consistency of Proposal 8 with the directions provided in the 

Hearings Panel's Strategic Directions decision and other statutory 

documents, and with Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

(“RMA”). 

3.3 Provisions in Proposal 8 relating to the NNZ were discussed in the hearing 

on Proposal 14: Residential (“Proposal 14”). My evidence does not revisit 

those matters; however it does comment on related matters to be considered 

in the Proposal 8 hearing3. These matters are: 

(a) The appropriate activity status for subdivision in areas subject to 

Outline Development Plans (“ODPs”). 

(b) The need for policy guidance in Proposal 8 on the content of ODPs. 

3.4 I have reviewed the amendments in the Christchurch City Council's 

("Council") revised version of Proposal 8 dated 21 May 2015 ("Revised 

Proposal").  My evidence focuses on the matters where I disagree with the 

Council’s planning evidence and the Revised Proposal.  In Attachment 

                                                
3
 These are discussed in the following communications: 310 CCC – Application regarding New Neighbourhood 

Provisions – Subdivision – 12-5-15, 495 Crown – Memorandum in response to CCC memo of 12 May – 20-5-15,  
and Minute – directions on New Neighbourhood provisions 18-5-15, available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/ 
 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Application-regarding-New-Neighbourhood-Provisions-Residential-12-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Application-regarding-New-Neighbourhood-Provisions-Residential-12-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Memorandum-in-response-to-CCC-memo-of-12-May-20-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Minute-directions-on-New-Neighbourhood-provisions-18-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
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SJM1 I have identified whether or not I agree with the Council’s 

recommendations on each of the provisions the Crown has submitted on, 

and have provided alternative amendments where I disagree with the 

Council's amendments.  

3.5 I have relied on the evidence of the other Crown witnesses while preparing 

my evidence.  I have also read the evidence of the witnesses for the Council 

and am familiar with the range of submissions on Proposal 8.  A list of the 

documents I have relied on or referred to is included in Attachment SJM2 to 

my evidence. 

3.6 I have read the Hearings Panel's decisions on the Strategic Directions 

Proposal and other priority matters4. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown’s submission is largely concerned with the complexity and 

unclear targeting of provisions in Proposal 8 as notified. Amendments 

proposed by the Council address many of the matters raised, but some 

important concerns remain.  

4.2 Complex provisions and an unclear relationship between ODPs, district plan 

standards, assessment matters and guidance documents (such as the 

Infrastructure Design Standards) could impede development by complicating 

subdivision processes.  The structure of the Proposal, which breaks 

subdivision activities into component parts, also makes an integrated 

approach to subdivision more difficult to achieve.   

4.3 Mr Rouse’s evidence5 discusses the importance of good integration of land 

development with service infrastructure and I recommend some changes to 

policies to provide more clearly for this integration. 

4.4 I support the Crown’s submission seeking a reduced minimum lot size in the 

RMD zone. I consider that this is necessary to ensure the rule framework 

enables residential development at the density required to give effect to 

Policy 6.3.7 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS"), and that 

it facilitates choice of housing typology. 

                                                
4
 Temporary Activities related to Earthquake Recovery, Rebuild and Repair of Multi-Unit Residential Complexes 

and Rezoning of Exemplar Housing Areas under Action 8 of the Land Use Recovery Plan (North Halswell) all 
dated 26 February 2015.   
5
 Statement of Evidence of Robert Rouse, dated 8 June 2015 
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4.5 In response to matters raised at the Residential hearing, the Council has 

proposed amendments to make subdivision in the New Neighbourhood Zone 

a controlled activity if it is in accordance with an ODP6. I consider that the 

Council’s approach, as set out in the Revised Proposal, is unnecessarily and 

inappropriately prescriptive. I prefer the simpler approach recommended by 

Mr Jones (planning witness for Ngāi Tahu Property Limited ("Ngāi Tahu")) in 

his evidence7.  

4.6 Discussion between parties on the merits and implementation of a controlled 

activity approach has highlighted the importance of clear and appropriately 

focused ODPs to guide subdivision proposals. The quality of existing ODPs 

is mixed, and I consider that a policy directing the content of these would be 

helpful in ensuring greater consistency in future. I recommend wording for a 

policy on ODP content.  

4.7 In addition to these matters, I recommend some further clarification of various 

provisions, including provisions relating to the use of financial contributions 

and provisions linking to controls in Proposal 5 – Natural Hazards to avoid 

adverse effects of natural hazards. 

5. KEY THEMES IN THE CROWN SUBMISSION  

5.1 The main theme of the Crown submission is that Proposal 8 needs 

amendments to make it easier to understand and use. There is significant 

room for clarification in the direction and focus of the objectives, policies, 

rules and assessment matters. The complex structure and the lengthy 

matters for discretion in Proposal 8 create some difficulties in navigation and 

interpretation of provisions. Addressing this would help to avoid confusion, 

unnecessary complexity and unintended consequences for development.  

5.2 The Council’s Revised Proposal is helpful in addressing many of the specific 

concerns identified in the submission. However the Crown remains 

concerned that:  

(a) Policy direction on infrastructure and servicing is not always clearly 

expressed.   

(b) The minimum net site area requirement in the RMD zone does not 

support the full range of permitted residential activities in that zone.     

                                                
6
 See Section 6 in the Evidence of Andrew Long on behalf of the Council (dated 21 May) and the Revised 

Proposal (Attachment A to Mr Long’s evidence). 
7
 See attachment to Evidence of Jason Jones on behalf of Ngāi Tahu Property Limited. 
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(c) Amendments proposed by the Council to provide for some subdivision 

activities as controlled activities will put technical subdivisions 

associated with the repair of earthquake-damaged multi-unit buildings 

at a comparative disadvantage, because these remain as restricted 

discretionary activities.  

(d) The Replacement Plan’s approach to use of financial contributions, and 

the circumstances in which these will be required, is unclear.   

(e) Objective 8.1.1 and related policies and rules regarding natural and 

cultural heritage are not well focused or targeted and do not align 

appropriately with the direction of the CRPS and the RMA. 

