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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 Residential 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) Residential Chapter section 32 report - Appendix 5 Design Controls 

Review of Built Form, Character and Amenity Provisions for the Existing 

Flat Land Residential Zones 

(d) The evidence of Scott Blair for CCC 

(e) The evidence of Ekin Sakin for CCC 

 

SCOPE 

 

5. The specific part of the Proposal that my evidence relates to is Residential Medium 

Density Zone Rule 14.3.3.17 Minimum site density from development or redevelopment 

of residential units. This standard is for the purpose of implementing the 30 hh/ha 

density required in medium density areas. It is closely linked to the Subdivision Chapter 

Section 8.3.1, Allotment Size and Dimension, 8.3.1.1:RD 2(1) and RD 3 1 (b) with 

tables 1 and 3:Residential Medium Density Minimum net site area. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

6. DAPS provides information and examples of our existing medium density residential 

area to demonstrate practical issues arising from the non-complying status of rule 

14.3.3.17 in the pRDP and reinforce our desire to see the rule removed or altered to 

restricted discretionary status. 

OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION 

7. On behalf of DAPS, I participated in formal mediation on March 16 2015. Planners for 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA) and Christchurch City Council 

(CCC) (Scott Blair) acknowledged that the ‘non-complying’ status of Rule 14.3.3.17 

did cause ‘some issues’ at the boundaries, but were unable to offer any relief.  

 

CCC EVIDENCE 

8. The only reference to this rule and several submissions on it in the CCC evidence 

appears to be in that of Ms Sakin in 8.2 – 8.6, where she states that (8.6) she cannot 

‘provide a comprehensive assessment of the submissions with regards to whether the 

rule is necessary because that is outside my area of expertise.  However, if the rule is 

to be retained (which will be discussed in Subdivision Chapter hearing by Andrew Long) 

…….’ Therefore, at this stage, we do not have any CCC response to submissions asking 

for the rule to be deleted or changed to restricted discretionary.  

9. If the rule is retained, we would support the changes put forward by the Crown (#495) 

(and shown in the 9 March version of the pRDP) using one residential unit per 330m2, 

rather than 300m2, to better reflect 30hh/ha.  

OUR CURRENT SITUATION 

10. The DAPS area is shown in Annex 1. Annex 2 shows a typical area in more detail. Note 

the long narrow sections, and the high proportion of sections that have been redeveloped 

into 2 or 3 storey blocks of 4, 5 or 6 units. The majority of these units are rental properties, 

often with a high turnover of occupants. It is the ‘stand-alone’ houses (old and new, big 

and small) that accommodate many of the long term residents. This mix helps achieve 

positive community attributes such as neighbourhood safety, and neighbourhood 

support. 

11. An analysis of the current Living 3 areas of DAPS (excluding Addington Saleyards site) 

demonstrates that this area is at or close to 30 hh/ha. Annex 3 shows the L 3 area 

assessed. To calculate the residential area, the Margaret Stoddard Rest Home was 

included, but the Shell Station and Bar/TAB on Riccarton Road, and the motels and 
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Mosque in Deans Avenue were excluded. I believe that this is consistent with the ‘net 

density’ definition in the RPS.  

12. Using Google Earth, the area is calculated to be 22.0 ha. We currently deliver 650 

newsletters to households and businesses in our area, including in Living 5, although 

prior to the earthquakes, we delivered over 700. We don’t deliver to more than 20 boxes 

already full of mail, plus there are a quite number of vacant sections at present (mainly 

earthquake demolitions, including the high-rise Heatherlea apartments). Therefore we 

consider that 650 is a fair, but conservative, estimate of current households. This gives 

29.5 households per hectare. At 700 households, which represents the pre-earthquake 

number, there would have been 31.8 hh/ha.  

13. It does not seem necessary to have a rule to give effect to intensification where it has 

already occurred and continues to occur, especially as further intensification is likely to 

result in a loss of character, amenity, and safety, although achieving these are also 

contained in policies of this plan.  

 

Example of typical section 

14. Annex 4 shows a typical section for the area. It is narrow, 760 m2, and could 

accommodate 2 units, each with outdoor areas, without being very much less dense 

than 30 hh/ha. (Based on 330 m2 / hh, 760 m2 would need 2.3 hh to meet the 30 hh/ha) 

The house on the smaller site, would be permitted under 14.3.3.17 (1), but the site on 

the north would not, as the lot size is >400 m2 and would be non-complying, although 

the driveway would take up 82 m2, so the building plot would be 348 m2.  

15. As in the example above, sections are of all sizes, not neatly in multiples of 330 m2. For 

example, the range (2) of 400 – 660 m2 could include a section just over 400 m2, where 

one unit would not be significantly lower density than 399 m2. 

16. Other issues, such as setbacks for protected trees (currently up to 10m), can alter the 

amount of space available for buildings, and potentially trigger a non-complying 

consent.   

17. The highly controlling non-complying status does not make any allowance for these 

practical issues that may arise and, while a consent may be required for these 

situations, this could be restricted discretionary which would allow for a case by case 

consideration.  
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18. In my opinion, rule 14.3.3.17 does not achieve Objective 3.3.2(a): ‘The District Plan 

…. (a) minimises (i) transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes 

(ii)  the number, extent and prescriptiveness … in the rules … in order  to  encourage  

innovation and choice’ as it is unnecessarily prescriptive and requires a major consent 

process which will discourage choice. 

19. Ms Sakin in her evidence (CCC) (6.4) states that “The amended built form standards 

implement these policies [14.1.1.1 (Housing distribution and density); 14.1.5.1 

(Neighbourhood character amenity and safety); and 14.1.5.3 (Character of low and 

medium density areas)] by contributing to the provision of: 

(a)          housing density, choice and type; 

(b)          neighbourhood quality with respect to character, amenity and safety; and 

(c)          on-site amenity (including amenity for adjoining sites).” 

However, I disagree that this rule provides for housing choice and type or for 

neighbourhood quality, for the reasons I have explained. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

20. Our experience is that intensification has occurred without the need for a prescriptive 

rule. Making a rule will not encourage intensification, but will deter new dwellings that 

are less intensive, and provide for character, amenity and other neighbourhood values. 

A totally ‘new’ residential area, designed for medium density would be expected to 

have a range of housing types. Surely an existing residential area should be allowed 

this, too. 

21. Deans Avenue Precinct Society seeks relief from the provision either by making a 

breach of rule 14.3.3.17 into restricted discretionary status (as opposed to non-

complying in the notified plan), or the removal of the rule for specific parts of the city, 

such as ours, that are already medium density and not close to a key activity centre. 

Alternatively, another mechanism that provides more flexibility and resolves the issues 

that we have identified could be acceptable.  
 

 

 

Claire Mulcock 

20 March 2015 
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DAPS location - overview  
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