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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is Pauline Fiona Aston (MA Cambridge University, England, M.Phil Town 

Planning, University College London, MNZPI, MRMLA).  I have 31 years resource 

management and planning experience. I am Principal of Aston Consultants Resource 

Management and Planning, and have operated my own consultancy practice, based in 

Christchurch, since 1995.   

1.2 Aston works extensively in the Greater Christchurch area, with numerous clients with 

interests in subdivision, land development and land use planning matters.  I am very 

familiar with the Greater Christchurch planning environment, including the operative 

Christchurch City Plan and the LURP (Land Use Recovery Plan). We filed various 

submissions on the pRDP (Proposed Replacement Christchurch District Plan) on 

behalf of various clients, including relating to rezoning requests, status of non 

residential activities in residential areas and subdivision rules.  

1.3 Aston provides ongoing planning services to Residential Construction, including most 

recently a resource consent for three elderly persons housing units (EPHUs) at 158 

Harewood Road, Christchurch; and a submission on the pRDP seeking re-instatement 

of the operative City Plan provisions relating to EPHUs or similar, and appropriate 

zoning for 104-106 Main North Road, Christchurch (owned by Residential Construction 

and the Paul de Roo Family Trust). 

1.4 I confirm that I have prepared this evidence in accordance with the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note, November 

2011). The issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of 

expertise except where I state that I am relying on the evidence or advice of another 

person. 

1.5 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions 

are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. 

1.6 I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions I have expressed. 

1.7 The key documents which I have relied upon in preparing my evidence are the 

following: 

(a) the Recovery Strategy; 

(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 
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(c) the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

(d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(e) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Ministers' Statement of Expectations 

(SOE); 

(f) the Hearing Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter including the 

overarching Objectives; and 

(g) the notified Residential Chapter of the pRDP 

1.8.  I have read those parts of the evidence of Adam Blair (CCC Planner) relevant to the 

matters raised in the submission by Residential Construction.  

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence focusses on the two matters raised in the Residential Construction (RC) 

submission, namely provision for EPHUs (or equivalent) in the pRDP and an 

appropriate zoning/ rules package for 104-106 Main North Road, Papanui (the Site).   

2.2 I have not repeated matters covered in the RC submission and will refer to the 

submission in various parts of my evidence. 

2.3 The zoning of the Site will also be considered as part of the Commercial Chapter 

hearings, as one of the alternative reliefs sought is Commercial Fringe. This topic also 

‘overlaps’ with Stage 2 matters. Draft Stage 2 proposes an Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Zone along parts of three strategic road corridors, namely 

Riccarton Road, Bealey Avenue and Papanui Road, but not Main North Road, even 

though Main North Road is the gateway route into Christchurch from the north. It is 

likely that Residential Construction will also need to submit on Stage 2 with respect to 

the Site.  

2.4 Given the above ‘overlaps’ between different Stage 1 hearings, and Stage 2 matters, I 

request, on behalf of RC, that the Panel’s deliberations and decision on matters 

relating to the status of non residential activities on that part of the residential zones 

with frontage to strategic road corridors (major arterials) and the zoning of 104-106 

Main North Road be considered at the same time i.e. after hearing Stage 2 

submissions relating to this matter. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

3.1 The notified pRDP removed specific provision for EPHUs. The new rules package  

does not enable such development to continue to occur, particularly in the Residential 

Suburban and New Neighbourhood Zones (RS and NNZ).  

3.2 EPHUs meet a very important need in the housing market for affordable appropriate 

housing for elderly who are not ‘ready’ or do not wish for other reasons to move to a 

retirement village.  

3.3 The Revised Residential Proposed now makes provision for multi unit residential 

complexes in the RS and NNZs. This is supported, but with amendments to the rules 

as set out below to facilitate continued provision for EPHUs by way of these rules.  

