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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Kim Marie Seaton.  I am a senior planner practising with Novo 

Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource management 

planning and traffic engineering consulting company that provides resource 

management related advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional and 

Resource Planning from the University of Otago.  I am a full  member of 

the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings 

Commissioner under the MfE Making Good Decisions programme since 

2011 and have held endorsement as a Chair since 2014.   

3 I have 20 years of experience as a resource management planner, working 

for central government, a university and as a consultant, in New Zealand, 

Canada and the United Kingdom, with the last 12 years working as a 

consultant in Christchurch.   

4 I have particular experience in urban land use development planning, 

predominantly as a consultant to property owners, investors and 

developers, though also processing consents for district councils.       

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the preparation of 

land use and subdivision resource consent applications and associated 

participation in pre-application meetings, both pre- and post-earthquake, 

for:  

(a) large greenfield residential subdivisions, in the context of outline 

development plans with varying degrees of directive detail; 

(b) comprehensive subdivision and land use development as a 

component of greenfield subdivision; and 

(c) developers working in Selwyn District, Christchurch City and, to a 

lesser degree, Waimakariri District. 

6 The experience described above has given me a very good understanding 

of the challenges faced in the greenfield residential development process 

and in particular in respect of the resource consenting process. 
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7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing 

this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting evidence at this 

hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of expertise except 

where I state that my evidence is given in reliance on another person’s 

evidence. I have considered all material facts that are known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express in this evidence. 

8 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan1, 

(c) the Subdivision Proposal (notified version 27 August 2015, revised 

version  14 May 2015 and revised version 21 May 2015); 

(d) the section 32 report; 

(e) the Evidence in Chief of Messrs Andrew Long and Robert Norton for 

Christchurch City Council.   

(f) The Land Use Recovery Plan 

9 In regard to (c), (d) and (e), I have read those parts that relate to the 

scope of my evidence in detail, but only scanned the remainder of those 

documents. 

 

Scope of Evidence 

10 My evidence is presented on behalf of K Bush Road Ltd and Brian Gillman 

Ltd (‘K Bush’).  

11 K Bush’s principal area of interest in respect of the Subdivision proposal 

has been the New Neighbourhood Zone provisions, as outlined in the 

evidence presented on K Bush’s behalf at the Residential proposal hearings.  

My evidence here focuses on a few minor policy matters and on activity 

status, as it pertains to New Neighbourhood Zones.  

                                       
1 Decision version 26 February 2015. 



 

3 
K Bush Road Ltd/Brian Gillman Ltd #788 

12 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Objectives and policies; 

(b) Standards and Activity Status 

(c) Conclusions 
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Executive Summary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 The notified package of Subdivision objectives and policies did not 

adequately reflect the differing scales that subdivisions occur at nor the 

practical constraints on integrating existing features into subdivision 

design. 

2 The notified package of rules, which provided for non-compliance with a 

range of subdivision standards as fully discretionary activities, were 

unnecessarily onerous, would add uncertainty to the subdivision process 

and therefore were poorly aligned with the Statement of Expectations. 

3 The revised Subdivision Proposal (Christchurch City Council version dated 

22 May 2015) generally reflects the objective and policy amendments 

sought by K Bush, but requires some minor further refinement: 

(a) revised Objective 8.1.2(b) requires amendment to reference 

indigenous flora and fauna integration into subdivision design and 

layout as a matter for consideration of practicality; and 

(b) The revised Policy 8.1.2.7(vii) requires amendment to make clear 

the particular sites that access is sought to in this clause. 

4 Whilst I support Restricted Discretionary Activity status for large 

greenfield subdivisions in New Neighbourhood Zones, subdivision 

standards for matters including roading and property access should have 

Controlled Activity status, with non-compliance with these standards 

being a Restricted Discretionary Activity. 
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STATEMENT  

SUBDIVISION PROPOSAL 

Objectives and Policies 

13 K Bush’s original submission on Objective 8.1.1 Natural and Built 

Environment sought amendments to clause (b) of that objective, to 

acknowledge that the integration of the existing trees and buildings was 

not always possible or even desirable.  The 21 May 2015 version of the 

Subdivision proposal suggests deletion of clause (b) from Objective 8.1.1 

and relocation to Objective 8.1.2.  Mr Long has accepted K Bush’s 

submission and inserted reference to ‘where practicable’, before ‘existing 

trees and buildings’ and this amendment is supported.   