5.3 In regard to the matters arising from the hearing on Proposal 14 that are 

being considered further in this hearing, the Crown supports the simplified 

approach to development in the NNZ proposed by Mr Andrew MacLeod in his 

supplementary evidence for Proposal 148, but considers that the 

amendments to Proposal 8 recommended by the Council to support this: 

(a) are unnecessarily complex and prescriptive; and  

(b) do not address the need for clarity about the content required in 

ODPs that is needed to support the proposed simplified approach.    

6. SUBDIVISION ROLE AND EFFICIENT PROCESS  

6.1 The process and activities associated with subdivision provide a physical 

framework that implements urban form policies and supports and enables 

land use activities to be carried out as anticipated by the zone provisions in 

the various areas covered by a district plan. This role is important in 

contributing to achievement of the recovery framework described in Objective 

6.2.1 of the CRPS and Objective 3.3.1 in the Strategic Directions decision. 

6.2 The ‘framework’ role has several implications in terms of the approach that 

needs to be taken in the Replacement Plan, including that: 

(a) Subdivision provisions must complement zone rules and standards to 

enable establishment of permitted activities in a zone.  

                                                
8
  310 CCC – Supplementary Evidence – Mr Andrew Macleod (Residential) with attachments – dated 16-4-15,  

available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading 
“Christchurch City Council evidence” 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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(b) The subdivision design and implementation process must ensure 

integrated development across and between development areas, and 

integration of new development with existing neighbourhoods. 

(c) Planning and implementation of subdivision must incorporate provision 

for service and network infrastructure of adequate capacity and 

appropriate design to support the activities expected to establish within 

the area of the subdivision in both the short and longer term. 

6.3 As well as its ‘enabling’ function, the subdivision process can also contribute 

to protection of significant features and resources by providing mechanisms 

for separation between the feature to be protected and activities that could 

have adverse effects on it. Similarly, it can achieve separation of activities 

from areas subject to natural hazards and other constraints. 

6.4 Many subdivisions, particularly those that extend the urban area to greenfield 

land, need to fulfill most or all of these requirements. This requires consent 

assessments to cover a broad range of matters as well as detailed design for 

matters such as infrastructure servicing. Technical input is required to assist 

decision-making at the consenting stage and to check and approve 

compliance with consent conditions9 before title can be issued.   

6.5 Given this combination of factors, together with the inevitable time delay 

between design and execution, there are many ways in which the process 

can become overly complicated and inefficient. Avoiding this should be a key 

consideration in drafting subdivision provisions. It needs to be clear what will 

be considered and at what part of the process this will happen. In particular, 

to avoid inappropriate re-litigation of matters at different stages of the 

subdivision process, the relationship between ODPs, district plan standards 

and assessment matters and external guidance documents including the 

Council's Infrastructure Design Standard and Stormwater Management Plans 

must be clear.  

6.6 Although amendments recommended by Council witnesses to address 

submissions, together with further amendments that I recommend in this 

evidence, will improve clarity in some areas, I consider that the complex 

structure of the Replacement Plan, combined with lengthy assessment 

matters, stands in the way of significantly enhancing clarity and efficiency in 

the subdivision process.  I provide reasons for my view below. 

                                                
9
 As required by sections 223 and 224 RMA. 
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6.7 With regards to structure, the Proposal breaks the possible components of a 

subdivision into discrete parts (such as servicing, easements, natural and 

cultural heritage protection) and appears to treat each of these parts as an 

activity in itself, assigning an activity status, activity standards and matters for 

discretion to each part. This multi-layered approach has some possible 

benefit in clearly identifying which component particular standards and 

matters for discretion are intended to address. However, assigning an activity 

status and matters for discretion to the parts, rather than the whole, 

encourages a narrow interpretation of the scope of the subdivision activity. In 

my view, any benefits are outweighed by the disadvantages of not taking a 

holistic approach that considers how the components of the subdivision 

activity work together to achieve an overall effect. For example, Rule 8.3.1 

sets out standards and matters for discretion in regard to allotment size and 

dimension. Among the matters for discretion is: 

The relationship of the proposed allotments within the site and their 

compatibility with the pattern of the adjoining subdivision, and land use 

activities.10 

6.8 Because this matter is tied to the standards for allotment size and dimension, 

there is apparently no ability to consider the matter described in relation to 

the broader subdivision layout. The approach used more commonly in other 

district plans11, which links the matters for discretion (or control) more directly 

to the overall subdivision activity rather than to a particular component, would 

avoid this problem. It would also make the rules easier to interpret. Any such 

restructuring would be most efficiently and effectively undertaken once the 

full content of Proposal 8 across the various stages of the district plan review 

is known. 

6.9 With regards to assessment matters, I support Mr Long’s recommendation to 

combine and consolidate the content of matters for discretion and 

assessment matters12. This is very helpful in reducing duplication and makes 

it easier to understand the range of matters to be assessed. However, I 

consider that restructuring of the rules as discussed above would provide the 

                                                
10

 8.3.1.4 (4) 
11

 For example, the recently notified Proposed Hurunui District Plan uses the following structure:  
(a) Controlled activities (framed as a default activity status); 
(b) Standards for controlled activities;  
(c) Matters for control (relating to the subdivision as a whole rather than being assigned to specific standards); 
(d) Restricted discretionary activities (including matters for discretion); 
(e) Discretionary activities;  
(f) Non-complying activities. 
12

 See evidence of Andrew Long, 7.33-7.34 



 

BF\52949343\12 Page 9 

opportunity for some further rationalisation of matters to remove duplication 

and overlaps.  

7. INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICING REQUIREMENTS  

7.1 Objective 3.3.7 in the Strategic Directions decision, particularly clauses (i) 

and (j), requires that the Replacement Plan provide for a well-integrated 

pattern of development and infrastructure. The evidence of Mr Rouse 

identifies the following matters that need to be addressed in the subdivision 

process to achieve efficient, effective and environmentally sustainable 

integration of land use and infrastructure: 

(a) Encouragement of subdivision and development, including 

intensification, in areas where there is available horizontal infrastructure 

capacity; 13 

(b) Support for infrastructure upgrading and provision for development of 

infrastructure solutions within the development footprint, particularly 

where existing infrastructure capacity is not available;14  

(c) A clear relationship between Replacement Plan requirements and the 

Council’s Infrastructure Design Standard;15 

(d) Protection of access for maintenance of infrastructure;16 

(e) The need to restore network functionality as far as practicable by the 

end of the rebuild and repair of earthquake damaged horizontal 

infrastructure;17 and 

(f) Encouragement of decentralised low impact systems, based around 

natural processes, where appropriate.18 

7.2 After reviewing the Council’s evidence, I agree with Mr Long19 that the 

Proposal includes some policy direction on each of these matters. However 

this direction is not always as clear as it could be. In particular:  

(a) Poor linkages between related matters in objectives and policies 

regarding infrastructure impede the clarity of these matters. Closely 

related matters are sometimes split between policies.  The reference 

                                                
13

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 6.3 and 7.2 
14

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 6.3, 6.5-6.6 and 7.2 
15

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 7.2 
16

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 7.2 
17

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 8.1-8.2  
18

 See evidence of Robert Rouse, 8.3-8.4 
19

 See Attachment B to Mr Long’s evidence for comments on each specific submission point 
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to infrastructure in Objective 8.1.2 is misleading in suggesting that 

infrastructure matters will be addressed in the policies related to that 

objective, when they are actually addressed in policies flowing from 

Objective 8.1.3.  

(b) Policies sometimes focus on specific methods at the expense of 

clarity about the overall policy approach being pursued (Policy 

8.1.3.4 includes several examples of this).  There is sometimes little 

difference in the level of detail between the policy and its reflection 

in matters for discretion. 

7.3 To address the concerns expressed in the Crown's submission, I have made 

a number of recommendations in Attachment SJM1:   

(a) Reference to efficient provision and use of infrastructure from 

Objective 8.1.2 is moved to Objective 8.1.3 to clearly locate all 

infrastructure matters under this objective. 

(b) Misleading reference to ‘resilience’ is deleted from the heading of 

Policy 8.1.2.5 (as the content of this policy focuses only on 

sustainable design), and Policy 8.3.10 (Construction and design of 

infrastructure) is expanded to provide clearly for resilience to be built 

into design. 

(c) Policy 8.1.3.1 is amended to provide a focus on what must be 

achieved to ensure infrastructure is available for development – 

infrastructure networks must be functional and appropriate 

connections must be available. 

(d) Policy 8.1.3.4 is amended to focus more clearly on the stormwater 

management approach promoted - this is to manage the adverse 

effects of stormwater discharges by use of natural processes to 

retain and treat stormwater and by encouraging use of rainwater on 

site to limit additional stormwater loads on waterways. 

(e) Policy 8.1.3.6 is amended to include a clear link to the Council’s 

Trade Waste Bylaw and to promote on-site measures to reduce 

impacts on the wastewater system.   

(f) A note referring plan users to the Trade Waste Bylaw is added to 

8.3.4 Servicing, in place of a note at 8.4.1.1 proposed in the 

Council’s revised version. Rule 8.4.1.1 only addresses activities in 



 

BF\52949343\12 Page 11 

three specific areas; Rule 8.3.4 is a more appropriate location for 

the note as this provision has broad application.   

(g) Matter for discretion 8.3.4.3(9) is amended to remove reference to 

the ability of vegetation to absorb water. The Council’s Revised 

Proposal has changed the intent of this clause and the reference no 

longer makes sense in that context. 

(h) Matter 8.3.4.3(27) is amended to provide a focus on functionality of 

infrastructure rather than on what needs to be done to achieve this. 

This is consistent with the change I have recommended to Policy 

8.1.3.1(a). 

7.4 I consider there is also a need for greater clarity in the intent of the following 

provisions. 

7.5 Policy 8.1.3.1 is ambiguous in its intent. While unclear from the wording of 

the policy, it is my understanding that the Council's intention for this policy is 

to provide direction in regard to development in the residential ‘red zone’. The 

amendments I have recommended to this policy in Attachment SJM1 are 

based on a wider interpretation of the policy intent, which is the need to 

ensure infrastructure is available to service development wherever it occurs. 

This is not clearly provided for in other policies and, notwithstanding the 

Council’s intent, I consider that my recommended amendments are 

appropriate to address this broader need. If a policy specific to development 

in the residential ‘red zone’ is considered necessary, then this could be 

included as a separate policy. 

7.6 Matters for discretion in 8.3.4.3 include a general matter regarding 

consistency with relevant Stormwater Management Plans or Integrated 

Catchment Management Plans (8.3.4.3(14)).  At mediation, Mr Norton 

confirmed that Stormwater Management Plans contain a broad range of 

matters. I consider that there is a need for greater clarity as to the particular 

aspects of these Stormwater Management Plans that are relevant for 

consideration in 8.3.4.3.    

8. SUBDIVISION IN THE RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY ZONE 

8.1 Objectives 3.3.1(a) and (b) require an enabling approach in order (amongst 

other outcomes) to meet the community’s needs for housing in the short and 
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longer term. My evidence for Proposal 1420 discussed the importance of 

adequate provision for medium density development in meeting these needs.   

8.2 To facilitate medium density development in appropriate areas, it is important 

that the controls on subdivision in the RMD zone support and enable the 

establishment of residential activities in a way that is consistent with meeting 

the minimum density requirements in the zone21. Built form standard 

14.3.3.17 in both the notified version and the Council's revised version of 

Proposal 14 dated 26 March 2015 requires any new development on a site 

larger than 401m2 to include two residential units. The minimum net site area 

of 400m2 included in Rule 8.3.1.1 (Table 1) does not support this requirement 

in that it would not enable separate titles to be issued for units developed at 

the density specified in 14.3.3.17. Although Table 3 in Rule 8.3.1.1 provides 

for an exemption from the minimum net site where there is an existing or 

proposed building, the apparent contradiction between the provisions is 

confusing and imposes an unnecessary constraint on the way in which a 

landowner can go about seeking separate titles for units on small sites.   

8.3 The Crown's submission requests that the minimum net site area for the 

RMD zone be reduced to 200m2 to ensure that it clearly supports the 

minimum density requirement for the zone and the achievement of CRPS 

density targets22. Mr Long opposes this23 on the grounds that: 

(a) it would result in a reduction in the number of large sites available for 

multi-unit development; and 

(b) Ms O’Brien’s evidence expresses concern about the effect of provision 

for increased density on infrastructure capacity. 

