
 

 
LJS-104648-147-7-V1 
 

BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

 

UNDER the Resource Management Act 1991 

and the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014 

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH 

REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MAURICE RICHARD DALE ON 

BEHALF OF HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION 

Dated:  20 March 2015 

 

 

GREENWOOD ROCHE CHISNALL 

LAWYERS 

CHRISTCHURCH 

Solicitor:  L J Semple 

(Lauren@grclegal.com) 

Level 5 

83 Victoria Street 

P O Box 139 

Christchurch 

Phone:  03 353 0574 
 



 

 Page 1 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................... 2 
2. CODE OF CONDUCT .................................................................................................. 2 
3. SCOPE.......................................................................................................................... 3 
4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ............................................................................................. 5 
5. COUNCIL TRACKED CHANGED VERSION OF THE RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL

 ...................................................................................................................................... 7 
6. PROVISIONS SUPPORTED ....................................................................................... 7 
7. EDM AND CHRM PROVISIONS.............................................................................. 10 
8. RULES FOR THE SMALL SCALE INTERMEDIATE HOUSING INTERVENTIONS

 .................................................................................................................................... 17 
9. SOCIAL AND MULTI UNIT RESIDENTIAL COMPLEXES IN THE RESIDENTIAL 

SUBURBAN AND RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN DENSITY TRANSITION ZONES
 .................................................................................................................................... 19 

10. TREE AND GARDEN PLANTING FOR SOCIAL AND MULTI UNIT 
RESIDENTIAL COMPLEXES.................................................................................... 26 

11. SITE COVERAGE ...................................................................................................... 27 
12. GARAGES .................................................................................................................. 29 
13. SERVICE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT AREAS ................................................... 32 
14. THE EXTENT OF THE RMD ZONE ......................................................................... 32 
15. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS ........................................................................... 33 
ATTACHMENT 1: RELEVANT SUBMISSION POINTS ................................................... 38 
ATTACHMENT 2: CHANGES TO LURP IMMEDIATE HOUSING INTERVENTIONS 

MADE BY COUNCIL ................................................................................................. 60 
 

 

 

  



 

 Page 2 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Maurice Richard Dale. I hold the position of Senior Resource 

Management Planner with the environmental consultancy firm Boffa 

Miskell Limited, based in the firm's Christchurch office.  I have been 

employed by Boffa Miskell since 2010. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning from Massey 

University.  I am also a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute.  I have 16 years' experience in planning and resource 

management, gained both in New Zealand and the United Kingdom.  

1.3 I have provided advice on a broad range of developments and resource 

management issues to Councils and a range of clients, a number 

involving presenting evidence before both regional and district councils, 

and the Environment Court.  I also have extensive experience of 

assisting with, and advising on, plan preparation under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). 

1.4 Previous to my current position, I was employed by the Christchurch 

City Council as a senior consents planner where my role included 

administering the Operative Christchurch City Plan, and assessing 

resource consent applications, including within the existing residential 

zones.  

1.5 Prior to the conception of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan"), I assisted CERA in finalising the Land Use 

Recovery Plan.  Specifically, I assisted in the development of the 

immediate housing interventions that were ultimately included in the 

Operative City Plan by way of statutory direction. In particular I worked 

on the development of the Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) 

and Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) provisions.   

1.6 I have advised Housing New Zealand Corporation ("the Corporation") on 

the Replacement Plan since its inception, and prepared submissions as 

part of the Crown submission.  

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 
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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 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the provisions of 

Proposal 14 - Residential ("Residential Proposal"), as it relates to the 

provision of social housing within the residential zones, a matter of 

particular interest to the Corporation.  

3.2 I have relied on the following key documents in my evidence:  

a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS");  

b) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch ("Recovery 

Strategy"); 

c) The Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP"); 

d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations;  

e) The Replacement Plan and related section 32 RMA 

documentation;  

f) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes ("Strategic Directions 

Decision").  

3.3 I also rely on the evidence of:  

(a) Mr Paul Commons for the Corporation; 

(b) Mr Ken Gimblett for the Crown; 

(c) Ms Sandra McIntyre for the Crown; 
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(d) Mr Scott Blair for CCC; 

(e) Mr Graeme McIndoe for CCC; 

(f) Ms Ekin Sakin for CCC;  

(g) Ms Bridget O’Brien for CCC; and 

(h) Mr Brian Norton for CCC 

3.4 I refer specifically to the evidence of Mr Paul Commons which sets out 

the Corporation’s statutory role and functions, how it has been impacted 

by the Canterbury Earthquakes, and the delivery programme for 

recovery of its social housing portfolio in Christchurch.  The Corporation 

owns some 6,120 residential units in Christchurch making it the largest 

residential property owner in Christchurch and housing approximately 

20,000 people.  The Corporation therefore has a particular interest in 

the provisions of the Residential Proposal.  

3.5 I refer to the evidence of Mr Ken Gimblett for the Crown which sets out 

the background and intent of the LURP immediate housing interventions, 

as well as providing general support for their retention.  

3.6 The immediate interventions were directed at providing housing 

opportunities to support residential recovery needs, including rental, 

social and affordable housing.  The interventions included removing 

easily identifiable barriers to appropriate residential redevelopment in 

advance of the development of comprehensive initiatives. The 

interventions are of importance to the Corporation to efficiently and 

effectively facilitate its Christchurch rebuild programme.  In particular 

the CHRM provides a means for the Corporation to redevelop ten 

locations containing existing social housing stock.  

3.7 The evidence of Mr Scott Blair and Ms Sandra McIntyre provides 

planning evidence on behalf of the Council and the Crown respectively. 

The evidence of Mr Blair relies in part on the evidence of Mr McIndoe 

and Ms Sakin for the Council in their assessment of built form and 

urban design controls.   

3.8 Pre-hearing agreement between Council and the Crown on many 

matters of particular interest to the Corporation has been reached, with 

resulting changes being reflected in the Council's tracked change version 

of the Residential Proposal filed on the 9th of March 2015.    
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3.9 My evidence therefore focuses on areas which I understand remain in 

contention. These areas of contention were further discussed with the 

Council at mediation on the 18th of March 2015. I understand the Council 

to be in agreement with many of the points raised, and that such 

matters will be addressed in the Council’s rebuttal evidence. As such by 

the time of the hearing there may be few remaining areas of dispute.  

3.10 In my evidence I address:  

(a) The provisions of the Council tracked change version of the 

proposal supported by the Corporation;  

(b) The confirmation of the LURP immediate housing mechanisms in 

the Replacement Plan;  

(c) The provisions for social and multi-unit residential complexes;  

(d) Various built form standards which apply to social and multi-unit 

complexes and residential development generally;  

(e) The future extent of the RMD zone; and 

(f) The relevant statutory considerations, including consistency with 

the Hearings Panel's decision on statutory directions and 

outcomes.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Corporation wishes to ensure that the Residential Proposal enables 

the efficient and effective delivery of social housing to provide for its 

Christchurch rebuild and redevelopment programme.    

4.2 As part of the Crown submission, the Corporation supported the 

confirmation of the immediate housing interventions introduced through 

the LURP, and particularly the CHRM mechanism. It also supported the 

provisions for social and multi unit residential complexes in the 

Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban Density Transition 

zones, and the retention of various built form standards.  

4.3 Some changes to these provisions were sought to better provide for 

housing needs, and particularly social housing. Many of these changes 

have been accepted in the Council’s tracked change version of the 

Residential Proposal (and others may be accepted in the Council’s 

rebuttal evidence following mediation). With respect to the matters I 
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understand remain in contention, I consider that the following changes 

to the proposal remain necessary:  

(a) Amendment to the EDM qualifying criteria to achieve consistency 

with the intent of the LURP;  

(b) Amendments to the small scale housing intervention’s introduced 

through the LURP to reintroduce the requirement for an existing 

site to comply with the minimum site density; 

(c) Make consequential amendments to the application of the 

Riccarton Wastewater Interceptor constraint standard;  

(d) Amendments to the rules for social and multi unit complexes in 

the RS and RSDT zones to achieve consistency in activity 

standards, and the deletion of irrelevant or duplicated 

assessment matters; 

(e) Deletion or amendment of built form standards to improve the 

practicality of the Plan or better provide for housing needs, while 

still providing for a high quality urban environment, including: 

(i) Deletion of built form standards for tree and garden 

planting for social and multi unit complexes;  

(ii) Reinstatement of the 40% site coverage allowance for 

social and multi unit complexes;  

(iii) Broadening the road boundary setback exemption for 

garages to new residential units.  

4.4 I consider the changes proposed will achieve consistency with the intent 

of the LURP, the statement of expectations, and the strategic objectives 

of the Replacement Plan.  

4.5 With respect to the capacity of the notified RMD zones, if there is to be 

further consideration given to the extension of these zones, this could 

include specific consideration of existing areas of social housing and the 

opportunity for integration and enhancement of surrounding 

communities. 
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5. COUNCIL TRACKED CHANGED VERSION OF THE RESIDENTIAL 

PROPOSAL 

5.1 As previously stated, the Council tracked change version of the 

residential proposal has addressed the majority of the points of specific 

interest to the Corporation in the Crown submission.    

5.2 Attachment 1 to my evidence sets out in a table the submission points 

of particular interest to the Corporation, and details how they have been 

addressed by the Council in its tracked change version.  The table sets 

out the points accepted, or those I understand that are still in contention 

(prior to mediation). Where points were accepted, I provide my planning 

opinion as to why the Council's position is appropriate. 

6. PROVISIONS SUPPORTED 

6.1 The Crown submission supported and sought the retention of a number 

of provisions as notified.  Matters of particular relevance to the 

Corporation's interests related to the recovery and future redevelopment 

of its social housing.  

6.2 The Crown submission sought that the immediate housing interventions 

in the LURP be confirmed in the Replacement Plan.  These interventions 

are:  

(a) The Enhanced Development Mechanism ("EDM");1 

(b) The Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism ("CHRM");2 

(c) Provisions enabling conversion of existing elderly persons housing 

("EPH") units, to residential units.3  

(d) Provisions enabling the use of an existing family flat as an 

independent residential unit;4   

(e) Provisions enabling the conversion of an existing residential unit 

into two residential units;5 and 

                                                
1
 Rule 14.7  

2
 Rule 14.8 

3
 Rule 14.2.2.1 P5 

4
 Rule 14.2.2.1 P15 

5
 Rule 14.2.2.1 P16 
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(f) Provisions enabling two residential units to be established on 

sites either vacant at the time of the earthquakes, or anticipated 

to become vacant as a consequence of the earthquakes.6  

6.3 The interventions are described in detail in the evidence of Mr Gimblett.  

He usefully provides a summary table of the interventions including 

where they apply, any qualifying or constraining criteria, the 

performance standards that apply, and any time limit to the provision.  

6.4 The evidence of Mr Commons describes the extent to which these 

provisions have been used by the Corporation to facilitate its rebuild 

programme.  To date as he sets out, the CHRM, conversion of EPH units, 

and provisions enabling two for one replacement of residential dwellings 

are already being usefully employed by the Corporation.  

