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Introduction 

1. My name is Hamish Wheelans, I am a director of GW Office Ltd, a 

residential development company, and its associated development 

companies including submitter K Bush Road Ltd. I have been in this 

and other related roles for 15 years. 

2. I have prepared this Statement of Evidence based on my practical 

experience working with District and Regional Plans within 

Christchurch and Selwyn Districts. 

Executive Summary 

3. The aims of the Council and Developer are not too dissimilar in 

outcomes. Where we diverge is as a developer we seek clarity in 

language of a Plan, reduction in the restrictions or controls in district 

rules and flexibility in how to achieve innovation as the market 

demands. What is sought by Council today may not suit what the 

residential market demands tomorrow. 

4. The market is evolving and the ability for a residential developer to 

react quickly without unnecessary barriers can lead to a lack of 

supply to suit circumstances at the time. 

5. The urban growth form and design rules appear to be focussed on 

lifting the regulatory bar for the developments. However, in doing 

this, they add additional barriers to those who already provide 

product that the market readily absorbs and values. Rules for all 

should not be introduced to fix the few who push the boundaries. 

6. The restrictions added to the New Neighbourhood Zone (only 10% of 

lots less than 300m) that do not currently exist in the Living G suite 

of rules will compromise the ability to achieve 15HH/Ha requirement 

in the RPS. Accordingly a range of 13-15HH/Ha would enable 

flexibility and innovation rather than a focus on a hard and fast 

number. We believe this can still be done while enabling the market 

to provide the additional 23,700 dwellings required by new 

Objective 3.3.4 on housing capacity and choice. 
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7. Council must be bound by the Outline Development Plans as much as 

the Developer. Council must not be able to remove itself from 

accepting reserves shown on ODP’s due to budgetary constraints at 

the time. These reserves are integral to a plan and subsequent 

planning of the layout of the future subdivision. 

Background (Development History) 

8. GW Office Ltd and its predecessor (Brian Gillman Ltd) have been 

completing residential subdivisions in the Christchurch and Selwyn 

Districts since 2000.  

9. In excess of 1,600 sections have been completed or are in their final 

throes of completion during this time. 

10. A summary of those developments is as follows: 

Brian Gillman Ltd/GW Limited Developments

Year Development Location District Yield Lot Range Zone

2000 Milns Estate Halswell Christchurch 120 450-900m2 L1

2002 The Limes Burwood Christchurch 68 470-722m2 L1

2002 Rockview Gardens Mt Pleasant Christchurch 10 714-1625m2 L1

2003 Milns Court Halswell Christchurch 84 450-1150m2 L1

2004 Kirkwood Halswell Christchurch 36 700-1657m2 L1

2004 Lincoln Dale Lincoln Selwyn 94 650-1255m2 Res

2004 Broken Run Halswell Christchurch 104 450-1023m2 L1A

2005 Riverside Tai Tapu Selwyn 24 550-850m2 Res

2006 Delamain Yaldhurst Christchurch 290 148-1425m2 Living G

2006 Little Oaks Yaldhurst Christchurch 30 272-1004m2 Living G

2010 Preston Downs West Melton Selwyn 360 620-5000m2 Living WM

2013 Broken Run - The Next Step Halswell Christchurch 81 450-880m2 L1A

2013 Kirkwood - The Twain Halswell Christchurch 102 357-2248m2 L1

2013 The Woods Prebbleton Selwyn 70 551-1169m2 Living X

2014 Wilfield West Melton Selwyn 165 906m2-5.5Ha L2/L2A/IP

Total 1638  

11. During the 15 years of residential development we have experienced 

three market corrections. Each correction has led to a change in 

market demand, being land size, house size and overall affordability. 
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12. With district plan rules applicable in the subdivision being undertaken 

at the time, amendments to lot layouts, densities and aspect could be 

made to respond to market demand, quickly and efficiently. 

13. In each of the past GW developments a range of lot sizes has been 

provided to reach a large sector of the market, as can be seen by the 

above table. 