8.4 I do not accept Mr Long’s arguments. I do not consider that inclusion of a 

minimum site area will automatically result in a proliferation of subdivisions to 

that minimum. Decisions about subdivision are driven by a wide range of 

factors related to the nature of housing demand.24 The requested minimum 

net site area is small enough to achieve the density target of 30 households 

through use of a range of housing typologies. The effect would be to remove 

any inbuilt preference for a particular housing typology or ownership structure 

to achieve the target. If demand was to favour multi-unit developments, the 

                                                
20

 See section 7 of my evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ 
21

 Built form standard 14.3.3.17. 
22

 CRPS Policy 6.3.7(4)(b) 
23

 See the evidence of Andrew Long, 7.25 and 7.26. 
24

 See generally the evidence of John Schellekens on behalf of the Crown for the Residential Proposal, available 
for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/.    

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/


 

BF\52949343\12 Page 13 

rule would not prevent developers from pursuing this type of development. 

Conversely, if the demand was to favour town houses on individual sites, this 

choice would be enabled by the Crown’s requested amendment, but 

proscribed by the notified rule. 

8.5 In regard to Ms O’Brien’s concern regarding the effect of provisions for 

increased density on infrastructure capacity, I note that this rule only affects 

subdivision in the RMD zone. Policy criteria for this zone agreed between the 

Council and the Crown25 exclude land subject to infrastructure constraints 

(other than site-specific short term constraints) from the RMD zone.   

9. FRAMEWORK FOR SUBDIVISION IN NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE 

9.1 Mr Long’s evidence considers the implications, for Proposal 8, of the 

approach to development in the NNZ promoted by Mr MacLeod in the 

hearing on Proposal 14, and supported by the Council in closing submissions 

at that hearing. The Crown supported Mr MacLeod’s approach in principle, 

but highlighted reservations about the particular package of standards 

recommended by Mr MacLeod. I do not reiterate that discussion here, but 

discuss some significant concerns I have with the approach taken by Mr 

Long. 

Controlled activity status 

9.2 Mr Long has included a set of controlled activity provisions in Proposal 8 to 

provide for the proposed NNZ approach26. However he stops short of 

recommending this approach, in part because of his view that controlled 

activity rules would need to include a high level of prescription to give the 

Council confidence that the potential effects of subdivision could be 

appropriately addressed in the absence of an ability to decline consent27. I 

understand that this position is based on a view that aspects of a controlled 

activity subdivision, such as the means of providing for infrastructure 

servicing, cannot be modified from that proposed in the consent application, 

as this would constitute a failure to grant consent for the activity.    

9.3 In my opinion, this reflects an overly conservative interpretation of the scope 

of the subdivision activity and the restrictions on control of such an activity. I 

consider that the scope of the activity for which consent is being sought 

                                                
25

 See Policy 14.1.1.2(b)(iii) in Annexure A to the Council’s closing submissions in the Residential hearing, 
available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/. 
26

 Evidence of Andrew Long, at paragraph 6.3. 
27

 Evidence of Andrew Long, at paragraph 7.3. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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would appropriately be characterised by a combination of the number of 

allotments to be established, the purpose of the subdivision, and the areas to 

be included in it. Matters such as infrastructure servicing, while necessary to 

support the activity, do not define the activity itself, and I do not consider that 

controlled activity status for a subdivision proposal would (or should) 

constrain the ability of the Council to identify infrastructure capacity and set 

whatever conditions might be necessary to ensure the subdivision is 

appropriately serviced. For example, this ability could be provided in a simple 

way by setting, as a matter for control in regard to wastewater management: 

infrastructure servicing requirements, including service capacity, the 

system for collection [and treatment] of wastewater, connections with 

the wider network and appropriate standards for design and 

construction. 

9.4 Mr Rouse, in his evidence, describes some situations in which a more 

cautious approach is required because of significant infrastructure 

constraints28. I agree that controlled activity status would not be appropriate 

in areas where lack of capacity clearly constrains new development (in 

contrast to a situation which merely requires, for example, an adjustment in 

infrastructure design details). These areas would appropriately be excluded 

from any controlled activity rule, for example by use of an overlay. 

9.5 Mr Long’s proposed controlled activity rules include detailed and prescriptive 

site-specific standards. I consider that his approach reflects a 

misunderstanding of the purpose of controlled activity status. My 

understanding is that controlled activity status provides for the circumstances 

where the effects of an activity are well-known, and the activity is accepted 

as appropriate on any site within the ambit of the controlled activity rule, but 

the effects to be managed are not amenable to the setting of standards that 

apply across the range of sites. In this circumstance, controlled activity status 

provides the opportunity for assessment of site-specific characteristics and 

setting of bespoke conditions on the resource consent. I do not consider 

there should be any need to include prescriptive site-specific standards for 

controlled activities in the Replacement Plan, and I consider that to do so 

would be inconsistent with the Statement of Expectations (“SOE”)29. 

                                                
28

 See Evidence of Robert Rouse, 6.4 
29

 SOE Clause (a) (ii)  
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9.6 Mr Jones (for Ngāi Tahu Property) proposes a simpler controlled activity 

approach in his evidence30. I have reviewed Mr Jones' approach and 

consider it is simpler, clearer and more appropriately reflects the nature of a 

controlled activity assessment. In particular, reference to the Infrastructure 

Design Standard is more clearly built into the rules, avoiding any need to 

duplicate infrastructure design details. I would support adoption of this 

approach subject to exclusion of areas where there are clear constraints on 

development. 

Implications of controlled activity approach for rules on repair of earthquake-

damaged multi-unit residential buildings  

9.7 The Council’s revised version of Proposal 8 extends controlled activity 

status to several other subdivision activities beside subdivision in 

accordance with an ODP. These include subdivisions that can be 

characterised as technical modifications to property titles, such as minor 

changes to cross-leases and unit titles. I support this enabling approach but 

note that a consequential effect is that this introduces a comparative 

disadvantage to subdivision activities that enable earthquake repair on 

multi-unit residential buildings. Provisions for these activities were mediated 

in December 2014 and the outcome of mediation is reflected in Decision 3: 

Rebuild and Repair of Multi-Unit Residential Complexes issued on 26 

February 2015. That decision retains restricted discretionary activity status 

for subdivision, which is more restrictive than the approach now proposed 

by the Council for similar activities. 