6.5 The CHRM provides key provisions of relevance to the Corporation.  

These areas specifically recognise locations of existing Corporation land 

and enable redevelopment at medium densities within these areas to 

support the provision of community housing. Beyond the CHRM areas, 

the EDM provide for an equivalent density and scale of housing 

development in areas where qualifying standards are met based on 

underlying zoning (RSDT, RMD and Cultural 3 Zone), and walking 

accessibility to supporting services and amenities, while avoiding areas 

of environmental constraint.  

6.6 The other immediate housing interventions provide for small scale 

intensification by way of conversion or reconfiguration of existing 

housing, or infill of vacant sites.  These provisions provide the 

Corporation with opportunities for redevelopment outside the RMD Zone, 

CHRM areas, and areas that qualify for the EDM.  

6.7 It is my view that when taken together the package of provisions 

provide a useful framework within which the Corporations aspirations 

can be enabled.  

6.8 The Council has proposed some amendments to the intermediate 

housing intervention provisions from those included in the LURP.  

Attachment 2 of my evidence sets out a version of Mr Gimblett's 

summary of the interventions, recording the changes made including 

those in the Council's tracked change version of the Residential Proposal. 

As discussed later in my evidence, I consider some of these changes will 

                                                
6
 Rules 14.2.2.1 P17 and P18 
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result in the provisions being inconsistent with the intent of the LURP. 

Other submitters have also challenged aspects of the rules for some of 

the immediate housing interventions which I discuss later in my 

evidence.   

6.9 In addition to the so called LURP interventions, the Corporation 

supported the notified provisions for social and multi-unit residential 

complexes within the RS and RSDT Zones7.  These provisions essentially 

replace the City Plan provision for Elderly Persons Housing (EPH), and 

provide for complexes of up to 3 residential units as a permitted activity, 

and above 3 units as a restricted discretionary activity. Within the RS 

zone, such complexes are restricted to social housing provision only.  

6.10 These provisions will assist to support the provision of social housing 

supply, particularly in areas that fall outside the RMD zone, or that are 

not eligible for the CHRM and EDM mechanisms. The Council proposes 

some changes to these provisions in its tracked change version including 

increasing the permitted activity threshold to 4 units and adding 

additional activity standards. I discuss these changes later in my 

evidence.  

6.11 Overall, I support the confirmation of the LURP immediate interventions, 

and the additional provisions for social and multi-unit residential 

development in the Replacement Plan.  Taken together I consider they 

will provide for a range of housing opportunities, including social housing 

to support the expedited recovery of Christchurch and its communities 

social and cultural wellbeing.  The provisions (as amended) would be 

consistent with the intent of the LURP, the Statement of Expectations, 

and strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4.  

6.12 The Corporation also noted support in the Crown submission for a 

number of the proposed residential built form standards as appropriately 

providing a balance between enabling development and addressing 

adverse environmental effects on the amenity of residential 

neighbourhoods.  These specifically include the rules relating to site 

coverage8, daylight recession planes9 and minimum building setbacks 

from internal boundaries10.  Similarly there are a number of rules that 

provide for internal amenity of occupants including rules relating to 

                                                
7
 Rules 14.2.2.1 P20, P21, RD7 and RD8.  

8
 Rules 14.2.3.4 and 14.3.3.3 

9
 Rules 14.2.3.6 and 14.3.3.5. 

10
 Rules 14.2.3.7 and 14.3.3.6. 
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minimum unit size11 and ground floor habitable space12 that apply to the 

RMD Zone which the Corporation would be supportive of.   

6.13 I support these provisions being retained.  I consider that they will be 

effective and efficient in providing a range of housing opportunities and 

a consolidated urban form, while providing a high quality urban 

environment consistent with the intent of the LURP, the Statement of 

Expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.4, and 3.3.7.  

7. EDM AND CHRM PROVISIONS 

7.1 The Residential Proposal includes two key objectives relating to housing 

supply and residential recovery (14.1.1 Objective - Housing supply and 

14.1.2 Objective - Residential recovery needs).  

7.2 Objective 14.1.1 seeks an increased housing supply that will enable a 

range of housing types, sizes and densities, including social housing.  

Objective 14.1.2 seeks to provide that residential recovery needs are 

met, including through comprehensive redevelopment of sites within 

suitable areas and community housing environments. I consider that 

broadly, these objectives support the intent of strategic direction 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4, and the higher order documents that sit 

above them.  

7.3 Policies 14.1.1.6 and 14.1.1.7 provide the policy basis for the EDM and 

CHRM respectively.  These are important policies supporting the 

provisions as introduced through the LURP.  The notified version of the 

Residential Proposal redrafted these provisions and the Crown 

submission sought that the wording of the policies revert to the original 

LURP wording. This has been accepted in the Council's tracked change 

version of the proposal. I support the version as amended.  

Changes made by Council  

7.4 The Council also made a number of changes to the EDM and CHRM rules 

in the notified Residential Proposal, many of which were opposed as it 

was considered that they would result in the provisions being 

inconsistent with the intent of the LURP.  The Council’s tracked change 

version of the Residential Proposal now has made a number of 

                                                
11

 Rule 14.3.3.13. 
12

 Rule 14.3.3.14. 
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amendments which align with the Crown submission. A few remaining 

matters require further consideration.  

7.5 With regard to the EDM, the Council’s tracked change version is now 

somewhat unclear. Specifically, three versions of the qualifying criteria 

for the EDM are shown with only one version shown in strike out. I 

understand from Mr Blair that the Council  promotes the second set of 

criteria shown following the struck out version. That version is consistent 

with the Crown submission, with the exception that the qualifying 

criteria for the EDM is amended such that a qualifying site is required to 

be within 800m of an “EDM qualifying supermarket”, whereas under the 

LURP that was not required if a site was otherwise accessible to one of 

the listed business zones.  

7.6 The evidence of Mr Gimblett outlines that the EDM concept relied on a 

redevelopment site being within an area already well supported by 

proximate existing services including a neighbourhood centre or 

supermarket. The intention was to ensure an increased resident 

population was able to readily access, benefit from, and support 

important services and facilities, and avoid situations where the 

surrounding environment was incapable of supporting that intensified 

development.  

7.7 Compliance with all or some accessibility criteria was specifically 

considered during development of the EDM and it was accepted that a 

standalone supermarket outside of a neighbourhood centre would 

provide sufficient supporting services for an increased resident 

population. I consider changing this requirement would constrain the 

application of the EDM provisions resulting in them being inconsistent 

with the intent of the LURP.  

7.8 I also note that the notified and track change version of the EDM 

qualifying criteria for accessibility to the business zones, limits the 

application of the criteria to zoned areas existing ‘as at 6 December 

2013’. Further the provisions include accessibility to the ‘Cultural 3 zone’ 

as a qualifying criteria. Neither of these requirements were included in 

the equivalent LURP criteria for the EDM.  

7.9 As outlined by Mr Gimblett, the EDM was intended to be a ‘floating’ 

development opportunity with qualifying areas being responsive to 

changes in the services and amenities covered by the qualifying criteria. 

For example, the addition of a new business zone, supermarket, or 
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change in bus route could serve to result in additional areas being 

eligible for development under the EDM. I consider that constraining the 

opportunity as sought by the Council would be inconsistent with the 

intent of the LURP.  

7.10 The addition of the ‘Cultural 3’ zone as a qualifying criteria appears to an 

error as primary and intermediate schools (generally zoned Cultural 3) 

are separately listed as qualifying criteria. The Cultural 3 zone is instead 

a zone eligible for development under the EDM and is appropriately 

identified in the version of the EDM rules the Council promotes.  

7.11 I therefore consider that the criteria should be amended to reflect the 

original LURP wording as follows (deleted text struck out, inserted text 

underlined): 

‘a.   Accessibility Criteria Qualifying sites shall lie fully within all of 

the following four criteria:  

i. 800 metres EDM walking distance of: 

A.  A Central City Business Zone as at 6 December 2013, or 

a central city mixed use zone as at 6 December 2013, or 

a Commercial Core Zone; or the Commercial Banks 

Peninsula Zone in Lyttelton; or the Cultural 3 zone as at 

6 December 2013 and or 

B.  An EDM Qualifying Supermarket - except that B does not 

apply to EDM in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone. 

 …’ 

7.12 Of the other changes made by the Council in response to the Crown 

submission, I have given further consideration to the submission point 

seeking the deletion of the unit size requirement for studios in built form 

standards 14.7.4.5 and 14.8.3.5. On reflection I am not satisfied this is 

necessary. The studio size requirement reflects that imposed on similar 

forms of development in the Residential Proposal, including the RMD 

Zone. The provision will provide for minimum levels of internal amenity 

for residents and will provide for a greater range of housing 

opportunities, including social housing consistent with the intent of the 

LURP, the statement of expectations and strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4.  
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7.13 I consider that minor corrections are also required in these standards to 

delete redundant text. Built form standards 14.7.4.5 and 14.8.3.5 

should be amended as follows (inserted text underlined): 

‘1. The minimum net floor area (including toilets and bathrooms, but 

excluding carparking, garaging, or balconies) for any residential unit 

in a social housing complex, and a multi-unit residential complex, 

and a minor dwelling unit shall be:’  

 

 Number of Bedrooms Minimum Net Floor Area 

1 Studio 35m2 

2 1 Bedroom 45m2 

3 2 Bedrooms 70m2 

4 3 or more Bedrooms 90m2 

 …’ 

Changes in response to other submissions 

7.14 Changes have also been made to the provisions in the Councils tracked 

change version of the proposal as a consequence of other submissions.   

7.15 As a result of the submission of MKT,13 a requirement has been added to 

built form standards 14.7.4.8 and 14.8.3.8 for service, storage, and 

waste management space, that they be ‘designed in a way that avoids 

spillage or leakage into any water body.’ 

7.16 I agree that avoiding waste discharges into waterways is appropriate. 

However I question the need for this requirement. There is an 

expectation within the standards that waste be contained within bins and 

consequently avoiding spillage or leakage from a waste management 

area should be readily achieved. Rules should also be certain and 

enforceable and to this extent the standard does not specify a means of 

compliance.  

7.17 I consider the standards in the notified version to be effective and 

efficient in sustaining the important quality and values of the natural 

environment, and ensuring values of waterways are managed so as to 

                                                
13

 Submitter 1145 
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recognise and provide for cultural and spiritual values associated with 

water. As such the provisions as notified are consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.3 and 

3.3.9. 

7.18 I therefore consider the amendment should be deleted as follows 

(deleted text struck out, inserted text underlined): 

‘1.  Each residential unit shall be provided with:  

  … 

3.  if a communal waste management area is provided within the site:  

c.  the minimum required outdoor service space may be reduced 

to 3 m2 for each residential unit; and  

d. it must be demonstrated to be:  

i.  of a sufficient size to accommodate the number and 

dimensions of bins required to meet the predicted 

volume of waste generated by the residential units;  

ii.  accessible and safe for use by all residents; and  

iii.  easily accessible for the collection of bins by waste 

management contractors.  

iv. Designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into 

any water body.’ 

7.19 The evidence of Mr Commons notes that the Corporation has 

experienced some frustration and concern with respect to the application 

of urban design assessment to the CHRM, highlighting that a clear set of 

provisions is required.  