Living G Yaldhurst/Masham 

14. In 2006 the Yaldhurst/Masham block or close to 100 hectares was 

successfully rezoned through section 293 of the RMA. This was the 

first development to utilise the Living G suite of rules. 

15. The rules enabled a range of densities within an overall development 

zone, with an ODP and layer plans guiding the landowners in 

appropriate directions for essential infrastructure (roading/transport, 

stormwater, greenspace, pedestrian/cycle). Beyond the layer plans 

the actual lot layout was left to the developer and surveyor. 

16. During the development of Delamain and neighbouring Little Oaks 

(approx. 1/3 of the Yaldhurst site) a significant economic correction 

occurred following the global financial crisis. Annual sales reduced 

from 120 sections per annum to a mere 8 sections sold in 2008. 

17. The suite of rules enabled us to make amendments to reallocate 

density of sections within our ownership area, intensifying most, 

enabling a reduced section size and corresponding sale price leading 

to improved affordability. Our average section pricing reduced from 

$240,000 for a 720m2 section (pre-GFC) to $79,000 for a 300m2 lot 

(post GFC). To offset the increased density we amalgamated a 

number of lots increasing their gross area. These sold over time and 

to a different market interested in higher density residential 

accommodation.  

18. The key was the suite of rules enabled these changes in a simplistic 

manner. We demonstrated how the yield sought was still achieved 

within our ownership area and resource consent was granted. 

Typologies, contextual reports and analysis of framework was not 
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required, unlike the proposed Replacement Plan rules. There was 

more work involved in creating an Outline Development Plan (and 

lower layer plans) however that enabled more certainty to proceed 

with subdivision design. 

19. We were able to respond to market conditions quickly, effectively and 

importantly, efficiently.  

20. Council Officers acknowledge Delamain was completed with a good 

degree of variety of design/typologies, product, amenity and general 

compliance with Living G rules. I add however, and detail later in my 

evidence, that while Delamain would not have achieved compliance 

with the raft of new rules within the proposed District Plan. 

Living WM – West Melton 

21. Prior to the 2010 earthquakes, our West Melton development 

(Preston Downs) was approved through a Private Plan Change and 

subdivision consent granted. Following the 2010 and 2011 

earthquakes we further subdivided a number of corner sections with 

underlying titles of 1200m2 or thereabouts to create two 600m2 lots, 

serviced from the respective road frontage. In addition, sections of 

2,200m2 or thereabouts were amalgamated with neighbouring lots 

(gross area 4,400m2) and fours lots created (1,100m2 each).  

22. Again this was a response to market demand for those who needed 

land quickly at an affordable level. Once more, the Selwyn District 

Plan rules, being Living WM (West Melton) were flexible enough to 

enable these changes without any form of notification.  

23. These rules package provided two density areas, low density around 

the perimeter adjoining Inner Plains zones and medium density 

internally (which allowed sections to range from 550m2 to 3000m2). 

Consideration was given by us as to urban design matters as in the 

end we have to be able to sell the product. Selwyn District Council 

was satisfied with our considerations. 

General 
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24. In each of our developments we have taken a salt and pepper 

(scattered) approach to integrating high, medium and low density 

lots in close proximity, focussing the higher density areas closest to 

amenity areas and the lower density closer to rural or lower density 

areas. By scattering density we also scatter the location of pocket 

parks, providing an overall spacious feel in a higher density 

subdivision. 

25. A key to our success during the 15 years of land development is that 

we have purchased land with a high level of certainty as to what can 

and cannot be achieved on it. We have sold land only, to enable our 

Purchasers the most flexibility to create their dream home on that 

land. The purchasers are a mix of Builders who speculate on the 

construction of dwellings, investors for rental returns, however, the 

majority (70%) are mum and dads seeking to design a family home 

to suit their needs.  

26. A developer at the subdivision consent phase is not aware of the 

needs of purchasers. Whilst we can use history and educated 

guesses, the market is dynamic and we have to be able to move with 

the market, not attempt to control the market with what we think 

they should receive. 

27. A key lesson we have learnt is that every purchaser has a different 

level of expectation of their home. What one person looks at as a 

plain dwelling lacking design (or monotonous to use Councils 

description) is another persons’ castle. We have to be very careful 

about telling people how to live. The mark of the success of any 

development is the rate of take-up in sales as each stage is released. 

This reflects a combination of the market’s appreciation of the 

amenity values of the development, location, affordability and so on. 

We consider that our sales success over 15 years reflects that we 

have been able to consistently produce residential developments that 

are desirable to the market. This is most effective where the district 

rules provide some level of flexibility. 
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28. The following images and descriptions show how our approach of 

varied product has ensured the success of the respective residential 

developments. 

 

 

Milns Estate, six 

comprehensively 

designed and built 

three bedroom 

dwellings on 450m 

sections looking over a 

public tennis court 

reserve with half 

basketball court on a 

private lane.  

This was a market we 

tested and stepped 

back from after 

struggling to get public 

acceptance of our 

designs. 

 

Milns Estate, standard 

residential street 

serving 700m2 

sections via a local 

road with a hierarchy 

of street trees and 

plantings. This 

provides for 70-80% 

of the everyday buying 

market. 
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Albert Sheppard Close 

(Delamain), 6m wide 

residential two storey 

two bedroom 

dwellings, looking 

north over a realigned 

Paparua stock-water 

race. 

GW undertook 

subdivision and land 

use consent, creating 

11 lots of 150m2 

(land). Mike Greer 

Homes built the units. 

Overall block area 

equalled 1650m2. 

 

Delamain 10m wide 

residential town 

houses. Two storey 

three and four 

bedroom facing east. 

Eight sites in a row 

averaging 270m2 and 

totalling 2160m2. 

These were designed 

and built by the 

builder. 

 

Delamain 10m wide 

two storey town 

houses on 250m2 

looking over significant 

public space, adjacent 

standard residential 

size section and 4 

bedroom stand-alone 

dwellings. 

The building company 

which purchased these 

9 sites stopped after 

two units due to 

affordability. Single 

level dwellings were 

then built. 
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Delamain two storey 

stand-alone house 

built over two 290m2 

titles (with S77 

certificate) located 

beside 12.5m wide 

town house sites 

looking over reserve. 

The S77 certificate 

enabled the ‘lost’ lot to 

be added to an 

alternative high 

density area, allowing 

increased density, 

smaller sites and more 

affordable housing. 

 

Delamain, row of six 

townhouses on 300m2 

sites looking northwest 

over amenity area and 

realigned stock-water 

race. 

The builder designed 

and built all six 

dwellings, three at a 

time (the balance title 

for the second block 

was 900m2). 

29. The success of Delamain in a tight market relied on a number of 

small to medium sized builders purchasing 2/3/4/6 lots at a time. 

Capital/equity was the biggest stumbling block for builders, finance 

was not readily available therefore many projects did not occur. 

Proposed Rules and Issues Arising 

New Neighbourhood Zone & Subdivision, Development & Earthworks 

Rules & Assessment Matters: 

30. The following comments group Chapters 8 & 14 as these cross over in 

many respects. 

31. At present when an application for subdivision consent is lodged there 

is and has been a disconnect between Council departments, leading 
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to conflict in interpretation of rules. With the addition of more 

subjective rules this disconnect will increase. 

32. Under the proposed Replacement Plan rules, the necessity to provide 

building typologies and (using Councils statement) “…rigorous 

consenting process…” will add significant time, cost and delays in 

commencing development, let alone the processing of applications 

and subjective consideration as to compliance with assessment 

matters which are not definitive. With a traditional subdivision a 

subsequent variation to an application plan has been relatively simple 

to handle, which regularly occurs to appease Council officers. Under 

the proposed rules, that change sought will feed through to an array 

of lower layers of information, bringing in additional professionals. 

This additional cost will be passed on to the end user for a 

questionable additional benefit. 

33. The traditional method of subdivision has by default determined the 

typology of the lot without the additional layer of information now 

sought. For instance a purchaser buying a 450m2 lot is looking for a 

smaller home of 160-190m2. A 600m2 lot is likely to be purchased by 

a small family. A lot of 750m2 will also be purchased by a family, 

perhaps 3 or 4 children and they will build accordingly. The person 

who wishes to live in an apartment or duplex style home will 

purchase off a builder/developer, due to the complications of building 

with internal/shared walls. This range of products is provided by the 

developer to broaden his or her range of target market. (Refer 

Assessment Matter 8.5.4.1.5). Architects are then added to the mix 

bringing in further innovation. 

34. I am in favour of a spread of section sizes, spread of designs and 

range of densities. This occurred successfully in Yaldhurst. However I 

am against the further requirement for information at the consenting 

stage under the guise of improvement of Urban Design. Mr Blair in his 

evidence states recent residential development in Christchurch is 

monotonous (para 7.17). This unqualified statement which at best is 

subjective points to the potential frustrations and delays that may 

occur if the consenting officer disagrees with an applicant justification 

of his or her layout and typologies. 
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35. Council has proposed to maintain the ability to decline the vesting of 

reserves, irrespective of whether these are shown on an ODP. The 

justification is budgetary constraints. The effect of this would be the 

abandonment of a plan developed relying on such reserves. High 

density requires amenity areas to work. If those areas are not 

permitted or accepted by Council, successful high density residential 

development is adversely impacted upon. This is because it relies on 

the amenity provided by reserves and open space. Accordingly, a 

density of 15 HH/Ha with high quality urban design becomes even 

more difficult to achieve. A development plan for subdivision consent 

could potentially take 4-6 months to develop to the level required by 

Council (including typologies). If as a consequence of council not 

accepting reserves, that period of design would of little value. 

Significant cost in terms of consultancy fees and holding costs are 

incurred in that time. 

36. Budgetary constraints of Council should not over-ride quality 

development. The applicant cannot use this argument and conversely 

Council should not be afforded this position. 

37. A recent example where the above occurred was our development of 

land adjacent the Heathcote River in Halswell. At a pre-application 

meeting Council officers indicated a desire to purchase land alongside 

the Heathcote, the subdivision plan was lodged and consent granted 

on this basis. The lot was shown as fee simple on the application plan 

to enable Council to purchase this. Subsequently council advised no 

funds were available to purchase the land and we were to develop it. 

The subdivision plan was redrawn and a variation to consent 

prepared and ready to be lodged. Council then reverted back to the 

original position of land purchase placing us back to the initial 

position. In the meantime alterations were made to infrastructure to 

suit further development, costs of approximately $30,000 incurred 

and a raft of wasted professionals’ time (Surveyor, Planner, 

Landscape Architect, Engineer). 

38. If greenspace is shown on an ODP it must be remain (in general 

accord). 
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39. In our experience the one thing that developers and purchasers seek 

is certainty. Under the proposed rules if a purchaser wishes to 

undertake a building project that varies from the typology envisaged 

by the developer, land use consent will be required. The purchaser 

will be forced to fund a design phase of a dwelling and then submit 

this to council before they become informed as to the ability to 

achieve consent.  

40. It is arguable the proposed subdivision and urban design rules will 

have the opposite effect that Council seeks. The added complexity 

will potentially discourage development thereby reducing the supply 

and variety of housing which is at odds with the Statement of 

Expectations. It will not encourage the achievement of 

Objective 3.3.4 to create 23,700 dwellings by 2028. Our view is that 

it will hinder that objective goal. 

41. Our company has in recent years focussed its attention in Selwyn 

District with the development of Preston Downs in West Melton 

(2010), Levi Park in Rolleston (2013), The Woods in Prebbleton 

(2014) and now Wilfield in West Melton (2015). This shift in 

development location has been a combination of the availability of 

land in Selwyn District for residential development post-earthquakes, 

and within the new residential zones a greater level of primacy given 

by the Selwyn District Council in the rules package for new residential 

zones to enable a greater range of section sizes, catering for a larger 

sector of society. Our experience is that subdivision consent 

applications in the Selwyn District Plan are processed more efficiently 

and timely, primarily due to the simplicity of the Selwyn Plan 

compared with the City Plan. 

42. The proposed Replacement Plan is, in our view, difficult to follow and 

requires a series of cross references to other sections of the Plan to 

enable an assessment of compliance. We consider the draft 

Replacement Plan rules fail to achieve new objective 3.3.2 as to the 

requirements for clear and precise language and rules that minimise 

prescriptiveness. 
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43. Our recent developments in the City have been under the Living 1 

rules. We have made a conscious decision to avoid the requirements 

to achieve 15HH/Ha because of a limited market to sell the product 

into (i.e. builders with sufficient equity to undertake multiple units). 

Using Delamain as an example, the overall density of this 

development was approximately 13.5HH/Ha. Significantly less than 

the 15HH/ha sought by the RPS. The difficulty in increasing density 

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

stormwater is often required, these all accumulate and inhibit the 

ability to increase density. We end up robbing Peter to pay Paul. The 

purchaser always pays the cost. 

44. Many of the Living G developments around Christchurch will be 

achieving a density of less than 15 HH/Ha. Many developers are 

holding onto blocks of ‘high density’ whilst proceeding with the 

medium density areas. I am advised that those developers intend to 

argue at a later time the high density areas are not feasible or 

workable and should revert to a lower form of density. Likewise the 

proliferation of Community Footprint in new residential zones is not 

being developed as the market is not there as Council anticipates.  

45. Council have stated the 15HH/Ha is cast in stone and “it is what it is”. 

I suggest its not too late for change and a range of 13-15 should be 

provided for in the rules packed to enable flexibility. To design around 

a number cancels out good urban form. Whilst the provision of new 

housing requires increased density, quantity should not be at the 

expense of quality. 

46. In this respect, we support the framing of objective 3.3.4 “Housing 

capacity and choice”, which seeks a goal of 23,700 dwellings to be 

created by 2028, but is not prescriptive as to a per hectare target for 

overall density.  We accept this objective must be read in context and 

along with new objective 3.3.7 “Urban growth, form and design”.  

This brings into play a number of RPS requirements.  We take the 

view that this should be read together with objectives 3.3.4 and 3.3.2 

to create a rules package that is clear, certain, workable, flexible, and 

enables innovation and choice.  At the same time, we are convinced 

by our experience in the Christchurch residential market for the last 
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15 years that the provision of some design flexibility is a key issue, 

will achieve the objective, and in doing so will provide a framework in 

which residential developers can provide quality, affordable 

residential developments which the market now demands. 

47. Greater clarification is required around the 7,000m2 minimum block 

rule in the RD2 subdivision process. Through mediation some clarity 

was provided however others have not been afforded that position. 

The numerous parties I have spoken with have all had a different 

interpretation as to the effect of this rule.greater clairty und the 

7,000m2 minimum block rule in the RD2 process out good urban 

form. Our focus should  

48. The revised rules package now allow for up to 10% of lots to be less 

than 300m2 (8.4.2.5.1). The Living G Yaldhurst development had 

some 18% of lots less than 300m3, yet still did not achieve 15 

HH/Ha. I suggest this allowance be increased to 20% or the limit 

removed in its entirety to truly enable innovation.  

49. I agree with the inclusion of the amendment to 8.4.2.5.2 (ii). 

However, we consider 7m should be reduced to either 6 or even 4.5m 

if Council seek to achieve Terraced Housing. Delamain units were 6m 

and in the past we have developed down to 4.5m (Marriner St in 

Sumner), creating effective courtyard terraced housing with separate 

garaging. 

50. Council has increased its minimum requirement for reserves areas to 

now be greater than 3,000m2 (8.4.2.5.5 (a)). This moves away from 

the ‘pocket park’ scenario that enabled groupings of high density 

around a park of 1500m2 with a small play area and room to kick a 

ball. Parks will be less frequent and less intimate. 

51. I am unsure what benefit rule 8.4.2.5.6 provides. All blocks within 

Delamain are less than 400m around the periphery. This rule should 

be removed. 

52. Assessment Matters 8.5.4.8 would appear to encourage private 

reserves that are accessible by the public. This has the potential to 

cause problems around maintenance and security. 
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53. On an overall basis, the proposed rules package does not clearly 

state what is not working under the current Living G regime. Broad 

statements about the lack of housing choice and monotony do not 

inform the developer as to what further product is to be supplied. Our 

past developments have provided a range of sections sizes, from 

150m2 to 4ha, correspondingly dwellings have ranged in areas from 

under 100m2 to in excess of 400m2. The types of houses built include 

stand-alone single and two storey houses, duplexes, terraced houses 

and town-houses on smaller sites in a form equivalent to an elderly 

person house with single garages. 

54. Variety makes up a community. The City Plan Living Zone objectives 

encourage a range of living accommodation choices.  It is becoming 

more common for these to be spread across a new greenfield 

development area rather than a focus on higher density in selected 

inner city suburbs, larger property sizes on the city boundary and so 

on.  As developers, we must make this mix work but in a way that at 

least comes close to or achieves the 15HH/ha expectation. Our 

submission simply sets out the reasons why we say the proposed 

rules package is unhelpful, is unduly prescription, and because of this 

it discourages design innovation and other matters that are now to be 

identified as important under objective 3.3.2. We fully support the 

new objective 3.3.4 as to “Housing capacity and choice” (23,700 

dwellings by 2028 rather than a focus on 15HH/ha); and objective 

3.3.7 “Urban growth, form and design” (subject of course to how it is 

decided these can be achieved). 

55. On this last matter, we maintain that simplicity in the New 

Neighbourhood Zone rules package will better achieve the objectives.  

For the reasons already given, we consider some of the Replacement 

Plan rules will stand in the way of achieving objective 3.3.4 for 

housing capacity and choice – we cannot think of any meaningful 

situation where the proposed rules would achieve that objective – or 

at least better achieve it than the alternative rules that we have 

prepared. 

Conclusion 
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56. In summary, we support Decision 1 issued by the Panel and the 

relevant objectives summarised above.  New objective 3.3.2 is 

entirely consistent with the simplification of rules that we seek in our 

submission. 

57. In all of the circumstances, we consider the rules for the New 

Neighbourhood Zones should be simplified.  Such changes will best 

achieve the new objectives, including objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, as 

well as related objectives 3.3.4 and 3.3.7 to the extent that they 

apply to this submission. 
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Case Study of Compliance with Proposed Rules 

 Delamain was the first subdivision under the Living G suite of rules. 

Delamain was a 1/3 development of the Living G Yaldhurst zone. The 

other two developments were Kintyre Estates (Enterprise homes) and 

Yaldhurst Village (Applefields). 

 Delamain consists of 360 lots ranging in area from 150m2 to 1425m2.  

 Within Delamain 66 lots (18%) are less than 300m2 in area. 

 The largest ‘contiguous development block’ sold to one individual 

builder of high density land was under 3,000m2. The majority of sales 

of contiguous sites were less than 1,000m2 of high density land 

enabling 3-4 stand-alone or courtyard units. 

 All blocks within Delamain are less than 400m around the periphery. 

 Mike Greer Homes was the largest purchaser of land with the next level 

of builder purchasing no more than 2-4 sections at a time, whether this 

is high or medium density. 

 There are no recreation reserves within Delamain that exceed 3,000m2. 

 Developer lead covenants were placed on the land that focussed on 

quality of design. These promoted variety whilst maintaining integrity. 

Covenants included min. roof pitch, dwelling setbacks and fencing 

(amongst other matters). The dwelling size was considered worthy of 

covenanting however we chose not to as this impacted on affordability 

and choice. Covenants are administered by the developer who is able 

to give a ruling on design matters within 24 hours and at no cost, 

unlike the necessity to apply for land use consents under the proposed 

rules. 

 The Living G rules were enabling. We shifted density to meet changes 

in market conditions. We produced walkways and water courses to fit 

with high density. There was certainty but with flexibility. The ODP was 

locked in for essential infrastructure and greenspaces. This enabled 

certainty of overall design with flexibility of section placement (and 

defaulting typologies). 
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