3.4 Changes are sought rules relating to status of activity (up to four units should be 

permitted, and only larger (over four unit) complexes restricted discretionary activity 

(RDA) with respect to urban design (revised assessment matters are attached); 

outdoor living space minimum dimension 3m not 4m; minimum size of 2 bedroom units 

60m2 not 70m2; permitted site coverage 40% not 35%, 45% as RDA; maximum height 

5.5m and single storey, RDA up to 8m height. 

3.5 EPHUs are a proven and successful feature of the RS zones. They are single storey, 

modest in scale and integrate well into the surrounding low density living environment. 

It is accepted that other forms of multi unit residential development have not been 

provided for under the Operative City Plan provisions and to this extent are not as 

‘proven’. If the Panel wishes to take a more cautious approach with respect to other 

forms of multi unit residential complexes in the RS zones, then a solution would be to 

make the permitted activity category of multi unit residential complexes specific to 

elderly persons only. Suggested wording changes to facilitate this are attached in 

Appendix A. 

3.6 The Paul de Roo Family Trust owns the property at 104-106 Main North Road, 

Papanui, (the Site, see location map at Appendix C) located diagonally opposite 

Northlands Mall, zoned Residential Medium Density in the pRDP. The Site is within the 

street block bounded by Shearer Avenue and Grassmere Street which contains 

various other existing and consented non residential activities. 

3.7 In my opinion, the most appropriate planning response for the Site (and potentially the 

entire strip fronting Main North Road between Shearer Avenue and Grassmere Street)  

is rezoning to Commercial Fringe, or in the less preferred alternative, Accommodation 
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Community Facilities (ACF) or guest accommodation should be included as a 

permitted activity in the RDD zone on sites with frontage to major arterials. 

3.8 Northlands Mall and Riccarton Mall are understood to be the two largest district 

shopping centres in Christchurch. Both are located with frontage to a major arterial. 

Commercial Fringe zoning of the Site is consistent with zoning of land on the opposite 

side of  Riccarton Mall as CF. 

4. PLANNING OFFICER’S (SCOTT BLAIR) REPORT – EPHUs 

4.1 EPHUs in the Operative City Plan are defined as:- 

 "means one of a group of residential units developed or used for the accommodation 

 of elderly persons and where the group is either held under one title or unit titles 

 under the Unit Titles Act with a body corporate and which is encumbered by a bond 

 or other appropriate legal instrument which ensures that the use of the unit is 

 confined to elderly persons. An existing elderly persons housing unit existing at 6 

 December 2013 may be converted to a residential unit that may be occupied by  any 

 person(s) and  without the need to be encumbered by a bond or other 

 appropriate legal instrument (Refer to Clauses 2.2.1 and 2.4.1)." 

4.2 Provision for EPHUs is addressed as Issue 9 in the Planner’s evidence.  At paragraph 

 8.55 he states that provision is made for multi-unit development (without any age 

 qualification) as permitted activities by a variety of mechanisms in the Residential 

 suburban Zone (RS) and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone (RSDT) 

 including:  

 (a) Conversion of EPH unit into a residential unit (Rule 14.2.2.1P5);  

 (b) Conversion of an existing family flat into a residential unit (Rule 14.2.2.1P15);  

 (c) Conversion of an existing residential unit into 2 residential units (Rule 

14.2.2.1P16);  

 (d) Replacement of residential unit with 2 units where existing unit is demolished as a 

result of earthquake damage (Rule 14.2.2.1P17);  

 (e) Erection of 2 residential units on a site made vacant by the earthquakes (Rule 

14.2.2.1P18);  

 (f) Erection of a minor residential unit (Rule 14.2.2.1P19);  

 (g) Social housing multi unit residential complexes up to 3 units (Rule 14.2.2.1P20);  
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 (h) Multi unit residential complexes within RSDT Zone up to 3 units (Rule 

14.2.2.1P20); and  

 (i) Enhanced Housing Mechanism (Rule 14.7).  