7.20 The Council has also deleted the majority of the EDM and CHRM 

assessment matters in 14.9.37, with reliance instead being placed on 

the general Urban Design and Maori Urban Design Principles in 14.9.6 

which have been substantially redrafted in the track change version to 

apply to all medium density, multi unit, and comprehensive 

development.  
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7.21 The Crown submission requested the more focussed and concise Central 

City Residential Zone assessment matters be used as a model for 

amendments to the urban design assessment matters. Ms McIntyre 

has considered the Council’s amendments on behalf of the Crown and 

proposes further amendments that would improve the clarity and focus 

of the provisions.  

7.22 I accept the evidence of Ms McIntyre. Applying the same assessment 

matters for all medium density, multi unit, and comprehensive 

development will result in consistency and clarity for developers 

including community housing providers in developing social housing. I 

consider the provisions as provided by Ms McIntyre would be efficient 

and effective in minimising the number, and prescriptiveness of 

development controls and design standards in the rules, while providing 

a high quality environment that is attractive to residents and visitors.  

These provisions would be consistent with the intent of the LURP, the 

Statement of Expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 

3.3.4.  

7.23 For completeness, I note that consequential amendments may be 

required to the EDM provisions to address changes in zone name 

terminology in response to subsequent phase II Replacement Plan 

proposals. 

Response to Other Submissions  

7.24 The evidence of Mr Blair addresses other submissions on the EDM and 

CHRM provisions, which are not accepted by the Council. These include:  

(a) Mr S Farndon14 sought deletion of the CHRM provisions. Mr 

Farndon opposes medium density living environments that would 

result in private dwellings being surrounded by multi level 

apartments;  

(b) Mr K Bligh15 sought the deletion of the CHRM on all land between 

Greers and Graham Road. Mr Bligh considers the CHRM is 

inappropriate for this area;  

                                                
14

 Submitter 270 
15

 Submitter 865 
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(c) Hagley Ferrymead Community Board16 sought amendment of the 

CHRM rules to ensure development provides space for community 

use;  

(d) Bryndwr Community Group17 sought the amendment of the CHRM 

assessment matters to require consideration of providing 

adequate community facilities to meet the needs of an increased 

population; 

(e) Bryndwr Community Group and Ms J Orange18 sought deletion of 

the non-notification clause for compliant development under the 

CHRM, or for development which does not comply with one of the 

listed built form standards; 

7.25 With regard to the submissions of Mr Farndon and Mr Bligh, I agree with 

Mr Blair that the deletion of the CHRM as a whole or over specified 

areas would be inconsistent with the intent of the LURP. As outlined by 

Mr Gimblett the CHRM areas were defined taking into account 

community housing stock and other factors such as ownership patterns, 

natural barriers, and roading. Consequently I consider the extent of 

these areas is appropriate.  

7.26 With regard to the submissions of the Hagley Ferrymead Community 

Board and Bryndwr Community Group, the intention of the CHRM 

provisions introduced through the LURP was to facilitate recovery and 

rebuilding of housing.  Requiring the provision of community facilities 

through CHRM development would be inconsistent with the intent of the 

LURP.  

7.27 I consider it is not appropriate for the Replacement Plan to compel the 

provision of community facilities as a consequence of intensified 

development.  The need for additional community facilities in an area 

will not be driven solely by CHRM development alone, and placing the 

onus on an individual landowner to provide such facilities would be 

inequitable and would likely present an unreasonable barrier to 

development.  

7.28 Planning and provision of community facilities needs to be done 

comprehensively taking into account existing facilities and community 

needs. The Council is often best placed to lead the planning for 

                                                
16

 Submitter 803 
17

 Submitter 715 
18

 Submitter 1048 
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community facilities in an area. Master planning and structure planning 

exercises undertaken with the community and involving the Corporation 

where necessary will lead to a more co-ordinated provision of 

community facilities which meet wider community needs.  

7.29 In that regard, I note that the assessment matters for the CHRM enable 

consideration of the extent to which the development contributes to 

delivering any relevant area master plan or other opportunities to 

improve the local area.  Where a master plan provides for enhanced 

community facilities, assessment as to how the development will 

contribute to delivering on the master plan.  

7.30 With regard to the submissions of Ms Orange and the Bryndwr 

Community Group regarding notification, I consider that the deletion of 

the non-notification clause would result in the CHRM provisions being 

inconsistent with the intent of the LURP.  As described in the evidence of 

Mr Gimblett, there was a clear intent in drafting the CHRM provisions to 

minimise requirements for notification and written approval to ensure 

process efficiency.  I consider retention of the non-notification clause 

would maintain consistency with the intent of the LURP.  

8. RULES FOR THE SMALL SCALE INTERMEDIATE HOUSING 

INTERVENTIONS 

8.1 The Council made a number of amendments to the small scale 

immediate housing interventions in translating them from the LURP into 

the Residential Proposal which I find to be positive.  Under the LURP, 

these provisions were time bound until 31 December 2018.  The Council 

has removed this restriction over all provisions except the EDM.  I 

support this greater flexibility, as it will provide increased housing 

opportunities to meet diverse housing needs. 

8.2 The Council also amended Rule 14.2.2.1 which provides for the 

replacement of an earthquake damaged residential unit with two units.  

The equivalent LURP provision provided that a residential unit could be 

replaced by two units where the unit was identified by an IPENZ 

qualified Structural Engineer as being required to be demolished.  The 

Replacement Plan has amended this to require the insurer of the unit to 

determine the residential unit is uneconomic to repair.  I consider this 

better reflects the circumstances in which sites become vacant as a 

result of earthquake damage.  



 

 Page 18 

8.3 The Council made one other substantial change to the small scale 

immediate housing interventions introduced through LURP which I want 

to comment on. Under the LURP provisions, the conversion of a 

residential unit into two units, the conversion of a family flat to a 

residential unit, and the construction of two units on a vacant site were 

also subject to a standard requiring that the existing site comply with 

the minimum net area requirement for the zone. This has not been 

transferred into the Replacement Plan for equivalent rules P14.2.2.1 

P15, P16, P17, and P18.  

8.4 I understand the requirement for the site to comply with the minimum 

net area was to ensure that the site was of sufficient size to ensure 

conversion or development could occur in compliance with the other 

specified standards and the other bulk and location standards of the 

plan. The concern was that enabling the interventions on more 

constrained sites might result in development incompatible with the 

prevailing character or amenity, or which required significant consents 

for non-compliance.  

8.5 The Crown submission did not address this change and consequently 

there is no scope within that submission to correct it. Nevertheless if the 

panel were minded to do so, I would support rules P14.2.2.1 P15, P16, 

P17, and P18 being amended to reflect the original LURP provisions. I 

consider this would minimise reliance on resource consent processes and 

achieve a high quality urban environment, while still providing a range of 

housing opportunities, and achieving a consolidated urban form 

consistent with the statement of expectations, and strategic objectives 

3.3.3, and 3.3.4.  

Changes made by Council 

8.6 The Council’s track change version proposes an amendment to the 

activity standard for the Riccarton Wastewater Interceptor constraint in 

Rule 14.2.2.1 P16 enabling the conversion of a residential unit into two 

residential units. The amendment has the effect of lifting that constraint 

upon the completion of upgrade works to enable conversions to occur. 

The evidence of Ms McIntyre supports this for the Crown on the basis 

that a short term constraint should not lead to an open ended restriction 

on opportunities for intensification and infill. I accept Ms McIntyre’s 

evidence.  
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8.7 I consider that this same amendment should consequentially be applied 

to the other intermediate housing interventions which are subject to the 

same Riccarton Wastewater Interceptor constraint activity standard. This 

includes Rules P14.2.2.1 P17 and P18 for the replacement of earthquake 

damaged residential unit with two units, and construction of two 

residential units on a pre-existing vacant site. It should also apply to the 

EDM which similarly includes the interceptor as a constraint criteria.  

8.8 Whilst I consider a time limit to the constraint is appropriate, I note the 

evidence of Ms Bridget O’Brien for the Council identifies that the 

proposed Council upgrade works in 2016-2020 will only relieve the 

capacity constraints in the lower half of the catchment. Consequently I 

consider that that the activity standard should refer to the constraint 

only being lifted upon completion of the works for the lower catchment, 

as follows (inserted text underlined):  

‘the Riccarton wastewater interceptor overlay identified on the Planning 

Maps 38, 37, 31, 30, 23; except for the identified lower catchment after 

(date of completion of infrastructure work) and’ 

9. SOCIAL AND MULTI UNIT RESIDENTIAL COMPLEXES IN THE 

RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN AND RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN 

DENSITY TRANSITION ZONES 

9.1 As outlined earlier in my evidence, social and multi-unit residential 

complexes are enabled in the RS and RSDT Zones.  Under the notified 

Residential Proposal, complexes up to three units were permitted in 

these zones under rules 14.2.2.1 P20, and 14.2.2.1 P21.  Over three 

units, complexes became a restricted discretionary activity under rules 

14.2.2.3 RD7 and 14.2.2.3 RD8. Within the RS Zone, such complexes 

are restricted to social housing provision only.  

9.2 The Crown submission sought the retention of these provisions but 

sought some changes to clarify the permitted activity threshold, and 

delete or replace inappropriate and unnecessary assessment matters for 

complexes over 3 units. The Council’s tracked change proposal has 

made some changes to align with the Crown submission, but has also 

made further changes to these provisions, which I now consider below.  

  



 

 Page 20 

Changes made by Council 

9.3 The Council has added activity standards for minimum unit size, and 

ground floor habitable space for social housing complexes in Rule 

14.2.2.1 P20 and minimum unit size for multi unit residential complexes 

in Rule 14.2.2.1 P21. These additions respond to the evidence of Mr 

McIndoe, and do not appear to have been raised in any submission. Mr 

McIndoe considers that the standards should be included to ensure the 

quality of multi unit development is consistent with the provisions for 

multi unit development in the RMD zone.  

9.4 While the scope to make these changes is unclear, I agree that they are 

appropriate as they will provide for minimum levels of internal amenity 

for residents, and engagement of units with the street and within the 

site at ground floor level. The ground floor habitable space requirement 

is more relevant given the removal of the single storey height restriction 

for social and multi unit residential complexes in the Council’s tracked 

change proposal.  

9.5 I note however that the track change proposal does not appear to have 

given full effect to Mr McIndoe’s recommendations. Not all of the unit 

size typologies or the ground floor habitable room requirements have 

been carried through to the activity standards for multi unit residential 

complexes in the RSDT zone.   

9.6 The Crown submission sought that social housing complexes under rule 

14.2.2.1 RD7, be assessed under the assessment matters for the EDM 

and CHRM under 14.9.37. The rationale was that these assessment 

matters had been formulated for the purpose of considering 

comprehensive social housing developments and they were therefore 

appropriate for consideration of other social housing developments 

through the Plan.  

9.7 As I have discussed earlier in my evidence, the Council has consolidated 

and redrafted the Urban Design and Maori Urban Design Principles in 

14.9.1 to apply to all medium density, multi unit, and comprehensive 

developments including the EDM and CHRM. The evidence of Ms 

McIntyre has recommended further changes to improve the clarity and 

focus of the criteria consistent with the criteria that apply to the Central 

City Residential Zone. I accept these changes as being appropriate and I 

consider the criteria should also be applied for social housing complexes 

in the RS zone.  
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9.8 The Crown submission also sought deletion of the reference in rules 

14.2.2.1 RD7 and RD8 to the assessment matters for ‘scale of activity’ 

and ‘traffic generation and access safety’. Whilst the Council’s tracked 

change proposal deletes reference to these assessment matters for 

social housing complexes under rule RD7, it does not do the same for 

multi unit complexes under rule RD8.  