14 I note that the wording of clause (b) has been further modified to include 

reference to subdivision design and layout integrating ‘areas containing 

indigenous flora and fauna’.  This wording is potentially impractical, as it is 

unclear as to the scale or significance of indigenous flora and fauna that is 

sought to be integrated.  How would a small area of indigenous ground 

cover species (assuming they are not of particular significance) or a  few 

indigenous shrubs in poor condition be considered in relation to this policy?  

I consider the “where practicable” should similarly be applied in respect of 

the indigenous flora and fauna, so that Objective 8.1.2(b) would read: 

‘Subdivision design and layout integrates natural features, 

landscapes, sites of significance to tangata whenua and, where 

practicable, areas containing indigenous flora and fauna, and where 

practicable existing trees and buildings’. 

15 With regard to Policies 8.1.2.4 Identity and 8.1.2.7 Open Space, K Bush 

sought to amend the policies so that they better reflected the varying scales 

at which subdivision may occur and to remove a potentially confusing 

clause in Policy 8.1.2.4.  Mr Long has generally accepted the points raised 

by K Bush in their submission and I support the changes recommended by 

Mr Long in the 21 May 2015 version of those policies.  I do note however, 

in respect of Policy 8.1.2.7, that several changes have been made to clause 

(vii) of that policy, including reference to strengthening the relationship 

that Ngai Tahu and the community have with, among other things, ‘access 

to sites and taonga’.  I question what the phrase “access to sites” means, 
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as it could refer to access to any and all sites, and suggest it should be 

further qualified as to what particular type of sites access is sought for. 

Standards and Activity Status 

16 Mr Long, in his 21 May 2015 version of the Subdivision Proposal, has 

introduced a number of new rules for the New Neighbourhood Zones, 

providing for matters such as allotment size and dimension, property 

access, esplanade reserves, servicing, open space and easements as a 

Controlled Activity.  Non-compliance with those rules is proposed as a 

restricted discretionary activity (except that non-compliance with allotment 

size and dimensions is proposed as a non-complying activity).  The 21 May 

2015 version of the Subdivision Proposal also includes a version of Rule 

8.4.2 that provides for subdivision in New Neighbourhood Zones as a 

Controlled Activity.  However, in Section 6 of his Evidence in Chief, Mr Long 

sets out the various reasons why he does not consider controlled activity 

status is appropriate for greenfield residential subdivisions. 

17 In respect of the general question of subdivision status for greenfield 

subdivisions in the New Neighbourhood Zones, in my evidence dated 20 

March 2015 addressing the New Neighbourhood Zone rule provisions on 

behalf of K Bush, I supported the status of Restricted Discretionary Activity 

for subdivision.  Whilst I concur with Mr McLeod in his rebuttal evidence for 

Proposal 14, that Controlled Activity status is appropriate in some 

instances, I do not consider it to be suitable for greenfield subdivision, 

particularly where Outline Development Plans (ODPs) are broad and 

contain little detail, as is currently the case for most of the emerging ODPs 

in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

18 However, as I also indicated in my evidence of 20 March 2015, and 

regardless of whether the default status of subdivision in New 

Neighbourhood Zones is a Controlled or Restricted Discretionary status, I 

do not favour multiple subdivision standards in the district plan, with which 

non-compliance results in the subdivision becoming a fully discretionary 

activity.  Even more so where comparable standards in the operative City 

Plan have a non-compliance status of restricted discretionary. 

19 The notified version of the Subdivision Proposal contained rules, non-

compliance with which would result in a fully discretionary activity status.  

If those rules were adopted as notified (and as generally set out still in the 
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14 May 2015 version of the Subdivision Proposal), I consider it highly likely 

that greenfield subdivisions would regularly become at least fully 

discretionary activities.  This would occur regardless of any Controlled or 

Restricted Discretionary status provided for New Neighbourhood Zone 

subdivisions in Section 8.4.2 of the Subdivision Proposal. 

20 Taking roading standards as an example, in my experience of preparing 

resource consent applications for greenfield residential subdivisions, road 

width standards are one of the most commonly triggered consent non-

compliances.  Of the ten greenfield residential subdivision applications I 

have prepared for K Bush and its sister companies in recent years (Selwyn 

District and Christchurch City locations), seven involved non-compliance 

with road width standards.  All were approved as per the applicant’s 

proposed roading design, or with minor amendments following negotiations 

with Council. 

21 K Bush submitted that the proposed New Road Standards in Appendix 8.6.3 

of the Subdivision Proposal were unnecessarily wide, particularly for local 

roads, and that the proposed widths would undermine the ability of 

developers to achieve a dwelling density of 15hh/ha.  In the absence of any 

supporting evidence from a traffic engineer for narrower road widths, I will 

not be pursuing that argument in my evidence.  However I do note that 

based on my experience described above, where new roading standards 

are insufficiently flexible as to road widths, subdivision proposals will 

continue to fail to comply with these provisions more often than not.  It is 

for this reason that the fully discretionary status for subdivision designs 

that do not comply with Appendix 8.6.3 New Road Standards is, in my 

opinion, inappropriate and would add unhelpful complexity and uncertainty 

to the subdivision process. 

22 If Restricted Discretionary Status is accepted as being the appropriate 

starting point for greenfield subdivision activity in New Neighbourhood 

Zones, I consider that it is still possible to construct rules applying to New 

Road Standards and Property Access, for example, that have a controlled 

activity status.  Taking Rule 8.4.2 (Subdivision Proposal revised version 9 

March 2015) as an example, Subdivision consent is proposed as a 

Restricted Discretionary activity (RD2).  Rule 8.3.2.A C3 (Subdivision 

Proposal version 21 May 2015) states that New roads are a Controlled 

Activity where they comply with the new road standards.  Non-compliance 
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with this rule would be a Restricted Discretionary Activity.  I see no conflict 

between the two sets of rules and the approach enables activity status to 

be appropriately restricted, so as not to undermine certainty of outcome, 

discourage subdivision activity or introduce unnecessary complexity.  I note 

that there are examples in the operative Christchurch City Plan where a 

similar approach is taken2. 

23 If the Panel is minded to pursue a Controlled Activity status for New 

Neighbourhood Zones, controlled activity status for other subdivision 

standards would simply be consistent with this. 

24 An alternative solution would be for subdivision in New Neighbourhood 

Zones to be a Restricted Discretionary Activity, with discretion restricted to 

the following matters, for example: 

• compliance with the relevant ODP; 

• achieving a density of 15 hh/ha; 

• provision of water supply; 

• provision for sanitary sewer disposal; 

• provision for stormwater disposal; and  

• provision of reserves where an ODP shows reserves are to be 

provided. 

25 Matters relating to new roads and property access, easements, esplanade 

reserves and minimum allotment sizes could be provided for as Controlled 

Activities in separate rules or standards, with non-compliance as Restricted 

Discretionary Activities or, in the case of minimum allotment sizes, Non-

Complying Activity.  This approach would accommodate the uncertainties 

and negotiations inherent in designing greenfield infrastructure that are 

identified in Mr Norton’s evidence, provide certainty as to Council 

expectations on more standardised subdivision issues (such as property 

access and easements), and ensure that non-compliance with normally 

                                       
2 For example, in the Central City Business Zone, Rule 3-2.1.3 states that 
permanent car parking buildings are a fully discretionary activity.  The car 
parking buildings are nevertheless required to comply with all city wide 
standards, which includes a range of parking and access standards, non-
compliance with which is a restricted discretionary activity. 
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narrowly-focused issues does not result in a subdivision becoming a fully 

Discretionary Activity. 

26 In summary, while I consider Restricted Discretionary Activity status to be 

appropriate for greenfield subdivision in New Neighbourhood Zones, I 

support Controlled Activity status for matters relating such as allotment 

size, property access and easements. 

OTHER 

The provisions of Section 8.4.2 of the Subdivision Proposal have been 

previously addressed through submissions and evidence provided at the 

Residential Proposal hearing.  I refer the Panel to my previous evidence 

and that of the supporting experts for K Bush3. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

27 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that  

(a) The amendments to the Subdivision Proposal set out in the 21 May 

2015 version, as described above, go part way towards addressing 

the concerns of K Bush; 

(b) The revised Objective 8.1.2(b) requires further amendment to 

reference indigenous flora and fauna integration into subdivision 

design and layout as a further matter for consideration of practicality:  

(c) The revised Policy 8.1.2.7(vii) requires further amendment to make 

clear the particular sites that access is sought to; and 

(d) Subdivision standards pertaining to new roads, property access, 

easements etc., should have Controlled Activity status where they are 

able to be complied with and Restricted Discretionary Activity where 

there is non-compliance (with the exception of allotment 

size/dimensions, which should be non-complying). 

 

                                       
3 Evidence of K Seaton (20 March 2015), W McCall (20 March 2015) and H 
Wheelans (20 March 2015). 
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