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Background 

1. My name is Dean Allan McKenzie.  I am the Chief Executive Officer of 

the New Zealand Metropolitan Trotting Club Incorporated, which is the 

owner of Addington Raceway Limited (ARL).  This statement of 

evidence is provided in support of ARL’s submission on the Proposed 

Replacement District Plan for Christchurch (including Banks Peninsula) 

(RDP). 

2. This evidence is intended to augment the brief of evidence that was 

attached to the ARL submission (dated 8 October 2014: copy 

attached).  I also made a statement dated 30 March 2014 in support 

of comments on the proposed draft industrial chapter in which I 

registered the clubs strong opposition to the Industrial General (IG) 

zoning proposed for the old stables area at Addington Raceway 

(Raceway), also known as the old stables area at 98 Wrights Road 

(site).   

3. This evidence is not intended to repeat my previous evidence and 

statement but rather is focused on: 

3.1. Advising the Panel as to discussions that have occurred 

regarding the most appropriate zoning for the site; 

3.2. Confirming the situation in terms of planned and now 

consented development of the site by ARL; and 

3.3. Providing some comments in support of the evidence 

provided for the Council in respect of the zoning of the site. 

Discussions regarding the most appropriate zoning 

4. ARL engaged with the Council to discuss the most appropriate zoning 

of the site.  In the course of those discussions it became evident that 

much of the background to the use of the site, which was included in 

the submission and accompanying evidence, had not been known to 

the Council officers involved. 

5. It became clear that with the existence of the granted resource 

consent and the planning history, which included the rezoning to B4 

under PC58, the clear intention by ARL to develop the site for offices 

and the equally clear position that the site will not revert to any 

industrial use, the Council was well disposed to agreeing to the 

industrial office zoning that ARL requested. 

6. There was one reservation that related to the ability to ensure that, 

once rezoned, the resulting development would not exceed that 

approved under the consent.  ARL signalled its willingness to agree to 

the inclusion of a rule that would limit any development to the 

development ‘envelope’ approved by the consent and offered the 

Council a draft rule to that effect. 



2 

AJS-454741-62-154-V2 

7. These discussions occurred prior to the Council lodging its evidence on 

the commercial chapter and the revised commercial chapter.  I discuss 

these further below. 

Confirmation of development intentions 

8. As noted the Council raised the issue of how, as an otherwise vacant 

site, it could be assured that the zone change for the site would not 

result in some vastly altered development that may not be in keeping 

with the expected development of the site under the resource consent. 

9. By offering a ‘limitation’ rule ARL made it clear to the Council that a 

re-design of its intended development was not its intention.  That 

remains the case for the following reasons: 

9.1. As previously made clear (see my attached brief of evidence 

dated 8 October 2014) the intention has always been to 

develop the site as a continuation of the development 

adjacent to the Raceway along Wrights Road; 

9.2. Obtaining the consent was a confirmation of the intention but 

imposes time limits on the commencement of development 

that would be avoided by appropriate rezoning of the site; 

9.3. It may be that the design will undergo some revision but, as 

the site is adjacent to the entrance to the Raceway along Jack 

Hinton Drive, any design will be of the highest quality with 

the intention of attracting high calibre tenants. 

10. ARL considers that its clear development intentions that were signalled 

by the application for PC58, the consent application and its submission 

on the RDP, have not changed and will not be changing.  It is 

committed to this development, which makes the original industrial 

general zoning inappropriate, and the now proposed commercial office 

zone the most appropriate. 

The Council’s evidence 

11. The receipt of the Council’s evidence was also the first indication for 

ARL of the Council’s view of its proposed limitation rule.  Several 

aspects of the Council’s evidence were noted: 

11.1. The industrial office zone was no more.  It was replaced by 

the commercial office zone as had been requested in 

submissions.  ARL’s submission sought inclusion in a 

commercial office zone if one were established; 

11.2. The revised planning map confirmed that the site at 98 

Wrights Rd now had a proposed commercial office zoning; 

and 
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11.3. The rules for the commercial office zone did not include a 

limitation rule as offered by ARL but instead included bulk and 

location rules for the commercial office zone (that had been 

missing for the industrial office zone) and rules about the site 

coverage in respect of parking and landscape.  It also 

includes specific rules for the Wrights Road site in respect of 

access to Wrights Road, which were included in ARL’s 

resource consent. 

12. ARL is therefore supportive of the proposed new rules package and the 

inclusion of their land in the new zone.  We note that we agree that 

the bulk and location rules that have now been proposed will provide 

adequate controls should the design for our development of this site 

be amended from those included with our resource consent.   