9.9 The 'scale of activity' assessment matters in section 14.9.14 of the 

Residential Proposal appear relevant to the consideration of non-

residential activities in residential zones and this has been accepted by 

the Council in its changes to the assessment matters in 14.9.14 by 

making it clear they apply to ‘Non-Residential Activities’. 'Scale of 

activity' should therefore be deleted as a matter of discretion from Rules 

14.2.2.3, RD7, and 14.2.2.3 RD8. 

9.10 The 'traffic generation and access safety' assessment matters in section 

14.9.15 duplicate and conflict with the assessment matters for the 

consideration of high trip generators in the transport proposal19. It is 

unclear from the s32 documentation why the Residential Proposal 

requires a high trip generation assessment for developments over three 

residential units when only developments over 23 residential units 

require such assessment under the transport proposal.    

9.11 The two requirements duplicate the need for assessment under different 

but broadly consistent sets of assessment matters.  Notably with regard 

to residential environments, the assessment matters for high trip 

generators in the transport proposal require consideration of the effects 

of vehicle use on surrounding residential activities.  

9.12 Whatever the appropriate high trip generation threshold is, I consider 

that the requirement should only be triggered through one part of the 

Replacement Plan.  The high trip generator requirement in the Transport 

Proposal appears to be intended to address the effects of high trip 

generators on the road network and amenity of surrounding areas on a 

City wide basis. I therefore consider that 'traffic generation and access 

safety' should be deleted as a matter of discretion from Rules 14.2.2.3, 

RD7, and 14.2.2.3 RD8.   

9.13 Recognising the changes I have discussed to these provisions, I 

therefore consider Rules 14.2.2.1 P21 and P22, and RD7 and RD8 should 
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be amended as follows (deleted text struck out, inserted text 

underlined): 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

…   

P20 Social housing 

multi-unit 

residential 

complexes 

a. The complex shall only contain up to 

an including four residential units 

b. The minimum net floor area (including 

toilets and bathroom, but excluding car 

parking, garaging, or balconies) for any 

residential unit in the complex shall be: 

 Number of Bedrooms Minimum 

1 Studio 35m2 

2 1 Bedroom 45m2 

3 2 Bedrooms 70m2 

4 3 or more Bedrooms 90m2 

 

c. Any residential unit fronting a road or 

public space shall have a habitable space 

located at the ground level, with at least 

50 percent of all residential units within 

a development also having a habitable 

space located at the ground level.  

 

d. Each of these habitable spaces located 

at the ground level shall have a 

minimum floor area of 9m2 and a 

minimum internal dimension of three 

metres and be internally accessible to 

the rest of the unit.  

P21 Multi-unit a. The complex shall only contain up to 
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residential 

complexes within 

the Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition Zone 

and including four ground residential 

units 

b. The minimum net floor area (including 

toilets and bathroom, but excluding car 

parking, garaging, or balconies) for any 

residential unit in the complex shall be: 

 Number of Bedrooms Minimum 

1 Studio 35m2 

2 1 Bedroom 45m2 

3 2 Bedrooms 70m2 

4 3 or more Bedrooms 90m2 

 

c. Any residential unit fronting a road or 

public space shall have a habitable space 

located at the ground level, with at least 

50 percent of all residential units within 

a development also having a habitable 

space located at the ground level.  

d. Each of these habitable spaces located 

at the ground level shall have a 

minimum floor area of 9m2 and a 

minimum internal dimension of three 

metres and be internally accessible to 

the rest of the unit. 

 

 Activity The Council's discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters: 

…   

RD7 Social housing 

multi-unit 

a. Urban design and Maori urban design 

principles – 14.9.6 
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residential 

complexes – 

over four 

residential units. 

b. Scale of activity – 14.9.14 

c. Traffic generation and access safety 

– 14.9.15 

Assessment matters for restricted 

discretionary activities – 14.9.37 

RD8 Multi-unit 

residential 

complexes in 

Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition Zone - 

over four 

residential units. 

a.  Urban design and Maori urban design 

principles – 14.9.6 

b. Scale of activity – 14.9.14 

c. Traffic generation and access safety – 

14.9.15 

9.14 I consider the changes outlined in this section will ensure the provisions 

are more effective and efficient, reducing the number, and 

prescriptiveness of development controls and design standards, while 

achieving a high quality urban environment, and enabling the safe, 

efficient and effective operation of roading infrastructure.  As such, I 

consider the provisions will be consistent with the statement of 

expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.2 and 3.3.7, and 3.3.12.  

Response to Other Submissions  

9.15 The further submission of Christchurch International Airport20 (CIAL) has 

sought that an activity standard be added to the relevant rules in 

14.2.2.1 and 14.2.2.3 requiring that social and multi-unit residential 

complexes are not located within the 50dBA air noise contour. CIAL's 

concern is that these provisions provide for an increase in residential 

density and therefore the number of people potentially affected by 

airport noise. CIAL also sought that the immediate housing interventions 

introduced through the LURP not be enabled within the 50dBA air noise 

contour, although I understand that no longer remains an issue of 

contention.  
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9.16 I accept that protecting the airport from reverse sensitivity effects is a 

valid concern, and that land use intensification may give rise to the 

increased potential for such effects.  How such effects are to be 

addressed however needs to be considered in light of the guidance from 

other higher order planning documents, specifically the CRPS and the 

Strategic Directions decision.   

9.17 Policy 6.3.5(4) of the CRPS provides that:  

‘Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the integration of 

land use development with infrastructure by…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 airport noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, 

unless the activity is within an existing residential zoned urban area…’ 

9.18 The Strategic Directions decision applies an approach consistent with 

this in objective 3.3.12.  It states:  

‘…avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn noise contour 

for Christchurch International Airport, except:  

 Within an existing residentially zoned urban area; or…’ 

9.19 I consider these provisions make it clear that noise sensitive activities 

within existing residentially zoned land are not necessarily required to be 

avoided. I accept however there is some residual uncertainty regarding 

these provisions. The principal reasons and explanations for CRPS policy 

6.3.5(4) notes:  

‘Strategic infrastructure represents an important regional and sometimes 

national asset that should not be compromised by urban growth and 

intensification. …The operation of strategic infrastructure can affect the 

liveability of residential developments in their vicinity, despite the 

application of practicable mitigation measures to address effects, which 

in turn exerts pressure on the infrastructure to further mitigate their 

effects. It is better to instead select development options where such 

reverse sensitivity constraints do not exist.’ 

9.20 I do not read that description as curtailing any intensification within the 

50dBA contour, rather that the airport should not be compromised by 

intensification. Despite the description, the policy wording itself is very 
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clear and directive that avoidance of noise sensitive activities within the 

existing residential zoned area is not required. I consider the wording of 

the policy itself to be the crucial determinant of the policies intent. 

Ultimately I therefore consider that the higher level policy accepts 

intensification of existing residentially zoned land within the 50dBA 

contour. 

9.21 That is not to say that some form of effects mitigation is not 

appropriate, and some form of acoustic insulation requirement could be 

reasonably imposed on social and multi unit complexes, and other 

residential development, consistent with the approach taken in the 

Operative City Plan. This matter may be appropriately progressed 

through the other stages of the Replacement Plan process.     

9.22 As a concluding comment, I consider the resolution of this issue is a 

matter of some importance, beyond the issue providing for social and 

multi unit complexes in the 50dBA contour. In particular it could have 

implications for the identification of the RMD zone, particularly with 

CERA and Council seeking direction from the Hearings Panel on the 

process to inform the extension of that zoning with a view to notifying a 

new RMD Zone as part of subsequent proposals. 

10. TREE AND GARDEN PLANTING FOR SOCIAL AND MULTI UNIT 

RESIDENTIAL COMPLEXES 

10.1 Built form standard 14.2.3.2 specifies requirements for tree and garden 

planting for social and multi-unit residential complexes and retirement 

villages within the RS and RSDT Zones.  The notified rule required 15% 

of the net area of the site to be planted, a landscape strip along any 

accessway/car parking area, and minimum tree planning requirements 

along the road boundary.   

10.2 The Council’s tracked change version of the proposal has replaced the 

landscaping requirements to reflect those proposed for the RMD Zone 

and as contained in the recently gazetted Central City Residential Zone. 

These requirements are broadly similar to the notified standard but 

require 20% of the site be landscaped (instead of 15%), and one native 

tree per 250m2 of gross site area (instead of just tree planting along the 

road boundary).  

10.3 Social and multi-unit complexes over 3 units are proposed to be a 

restricted discretionary activity, with discretion restricted over matters of 
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urban design.    The assessment matters in 14.9.1 Urban Design and 

Maori Urban Design Principles require consideration of retention of 

landscape features, and tree and garden planting which enables 

consideration of landscaping provision on a site specific basis21. For 

developments over 3 units, I consider the plan therefore provides 

appropriate controls on landscaping.   

10.4 Developments under 3 units are proposed to be a permitted activity.  

The Council’s concern noted in the s32 documentation is that the road 

boundary setback rule on its own does not effectively achieve good 

amenity. Despite the stated concern of the Council, I note that neither 

the notified or tracked change version of the standard requires the 

landscaping to be located along the road frontage with the exception 

that 1 tree is required along the street boundary. The landscaping 

required can otherwise be distributed across the site.  

10.5 I also question the administration and enforcement practicalities of this 

rule. While a consent pathway over 3 units will enable conditions be 

imposed, no such compliance mechanism would apply to permitted 

developments. It seems improbable to me that the Council will 

undertake checks of developments once they are completed, or on an 

ongoing basis, and in that regard I consider the rule would not be 

efficient.  

10.6 For developments under 3 units, restrictions on site coverage, building 

setbacks, and outdoor living space apply. I consider there will generally 

be large areas of open space available on the sites for landscaping and 

tree planting for such development. I therefore consider there is no need 

for a specific landscaping rule and recommend it be deleted.  

10.7 This will ensure the provision is more effective and efficient as it will 

reduce the number, and prescriptiveness of development controls to 

encourage innovation and choice. Other controls will continue to ensure 

a high quality urban environment that is attractive to residents and 

visitors.  As such the overall provisions will be consistent with the 

statement of expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.2 and 3.3.7. 

11. SITE COVERAGE  

11.1 The Crown submission sought the retention of the standards for site 

coverage in the RS, RSDT, and RMD zones in built form standards 
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14.2.3.4 and 14.3.3.3. The Council’s tracked change version of the 

proposal has deleted the 40% allowance for site coverage associated 

with social and multi unit residential complexes in the RS and RSDT 

zones. The result is that all residential development is restricted to a site 

coverage of 35% in these zones.  

11.2 The proposed changes are recommended by Mr McIndoe and Ms 

Sakin. That evidence considers a reduction is appropriate on the basis 

of ensuring consistency for all development, retaining a consistent open 

character, providing opportunities for tree and garden planting, and 

avoiding effects on stormwater system capacity from impervious 

coverage.   

11.3 The reduction in site coverage has highlighted a problem with the RSDT 

zone. While the zone allows a higher density of development at one unit 

per 330m2, there is no subsequent uplift in site coverage provided for. 