9.8 As noted by Mr Long in his evidence31, re-notification of the provisions 

included in Decision 3 would be needed to allow these provisions to be 

changed for consistency with treatment of equivalent activities. I consider it 

would be appropriate to re-notify as noted by Mr Long. 

Policy guidance for ODPs 

9.9 The Council's evidence32 notes that one of the reasons for the Council's 

reservations about use of controlled activity status for subdivisions linked to 

ODPs is that they have identified deficiencies in key information about 

infrastructure servicing requirements provided on some existing ODPs – an 

example being the absence of information about the wastewater capacity to 

                                                
30

 Evidence of Jason Jones on behalf of Ngāi Tahu Property Limited 
31

 See Evidence of Andrew Long, 7.7 
32

 For example  see Evidence of Andrew Long, 6.6 and 6.7 
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be provided for. I do not consider that this is a reason to reject use of 

controlled activity status; rather, it confirms the need, discussed in the 

Proposal 14 hearing, for clear policy guidance about the required content of 

ODPs. Such guidance would ensure that current issues relating to 

inconsistency in the type and detail of information on ODPs would be 

addressed for further developments.  

9.10 Policy 6.3.3 in the CRPS sets out in substantial detail matters that must be 

addressed in ODPs. There is no need to repeat that detail in the 

Replacement Plan. However, I consider it would be appropriate to provide 

policy guidance as to how those matters should be addressed to achieve the 

wider outcomes sought by the Replacement Plan and to ensure that 

development of the area will be effectively integrated into the wider 

environment regardless of whether it is implemented through a single 

subdivision proposal or multiple proposals by different landowners. Key 

outcomes include: 

(a) achievement of the CRPS density target in the ODP area as a 

whole; 

(b) arrangement of key land uses (which could include residential, 

business and community uses) in a way that is consistent with the 

achievement of urban form policies. Relevant policies include those 

in Chapter 14 guiding location of higher density residential 

development and neighbourhood centres33, and Policy 8.1.2.7 which 

guides provision of open space areas; 

(c) provision for adequate infrastructure capacity to service the intended 

population; 

(d) achievement of well-integrated connections to surrounding 

infrastructure and transport networks, including strategic 

infrastructure; 

(e) infrastructure and transport connections through the ODP area that 

support coordinated development between different landowners;  

(f) integrated management of natural hazards across the ODP area; 

and 

                                                
33

 Policy 14.1.5.2 and 14.1.5.4 in Annexure A to the Council’s closing submissions in the Residential hearing.  
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(g) protection of significant natural or cultural heritage features and the 

quality of surface water and groundwater resources.     

9.11 I consider that a policy on the content of ODPs also needs to address 

consistency and clarity in presentation of information across ODPs. Existing 

ODPs vary markedly in the scope and quality of information included, and in 

the way this is presented, resulting in confusion. The volume of information 

and level of detail provided with some ODPs also makes them 

unnecessarily inflexible and difficult to interpret34. Greater consistency could 

be achieved by requiring that an ODP should only include information to the 

extent necessary to give effect to CRPS Policy 6.3.735 and the outcomes 

described above, and that the presentation of information should be in the 

form of two plans: a land use plan and a servicing plan (with additional 

narrative limited only to that strictly necessary to describe matters that 

cannot be shown on the plans). 

9.12 I have drafted policy wording to provide the guidance described. This is 

particularly focused on ODPs for NNZ areas and would need some 

adjustment if it was intended to apply to business greenfield areas as well.  

My proposed wording is as follows: 

Policy 8.1.2.X – Outline Development Plans 

a. Outline Development Plans must demonstrate that:  

i. Land uses will be distributed in a way that is consistent with 

Policies 8.1.2.7, [14.1.5.2 and 14.1.5.4]36; 

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

accordance with Policy 8.1.2.8(a) will be achieved across the 

area as a whole;  

iii. Land for community uses will be provided in locations 

convenient to the community and of an adequate size to 

serve the intended population;   

iv. Adequate infrastructure capacity will be available to service 

the intended population [and/or business activities]; 

                                                
34

 ODPs included in Appendix 14.10 in the Stage 2 proposals notified in May commonly include at least eight plan 
and narrative components. 
35

 For example, Policy 6.3.7 does not require inclusion of amenity measures, but some existing ODPs contain 
detailed requirements about matters such as landscaping along road frontages and lists of plant species which 
may or may not be planted. 
36

 Numbering as in the version of Proposal 14 attached to the Council’s closing submissions in the Residential 
hearing. Previously, these were 14.1.6.2 and 14.1.6.4 



 

BF\52949343\12 Page 18 

v. Infrastructure and transport connections will be integrated 

effectively with networks in neighbouring areas, and with 

strategic infrastructure; 

vi. Infrastructure and transport connections through the ODP 

area will support co-ordinated development between 

different landowners; 

vii. Natural hazards will be managed in an integrated way across 

the area; 

viii. Significant natural and cultural heritage features, and the 

quality of surface water and groundwater, will be protected. 

b. Outline Development Plans should only include information to the 

extent necessary to give effect to CRPS Policy 6.3.3, and 

information should be presented in the form of two plans: 

i. A land use plan showing distribution of land uses, areas set 

aside from development and other land use features, and 

ii. A servicing plan showing infrastructure and transport 

networks and connections. 

Accompanying narrative may be included, but should be concise 

and should only address matters in Policy 8.1.2.X(a) and CRPS 

Policy 6.3.3 that cannot be shown on the plans. 

9.13 The content of Policy 8.1.2.X addresses most of the content of Policy 

8.1.2.9. I consider that Policy 8.1.2.X provides clearer guidance for 

greenfield development than Policy 8.1.2.9 does, and that it would be 

appropriate to replace Policy 8.1.3.9 with Policy 8.1.2.X.  