4.3 In light of the above, in Mr Scotts view is “there is reasonable provision in the pRDP 

 without undue restrictions for EPH type of housing”.  

4.4 I disagree, for the reasons outlined in the Residential Construction submission under 

the heading ‘Elderly Persons Housing’. In summary the Enhance  Housing 

Mechanism only applies to a very limited number of qualifying large sites  (1500 – 10 

000m2 sites) in the RSDT and RMD zones whereas EPHUs are typically  on smaller 

existing 700-900m2 sites. None of the other above provisions, provide the  opportunity 

for small groups of small affordable quality new housing suitable for elderly  persons 

but at the same time large enough to meet their needs. Family flats are  restricted 

to a maximum size of 70m2.  Replacement housing due to demolition will  apply 

unequally across the city as earthquake damage is variable geographically and  will 

be fairly limited in extent (most demolished homes are in the Red Zones).   

4.5 Notwithstanding the Mr Blair’s comments above, he states that further provision 

 could be made for multi-unit development that would also meet the needs of the 

 elderly provided suitable controls are in place. He recommends provision be made for 

 multi-unit development in this recommended amended rules package as set out in 

 paragraph 8.59.   

5. FURTHER AMENDMENTS SOUGHT TO Mr BLAIR’S REVISED RESIDENTIAL 

 CHAPTER  

5.1 I have discussed the recommended amended provisions with Paul de Roo, director of 

 RC. He advises it can be utilised to provide for the equivalent of EPHUs but with some 

 modifications as discussed below:- 

Definition of multi-unit residential complexes 

5.2 The definition included in the amended rules package is supported i.e.  

 Multi-unit residential complex 

 means a group of two or more residential units where the group is either  held under 

one title or unit titles under the Unit Titles Act 2010 with a body corporate. 

Size of residential units 
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5.3 Minimum sizes for residential units are specified in RD28, including for a 2 bedroom 

unit a minimum net floor area, excluding garage of 70m2.  

5.5 Paul de Roo advises that he has built many two bedroom EPHUs with a gross floor 

 area including garage of 80m2 which are extremely popular. The second bedroom is 

 often a multi-functional room e.g. a day room with a bed adjoining the lounge used by 

 a resident with failing health, study with sofa bed, spare bedroom. The second 

 bedroom provides the much needed flexibility to meet the needs of the elderly which 

 can change with increasing age. 

5.6 In accordance with the above, I support amending the minimum net floor area for 2 

 bedroom units to 60m2. This minimum could be restricted to EPHUs if the Panel 

 considered this appropriate. 

Site coverage 

5.7 In notified Stage 1, site coverage in the Residential Suburban Zone and RSMDTZ was 

35%, except for social housing and retirement villages, for which the site coverage was 

40%.  This is inconsistent with the rules for Multi-unit residential complexes in the 

Residential Suburban Transition Zone which state that site coverage can be increased 

from 40% to 45% by way of a restricted discretionary resource consent. 

5.8 In comparison, in the Operative City Plan, in the Living 1 Zone, the site coverage is 

 40% for single storey buildings not exceeding 5.5m height; and for elderly persons 

 housing, site coverage is calculated over the net site area of the complex as a whole. 

 This can be increased to 45% as a restricted discretionary activity. 

5.9 A lower site coverage will of necessity result in a greater need to building two storey 

 units to comply. Elderly persons housing comprising individual units in small groups, 

 clearly need to be single storey to meet the needs of the elderly (Mr de Roo advises 

 that lifts are not economic and take up valuable floor area and that two storey 

 construction is more costly than single storey which is challenging when meeting 

 affordable housing needs for the elderly).   

5.10 Elderly persons do not large require outdoor living spaces. 40% site coverage, with the 

 ability to increase this to 45% by way of a restricted discretionary resource consent 

 application is more appropriate and sustainable. EPHU site coverage provisions 

 should be the same as that for retirement villages. If provision is to be made for 

 EPHUs ‘indirectly’ by way of the multi-unit residential complex rule, then I suggest the 

 site coverage rules could limit higher site coverage to multi-unit residential complexes 
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 for persons aged 55+ only. It is also important that site coverage rules apply to the 

 complex as a whole, not individual residential sites within the complex. 