The consequence is that while a greater number of residential units are 

enabled, the overall level of built development is still constrained to the 

same extent as the RS zone. This constrains the actual housing 

opportunity provided by the RSDT zone. That is despite one of the 

intended aims of the zone being to provide for multi unit residential 

complexes.  I note that the City Plan provides for a maximum 40% site 

coverage within the RSDT equivalent Living 2 zone.  

11.4 I accept that there is a need for a site coverage standard to ensure 

consistent low density open character is retained and provide reasonable 

opportunities for tree and garden planting. I don’t agree however that 

the same site coverage standard should necessarily apply to any form of 

development within a zone. Different typologies of housing have 

different site coverage implications. Single storey multi unit 

development inevitably necessitates a higher site coverage, however it 

remains an important form of housing in a suburban residential context. 

It provides for housing choice, particularly for elderly or disabled 

occupants who do not generally favour two storey units. I consider a 5% 

allowance for such development is appropriate and is not of a scale that 

would significantly impact on open space character of the RS and RSDT 

zones.  

11.5 I also accept that there are stormwater implications from increased site 

coverage. However the evidence of Mr Brian Norton for the Council 

does not appear to express a view that a 40% site coverage cannot be 
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accommodated for social or multi unit residential complexes in the RS or 

RSDT zones. His evidence concludes that stormwater servicing is not a 

substantial impediment to residential intensification due to the potential 

for onsite mitigation.  

11.6 I therefore consider that the 40% site coverage requirement for social 

and multi unit residential complexes should be retained and the tracked 

change version of built form standard 14.2.3.4 amended to reflect this. I 

consider this will be effective and efficient in providing housing 

opportunities to meet diverse needs, including social housing, and will 

achieve a consolidated urban form and high quality urban environment 

that is attractive to residents and visitors. On the basis of Mr Norton’s 

evidence, the efficient and effective operation of infrastructure should be 

provided for. It will therefore be consistent with the statement of 

expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.4, 3.3.7, and 3.3.12.  

12. GARAGES 

12.1 Built form standard 14.2.3.9 addresses the setback of buildings from the 

road boundary in the RS and RSDT Zones.  

12.2 The rule specifies a standard minimum building setback of 4.5 metres 

from the road boundary.  However, unlike the Operative City Plan, 

exceptions have been added which allow a new garage to intrude the 

setback where the residential unit was established prior to the operative 

date of the Replacement Plan.  The exceptions do not specify a minimum 

setback from the boundary, but include minimum design and 

landscaping requirements along the road boundary to provide for 

integration of the building into the streetscape.  

12.3 The Crown submission sought that the exemption be broadened to also 

allow garages associated with new residential units to be erected within 

the road boundary setback. This has been accepted in the Council’s 

tracked change version of the proposal.  

12.4 The evidence of Ms Sakin recommends that wide spread application of 

the exemption would be at odds with neighbourhood character and 

amenity outcomes sought through the objectives and policies. She 

recommends the exemption remain as it is in the notified proposal 

without extending its application to new housing.  
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12.5 The Council's rationale for the change in the s32 report is contradictory.  

The main section 32 document states:  

"the street scene tradition is under erosion by the increased number 

and size of cars, garages and associated hard surfaces.  

Strengthening the existing regulation is considered appropriate to 

better protect and maintain the main determinants of low density 

character, in particular openness and a low scale of building 

development"  

12.6 However the report then goes on to say:  

"A minor change to the road boundary setback rule is proposed for 

small garages to avoid unnecessary resource consents where the 

outcome is predictable and acceptable (as evidenced by granted 

consents under the Operative Plan)"22.  

12.7 The Design Controls Review23 which forms part of the s32 evaluation 

simply says the proposed approach will reduce consenting, that most 

consents have been granted in the past anyway and that the outcomes 

are "predictable and acceptable". 

12.8 I agree that the Council has historically granted many resource consents 

for garages located within the road boundary setback requirements of 

the Operative City Plan.  I have assessed many such applications myself 

and agree that the outcomes are predictable and acceptable.  

12.9 I consider that the exemption could be extended to garages associated 

with new dwellings.  The effects in terms of neighbourhood amenity from 

extending the exemption for garages associated with new dwellings 

would be no different to what the Council is otherwise proposing to 

allow.  

12.10 The main difference is that new dwellings are typically able to be 

designed to comply given they are not subject to the same constraints 

posed by the location of the existing dwelling on the site.  That said, in 

my experience that is equally true of many new garages for existing 

dwellings that have ultimately been granted resource consent.  In many 

of those cases other alternatives have existed on the site, and often the 

new garage has simply replaced another garage located in a compliant 
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location.  Often the rationale for moving the garage has simply been to 

create a more usable outdoor living space at the rear of a property or to 

enable subdivision to occur.  

12.11 I can also see some practical difficulties for the Council in administering 

the proposed rule.  By allowing garages associated with existing 

dwellings to be located within the setback, a permitted baseline will be 

established.  Applications for garages associated with new dwellings will 

likely endeavour to use this baseline argument as grounds for seeking 

resource consent approval.  

12.12 The effect of not extending the exemption would therefore only generate 

more resource consent applications which ultimately the Council may 

end up granting.  I consider that allowing better use of the front of a 

property for garages can assist in better site layout and more efficient 

and sustainable use of land.  

12.13 I consider it will be effective and efficient as it will reduce reliance on 

resource consent processes while the controls on design and landscaping 

in the rule will ensure a high quality urban environment that is attractive 

to residents and visitors.  As such it will be consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations, and strategic objectives 3.3.2 and 3.3.7.  

12.14 I therefore consider that Rule 14.2.3.9 should remain as amended as 

follows in the Councils tracked change proposal (deleted text struck out, 

inserted text underlined): 

‘The road boundary building setback shall be: 

All buildings 4.5m 

Except: 

1. new A garage that is located in front of a an existing residential unit 

that was established prior to the operative date of this plan where the: 

… 

2. new A garage that is located in front of a an existing residential unit 

that was established prior to the operative date of this plan where the: 

… 
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13. SERVICE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT AREAS  

13.1 The Crown submission sought amendment of the service, and waste 

management areas for social and multi unit residential complexes in the 

RS and RSDT zones under built form standards 14.2.3.14 to align with 

the requirements introduced in the recently gazetted Central City 

Residential Zone. It also sought this same amendment for the equivalent 

RMD Zone built form standard 14.3.3.15. 

13.2 The Council’s tracked change version of the chapter has accepted this in 

part on the basis of Ms Sakin’s evidence for social and multi unit 

residential complexes in the RS and RSDT Zones, but not for the RMD 

Zone. Unlike the requirement for the Central City Residential Zone, she 

also recommends the addition of a 3m2 service space requirement for 

functions such as clothes drying. Ms Sakin considers the requirement 

reflects the level of density and amenity anticipated in medium density 

areas. I accept Ms Sakin’s evidence on this.  

13.3 I consider however that the same standards should be applied to the 

RMD Zone so to achieve consistency of requirements for similar medium 

density forms of development. This will ensure the provisions are more 

effective and efficient, reducing the number, and prescriptiveness of 

development controls, while achieving a high quality urban environment. 

As such, it will be consistent with the Statement of Expectations, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.2 and 3.3.7.  

13.4 In response to the submission of MKT,24 a requirement has also been 

added to built form standards 14.2.3.14 and 14.3.3.15 for service, 

storage, and waste management space in the RS, RSDT, and RMD Zones 

that spaces be ‘designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into 

any water body.’ 

13.5 As discussed earlier in my evidence, I consider such a requirement 

unnecessary, and furthermore it is unclear how compliance is to be 

achieved. I therefore consider the additional requirement should be 

deleted from the rules.  

14. THE EXTENT OF THE RMD ZONE 

14.1 The Crown submission opposed the limited extent of the RMD zone in 

the notified Residential Proposal and seeks a direction from the Panel on 
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a process to inform the extension of that zoning with a view to notifying 

a new RMD Zone as part of the subsequent proposals. The Crown’s 

evidence on this matter is addressed in the evidence of Ms McIntyre 

and Mr Mark Teesdale. Within that evidence criteria for the extension 

of the RMD zone are proposed.  

14.2 The evidence of Mr Commons identifies significant concerns around 

infrastructure constraints to future intensification, particularly in light of 

the evidence of Ms O’Brien for the Council. He considers that a reduced 

RMD zone opportunity in conjunction with a constrained CHRM 

opportunity could impact on the Corporations ability to implement its 

rebuild and recovery programme.  

14.3 Recognising this evidence, I consider it is important that the delivery of 

social housing needs, including the issue of integration of those areas 

with their wider communities, is considered as part of identifying any 

new RMD zone(s).   

14.4 There is clear direction in strategic objective 3.3.1, 3.3.4, and 3.3.7 of 

the requirement to meet community needs for housing, achieve a 

consolidated urban form, and ensure that there is a diverse range of 

housing opportunities, including community housing, available.  

14.5 If there is to be some further consideration of the need to zone other 

areas to provide for additional intensification, then in addition to the 

criteria considered by Mr Teesdale, this review could include specific 

consideration of existing areas of social housing and the opportunity for 

integration and enhancement of the communities which surround such 

areas. 

15. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

15.1 There are a number of statutory documents prepared under the RMA 

which provide for the use, development, and protection of resources.  In 

addition, recovery documents prepared under the CER Act 2011 set out 

objectives for the earthquake recovery of Greater Christchurch.  The key 

documents are: 

a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS");  

b) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch ("Recovery 

Strategy"); 
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c) The Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP"); 

d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, Statement of Expectations;  

e) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes.  

15.2 There is an express direction within section 23 of the CER Act 2011, that 

the Replacement Plan must not be inconsistent with the LURP.  I 

acknowledge the Panel's decision on this matter, and that the 

Replacement Plan is not required to treat the subject matters of the 

LURP in precisely the same way.  "Not inconsistent with" is a phrase that 

gives reasonable allowance for interpretation and judgement as to how it 

should be applied in context.  

15.3 In my evidence I have outlined that in my opinion a number of changes 

made to the LURP immediate housing interventions by the Council are 

inconsistent with the LURP.  The changes go beyond simple differences 

in wording or differences in implementation to changing the outcomes 

that can be expected.  In my opinion the changes will not support the 

intended aim of providing housing options, including social housing, to 

support residential recovery needs.  I have outlined a number of 

changes that I consider are required to these provisions to ensure they 

remain consistent with the intent of the LURP.  

15.4 The Statement of Expectations anticipates some key outcomes from the 

Replacement Plan that are relevant to the relief sought in this evidence, 

including: 

a) Reduction in the reliance on resource consent processes, and in 

the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development 

controls and design standards in the rules; 

b) Facilitation of an increase in the supply of housing, including by 

confirming the immediate residential intensification included in 

the LURP, and providing for a wide range of housing types and 

locations; 

c) Ensuring sufficient and suitable development capacity and land 

for residential activities.  

15.5 These matters are codified in the strategic objectives. 
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15.6 In my evidence I have identified changes to various rules in order to 

make the Residential Proposal more efficient, and to provide for greater 

enablement of social housing.  I consider those changes have 

appropriate regard to the above matters in the Statement of 

Expectations and give effect to the overarching objectives in Strategic 

Directions.  