10. OTHER OUTSTANDING MATTERS IN CROWN SUBMISSION ON 

PROPOSAL 8 

10.1 In Attachment SJM1 I identify several additional matters for which I do not 

consider Mr Long’s recommendations adequately address the concerns 

raised in the Crown's submission. My remaining concerns generally relate to 

clarity of drafting rather than the overall approach taken. 

Reference to development contributions and financial contributions 
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10.2 The Crown’s submission identified a lack of clarity in provisions referring to 

development contributions and financial contributions. Mr Long has 

acknowledged that the provisions are confusing and addressed this by 

deleting Policy 8.1.3.9 and retaining, in 8.2.2.3, only a simple reminder of 

requirements for development contributions in the Council’s Development 

Contributions Policy. I consider that (with a minor amendment for clarity) this 

addresses the Crown’s concern about the appropriate reference to 

development contributions in a district plan, and the lack of distinction 

between these and financial contributions. However there is still some 

confusion about the circumstances (if any) in which financial contributions will 

be required. 

10.3 Rule 8.2.2.3 refers to financial contributions for esplanade reserves, but this 

reference is not reflected in the rules for those areas. Conversely, there is a 

single site-specific reference to financial contributions in the matters for 

discretion for industrial subdivision in the area covered by the Islington ODP 

(see 8.4.1.3 clause 13). This confusion needs to be addressed. If financial 

contributions are to be used as a tool in the Replacement Plan, I consider 

some clear policy direction is necessary as to the circumstances in which 

they will be used, accompanied by a rule provision describing how the 

contribution will be calculated. 

Policy 8.1.2.1 Recovery activities 

10.4 The Council has accepted the Crown’s submission point seeking inclusion, in 

Policy 8.1.2.1, of reference to the Enhanced Development Mechanism and 

the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism. I consider a further 

minor drafting amendment is needed for grammatical correctness.  

Suitability for proposed land use (8.2.2.5) 

10.5  The Council has accepted the Crown’s submission point, on Rule 8.2.2.5(3), 

recognising the situation in which non-compliance with zone rules, on sites 

containing existing buildings, has been authorised by a resource consent. 

However Mr Long has also recommended, as a consequence, removal of 

provision elsewhere in 8.2.2.5(3) for subdivision where the site can 

accommodate a discretionary activity in terms of zone rules. In my view, Mr 

Long has conflated two different scenarios. The provision requested by the 

Crown only addresses situations where there is an existing building on the 

site. The equivalent situation for vacant sites is addressed by the wording 
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deleted by Mr Long. I consider that reference to a discretionary activity 

should be reinstated in 8.2.2.5(3).  

Activity standards for allotments in the NNZ (8.3.1.1. RD2) 

10.6 The Crown requested inclusion of a qualifier, in the standards relating to 

allotment size in the NNZ that confirms that allotments must only comply with 

‘applicable’ standards in 8.4.2. Mr Long recommends this request be rejected 

on the basis that all standards in 8.4.2 are applicable. I accept that this is the 

case if the standards proposed by Mr MacLeod in the Proposal 14 hearing 

are adopted. However, in the event that any distinction between 

comprehensive development and subdivision-only applications is retained 

from the notified Proposal, the word ‘applicable’ will be necessary to reflect 

such distinction. 

Natural hazards (8.3.8) 

10.7 Mr Long has recommended accepting the Crown's submission point 

requesting inclusion of a provision allowing, for subdivision of sites in Floor 

Level and Fill Management Areas, consideration of the extent to which the 

subdivision will affect, or be affected by the flood hazard. In general I support 

the wording Mr Long recommends to address this issue, but I consider it 

does not fully allow for consideration of the extent to which activities on the 

site will be affected by any flooding. For example, a subdivision in a flood-

prone area is likely to be less problematic if it provides for open space 

recreational activities than residential activities. Similarly, if the flood hazard 

affects only part of the area, flexibility to manage the hazard by appropriate 

site layout would be an appropriate consideration. 

11. CONSISTENCY WITH STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  

11.1 The Crown’s submission on Proposal 8 is largely concerned with increasing 

clarity of direction, and I consider that granting the relief identified in 

Attachment SJM1 will make the Replacement Plan more consistent with 

Objective 3.3.2(b) and (c) in the Strategic Directions decision and clauses (b) 

and (i) of the SOE.   

11.2 Greater clarity and focus in policies regarding infrastructure provision, and 

inclusion of policy guidance for ODPs, will assist achievement of Outcome 1 

in the Land Use Recovery Plan (“LURP”) and Objective 3.3.7(i) in the 

Strategic Directions decision. ODP guidance and the amendments 
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recommended to provide for effective and efficient infrastructure services 

(particularly amendments to Policies 8.1.2.5, 8.1.2.6 and 8.1.3.1) will better 

enable the land uses provided for in the various zones and provide for 

effective functioning of the urban environment, as sought in clause (c) of the 

SOE.  

11.3 Reduction in the minimum lot size for subdivision in the RMD zone will 

provide for clause (c) and (d) of the SOE, and contribute to achievement of 

housing supply objectives in the LURP and Objective 3.3.4 of the Strategic 

Directions decision. 

11.4 In terms of the assessment required by section 32 of the RMA, I consider that 

increased clarity of direction will improve the effectiveness and 

appropriateness of the policy framework.  If a controlled activity approach is 

to be adopted for subdivision in accordance with an ODP in the NNZ, I 

consider that the approach proposed by Mr Jones (for Ngāi Tahu Property) is 

more efficient and effective, and more appropriate, than that put forward by 

Mr Long. It provides for greater flexibility while ensuring the Council retains 

adequate control of the effects of development.  

11.5 Overall, I consider that the amendments I have recommended are consistent 

with the purpose of the RMA, and in particular with the requirement of section 

5 of the RMA to enable people to provide for their social, economic and 

cultural wellbeing while  avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse 

effects on the environment. They assist in ensuring that subdivision will 

enable land use activities while addressing infrastructure needs and other 

effects of development. 

12. CONCLUSION 

12.1 Proposal 8 is complex and sometimes difficult to interpret. The Crown's 

submission requests various amendments to simplify and clarify provisions in 

the Proposal and to improve integration with other parts of the Replacement 

Plan. I consider that these amendments, with the modifications identified in 

Attachment SJM1, will better enable land use activities in the various zones 

and better provide for integration of infrastructure and land use. 