5.11 I am aware that there is a current difficulty with the capacity of the Council’s 

 wastewater systems, and that is in part ‘driving’ the rules around site coverage. Ms 

 Sakin in her evidence disagrees with submissions seeking higher site coverage in the 

 RSZ because they overlook  the resulting increase in impervious surfaces and the 

 effects of this increase on stormwater management. 

5.12 On the basis of Mr Norton's advice, (who explains stormwater capping issues in 

 Christchurch) Ms Sakin understands that capping site coverage in RS zones is 

 important in supporting the city wide limited storm water management capacity, 

 especially because some small scale intensification is expected in the form of minor 

 residential units and small scale multi-unit developments in RS and RSDTZ. 

5.13 The above concern must be considered in the context of the Strategic Directions 

 Chapter, including 3.3.4 Objective –Housing capacity and choice which requires an 

 additional 23 700 dwellings to be enabled through a combination of residential 

 intensification, brownfield and greenfield development; and that there is a range of 

 housing choices available including affordable housing. 

5.14 I am not an expert in stormwater matters. However, current infrastructure constraints 

 have arisen in the context of other projects which I am advising on e..g travellers 

 accommodation in Riccarton Road. Alternative methods of stormwater disposal may 

 need to be considered. I would not expect current constraints to justify unrealistically 

 low site coverage requirements for such developments as affordable housing to meet 

 the needs of the growing  elderly population over the life of the pRPD (the next 18 

 years).  The result will be that such developments simply do not proceed because the 

 required rules package is not practical or achievable. 

Outdoor living space – minimum dimension 

5.15 RC support the minimum outdoor living space requirement of 30m2 per unit. However, 

 the minimum dimension of 4m is not supported. The current minimum for EPHUs is 

 3m. This is a workable and sensible minimum which provides a useable space for 

 elderly persons whilst enabling redevelopment of standard 700-900m2 sites for 

 EPHUs.  Paul de Roo advises he has developed numerous EPHUs with ODLs with a 

 minimum dimension of 3m which have always proven very popular and sought after.  
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 He advises that these developments could not have proceeded if the ODL minimum 

 was 4m not 3m. Examples are attached in Appendix B. 

Activity Status 

5.17 RD28 proposes restricted discretionary activity (RDA) status for multi unit residential 

 complexes with matters of discretion limited to urban design and Maori urban design 

 principles.  I consider this to be inconsistent with Strategic Direction Chapter 3.3.2 

 Objective – Clarity of language and efficiency (a):- 

 The District Plan through its preparation, change, interpretation and implementation:- 

 (a) Minimises: 

(i) transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; 

(ii) the number, extent and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards in rules in order to encourage innovation and choice; and  

(iii the requirements for notification and written approval. 

5.18 The Strategic Direction decision considers that “targeted  intervention is the best way 

 of ensuring the costs of urban design intervention do not exceed its benefits and that 

 ‘sustainable management’ is promoted.” 

5.19 Requiring assessment against extensive urban design matters for all multi unit 

 residential complexes throughout the RS zone is not ‘targeted intervention’. It will 

 require specialist urban design input for all consents, whether 2 units or 20.  This adds 

 significant costs and delays for applicants, such as RC, working in this part of the 

 affordable housing market. It also creates a high level of uncertainty because a RDA 

 resource consent can be declined, or Council officers may only support the application 

 on the basis of costly re-design.  