15.7 There is a hierarchy to the various planning documents.  The Strategic 

Directions decision has outlined the overarching direction for the 

Replacement Plan.  The strategic objectives stem from the direction and 

guidance within the higher order CRPS, Recovery Strategy and LURP, 

and articulate those matters in terms that provide direction for the 

remainder of the Replacement Plan.  Consequently, I consider it most 

useful to focus on these objectives in considering the appropriateness of 

the provisions of the residential proposal.  

15.8 I have referred to a number of the strategic objectives throughout my 

evidence.  Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 are to be given primacy above the 

other objectives.  These seek:  

(a) The expedited recovery and future enhancement of 

Christchurch…in a manner that meets the communities needs for 

housing…and social and cultural wellbeing…and sustains the 

important qualities and values of the natural environment 

(objective 3.3.1); 

(b) The Plan minimises transaction costs, and reliance on resource 

consent processes; and the number, extent, and prescriptiveness 

of development controls and design standards in the rules to 

encourage innovation and choice…; and the requirements for 

notification and written approval (objective 3.3.2).  

15.9 Other secondary strategic objectives of particular relevance include 

3.3.4, 3.3.7, 3.3.9 and 3.3.12.  These seek:  

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

…housing needs…including: a choice in housing types, densities, 

and locations; and affordable, community and social housing and 

papakainga (objective 3.3.4); 

(b) A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 
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that: is attractive to residents, business and visitors; 

and…increases housing development opportunities… (objective 

3.3.7);  

(c) A natural and cultural environment where…water/wai…of cultural 

or spiritual importance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua are identified 

and appropriately managed (objective 3.3.9); 

(d) The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure,…are recognised and provided for, and its safe, 

efficient and effective…operation is enabled… (objective 3.3.12); 

(e) Strategic infrastructure…is protected by avoiding adverse effects 

from incompatible activities…by…avoiding noise sensitive 

activities within the 50dBA Ldn noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport, except: within an existing residentially 

zoned urban area; or…(objective 3.3.12).  

15.10 In my evidence I have sought retention of provisions or identified 

deletions or amendments to ensure the Replacement Plan is consistent 

with these objectives.  Specifically:  

(a) Retention and changes to the rules for the EDM and CHRM and 

small scale immediate housing interventions will ensure that a 

range of housing opportunities (including social housing), and a 

consolidated urban form and high quality residential environment 

are provided, consistent with the intent of the LURP.   

(b) Retention and changes to the provisions for social and multi-unit 

residential complexes will achieve greater clarity, and ensure 

appropriate rules and assessment matters are applied that will 

provide for a high quality urban environment and provide for the 

safe, efficient, and effective operation of road infrastructure. I 

also consider Christchurch International Airport will be protected 

to the extent required, recognising that noise sensitive activities 

are not required to be avoided within an existing residentially 

zoned urban area;  

(c) Retention and changes to the built form standards for tree and 

garden planting, site coverage, garages, and service and waste 

space to reduce reliance on resource consent processes, and 
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achieve greater clarity, while providing a high quality urban 

environment.  

15.11 Overall it is my opinion that the outcomes sought by this evidence would 

assist to achieve the strategic objectives. I note that my opinion is 

consistent with that of Ms McIntyre.  

15.12 Section 32 of the RMA requires an examination of whether the proposals 

are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the 

Replacement Plan by identifying other reasonable practicable options, 

and assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in 

achieving the objectives.  

15.13 On the basis of the analysis in my evidence and taking into account the 

evidence of others, I consider the alternative relief sought will be highly 

effective in achieving the strategic objectives of the Replacement Plan. I 

also consider that relief will be highly efficient, with the economic, social, 

cultural and environmental benefits outweighing the costs. 

15.14 I consider that the relief will better provide for the Corporation’s needs 

in supporting the efficient and effective delivery and operation of social 

housing.   

 

 

Maurice Richard Dale 

20 March 2015 
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ATTACHMENT 1: RELEVANT SUBMISSION POINTS  

This table sets out the submission points (or parts of submission points) covered by this evidence, and summarises my planning opinion 

in support of any resultant changes made by the Council as per its track change version of the proposal dated 9 March 2015. Where the 

relief sought has not been fully accepted by the Council, a cross reference is provided to the section in this evidence where I address that 

issue.  

Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Definition: Multi-unit 

residential complex 

Amend the definition of multi-unit residential complex to read: 

means a group of four two or more residential units where the group is 

either held under one title or unit tiles under the Unit Titles Act 2010 with a 

body corporate. 

Accepted in full by CCC.  

 

The rules for multi unit 

residential complexes enable 

groups of less than four units 

as a permitted activity, and 

amendment of the definition 

will ensure consistency with 

these provisions.  

Definition: Social 

housing 

Amend the definition of social housing as follows: 

means residential units owned by Housing New Zealand, the Christchurch 

City Council, a not-for-profit housing entity or a registered community 

housing provider (under Part 1 of the Housing Restructuring and Tenancy 

Matters Act1992), or where one of these parties is in a public / private 

development relationship to provide mixed tenure housing, and where 

the provision of residential units is to help low and modest income 

households and other disadvantaged groups to access appropriate and secure 

housing that is affordable. 

 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The amendment will enable 

Community Housing Providers 

(including the Corporation) in 

partnership with the private 

sector to develop social 

housing through contemporary 

public/private partnership 

models.  

 

There is a typographical error 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

in the wording as translated 

into the Council’s tracked 

change version of the proposal.  

14.1.1.2 Policy - 

Provision of social 

housing 

Amend Policy 14.1.1.2 as follows: 

Enable small scale medium density social housing developments throughout 

the residential area. 

 

Or in the alternative: 

Enable small scale medium density social housing developments throughout 

the residential area as a permitted activity and social housing 

developments generally throughout the residential area. 

Accepted by CCC using the 

alternative wording proposed.  

 

The amendment better reflects 

the proposed rules which 

provide for small scale social 

and multi unit housing 

developments up to 3 units as 

a permitted activity throughout 

the RS and RSDT zones, and 

restricted discretionary activity 

above 3 units. 

 

Enabling medium density social 

housing throughout the 

residential area will support 

the provision of social housing 

consistent with strategic 

objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.4.  

14.1.1.6 Policy – 

Recovery housing - 

higher density 

comprehensive 

redevelopment 

14.1.1.7 Policy– 

Recovery housing – 

social housing 

Amend Policy 14.1.1.6 as follows: 

14.1.1.6 Policy – Recovery housing – higher density comprehensive 

redevelopment 

a. Enable higher density comprehensive redevelopment of larger and 

suitably sized and located sites within lower and medium density 

existing residential areas through an Enhanced Development 

Mechanism, which whilst ensuring that this development: 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The amendments reflects the 

wording of these policies as 

included within the LURP and 

will provide housing 

opportunities to support 

residential recovery needs 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

redevelopment 
i. Ensures achieves high quality urban design and onsite amenity; 

ii. Ensures has appropriate access to local services and facilities; 

iii. Ensures development is integrated integrates with, and is 

compatible with, sympathetic to the anticipated character and 

amenity of the surrounding residential environment existing 

neighbourhoods and adjoining sites; 

iv. Ensures provides a range of housing types and sizes are provided; 

and 

v. does not promote land banking by being completed in 

accordance with a plan for the staging of development and 

approved under these provisions. 

b. To ensure that comprehensive development under the Enhanced 

Development Mechanism is avoided in areas that are not suitable 

for intensification for reasons of: 

i. vulnerability to natural hazards; or 

ii. inadequate infrastructure capacity; or 

iii. adverse effects on Special Amenity Areas; or 

iv. reverse sensitivity on existing heavy industrial areas, 

Christchurch International Airport, and arterial traffic routes, 

and railway lines. 

v. can be adequately serviced with infrastructure; and 

vi. is located in an area where tsunami innundation hazard can be 

avoided and other natural hazards appropriately mitigated. 

 

Amend Policy 14.1.1.7 as follows: 

14.1.1.7 Policy – Recovery Housing – Social Housing Redevelopment and 

Recovery of Community Housing Environments 

consistent with the intent of 

the LURP, and strategic 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4.  

 

A minor correction is required 

to Policy 14.1.1.6 to change 

the current reference to 

“Special Amenity Areas” to 

“Residential Character Areas” 

to reflect the intended Phase II 

Replacement Plan terminology.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

a. Enable comprehensive redevelopment of the existing community 

housing environments through a Community Housing 

Redevelopment Mechanism, which: social housing in areas 

where:  

i. natural hazards can be adequately mitigated;  

ii.  adequate infrastructure services and capacity are 

available; and 

iii.  reverse sensitivity effects on existing industrial areas are 

managed.  

b. Ensure social housing redevelopment achieves:  

i.a. Ensures high quality urban design and on-site amenity;  

ii.b. Ensures development is integrated with and sympathetic with 

to the amenity of adjacent neighbourhoods and adjoining sites;  

iii.c. Maintains or increases the stock of community housing units 

being maintained or increased;  

iv.d.  Enables an increased residential density; and 

v.e.  Enables a an increased range of housing types including 

housing for lower income groups and those with specific needs.  

 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P5 – the 

conversion of elderly 

persons housing units 

into residential units 

Retain Rule 14.2.2.1 P5 as notified. Accepted by CCC with a minor 

change to the activity 

standards to require that there 

be no reduction in the areas 

and dimensions of the lawfully 

established outdoor living 

space associated with each 

unit.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Continued enablement of the 

conversion of EPH unit’s 

residential units will provide 

housing opportunities to 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P15 – the 

conversion of a family 

flat into a residential 

unit 

Retain rule 14.2.2.1 P15 as notified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

Continued enablement of the 

conversion of family flats to 

residential units will provide 

housing opportunities to 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 8.1 – 8.8 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P16 – the 

conversion of one 

residential unit into 

two residential units 

Retain rule 14.2.2.1 P16 as notified. Accepted by CCC but with a 

change to the activity 

standards which allow 

development to occur within 

the area covered by the 

Riccarton Wastewater 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Interceptor Constraint once 

that constraint is removed.  

 

Continued enablement of 

conversion of residential units 

will provide housing 

opportunities to support 

residential recovery needs 

consistent with the intent of 

the LURP, and strategic 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4. 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 8.1 – 8.8 of my 

evidence.  

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P17 – 

replacement of one 

residential unit as two 

residential units 

Retain Rule 14.2.2.1 P17 as notified. Accepted by CCC. 

 

Continued enablement of 

replacement of earthquake 

damaged residential units with 

two units will provide housing 

opportunities to support 

residential recovery needs 

consistent with the intent of 

the LURP, and strategic 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4. 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 8.1 – 8.8 of my 

evidence. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P18 – the 

construction of two 

residential units of 

vacant sites 

Retain rule 14.2.2.1 P18 as notified. Accepted by CCC. 

 

Continued enablement of two 

residential units on pre-

existing vacant sites will 

provide housing opportunities 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 8.1 – 8.8 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P20, 

14.2.2.3 RD7, 

14.2.2.5 NC7 – Social 

Housing Multi-Unit 

Residential Complexes 

Retain Rules 14.2.2.1 P20, 14.2.2.3 RD7, 14.2.2.5 NC7 as proposed, except 

as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.2.1 P20 as follows: 

a. The complex shall only contain up to and including three residential 

units. 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.2.3, RD7 as follows: 

 Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters: 

…   

RD7 Social housing d. Urban design and Maori 

Not fully accepted by CCC with 

changes made to the permitted 

activity threshold, activity 

standards, and assessment 

matters.  