12.2 The framework for subdivision in the NNZ would be improved by inclusion of 

clear policy guidance for ODPs, with a focus on the outcomes to be achieved 

by ODPs and clear and consistent presentation of ODP information. 

Controlled activity status for subdivision in accordance with an ODP, as 
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proposed in the Residential hearing, would be more effectively and efficiently 

implemented by a flexible approach (as proposed by Mr Jones) than by the 

prescriptive approach favoured by the Council’s witnesses.   

 

 

Sandra Jean McIntyre 

8 June 2015 
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ATTACHMENT SJM1: RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

 
The following tables follow the order of relevant specific submission points in the parts of the Crown's submission and further 

submission relating to Proposal 2 and Proposal 8. They identify points where I support the Revised Proposal and, where I do not, I 

identify either my recommended alternatives or my support for those recommended by Ms McLeod. 

I have not included provisions on which decisions have been issued or the NNZ provisions (8.4.2 and 8.5.4, and related definitions) 

that were considered in the hearing on Proposal 14.  

 

Proposal 8: Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

Submission 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.0 Introduction Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.1.2 Objective - Design and 

amenity 

Accept Council’s recommended version of 8.1.2(a) 

Delete Objective 8.1.2(iv) and move content to 8.1.3 as described below 

 

7.2(a), 7.3(a) 

8.1.2.1 Policy - Recovery 

activities 

Accept Council’s recommended version with minor grammatical amendment  as follows:  

D. comprehensive development using the Enhanced Development Mechanism; or 

E. comprehensive development using the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism 

10.4 

8.1.2.3 Policy - Allotments Accept Council’s recommended version of 8.1.2.3 but amend 8.1.3 as described below 7.2(a), 7.3(a) 

8.1.2.5 Policy - Sustainable 

design and resilience 

Accept Council’s recommended version of 8.1.2.5 except as follows:  7.2(a),  7.3(b) 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Amend heading to read:  

8.1.2.5 Policy - Sustainable design and resilience 

and amend Policy 8.1.3.10 as described below 

8.1.2.6 Policy – Integration and 

connectivity 

Accept Council’s recommended version of 8.1.2.6 but amend Policy 8.1.3.1 as described below  7.2(a), 7.3(c) 

8.1.2.8 Policy - Urban density Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.1.2.9 Policy - Additional 

subdivision design for 

greenfields residential areas 

Replace Policy 8.1.2.9 with the following: 

Policy 8.1.2.X – Outline Development Plans 

a. Outline Development Plans must demonstrate that:  

i. Land uses will be distributed in a way that is consistent with Policies 8.1.2.7, [14.1.5.2 and 

14.1.5.4]
37

; 

ii. For a residential development area, a net density in accordance with Policy 8.1.2.8(a) will be 

achieved across the area as a whole;  

iii. Land for community uses will be provided in locations convenient to the community and of an 

adequate size to serve the intended population;   

iv. Adequate infrastructure capacity will be available to service the intended population and/or 

business activities; 

v. Infrastructure and transport connections will be integrated effectively with networks in 

neighbouring areas, and with strategic infrastructure; 

vi. Infrastructure and transport connections through the ODP area will support co-ordinated 

9.9 – 9.13 

                                                
37

 Numbering as in the version of Proposal 14 attached to the Council’s closing submissions in the Residential hearing. Previously, these were 14.1.6.2 and 14.1.6.4 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

development between different landowners; 

vii. Natural hazards will be managed in an integrated way across the area; 

viii. Significant natural and cultural heritage features, and the quality of surface water and 

groundwater, will be protected. 

b. Outline Development Plans should only include information to the extent necessary to give effect 

to CRPS Policy 6.3.3, and information should be presented in the form of two plans: 

i. A land use plan showing distribution of land uses, areas set aside from development and 

other land use features, and 

ii. A servicing plan showing infrastructure and transport networks and connections. 

Accompanying narrative may be included, but should be concise and should only address 

matters in Policy 8.1.2.X(a) and CRPS Policy 6.3.3 that cannot be shown on the plans. 

8.1.3 Objective - Infrastructure 

and transport 

Accept Council’s recommended version except as follows: 

Move content from 8.1.2(iv) to read: 

8.1.3 Objective – Infrastructure and transport  

a. Subdivision design and development promotes efficient provision and use of infrastructure and 

transport networks. 

ab. A legible, well connected … 

7.2(a), 7.3(a) 

8.1.3.1 Policy – Repair of 

Infrastructure 

Amend Policy 8.1.3.1 to read: 

8.1.3.1 Policy - Availability of infrastructure 

That the subdivision of land to create additional allotments is managed to:  

7.2(a), 7.2(b), 7.3(c), 7.5 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

a, ensure development does not occur in areas where infrastructure is not performing, serviceable or 

functional will not be repaired or has yet to be repaired.  

b. ensure appropriate connections to existing infrastructure, including any upgrades needed to 

service the development  

8.1.3.2 Policy - Transport and 

access 

Amend Policy 8.1.3.2 to read: 

8.1.3.2 Policy – Transport and access 

…  

d. Provide a movement network which enables: 

… 

iii. access to properties (including for fire appliances); … 

McLeod, 6.11 – 6.14 

8.1.3.3 Policy: Water supply Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.1.3.4 Policy - Stormwater 

disposal 

 

Accept Council’s recommended version of 8.1.3.4 except as follows: 

1. Amend clause (a) to read: 

Encourage stormwater treatment and disposal through swales, wetlands and retention basins, 

porous surfaces, and natural open water systems including river systems and floodplains, low impact 

design, using natural processes that limit stormwater loads on waterways and the treatment of treat 

stormwater prior to discharge into open waterway systems. 

2. Include a new clause to read: 

Encourage on-site rainwater collection for non-potable use. 

7.2(b), 7.3(d) 

Policy 8.1.3.6 - Trade waste Amend Policy 8.1.3.6 to read: 7.2(b), 7.3(e) 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.1.3.6 Policy – Trade wastes  

a. Ensure provision is made for trade waste disposal for anticipated industrial uses through 

compliance with the Trade Waste Bylaw  

b. Promote use of appropriate on-site measures to manage the effects of trade wastes and reduce 

peak flows and loading on wastewater systems. 

