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INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Claire Margaret Mulcock.  I have been the Chairperson of Deans 

Avenue Precinct Society since 2011.  

2. The Deans Avenue Precinct Society Inc. (DAPS) was incorporated in 1988. We are 

the neighbourhood association for the area between Deans Avenue and the railway 

line, from Moorhouse Avenue in south to Matai Street East in the north. We are 

actively involved in the ‘Strengthening Communities’ and ‘Neighbourhood Policing’ 

programmes. 

3. This evidence is presented as non-expert or lay evidence. 

4. In preparing this brief of evidence I have read or referred to the following: 

(a) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS); 

(b) sections of the Subdivision Chapter of the pRDP relevant to 

Residential Medium Density;  

(c) Residential Chapter section 32 report - Appendix 4 Review of Medium 

Density Residential Zones around Key Activity Centres and Larger 

Neighbourhood Areas. 

(d) The evidence of Andrew Long for CCC 

(e) The evidence of Bridget O’Brien for CCC 

SCOPE 

5. My evidence relates to Residential Medium Density (RMD) matters in: 

a. Rule 8.3.1.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Allotment size and dimension 

b. Rule 8.3.1.2 Discretionary Activities: Allotment size and dimension 

c. Rule 8.3.1.3 Non-complying Activities: Allotment size and dimension.   

These are closely linked to the Residential Chapter matters relating to Residential 

Medium Density Minimum areas that we presented on earlier. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

6. I explain why the experience in our neighbourhood, which has been zoned for 

medium density development for many years, suggests that there are practical 

issues arising from the proposed Rules and that both 

a. the 400 m2 minimum lot size for RMD and 

b. the non-complying status of RD2 and RD3 in rule 8.3.1.1  

will preclude development that achieves both the target increases in density and 

provide for a range of housing types to ensure diversity within the neighbourhood. 

OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION 

7. On behalf of DAPS, I participated in formal mediation on May 26 2015 – ‘Section 3 

Residential Medium Density Net Site Area Provisions’. We support the general 

agreement from that mediation that the minimum net area for RMD in Table 1 

Minimum allotment size – residential zones be changed to  200m2 AND clauses a), 

b) and c) deleted.  

EVIDENCE 

8. As we showed in our evidence on the Residential chapter, our neighbourhood has 

typically long and narrow sections around 600 - 800 m2. We understand that this type 

of section is also common in other parts of Christchurch. We showed that the dominant 

re-development over the last 15 or more years has been perpendicular rows of 

apartments on these long narrow sections (see Annex 1). This is already resulting in a 

neighbourhood dominated by rental properties with many short term tenants, which 

makes it difficult to achieve positive community attributes such as neighbourhood 

safety, and neighbourhood support. 

9. A RMD minimum lot size1 of 400 m2 (c.f. 300 m2 at present) will seriously discourage 

development of a range of housing types and sizes, as it would not be practical with 

this minimum to subdivide many of the sections in our neighbourhood in a sensible 

way, as it would require application for a consent with ‘non-complying’ status (Rule 

8.3.1.3).  

10. Ms O’Brien (in her evidence for CCC) notes (7.35) that if every lot in RMD area was 

subdivided to 200 m2, the density achieved would be between 28 and 35 houses per 

hectare. Experience in our neighbourhood shows that only a small proportion of 

properties will be subdivided into small lots with the majority being higher density 

                                                           
1 Rule 8.3.1.1 RD2 and Table 1 



5 
 

apartment blocks. So, overall, the target 30 hh/ha is most likely to be easily achieved, 

even with a minimum lot size of 200 m2. 

11. We support the CCC revised position (from mediation) of a minimum area for RMD of  

200m2 AND clauses a), b) and c) deleted (rule 8.3.1.1 Table 1).  

12. We also consider that non-compliance with 8.3.1.1 RD2 (Minimum allotment size) 

should not be included in Rule 8.3.1.3 Non-complying. There will be cases that may 

not meet the minimum site area standard in RD2, but can still contribute to an 

increased density. For example, a lot size of under 200 m2 can still provide for a small 

dwelling, and may be very appropriate when redeveloping some of these long narrow 

lots, and therefore should be assessed as Discretionary (i.e. added to rule 8.3.1.2). 

This does not appear to be very different from the case in RD1 where not having the 

required minimum dimensions for an allotment triggers a Discretionary consent.  

13. The exception to the minimum site area of 400m2 occurs when approved buildings 

are already built or being built on each lot. There is NO minimum area required in this 

case in RMD zone (8.3.1.1 RD3 Table 3). The only requirement is that the buildings 

are both approved and constructed. Therefore in the case of RMD, there cannot be a 

situation where the RD standard is not met and an application made under Rule 

8.3.1.3 (non-complying), unless there is a change made, and a minimum area is set 

in Table 3. 

14. As the only situation where the proposed non-complying consent application would 

occur under RD3 (Allotments with existing or proposed buildings) is for the Residential 

Suburban and Residential Suburban Density Transition zones, as only these have 

minimum areas set in Table 3, it seems that that there could be another way to state 

this standard that would be clearer.  

15. We consider that situations that do meet the RD2 standard should be discretionary, 

NOT ‘non-complying’. In addition, if for, any reason, a minimum area is set for RMD 

in Table 3, then not meeting RD3 should trigger a discretionary consent, NOT a ‘non-

complying’ one. (We have no view on RD4 Port Influences Overlay Area or RD5 

Access ….) 
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CONCLUSIONS 

16. The changes that we support to assist resolve our issues are: 

a. Rule 8.3.1.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Allotment size and 

dimension 

Table 1 – minimum allotment size: Residential Medium Density:  

Change 400m2 to 200m2 AND delete clauses a), b) and c) 

b. Rule 8.3.1.3 Non-complying Activities: Allotment size and 

dimension 

Delete RD2 from 8.3.1.3 and insert in in Rule 8.3.1.2 Discretionary Activities: 

Allotment size and dimension 

If Table 3 is altered to given a minimum area for RMD zone, then: 

 Delete RD3 from 8.3.1.3 and insert in in Rule 8.3.1.2 Discretionary Activities: 

Allotment size and dimension 

 

 

 

 

Claire Mulcock 

5 June 2015 
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