 

Providing for up to 4 units as a 

permitted activity will provide 

housing opportunities to 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

multi-unit 

residential 

complexes – 

over three 

residential 

units. 

 

urban design principles – 

14.9.6 

e. Scale of activity – 14.9.14 

f. Traffic generation and 

access safety – 14.9.15 

Assessment matters for 

restricted discretionary 

activities – 14.9.37 

…   

 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.2.5 NC7 as follows: 

Non compliance with Rule 14.2.3.4 Multi-unit Social Housing Complexes 

area where the site coverage exceeds 45% (calculated over the net site area 

of the entire complex). 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 9.3 – 9.13 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.2.1 P21, 

14.2.2.3 RD8, 

14.2.2.3 RD15 – Multi-

Unit Residential 

Complexes 

Retain Rules 14.2.2.1 P21, 14.2.2.3 RD8, 14.2.2.3 RD15 as proposed, except 

as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.2.1 P21 as follows: 

a. The complex shall only contain up to and including three residential 

units. 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.2.3 RD8 as follows: 

 Activity The 

Council’s 

Not fully accepted by CCC with 

changes made to the permitted 

activity threshold, activity 

standards, and assessment 

matters.  

 

Providing for up to 4 units as a 

permitted activity will provide 

housing opportunities to 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

discretion 

shall be 

limited to 

the 

following 

matters: 

…   

RD8 Multi-unit 

residential 

complexes in 

Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition 

Zone – over 

three 

residential 

units. 

 

a. Urban 

design and 

Maori urban 

design 

principles – 

14.9.6 

b. Scale of 

activity – 

14.9.14 

Traffic 

generation 

and access 

safety – 

14.9.15 

…   
 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 9.3 – 9.13 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.3.1 Site density Retain Rule 14.2.3.1 as proposed, except as specified below. 

 

Amend 14.2.3.1(3) as follows: 

(Multi-unit residential) Social housing complexes. 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.1 to reinstate the exemption for conversion of elderly 

persons housing units and family flats into residential units, and 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The changes will provide 

exemptions from the site 

density requirements for the 

small scale immediate housing 

interventions consistent with 

the intent of the LURP which 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

conversion/replacement of a residential unit into/with two units from having 

to comply with the minimum site area requirements of the underlying zone 

for these provisions as set out in the LURP, as follows: 

 Activity Standard 

1. Residential Suburban 

Zone.  

(excluding residential 

units 

established under 

Rule 

14.2.2.1 P5, P15, 

P16, P17 

and P18) 

450m2. 

 

2. Residential Suburban 

Density Transition 

Zone (excluding 

residential units 

established under 

Rule 14.2.2.1 P5, 

P15, P16, P17 and 

P18). 

330m2. 

 

…   
 

introduced these provisions.  

 

They will support the provision 

of housing opportunities to 

support residential recovery 

needs consistent with the 

intent of the LURP, and 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 

3.3.4. 

 

14.2.3.2 Multiunit 

residential complexes, 

multiunit social 

housing complexes 

and retirement villages 

- Tree and garden 

planting 

Delete Rule 14.2.3.2 as it applies to multi-unit residential complexes and 

social housing complexes. 

 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.1 as proposed, but delete the associated figure as it is 

unnecessary and contradictory to the rule as proposed. 

Not accepted by CCC.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 10.1 – 10.7 of my 

evidence. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

14.3.3.1 Tree and 

garden planting 

14.2.3.3 Building 

height 

Retain Rule 14.2.3.3 as proposed, except as specified below. 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.3 as follows: 

The maximum height of any building shall be: 

 Activity Standard 

1. All buildings unless 

specified below. 

8m 

 

2. Multi-unit social 

housing 

complexes in the 

Residential 

Suburban Zone. 

5.5m and of 

a single 

storey only. 

 

3. Minor dwelling units 

in the Residential 

Suburban Zone. 

5.5m and of a 

single storey 

only. 

 

4. Multi-unit 

residential 

complexes in the 

Residential 

Suburban Zone. 

5.5m and of 

a single 

storey only. 

 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The change will provide greater 

flexibility for the development 

of social and multi unit 

residential complexes in the RS 

and RSDT zones, while other 

built form controls will provide 

for maintenance of surrounding 

residential amenity.  

 

They will provide housing 

opportunities to support 

residential recovery needs 

while providing a consolidated 

urban form and high quality 

urban environment consistent 

with strategic objectives 3.3.1, 

3.3.4, and 3.3.7. 

 

14.2.3.4 Site coverage 

14.3.3.3 Site coverage 

Retain Rules 14.2.3.4(2), 14.2.3.4(4), and 14.3.3.3 as proposed, except as 

specified below. 

 

Not accepted by CCC.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.4(2) as follows: 

Multi-unit s Social housing complexes in the Residential Suburban Zone. 

 

paragraphs 11.1 – 11.6 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.3.5 Outdoor 

living space 

14.3.3.4 Outdoor 

living space 

Retain Rule 14.2.3.5 as proposed, except as specified below. 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.5 as follows: 

1. Each residential unit shall be provided with an outdoor living space in a 

continuous area, contained within the net site area with a minimum area and 

dimension as follows: 

 Activity/Area Standard 

  Minimum 

Area 

Minimum 

dimension 

 …   

3. Multi-unit 

housing 

complexes 

and social 

housing 

complexes in 

the 

Residential 

Suburban 

Zone 

30m2 4m 

 

43. Multi-unit 

housing 

complexes 

and social 

housing 

30m2  

 

4m 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The requirement will provide 

minimum levels of internal 

amenity for residents, to 

provide a high quality urban 

environment consistent with 

strategic objective 3.3.7. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

complexes in 

the Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition 

Zone. 

 …   

 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.4 as proposed. 

 

14.2.3.6 Daylight 

recession planes 

14.3.3.5 Daylight 

recession planes 

Retain Rules 14.2.3.6 and 14.3.3.5 as proposed, except as noted elsewhere 

in this submission. 

Accepted by CCC 

 

The proposed controls will 

provide for a high quality 

urban environment consistent 

with strategic objective 3.3.7. 

14.2.3.7 Minimum 

building setbacks from 

internal boundaries 

14.3.3.6 Minimum 

building setbacks from 

internal boundaries 

Retain Rules 14.2.3.7 and 14.3.3.6 as proposed. Accepted by CCC but with a 

reduction in the minimum 

building setback from 1.8m to 

1m.  

 

The change will provide greater 

flexibility for residential 

development and in 

conjunction with other built 

form controls will provide for 

maintenance of surrounding 

residential amenity.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

 

They will provide a 

consolidated urban form and 

high quality urban environment 

consistent with strategic 

objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.4, and 

3.3.7. 

14.2.3.8 Minimum 

setback and distance 

to ground level for 

windows and balconies 

14.3.3.7 Minimum 

setback and distance 

to ground level for 

windows and balconies 

Retain Rule 14.2.3.8 as proposed, except as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.8 as follows: 

The minimum setback for a living area window at first floor from an internal 

boundary shall be 4m. Note where the window is adjacent to an accessway 

the setback shall be measured from the far side of the accessway. 

 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.7 as proposed, except as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.3.3.7 as follows: 

The minimum setback for a living area window at first floor and above 

from an internal boundary shall be 4m. Note where the window is adjacent to 

an accessway the setback shall be measured from the far side of the 

accessway. 

Not fully accepted by CCC with 

the window setback at ground 

floor retained but reduced from 

4m to 3m.  

 

The 3m ground floor window 

setback aligns with the current 

City Plan.  

The change will provide greater 

flexibility for residential 

development and in 

conjunction with other built 

form controls will provide for 

maintenance of surrounding 

residential amenity.  

 

They will provide a 

consolidated urban form and 

high quality urban environment 

consistent with strategic 

objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.4, and 

3.3.7. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

14.2.3.9 Road 

boundary building 

setback 

14.3.3.8 Road 

boundary garage and 

building setback 

Retain Rule 14.2.3.9 as proposed, except as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.9 as follows: 

The road boundary building setback shall be: 

All buildings 4.5m 

Except: 

1. new garage that is located in front of a an existing residential unit that 

was established prior to the operative date of this plan where the: 

… 

2. new garage that is located in front of a an existing residential unit that 

was established prior to the operative date of this plan where the: 

… 

 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.8 as proposed 

 

Accepted by CCC in the tracked 

change version of the proposal 

but not supported by the 

evidence of Ekin Sakin for CCC.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 12.1 – 12.14 of my 

evidence. 

14.2.3.10 Street scene 

amenity and safety - 

Fences, garaging and 

landscape 

14.3.3.9 Fences and 

screening structures 

Retain Rule 14.2.3.10 as proposed, except as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.2.3.10(2) as follows: 

2. Garages 

Garages and carports shall comprise no more than 50 percent of any ground 

floor elevation of the residential building as viewed from the street any one 

site and shall not be more than 6.8m wide. For garages with the vehicle door 

generally facing a shared access or road boundary the minimum garage 

setback shall be 5.5 metres from the shared access or road kerb. This rule 

does not apply to garages established under Rule 14.2.3.9. 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

Minor amendment which better 

reflects the intent of the rule.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.9 as proposed. 

 

14.2.3.14 Multiunit 

residential 

complexes and 

multiunit social 

housing complexes - 

Service, storage and 

waste management 

spaces 

14.3.3.15 Storage, 

service and waste 

management areas 

In 14.2.3.14 and 14.3.3.15, delete the requirements and replace with the 

following: 

a. Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 3m2 of outdoor 

or indoor service space at ground floor level for the dedicated 

storage of waste and recycling bins. 

b. In a multi-unit development, the required space for each 

residential unit shall be provided either individually, or within a 

dedicated shared communal space, but shall not be located between 

the road boundary and any habitable room. 

Accepted in part by CCC for 

social and multi unit complexes 

in the RS and RSDT zones, but 

with the addition of an further 

requirement for 3m2 of service 

space.  

 

Not accepted by CCC for the 

RMD zone.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 13.1 – 13.5 of my 

evidence. 

14.3.2.1 Permitted 

Activities P5 – the 

conversion of elderly 

persons housing units 

into residential units 

Retain Rule 14.3.2.1 P5 as proposed. Accepted by CCC. 

 

Continued enablement of the 

conversion of EPH unit’s 

residential units will provide 

housing opportunities support 

residential recovery needs 

consistent with the intent of 

the LURP, and strategic 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.4. 

Rule 14.3.3.13 – 

Minimum unit size 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.13 as proposed, except as specified below. Accepted by CCC.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

 

Amend Rule 14.3.3.13 as follows: 

The minimum net floor area (including toilets and bathrooms, but excluding 

carparking, garaging or balconies) for any residential unit in a multi-unit 

social housing complex, and a multi-unit residential complex, and a minor 

dwelling unit shall be: 

 

The requirement will provide 

minimum levels of internal 

amenity for residents, to 

provide a high quality urban 

environment consistent with 

strategic objective 3.3.7. 

14.3.3.14 Ground floor 

habitable space 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.14 as notified. Accepted by CCC.  

 

The requirement will provide 

for engagement of 

development with the street to 

provide a high quality urban 

environment consistent with 

strategic objective 3.3.7. 