8.1.3.9 Policy – Provision of 

works and services, financial and 

development contributions  

If it is intended to require financial contributions in any circumstances, include a policy providing clear 

direction about this 

10.2 – 10.3 

8.1.3.10 Policy – Construction 

and design of infrastructure 

 

Amend Policy 8.1.3.10 to read: 

8.1.3.10 Policy – Construction and design of infrastructure 

Require that:  

a…  

b. resilience to disruption from natural events is built into design of infrastructure services and 

networks. 

7.2(a), 7.3(b) 

8.2.1.1 Activity status Recommend re-notification of provisions for repair of multi-unit buildings as controlled activities 9.7 – 9.8 

8.2.2.1 Written approval and 

non-notification 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.2.2.2 Infrastructure Design 

Standard 

 

Support moving this into activity standards as proposed by Jason Jones 9.2 – 9.6 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.2.2.3 Development and 

financial contributions 

Accept Council’s recommended version except as follows: 

Where applicable, development contributions as set out in the Development Contributions Policy will 

be required to be paid prior to the issue of a certificate under section 224 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 

10.2 – 10.3 

8.2.2.5 Suitability for proposed 

land use 

Accept Council’s recommended version except as follows: 

3. Every new site created shall be able to accommodate a permitted or discretionary activity in terms 

of the rules of the relevant zone… 

10.5 

Rule 8.2.3.1 RD2 Alteration of 

cross leases, company leases 

and unit titles 

Recommend re-notification of provisions for repair of multi-unit buildings as controlled activities 9.7 – 9.8 

8.3.1.1 Allotment size and 

dimension 

 

Accept Council’s recommended version except as follows: 

Amend Activity Standard 2 for RD2 to read: 

Allotments in the New Neighbourhood Zone shall comply with the applicable standards at 8.4.2. 

10.6 

8.3.1.1 Table 1 Minimum 

allotment size - Residential 

medium density 

Amend the minimum site area requirement for the RMD zone as follows: 200m
2
 400m

2
 8.1 – 8.5 

8.3.1.1 Table 3 Allotments with 

existing or proposed buildings 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.1.4 Matters for discretion: 

Allotment size and dimension 

Accept Council’s recommended version  
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.3.2.1 Restricted Discretionary 

Activities: Property access 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.2.1 Table 1. property access Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.2.2 Discretionary Activities: 

Property access 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.2.3 Matters for discretion: 

Property Access 

Amend clause 3 of 8.3.2.3 to read: 

3. The need for all properties to be provided with means of vehicular access, including for fire fighting 

purposes, unless … 

And include the same matter as a matter for control for subdivisions in accordance with an ODP. 

McLeod, 6.11 – 6.14 

8.3.3.5 Exemptions: Road 

designations and public utilities  

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.4.1 Restricted Discretionary 

Activities: Servicing 

Add note (moved from 8.4.1.1) to read: 

Note: Refer to the Christchurch Trade Waste Bylaw 2006 

7.3(f) 

8.3.4.1 Restricted Discretionary 

Activities: Servicing, RD1 Water 

supply (standards) 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.4.3 (9) Matters for discretion 

– Servicing 

Amend 8.3.4.3 (9) to remove reference to the ability of species to absorb water 7.2(b), 7.3(g) 

8.3.4.3 (14) Matters for 

discretion – Servicing 

Amend to clarify matters in Stormwater Management Plans and Integrated Catchment Management 

Plans  that are relevant to assessment 

7.6 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.3.4.3 (27)  Matters for 

discretion – Servicing 

Amend 8.3.4.3 (27) to read:  

Where infrastructure serving the land has been damaged by earthquakes; whether the infrastructure 

has been restored to a state that is performing, serviceable and functional repairs are necessary 

before the proposed development can proceed and whether repairs will be or have been undertaken. 

7.3(h) 

8.3.6.1 Restricted Discretionary 

Activities - Easements 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.6.3: Easements Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.3.8 Natural and other hazards  Accept Council’s recommended version except as follows: 

Amend 8.3.8.3 to read: 

1. Whether the subdivision includes measures for reducing that will reduce susceptibility to flooding.  

2. Whether the subdivision would have an impact on adjoining land in terms of flooding, and any 

measures to mitigate that impact. 

3. The extent to which flood hazard areas will impinge on the intended activities on any allotment. 

10.7 

8.3.9 Compliance with Outline 

Development Plan 

(8.2.3.1 RD3 in notified version) 

Support controlled activity approach proposed in evidence of Jason Jones 9.2 – 9.6 

8.4.1 – Industrial Zones Amend 8.4.1.1 to delete note following the activity table. 7.3(f) 

8.4.1.1 RD3 Subdivision in 

Industrial Heavy Zone (South 

West Hornby) 

Accept Council’s recommended version  
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.5.1 Assessment Matters - 

Surface water management  

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.5.2 Assessment matters – 

natural and cultural heritage 

Accept Council’s recommended version  

8.5.3 Assessment matters – all 

residential zones 

Accept Council’s recommended version  
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ATTACHMENT SJM2: DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO 

In addition to the Crown submission and further submission, other relevant 

submissions, and evidence of witnesses for the Crown and for Christchurch City 

Council, I have referred to or relied on the following documents: 

(a) 310 CCC – Application regarding New Neighbourhood Provisions – Subdivision 

– 12-5-15  

(b) 495 Crown – Memorandum in response to CCC memo of 12 May – 20-5-15 

(c) Minute – directions on New Neighbourhood provisions 18-5-15 

(d) 310 CCC – Supplementary Evidence – Mr Andrew Macleod (Residential) with 

attachments – 16-4-15 

(e) Evidence of Jason Jones for Ngāi Tahu Property, dated 8 June 2015 (draft) 

 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Application-regarding-New-Neighbourhood-Provisions-Residential-12-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Application-regarding-New-Neighbourhood-Provisions-Residential-12-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Memorandum-in-response-to-CCC-memo-of-12-May-20-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Minute-directions-on-New-Neighbourhood-provisions-18-5-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf

