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IURRA                                                                                                                        7
th
 January 2015 

 

Introduction. 

1. The Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (“IURRA”) presented 

evidence to the Independent Hearing Panel (the “Panel”) on 11th December, 

2014 with respect to a limited number of “Definitions” and matters relating to 

“Temporary Earthquake Recovery Activities”. This evidence responds to a 

number of points raised directly and indirectly by the Panel with respect to the 

latter. For the Panel’s ease of reference the earlier IURRA evidence with 

respect to Temporary Earthquake Recovery Activities, together with some 

additional comments, have been included in this document. 

 

IURRA’s modus operandi. 

2. IURRA would like to emphasise that its preferred modus operandi is to: 

• Promote area enhancements, be they physical, social or economic. 

• Engage positively with parties, and wherever possible use 

• A collaborative approach towards issues that might impact the area.   

Some recent examples of this approach are: 

• A full day Student Accommodation Seminar looking at new and innovative 

ideas and directions with regard to student housing. (The programme for 

this well received seminar, suggested, organised and run by IURRA, is 

appended.) 

• Community plantings in a local reserve.  

• Positive engagement with BUPA over its development of a local retirement 

village. 

• A collaborative partnership with the University of Canterbury (the 

“University”) endeavouring to find a resolution to parking congestion around 

the College of Education and issues relating to University student pedestrian 

and cycle activity in the vicinity of Waimairi Road.  
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3. With respect to the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(pCRDP) process, IURRA has pro-actively sought to discuss and mediate 

with both the University and two of the Christchurch City Council’s 

Community Boards over matters of common interest.  

The University of Canterbury. 

4. IURRA wish to take this opportunity to clarify its stance in general with 

respect to the University of Canterbury. IURRA is not opposed per se to the 

University’s activities but rather, since the University’s physical presence is 

very large, as are the breadth and scale of its activities, it inherently has the 

potential to impact, both positively and negatively, on the community that 

hosts it. It is not surprising therefore that there are occasions when IURRA 

engages with the University with respect to activities of mutual interest.  

5. The University has not always complied with the requirements of its resource 

consents and whilst IURRA have no wish to make an issue out of the matter, 

at the hearing on the 11th December 2014 the Chairman of the Panel 

challenged IURRA to present evidence to corroborate its statements. A 

sample of some of relevant paperwork is therefore appended. IURRA 

however wishes to re-emphasise that it has no wish to pursue this matter 

further. 

Scope of Evidence 

6. This evidence only covers those parts of the IURRA submission with respect 

“Temporary Earthquake Recovery Activities “in the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan. (pCRDP) 

7. Whilst “Hearing 2” now only traverses matters relating to those Chapters of 

the pCRDP that have been published, the Temporary Earthquake Recovery 

Activities that are utilised for illustration purposes in this submission, take 

place in areas covered by the unpublished Chapters of the pCRDP. The 

impacts of these activities however fall on those areas covered by Chapter 

14 – Residential which has been published. It is submitted therefore that the 

matters raised in this submission are pertinent to Hearing 2 
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Evidence Summary 

8. A summary has not been provided as the Evidence in General is relatively 

brief. 

 

Evidence in General. 

9. Although Christchurch has suffered through four traumatic years its citizens 

have demonstrated that they are able and willing to pull together for the 

greater good of society as a whole. During this time we have had to set aside 

some otherwise well established processes and have compromised on issues 

that would normally have been subject to significant debate. 

10. Within the area encompassed by IURRA, for example, the public have 

acquiesced to the University’s needs with respect to the construction and use 

of the temporary accommodation at Dovedale Village, ostensibly as 

classrooms for students displaced from the earthquake damaged College of 

Education buildings, the establishment of Unlimited School in Parkstone 

Avenue, and the construction of a temporary accommodation complex on the 

Ilam Fields. 

11. These developments have brought significant changes to the area including 

markedly increased parking and traffic problems both of which have 

associated safety issues. More parking equates to effectively narrower 

carriageways, significantly reduced sightlines for vehicles exiting properties, 

and increased risk to cyclists and pedestrians, all compounded by increased 

traffic movements on streets not designed for the current levels of activity. 

Although of lesser consequence under the circumstances there have also 

been losses of amenity for both the general public and the immediate 

neighbours of these developments.  

12. It is emphasised that these impacts are presented to illustrate those that may 

be occurring elsewhere in the city but may otherwise go unrecognised 

because of the public’s initial desire to bear the impacts of the earthquakes 

equitably. (refer para 8 above) . 
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13. Mr Eman of Christchurch City Council (the “Council”) notes in his 

supplementary evidence to the Strategic Directions Chapter of the pCRDP 

that “(A)lthough complaint numbers are not high, the numbers of complaints 

are not necessarily a reflection of the impact on residents. There is likely to 

have been a fair amount of acceptance by residents that such provisions 

were necessary in the short term (IURRA emphasis) for the sake of the 

recovery”. IURRA concurs with this statement. 

14. There is however a limit to people’s tolerance of disruption and accordingly 

there is an expectation within the community that these activities will 

wherever possible cease in April 2016. 

