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OUTLINE OF CLOSING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF 

RYMAN HEALTHCARE LTD AND THE RETIREMENT VILLAGES 

ASSOCIATION OF NEW ZEALAND INC 

Introduction 

1 The uncontested evidence is that there is an increasing need for 

retirement villages to cater for the ageing population’s demand, as 

part of Christchurch’s rebuild.1  Suitable sites are very rare.2   

2 The retirement village industry collectively requests a clear and 

consistent planning regime focussed on this need. The regime needs 

to be sufficiently flexible to be used by the many different operators 

in this market.  It needs to recognise that villages must locate close 

to the existing homes of people that will move into them (all 

residential zones).  The regime also needs to manage the actual and 

potential effects from retirement village development that arise now 

and may (reasonably) arise in the future.  The nature of modern 

retirement villages and the operating context of the operators also 

need to be appropriately acknowledged. 

3 The Council and the industry are substantially aligned as to the most 

appropriate way to address these matters.  There is no substantive 

opposition from other submitters. 

4 These closing submissions focus on key matters arising from the 

hearing of Ryman and the Retirement Village Association’s (RVA’s) 

submissions on Chapter 14 Residential (part) of the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (Proposed Plan).3 

Clarity on objectives and policies for aged accommodation 

and care 

5 The Panel wishes to ensure that, “what is being sought to be 

achieved in this matter is as clear as possible”.4  Mr Kyle has 

proposed amendments to the objectives and policies to ensure that 

the need for aged care and accommodation is expressly identified in 

the objectives and policies.  It is important to recognise at that level 

that “a modern retirement village development is and will be 

different than a more conventional residential configuration at a 

lower density”.5 The Proposed Plan needs to recognise that such 

developments are acceptable in all residential zones, provided 

appropriate interface effects are addressed. 

                                            
1  Ryman alone could build another 1-2,000 units every two to three years while 

the demand remains.  Mr Mitchell, Transcript P 1176, from s35. 

2  Mr Mitchell, Transcript P 1176, s 35. 

3  Not including Ryman’s further submissions relating to Christchurch International 
Airport Limited’s proposed 50 dB Ldn Contour, which Chapman Tripp is not 
instructed on. 

4  Commissioner Dawson, Transcript, P 1207, s5. 

5  Transcript, P 1207, s30. 
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6 Mr Kyle acknowledged that there is some overlap between how the 

retirement village provisions and the more general provisions apply.  

He accepted that some further rationalisation may be necessary to: 6 

6.1 Reduce conflicting policy tensions; and  

6.2 Ensure the provisions are properly focussed on retirement 

village needs.  

7 If the Panel is so minded to make any, Ryman and the RVA would 

support further refinements which better recognise the special 

characteristics of retirement villages when compared to general 

residential activities.7 

Controls on the internal design of retirement village activities 

8 Several questions arose in relation to the Panel’s concern as to, 

“what someone else might produce if there is no control at all or no 

oversight at all on the question of internal amenity”8 

9 It is submitted that regulation of internal amenity in the Proposed 

Plan through resource consent processes is not the most appropriate 

method: 

9.1 There is no section 32 evidence of an existing problem in 

terms of the welfare of retirement village residents.   

9.2 The potential for a future problem is a very low risk based on 

existing circumstances and knowledge; 

9.3 “Retirement villages” are defined by the Retirement Villages 

Act 2003, which substantially limits the scope of operators.  

Retirement villages are highly regulated and operate in 

accordance with various codes of practice that provide 

consumer protection.  They are overseen by a statutory 

supervisor to provide safeguards in relation to secure land 

tenure and to ensure operators deliver the features that they 

advertise to new residents. Residents are well informed when 

they make the move.9 

9.4 The sort of capital involved in establishing a retirement village 

only attracts responsible operators.10  Such operators rely on 

their reputation, which would quickly be diminished by bad 

publicity. 

                                            
6  See questions and responses from 1205, s35-1200, s5. 

7  Transcript, P 1209, s25-30. 

8  See for example, Transcript P1183, s15. 

9  See paragraphs 17-18, Mr Collyns’ primary evidence dated 20 March 2015. 

10  Mr Mitchell, Transcript, 1184, from s 40. 
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9.5 The use of industry guidelines could be helpful, but applying 

typical urban design principles to retirement villages is 

inappropriate.11  Any codification of onsite requirements in the 

Proposed Plan would need substantial input from the industry 

given the “very specific and purpose built type of 

requirements”.12  

9.6 In any case, industry guidelines (or stronger regulatory 

measures) could be quickly developed inside or outside the 

RMA context if a need arose.  There is no current or 

reasonably anticipated future need at this time. 

9.7 New villages need to comply with the Building Code,13 which 

deals with minimum standards for stability, fire safety, 

access, moisture, safety of users, services and facilities and 

energy efficiency. 

10 As noted, Ryman supports better clarity to distinguish between the 

special regime for retirement villages versus more general 

provisions.  It is only retirement villages that Mr Kyle proposes 

should not be required to provide for onsite amenity matters.14 

The most appropriate way to provide for retirement villages 

in the Residential Medium Density Zone 

11 The two options presented were: 

11.1 Mr Kyle’s, which is to use the same approach for all 

residential zones; 

11.2 Mr Blair’s, who recommends treating retirement villages in 

the same way as “residential complexes”. 

12 The opening submissions and evidence set out the reasons why Mr 

Kyle’s option should be preferred.  Mr Kyle maintained under cross 

examination and questions from the Panel that retirement village 

provision needs to be different than the general approach for other 

residential activities in this zone.  Higher density retirement villages 

can be, “quite different to say a conventional medium density 

residential development.”15 Mr Kyle was satisfied that the potential 

effects from retirement villages and urban design considerations 

would be appropriately managed by the regime he proposes.16 

                                            
11  Transcript, P1212,  P25-35. 

12  Transcript, P1213, s40; and see Transcript, P1128, s20-45 and P1219, s5. 

13  Schedule 1, Building Regulations 1992. 

14  Transcript, P 1209, s10. 

15  Transcript, P1216, s5. 

16  Transcript P1196, s25, s30; and P1220, s15-25. 



  5 

100154658/4092448.1 5 

13 Further, typical urban design principles are not fit for purpose, 

because of the specialist nature of retirement village activities.17 

14 For those reasons, it is submitted that Mr Kyle’s option should be 

preferred. 

“Sustainability Principles” as a matter of discretion when 

assessing retirement village proposals 

15 Counsel for the Council pointed out that Mr Blair has acknowledged 

that a proposed matter of discretion for sustainability principles is 

not appropriate and should be deleted from the residential chapter.  

That updated position satisfies Mr Kyle’s previous concern.18 

Conclusion 

16 Ryman and the RVA seek the specific amendments outlined in 

Appendix A to the summary of Mr John Kyle. 

 

Luke Hinchey  

Counsel for Ryman Healthcare and the Retirement Villages Association 

                                            
17  Mr Mitchell Transcript, from Transcript P1160, s20 to 1182, s5 

18  Transcript, p1197, s15-30. 


