
 

INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL  
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act 1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER OF 

 

The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan) Order 2014  

AND 

IN THE MATTER OF 

 

The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 
Subdivision Proposal (part) 

   

 
 

 
SUBMITTER STATEMENT OF  

 
WARREN McCALL  

 
ON BEHALF OF  

 
NZ INSTITUTE OF SURVEYORS (#575) 

 
AND 

 
DAVIE LOVELL-SMITH LTD (#969) 

 
 

DATED 8 JUNE 2015 
 

 

 



1 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Warren John McCall. I am a Registered Professional Surveyor, Member of the 

New Zealand Institute of Surveyors (NZIS), and a director of Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd, 

consulting surveyors, engineers and planners of Christchurch. I have been practising as a 

Registered or Licensed Surveyor in Christchurch for 27 years and a director of Davie Lovell-

Smith for 17 years. I have a Bachelor of Surveying (Distinction) from Otago University. 

  

2 SCOPE 

2.1 The submissions of NZIS and Davie Lovell-Smith sought several changes to the Subdivision 

chapter, many of which have been addressed by the Council’s revised version dated 21 May 

2015 and hearings on the New Neighbourhood Zone. We are still, however, concerned 

about the following: 

a Policy 8.1.2.8 - Urban Density  

b Subdivision Appendix 8.6.3 – New Road Standards 

 

3 POLICY 8.1.2.8 – URBAN DENSITY 

3.1 The Council rejects our submission seeking a change such that: 

a. Subdivision in greenfield or brownfield areas, must enable development which 

achieves a where practicable, should achieve a minimum net density of 15 

households per hectare. 

b. Subdivision in the Residential Medium Density zone, must enable development 

which achieves a where practicable, should achieve a minimum net density of 30 

households per hectare. 

3.2 We acknowledge that the above targets are required to be met under the RPS Policy 6.3.7. 

However, the targets in themselves do not adequately consider the many and varied 

constraints on land development. We accept that residential densities should be increased, 

but at some point, due to practical limitations, some subdivisions will not be able to absorb 

15 or 30 households per hectare without compromising on good quality urban design. The 

RPS policy assumes a perfect knowledge of every development site within the city. However, 

when an unforeseen constraint occurs, the only available tool to meet the density 

requirement is to create smaller and smaller sites, regardless of environmental outcomes. 
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3.3 There are many ‘unforeseen’ development constraints that impact on density. Some sites 

may be constrained by electrical transmission lines, which require significant building 

setbacks that result in large areas of land being eliminated from development. There could 

be topographical aspects, for example streams that are not so large as to require an 

esplanade reserve and hence are not excluded from the “new neighbourhood hectare” (as 

defined in Chapter 2, Definitions) and therefore cause a reduction in density. In some cases 

an existing land parcel may have an awkward shape, not conducive to providing road access 

or development of higher density dwelling sites. 

3.4 Many development sites contain existing dwellings and curtilages, some of which are 

substantial in area and for economic reasons are excluded from development. Retention of 

these properties can also lead to awkward shaped blocks of land around which to develop. 

3.5 None of these constraints that I have mentioned above are excluded from the definition of 

“new neighbourhood hectare” yet all of them inhibit the ability to increase density. 

3.6 Our main concern is that developers, in order to achieve 15 households per hectare, will not 

be able to deliver attractive subdivisions that offer a real mix of densities and housing 

options. As densities will have to be increased to the required target, some developments 

will be forced to create an inappropriately high number of apartments, terrace houses and 

duplexes, in excess of what may be required by the market, and will need to compromise on 

good quality urban design to achieve the target densities. 

3.7 Whilst we support a greater diversity of densities and housing types, the difficulty in 

increasing density becomes exponential. To add lots, additional roading, reserves and 

stormwater are required. These factors accumulate and inhibit the ability to increase 

density. 

3.8 It should not be necessary for every greenfield or brownfield subdivision to meet a 15 

households per hectare target. Flexibility should be introduced so that not all subdivisions 

are created with the same density. Higher density development (possibly above 15) should 

be promoted near community facilities, commercial areas, transport routes etc. with lower 

densities further away from those areas. This would help provide a better range of housing 

options and avoid the spread of homogenous subdivision across the city with little or no 

character or contrast between subdivisions. The lack of ability to distribute density across 

multiple ownerships within an ODP area must also be addressed. 
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3.9 Infrastructure requirements set by an ODP will also impact on densities, for example, a 

collector road along the boundary with an adjoining owner that yields lots on only one side 

of the road. Such physical aspects impact on the densities that can be achieved. 

3.10 For the reasons I have described, the submissions of NZIS and Davie Lovell-Smith sought 

flexibility to accommodate these ‘on-the-ground’ factors, whilst still promoting the overall 

density targets of 15 or 30 households per hectare by including the words “where 

practicable” within Policy 8.1.2.8. 

3.11 The Independent Hearings Panel will be aware that Environment Canterbury is undertaking a 

review of its Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) which introduced Policy 6.3.7 to the RPS. Davie 

Lovell-Smith has made a submission to the LURP review suggesting that densities within 

greenfield/brownfield areas should be allowed within a range of 13-15 households per 

hectare. Any shortfall in residential growth due to challenges and constraints encountered 

within identified priority areas, or where identified priority areas are unable to be developed 

in a timely and cost effective way, could be made up by rezoning additional growth areas. 

3.12 Given that the LURP review is now underway, we request that the Independent Hearings 

Panel advise Environment Canterbury that the net density targets are proving problematic 

and that some refinement to the RPS policies is necessary. 

3.13 Our first preference is that RPS Policy 6.3.7 is altered to provide for densities in the range of 

13-15 households per hectare and that Policy 8.1.2.8 of the City Council’s Replacement 

District Plan be amended accordingly. 

3.14 Our second preference is for Policy 8.1.2.8 to be amended so that: “Subdivision in greenfield 

or brownfield areas, where practicable, shall achieve a minimum net density of 15 

households per hectare” and a similar amendment for Residential Medium Density “…where 

practicable, shall achieve a minimum net density of 30 households per hectare”. 

3.15 If both the above options should fail, a method, which I understand has been applied to the 

City Plan by way of Plan Change for the Upper Styx area, as inserted by the LURP, could 

provide some small relief where it is agreed between landowners to transfer density. This 

method would help to achieve the density target of 15 households per hectare over the 

whole of an ODP area rather than for every subdivision. Suggested wording is as follows: 

Where 15 households per hectare is not achieved, the developer may identify higher densities 

at nominated locations within the ODP area so as to comply with the overall density of 15 
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households per hectare, provided there is written legal agreement from the relevant 

landowners and such agreement is submitted to the Council. 

 

4 SUBDIVISION APPENDIX 8.6.3 – NEW ROAD STANDARDS 

4.1 Subdivision Appendix 8.6.3 sets out the minimum requirements for establishing a new road. 

The table requires that any local road established in a residential area is to have a minimum 

legal width of 16m and two footpaths. NZIS and Davie Lovell-Smith submitted that these 

requirements in some situations are excessive. 

4.2 The Council in its revised version dated 21 May 2015 has responded with a provision 

(Clarification 10 at the foot of the table) that: 

“A 14m road width and one footpath is optional where a road only provides access to less 

than 20 residential units and is less than 100m in length”. 

4.3 We support a reduction to 14m legal width and one footpath where the road provides 

access to less than 20 residential units, except where the road adjoins a reserve, which I will 

soon discuss. However, the restriction to 100m maximum length is unnecessary and should 

be deleted. There will be many cases where a road providing access to less than 20 

residential units will be longer than 100m, and there is no reason why such roads should not 

be 14m wide. The very fact that the road serves less than 20 units means that it will not be 

long. 

4.4 A key element of good urban design is to provide quality road frontage to reserves. This 

enables the network of reserves to be integrated into the development. It creates a strong 

visual connection, encourages surveillance of the reserve, and promotes pedestrian and 

cycle use. To properly integrate a reserve into a subdivision requires a narrower roadway, 

reduction of traffic speed, and directing the pedestrian footpath through the reserve rather 

than along the road side. 

4.5 A normal legal road width in these situations, where there is a reserve adjacent to the road, 

is excessive as there is no need for a berm or footpath to be created on the reserve side of 

the road. This means that a reduction of 4m in legal road width can be made. This also 

assists, in a very small way, to creating higher residential yield or density by eliminating 

unnecessary land for road. 