15. It is evident from a quick survey of a sample of IURRA’s area residents that 

there is an almost complete lack of knowledge of the Council’s intent to 

extend the deadline for all lawfully established temporary activities to April 

2018. The common reaction was one of disbelieve and in some instances 

disquiet. A lack of submissions on the matter should not therefore be taken 

necessarily as acquiescence by the general public. 

16. IURRA supports Christchurch City Council’s Mr Matheson’s contention, 

although not the timeline, that the cessation of temporary earthquake 

recovery activities is part of “getting things back to the new normal”. (Para 7.9 

of his evidence dated 18 December 2014 to Hearing 2) Cessation should 

therefore be encouraged rather than facilitating a continuation of the current 

situation by extending the removal deadline in a manner that encompasses all 

temporary activities. 

17. It is recognised that some reconstruction activities have been delayed and / or 

are taking longer than originally envisaged and that therefore there may be 

legitimate reasons for a time extension of maybe up to two years for some 

temporary activities. However this should not provide “carte blanche” for 

permission for all activities to be extended through to April 2018. 

18. Only those activities that can provide proof of the continuing need for the 

temporary activity, together with an executable plan to minimise the negative 

impacts of these activities on their host communities, including timelines for 

such, should be granted an extension to their current permissions. 
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19. An extension of the deadline, if any, should not apply to any activity not 

already established. 

20. IURRA is opposed to the proposals of both CERA and the Property Council 

for an extension to April 2022. It is worth noting that in its Closing Submission 

Statement on the Strategic Directions Hearings the Council notes at 10.2 

“…that an extension of permitted activity status to 2022 is not appropriate. It 

is the Council’s view that the Crown has not presented any evidenced in the 

context of this hearing which would justify an extension to 2022, some 

11years after the first earthquake.”.  

21. A tracked “relief sought” for the relevant rule is appended below for the 

Panel’s consideration. 

22. Chapter 6: Rule 6.4.2.1.3 

“The rules under this clause (Chapter 6, Clause 6.4) shall cease to have 

effect on 30th April 2018.6. An extension of up to 30th April 2018 may be 

provided at the discretion of the Council. In reaching its decision on an 

extension application the Council shall consider: 

• the level of evidence for the necessity for the extension including 

evidence of the consideration of alternatives 

• the impacts of the activity 

• the potential effectiveness and timing of any proposed impact 

mitigation methodology. 

 
Peter Harding, 

Chairman, 

Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association. 

7th January 2015 
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Appendix 2 

Sample Correspondence re University Consents  

----- Original Message -----  
From: Ford, Timothy  
To: Richard English  
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 1:56 PM 
Subject: RE: University of Canterbury Dovedale Village and Homestead Lane. 

 

Hi Richard 
  
I have typed a time line for you. Words in red are probably the answers to your questions. 
  
For Dovedale Village: 
  
22nd Feb 2011 earthquake 
28th April 2011 Temporary Accommodation Permit (TAP) application on behalf of UoC  
2nd May 2011 TAP RMA92017974 granted 
Resource consent monitoring by Enforcement Team not at normal levels due to earthquake 
circumstances 
8th Oct 2012 first complaint from Richard English (CSR91528036) 
9th Oct 2012 confirmed IRD on site. Activity appears contrary to "temporary education accommodation" 
as written in TAP RMA92017974 
10th Oct - 18th Dec 2012 Enforcement Team liaison with University, IRD, CCC Planner 
19th Dec 2012 IRD apply for TAP 
18th Feb 2013 TAP RMA92021547 approved 
12th April 2013 IRD "move out" day on TAP 
19th April 2013 phone call to IRD - New accommodation not ready until 3rd May 2013. IRD remain at 
Dovedale Village for additional 3 weeks. Given the circumstances around the unprecedented rebuild for 
the city the 3 weeks delay is acceptable from Enforcement Team's viewpoint. 
3rd May 2013 IRD move out 
14th May 2013 - Dovedale Village buildings checked. All clear of IRD staff 
  
  
For Homestead Lane (90 Waimairi Road): 
  
20th Nov 2012 first complaint from Richard English 
20th Nov 2012 Council records checked. No consents in system that might relate to complaint. 
27 Nov 2012 confirmed IRD and OPUS on site. Activity appears contrary to Cultural 4 (Tertiary 
Education) zoning.  
3rd Dec 2012 University asked to explain situation 
4th Dec 2012 Reply from University that IRD would move out on 11th January 2013 
As this activity was not occurring during the academic year and only had 6 weeks to run (IRD) it was 
decided not to pursue the TAP option for this site for IRD. If OPUS were to remain (in their 3 
rooms) beyond January 2013 then the TAP option would become relevant. 
  
Hope this answers your query. 
  
Regards 
  
Tim Ford 
  
Enforcement Officer 
Inspections & Enforcement Unit 
DDI 03-941-8426 
Mobile 027-504-2679 
Web www.ccc.govt.nz 

Christchurch City Council 

Civic Offices, Hereford Street, Christchurch, 8011 
PO Box 237, Christchurch, 8140  