5.20 Urban design controls are also, in my opinion, not necessary in respect to EPHUs at 

 least (I have not considered other forms of mult unit residential development provided 

 for under RD28).  This is evidenced by the fact that many EPHUs have been built 

 throughout the Living 1 zone since the current City Plan was notified in 1995, including 

 numerous by RC. I am not aware of any history of complaints regarding their design or 

 compatibility in this residential environment. Mr de Roo advises that they are, and 

 always have been, extremely popular and sought after. Whilst at a higher density than 

 standard residential dwellings, they are ‘benign’ and non intrusive single storey small 

 dwellings which do not ‘overlook’ or compromise the open space outlook from 
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 adjoining dwellings. A higher density also ‘works’ because elderly residents in a 

 complex can help each other and provide friendship and support, and they are at a 

 similar stage of life and generally very quiet neighbours.   

5.21 I consider that there is no valid planning reason for multi-unit residential complexes for 

the elderly at least, to be a RDA. However, if the Panel has any concerns about the 

‘permitted activity’ approach, I suggest as an alternative, a two tiered approach. Small 

scale multi-unit developments (maximum four residential units, maximum height 5.5m) 

could be permitted with larger complexes (a total of five or more residential units) and 

maximum height 8m. Such consents should not require written approval and should 

not be publicly or limited notified. 

5.22 The above is consistent with RD15 where no notification or written approvals are 

 required for RDA consents for increasing site coverage for multi unit residential 

 complexes in the RSDTZ.  

6. URBAN DESIGN ASSESSMENT MATTERS 

6.1 I  have reviewed the proposed urban design assessment matters that apply to RDA 

 multi-unit residential complexes in the Residential Suburban Zone in the Revised 

 Residential Proposal (dated 9 March 2015) – Rule 14.9.9. Ms McIntyre, planning 

 consultant for the Crown, has also supplied me with a draft amended version of Rule 

 14.9.9. I prefer Ms McIntyre version as simpler, more flexible and clear as to the 

 outcomes sought. I have suggested some further amendments, noted as track 

 changes in Appendix A to my evidence. 

7. ELDERLY PERSONS MULTI UNIT RESIDENTIAL COMPLEXES 

7.1 I have outlined above changes to the Revised Residential Proposal provisions which 

are necessary to enable continued provision for EPHUs, particularly in the RS and NN 

Zones. If the Panel has any concerns that the changes to the rules may not be 

appropriate and/or are untested  for other forms of multi residential unit complexes, 

then my  suggested ‘rules package’ could apply to EPHUs only.  

7.2 This would involve including a definition of Elderly Persons Housing as per the 

 Operative City Plan. I note this applies to persons over 60.  I suggest that this age limit 

 could be reduced to 55 years + and possibly be termed Mature rather than Elderly 

 Persons.  I am aware of a recently approved independent housing proposal for the 55 

 + age group at Barton Fields priority greenfield area, Lincoln and am currently advising 

 on a similar proposal at Rolleston.   
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8. OFFICERS REPORT – 104-106 MAIN NORTH ROAD 

8.1 Mr Blair’s assessment of the zoning of the Site is very brief:- 

 15.47 These sites are currently used for residential purposes and are adjoined by 

 residential activities on three sides, but by Northlands Mall on the fourth side. These 

 are corner sites and Main North Road is relatively busy at this intersection. While 

 perhaps not ideal for commercial activities, there are not likely to be any issues from 

 a residential perspective. 

8.2 Mr Blair has no provided no evidence whatsoever to conclude that the sites are 

 “perhaps not ideal for commercial activities’. His description of the Site context fails to 

 note that within the block bounded by Grassmere Street and Shearer Avenue there are 

 a number of existing non residential activities, namely a hair salon and medical 

 practice. Resource consent has also been obtained for a motel next door at 100 Main 

 North Road (now lapsed). 

8.3 Mr de Roo advises that he has had numerous enquiries, and in some cases, offers of 

 purchase of the sites, for non residential proposals for the site over the 14 year period 

 the Paul de Roo Family Trust has owned it.  These include for travellers 

 accommodation and a medical practice.  

8.4 Mr Blair considers that ‘there are unlikely to be any issues from a residential 

 perspective” with the Site. The Site is proposed RMDZ in the pRDP.  I support higher 

 density zoning given the location adjoining a District shopping centre.  The existing 

 dwellings along the Main North Road frontage are generally modest and not of ‘high 

 quality’. They could be said to be ‘ripe for redevelopment’.  The quality of residential 

 living is however, likely to be compromised to some extent by the very high ambient 

 traffic noise of this location, along a major arterial.   

9.0 MIXED USE ZONING/ACTIVITIES  

9.1 Whilst not an expert in commercial real estate, my general planning experience is that 

 a site so close to a district shopping centre and with frontage to a major arterial into the 

 city from the north, is likely to be highly desirable for commercial or community 

 activities. The corner location enables access off Shearer Road thus not conflicting 

 with the through traffic function of Main North Road, or traffic activity around the traffic 

 signals at Sawyers Arms Road. In any case, traffic effects for any proposed non 

 residential activity would be fully considered under the proposed high traffic generator 

 rules in the pRDP Transport Chapter. 
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9.2 I understand that Northlands Mall and Riccarton Mall are the largest of the two district 

shopping centres in Christchurch both located on major arterials.  I note that land on 

the north side of the Riccarton Mall Commercial Core Zone is zoned Commercial 

Fringe (from Kauri Street to Harakeke Street) and land beyond this to the west as far 

as Pururi Street and east to Hagley Avenue is zoned ACF in Draft Stage 2 (see 

planning maps attached as Appendix D). 

9.3 I consider a zoning or other pDPR provisions which provide for a Commercial Fringe 

 activities or medium density residential development and a range of a non residential 

 activities is a much more appropriate planning response for the Site (and potentially 

 Shearer Avenue – Grassmere Street sites fronting Main North Road) than the RMDZ. 

 The CF zoning could extend along the entire Main North Road frontage between the 

 top of Papanui road, zoned Commercial Fringe, and Shearer Avenue).  The 

 Commercial Fringe Zone or as a less preferred alternative, the Stage 2 

 Accommodation and Community Facilities Zone permitted ‘activity mix’ would seem 

 appropriate. They provide for medium density housing, and a range of ‘lower order’ 

 commercial, guest accommodation and community activities (CF)/ a range of 

 community facilities and guest accommodation (ACF). 

9.4 This is especially so given that the pRDP has significantly reduced the opportunity for 

 non residential activities in the residential zones. Community facilities such as health 

 practices and preschools are now only provided for on sites with frontage to 

 collectors or minor arterials. For some unexplained reason they are not provided for 

 on sites with frontage to major arterials.  This may be because strategic road 

 corridors are to be considered in Stage 2 of the pDPR. However, as noted above, the 

 Draft Stage 2 provisions do not make any provision for non residential activities by 

 way of the Accommodation and Community Facilities Zone (or any other method) on 

 Main North Road even thought this is the major gateway into the City from the north.   

9.5 A mix of commercial and purely residential activities is entirely appropriate for 

 locations such as the Site which is so close to services and facilities and where an 

 ‘urbane’ style character is sought. This is a very different living environment to the 

 typical Residential Suburban Zone living environment 

10. GUEST ACCOMMODATION 

10.1 An alternative less preferred relief to the above is for travellers accommodation to be a 

 permitted activity within the RMDZ on sites with frontage to major arterials which are 
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 major gateways into or through the City, namely Main North Road, Blenheim Road, 

 Riccarton Road, Papanui Road and Bealey Avenue. 

10.2 As noted above, Draft Stage 2 includes a ACF Zone but only along parts of Riccarton 

 and Papanui Road and Bealey Avenue. Council officers advise it is based on land use 

 surveys of these areas, and areas where the Council has received a strong level of 

 enquiry for such activity.   