 

 

14.3.3.16 Acoustic 

insulation 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.16, except as specified below; 

 

Amend Rule 14.3.3.16 as follows: 

Any new habitable space within a residential unit, traveller's accommodation, 

or retirement village: 

1. Within 20 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of a 

collector road; or 

2. Within 40 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of an 

arterial road shall achieve a minimum external to internal noise 

reduction of 30 dBA (Dtr, 2m, nT) an external sound insulation level 

Dtr,2m,nTw. 

Accepted by CCC.  

 

The requirement will provide 

minimum levels of internal 

amenity for residents, to 

provide a high quality urban 

environment consistent with 

strategic objective 3.3.7. 



 

 Page 55 

Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

 

14.3.3.17 Minimum 

site density from 

development or 

redevelopment of 

residential units 

Retain Rule 14.3.3.17 as proposed, except as specified below. 

 

Amend Rule 14.3.3.17 as follows: 

The minimum residential site density to be achieved when a site is developed 

or redeveloped with a residential unit or units (excluding residential units 

established under Rule 14.3.2.1 P5) shall be: 

1. for allotments less than 400m2 – not less than one residential unit; 

2. for allotments between 400m2 and 660650m2 – not less than two 

residential units; 

3. for allotments between 650660m2 and 990900m2 – not less than three 

residential units; and 

4. for allotments over 990900m2 – not less than one residential unit per 

330300m2. 

 

Accepted by CCC 

 

The requirement will provide 

housing opportunities support 

residential recovery needs 

while providing a consolidated 

urban form and high quality 

urban environment consistent 

with strategic objectives 3.3.1, 

3.3.4, and 3.3.7. 

 

14.7 Rules – Enhanced 

Development 

Mechanism 

Retain the EDM provisions in section 14.7 as proposed, except as specified 

below; 

 

Reinstate the provision for Cultural 3 sites to be eligible for the EDM (14.7.3 

1 Zoning Qualifying Standards); 

 

Amend Rule 14.7.3 as follows: 

… 

4. Location Qualifying Standards 

a. Accessibility Criteria 

Accepted in part by CCC but 

with requirement for qualifying 

sites to be within 800m of a 

supermarket retained.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 7.4 – 7.23 of my 

evidence. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Qualifying sites shall lie fully within all of the following four criteria: 

i. 800 metres EDM walking distance of: 

A Central City Business Zone as at 6 December 2013; 

B Central City Mixed Use Zone as at 6 December 2013; 

C an area that was zoned Business 2 in the Christchurch City 

District Plan as at 6 December 2013; or and 

D an EDM qualifying supermarket; and 

… 

b. Constraint Criteria 

c. No part of a qualifying site shall lie within: 

i. Special Amenity Areas (Special Amenity Area) identified in the City 

Plan as at 6 December 2013; or 

… 

Amend Rule 14.7.4.5 as follows:  

1. The minimum net floor area (including toilets and bathrooms, but 

excluding carparking, garaging, or balconies) for any residential unit in a 

multi-unit social housing complex, and a multi-unit residential complex, and 

a minor dwelling unit shall be: 

 Number of 

Bedrooms 

Minimum 

net floor 

area 

1. Studio 35m2 

…   

2. Where six or more residential units are proposed as part of a multi-unit 

social housing complex or a multi-unit residential complex, there shall be a 



 

 Page 57 

Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

mix of at least two unit size types ranging across one, two, three or more 

bedrooms.  No unit size type shall account for more than two thirds of the 

overall number of units on a site. 

 

Amend Rule 14.7.4.6 as follows: 

… 

2. At least 50 percent of all residential units within a comprehensive 

development shall have a habitable space located at the ground level. 

3. Each habitable space located at the ground level shall have a minimum 

floor area of 12m2 and a minimum internal dimension of three metres. 

 

Amend Rule 14.7.4.10 as follows: 

Any habitable space within a residential unit which is within: 

1. 40 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of an arterial 

road, or a railway line; or 

2. 20 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of a collector road 

as defined in Chapter 7 Transportation Appendix 7.12 shall achieve a 

minimum external to internal noise reduction of 30 dBA (Dtr, 2m, nT) 

an external sound insulation level Dtr,2m,nTw. 

 

 

Delete the requirement for life-stage design (14.7.4.13); 

 

Delete the requirement for energy and water efficiency (14.7.4.14). 

14.8 Rules – 

Community Housing 

Retain the CHRM provisions in section 14.8 as proposed, except as specified 

below; 

Accepted by Council.  
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Redevelopment 

Mechanism 
 

Delete the unit mix clause (14.8.3.5(2)); 

 

Delete the requirement for life-stage design (14.8.3.16); 

 

Delete the requirement for energy and water efficiency (14.8.3.17); 

 

Amend Rule 14.8.3.5 as follows: 

… 

 Number of 

Bedrooms 

Minimum 

net floor 

area 

1. Studio 35m2 

…   

… 

2. Where six or more residential units are proposed as part of a 

multi-unit social housing complex or a multi-unit residential complex, 

there shall be a mix of at least two unit size types ranging across 

one, two, three or more bedrooms. 

No unit size type shall account for more than two thirds of the overall 

number of units on a site. 

… 

 

Amend Rule 14.8.3.10 as follows: 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 7.12 – 7.23 of my 

evidence. 
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Replacement Plan 

provision 

Decisions sought: Commentary 

Any habitable space within a residential unit which is within:  

1. 40 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of an arterial 

road, or a railway line; or 

2. 20 metres of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of a collector road 

as defined in Chapter 7 Transportation Appendix 7.12 shall achieve a 

minimum external to internal noise reduction of 30 dBA (Dtr, 2m, nT) 

an external sound insulation level Dtr,2m,nTw. 

 

 

14.9.37 – Assessment 

matters for the EDM 

and CHRM 

Retain the restricted discretionary assessment matters for the EDM and 

CHRM in section 14.9.37. 

Accepted in part by Council 

with the urban design 

assessment matters for all 

medium density, multi unit, 

and comprehensive 

development being merged, 

consolidated, and simplified.  

 

Refer to the discussion in 

paragraphs 7.19 – 7.22 of my 

evidence. 
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 ATTACHMENT 2: CHANGES TO LURP IMMEDIATE HOUSING INTERVENTIONS MADE BY COUNCIL  

This table summarises the changes made to the LURP immediate housing interventions as per the Council’s tracked change version of the 

proposal (dated 9 March 2015). Deletions and additions from the gazetted LURP version of the provisions are shown struck out and 

underlined.    

 

Interventi

on 

Eligible 

Land 
Qualifying Criteria Constraints 

Specific Performance 

Standards 

Time 

Limit 

EDM L2, L3, C3 

(Sch) 

Site size: contiguous block of 1500m2 – 

10,000m2 

Yield: 30hh/ha (1 per 330m2) – 

65hh/ha (1 per 150m2) 

Location (site fully within): 

 800m walking distance of CCBZ, 

CCMUZ, B2 Commercial Core Zone, 

or and an EDM qualifying 

supermarket  

 800m walking distance of either 

primary or intermediate school 

 400m walking distance of OS2 

zone, or an OS1 zone >4000m2 

 600m walking distance of an EDM 

core public transport route 

 

(EDM walking distance, EDM 

supermarket and EDM core public 

transport route are all defined terms) 

 

No part of the site 

within: 

 Any SAM 

 400m of B5 zone 

boundary 

 Riccarton 

wastewater 

interceptor 

catchment 

 Tsunami inundation 

area 

 

Restricted discretionary 

activity, subject to: 

 Building height 

 Sunlight and outlook for 

neighbours 

 Street scene 

 Separation from 

neighbours 

 Minimum unit size and 

mix of units 

 Ground floor habitable 

space 

 Outdoor living space 

 Service, storage and 

waste management 

space 

 Landscaping / tree 

planting 

 Acoustic insulation 

Ceases 

31 

Decemb

er 2018 
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 Parking space numbers 

 Maximum building 

coverage 

 Water supply for fire 

fighting 

 

(Information requirements – 

Design Statement by 

qualified expert) 

 

 

 

CHRM Mapped 

areas (over 

L1) 

Site size: contiguous block of 1500m2 – 

10,000m2 

Yield: 30hh/ha (1 per 330m2) – 

65hh/ha (1 per 150m2) 

Proportion: either, at least 1/3 of 

residential yield shall be community 

housing units or a quantity equal or 

greater than existed as at 6 Dec 2013, 

whichever is greater. 

 Restricted discretionary 

activity, subject to: 

 Building height 

 Sunlight and outlook for 

neighbours 

 Street scene 

 Separation from 

neighbours 

 Minimum unit size 

 Ground floor habitable 

space 

 Outdoor living space 

 Service, storage and 

waste management 

space 

 Landscaping / tree 

Ceases 

31 

Decemb

er 2018 
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planting 

 Acoustic insulation 

 Parking space numbers 

 Maximum building 

coverage 

 Water supply for fire 

fighting 

 

(Information requirements – 

Design Statement by 

qualified expert) 

2 units on 

a vacant 

site 

L1, L2  Site existing as at 6 Dec 2013 may be 

developed for 2 units if prior to the 

2010/11 earthquakes it was vacant, or 

in the opinion of an IPENZ qualified 

engineer, demolition will be required 

the insurer have determined the unit is 

uneconomic to repair as a consequence 

of the earthquakes, with no minimum 

net area for their own separate sites. 

Existing site complies with relevant 

minimum net area for the single unit. 

Meets minimum net floor area for each 

unit. 

Each unit has complying outdoor living 

space. 

Each unit has complying vehicle 

parking. 

Not within: 

 Tsunami inundation 

area 

 Riccarton 

wastewater 

interceptor 

catchment 

 A SAM 

 Floor level and fill 

management area 

 

All other applicable 

standards complied with for 

each unit. 

Ceases 

31 

Decemb

er 2018 

Conversio

n of an 

existing 

L1, L2 and 

LH 

Residential unit existed as at 6 Dec 

2013 

Not within: 

 Tsunami inundation 

All other applicable 

standards complied with for 

each unit. 

Not time 

limited 
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unit into 2 
The existing unit is contained within its 

own separate size complying with 

relevant minimum net area 

requirement. 

Meets minimum gross floor area for 

each unit. 

Each unit has complying outdoor living 

space. 

Each unit has complying vehicle 

parking. 

area 

 Riccarton 

wastewater 

interceptor 

catchment except 

after the date of 

completion of the 

infrastructure work.  

 Floor level and fill 

management area 

 

Family flat 

as an 

independe

nt unit 

L1, L2 and 

LH 

Family flat existed as at 6 Dec 2013 

Contained within, or located separately 

to, a unit on the same site complying 

with the relevant minimum net area 

requirement. 

Meets minimum gross floor area for 

converted unit. 

Each unit has complying outdoor living 

space. 

Each unit has complying vehicle 

parking. 

No subdivision All other applicable 

standards complied with for 

converted unit. 

Not time 

limited 

EPH 

unrestrict

ed 

L1, L2 and 

LH  

EPH existed as at 6 Dec 2013 

Meets minimum gross floor area for 

converted unit. 

Converted unit has complying outdoor 

living space. 

Converted unit has complying vehicle 

parking. 

 

 All other applicable 

standards complied with for 

converted unit. 

Not time 

limited 
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There is no reduction in the areas and 

dimensions of the lawfully established 

outdoor living space associated with 

each unit 

 

 