10.3 This approach results in a tendency to focus on existing land use patterns, rather than 

 current and land use needs. I consider it more appropriate to allow the ‘market’ to 

 determine which are the appropriate sites on the strategic road network for travellers 

 accommodation. 

10.4 Travellers accommodation is appropriate in an otherwise residential environment on 

 the arterial network for a combination of reasons as follows:- 

 they are very similar in use to residential activity (especially where there are no 

support facilities such as restaurant etc);  

 there is an onsite residence;  

 generated traffic volumes are low so this minimizes traffic noise disturbance for 

the surrounding residential neighbourhood; 

 low generated traffic volumes minimizes any potential for conflict with the 

through traffic function of arterial roads; 

 the level of traffic noise is minimal in particular compared with ambient noise 

levels, influenced by arterial road noise; 

 they can be designed to be compatible in scale and character to residential 

buildings. 

10.5 Travellers accommodation is an ideal use for the Site for all the above reasons. In 

addition:- 

 With the Residential Medium Density zoning which anticipates high density 2 or 

3 storey residential development, the bulk and scale of building will be entirely 

compatible which that anticipated under the residential ‘alternative’; 

 The Site is a corner site so the ability to provide access from  Shearer Avenue 

further reduces any potential for conflict with the through road function of Main 

North Road; 
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11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 The Revised Residential Proposal will facilitate the continued provision of affordable 

housing for the elderly if the amendments to the rules in the RS and RSMDT zones 

recommended above are accepted.  

11.2 If the Panel is concerned that permitted status for all types of small multi- unit 

residential complexes in the RS and NNZs is not appropriate, then this rules package 

could apply to the ‘proven’ EPHU sector only.  

11.3 The most appropriate planning response for the zoning of 104-106 Main North Road, 

Papanui, ( and potentially the entire strip fronting Main North Road between Shearer 

Avenue and Grassmere Street)  is rezoning to Commercial Fringe, or in the less 

preferred alternative, Accommodation Community Facilities (ACF) or guest 

accommodation should be included as a permitted activity in the RDD zone on sites 

fronting onto major arterials with built form standards as for guest accommodation in 

the ACF zone. 
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Appendix A: Amendments Sought to Revised Residential Proposal (dated 9 March 

2015) 

Chapter 14  

14.2.2.1 Permitted Activities  
In the Residential Suburban Zone and the Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone the 
activities listed below are permitted activities if they comply with the Activity Specific 
Standards set out in this table and the Built Form Standards in Rule 14.2.3.  

Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, noncomplying or prohibited as 

specified in Rules 14.2.2.3, 14.2.2.4, 14.2.2.5, and 14.2.2.6. 

Activity Activity Specific Standard 

P21 Multi-unit Residential Complexes 

within the Residential Suburban 

Density Transition Zone. 

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

The minimum net floor area (including toilets 

and bathrooms, but excluding carparking, 

garaging or balconies) for any residential unit 

in the complex shall be:  

 Number of 

Bedrooms 

Minimum Net Floor 

1 Studio 35m² 

2 1 Bedroom 45m² 

3 2 Bedrooms 70m².60m² 

 

 

 

14.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities.  

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the matters of discretion set out in 

14.9 for each standard, as set out in the following table. 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be limited to the 

following matters: 
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RD8. 
Multi-unit residential complexes in 
Residential Suburban Density 
Transition Zone – over four residential 
units.  

Multi-unit residential complexes in 

Residential Suburban Zone.. 

 
a. Urban design and Māori urban design 
principles – 14.9.6.  
b. Scale of activity – 14.9.14.  
c. c. Traffic generation and access safety – 
14.9.15..  

 

 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be limited to 

the following matters: 

RD15 
Non compliance with Rule 14.2.3.4 
for multi-unit residential complexes 
within the Residential Suburban 
Density Transition Zone. where the 
site coverage is between 40-45% 
(calculated over the net site area of 
the site of the entire complex).  

Any application arising from non-

compliance with these rules will not 

require written approval and shall not 

be publicly or limited notified.  

 
a. Site density and site coverage – 14.9.1.  

 

RD16 
Non compliance with Rule 14.2.3.6.  

14.2.3.3 -4 

 
a. Building height and daylight recession 
planes – 14.9.2.  
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Activity 
The Council’s discretion shall be limited to 
the following matters:  

 

 

RD28  

Multi-unit residential complexes in the 
Residential Suburban Zone where: .over four 
residential units where 

1. Each residential unit the complex has a 

minimum net floor area (including toilets and 

bathrooms, but excluding carparking, garaging 

or balconies) that is equal to or more than the 

following minimums: 

 Number of 

bedrooms 

Minimum net 

floor area 

1 Studio 35m² 

2 1 bedroom 45m² 

3 2 bedroom 70m².60m² 

4 3 bedrooms or 

more 

90m² 

2.Each residential unit fronting a road or public 

space has 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.  

3. Each of the habitable spaces required by 2. 

Has a minimum floor area of 9m² and a 

minimum internal dimension of three metres 

and be internally accessible to the rest of the 

unit. 

Any application required under RD28 will 

not require written approval and shall not 

be publicly or limited notified.  

 

 
a. Urban design and. Māori urban design principles – 
14.9.6  
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14.2.3 Built form standards 
 
14.2.3.3 Building height  
The maximum height of any building shall be: 

 

Activity Standard 

4 Multi-unit residential complexes in 
the Residential Suburban Zone up to 
and including four units 

5.5m and of a single storey only 

 
 
 
14.2.3.4 Site coverage 
 

Zone/Activity/Overlay Area Standard 

4  
Multi-unit residential complexes in the 
Residential Suburban Density 
Transition Zone. . 
Multi-unit residential complexes 

40%. 
40% 

 
 
14.2.3.5 Outdoor living space 

 
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 .residential 
complexes and social housing 
complexes in the Residential Suburban 
Zone 

30m2  
 

4m.3m 

4 Multi-unit residential complexes and 
social housing complexes within the 
Residential Suburban Density 
Transition Zone.  
 

30m² 4m.3m 

 
 

Activity  

D2 Conversion of an elderly persons housing unit into a residential unit, 
Accommodation of travellers for a tarrif in a residential unit, care of non-
resident children within a residential unit, places of assembly, storage of 
heavy vehicles, and dismantling, repair or storage of motor vehicles and/or 
boats where the activity does not meet one of more of the relevant Activity 
Specific Standards for permitted activities in Rule 14.2.2.1 P2, P3, P13, 
P14 P22  
 

D3 Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education 
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and research activity containing more than 10 bedrooms.  
 

D4 Show homes.  
 

D5 Integrated Family Health Centres which do not meet one of more of the 
requirements specified in RDx.  
 

D6 Integrated Family Health Centres which do not meet one of more of the 
requirements specified in RDx.  
 

D7 Community corrections and community welfare facilities which do not meet 
one of more of the requirements specified in RDx.  
 

D8 Multi-unit residential complexes which do not meet one or more of the 
requirements specified in RD28 

 
 
 

104-106 MAIN NORTH ROAD 
 
Relief Sought 
 
1. Preferred Relief 
 

Rezone Commercial Fringe, including all sites with frontage to Main North Road on 
same side and between Shearer Avenue and Grassmere Street. 

 

2. Less Preferred Relief 

Rezone to Accommodation and Community Facility Zone. 

3. Least Preferred Relief 

 Retain as Residential Medium Density but include guest accomdation as  permitted 

activity for this site only; or include guest accommodation as permitted activity in 

RMDZ as a whole on sites with frontage to major arterials. Built form standards as for 

guest accommodation in ACF zone. 
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Appendix B: Example EPHUs with 3m wide Outdoor Living Space 

Appendix C: Location Plan 104-104 Riccarton  Road 

Appendix D: Planning Maps for Riccarton Road 

  
 
 


