13. It is ARL’s view that the proposed inclusion of the site in the 

commercial office zone and the rules package proposed for the zone 

represents the most appropriate zoning for the site.  When ARL sought 

the B4 zoning its view had been that B4 was the most appropriate 

zoning for the site from the ranges of zone outcomes available, and 

the same is felt of the commercial office zone. 

14. It is acknowledged that as a currently vacant site the Wrights Road 

site differs from much of the other commercial office zoned land, which 

may already have been developed.  However, we consider that the 

circumstances of the Wrights Road site are relatively unique, namely 

that: 

14.1. It has been identified for some time now as an appropriate 

site for office development; 

14.2. The intention for office development led to rezoning as B4 

and the grant of an existing resource consent for office 

development; 

14.3. The development of this land will represent the logical 

completion of the office development on the adjacent sites 

along Wrights Road next to the Raceway; and 

14.4. The site will never be used for industrial activities. 

15. Therefore a commercial zoning is appropriate for this site, with the 

commercial office zoning being the most appropriate. 

 

Dean McKenzie 

22 April 2015 
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Before the Christchurch City Council 

In the matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014 

and  

In the matter of The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

Submission of Addington Raceway Limited  

on the proper zoning of land at 98 Wrights Road (and other land on 

Wrights Road adjacent to Addington Raceway). 

 

Statement of evidence: Dean Allan McKenzie 

Background 

1. My name is Dean Allan McKenzie.  I am the Chief Executive Officer of the New 

Zealand Metropolitan Trotting Club Incorporated, which is the owner of Addington 

Raceway Limited (ARL).  This statement of evidence is provided in support of 

ARL’s submission on the Proposed Replacement District Plan for Christchurch 

(including Banks Peninsula). 

2. I also made a statement dated 30 March 2014 in support of comments on the 

proposed draft industrial chapter in which I registered the clubs strong opposition 

to the Industrial General (IG) zoning proposed for the old stables area at 

Addington Raceway (Raceway), also known as the old stables area at 98 Wrights 

Road (site).   

3. This evidence repeats some of my previous statement but also updates the 

situation in terms of planned and now consented development of the site. 

Plan Change 58 

4. ARL applied for a plan change (PC58) in respect of the site as a continuation of 

development of surplus land adjacent to the Raceway along Wrights Road.   

5. As part of the PC58 process, ARL provided significant information and background 

as to why it sought to have this area rezoned to provide for office development, 

light industry and restricted range of retailing.  The site is no longer used as part 

of ARL’s core business due to a new facility to house the animals when on site 

being constructed in 2009, at a considerable cost of approximately $7m. It was 

always the Clubs intention that the development of the site would fund the 

development of the new stables block, effectively a transfer of capital to enable 

this development to proceed and be completed. 

6. The application to rezone the site was made after the most significant of the 

Canterbury Earthquakes in 2011.  My recollection is that the impact of PC58 on 

the earthquake recovery was an issue before the hearing commissioner.  ARL was 

advised by the Council that PC58 had been granted on 30 April 2012. 
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7. The current Business 4 zoning accurately reflects the surrounding pattern of land 

use in the Wrights Road area north of the Southern Motorway including wrapping 

right around Wrights Road to Show Place, which also borders the Raceway.  

8. The Business 4 zoning of the site area was consistent with the overall 

development plan for the Raceway which has been rolled out in recent years, as 

it has developed otherwise surplus land adjacent to the western and southern 

ends of the Raceway for predominantly office purposes. 

9. The development plan enables ARL to access an alternative revenue stream to 

underpin its core operating activities at a time when the racing industry in 

general is facing significant fiscal challenges.  This ongoing strategy has ensured 

the financial viability of the Raceway in addition to attracting high quality tenants 

to the area, ensuring a high standard of building design and presentation. 

10. After the site was rezoned to Business 4, ARL invested further substantial 

resources to advance development plans for the site.  The timing of these plans 

needed to be brought forward following the Council’s response to our comments 

on the proposed draft industrial chapter.  That response was, in essence, that 

ARL needed to use its B4 development rights or potentially lose them.  

11. ARL’s response was to apply for a resource consent based on its existing concept 

plans and resource consent (RMA92026561) was granted on 3 September 2014 

for the development of office buildings with associated parking and landscaping 

on the site.  A copy of the resource consent decision is attached marked ‘A’.   

12. The need to obtain this consent now has resulted in funds being used that had 

been allocated to other operational plans.  However, it is with some relief that 

ARL has secured it’s plans for the site for the immediate future.  

The future 

13. While consent for development has been obtained, ARL remains concerned that 

the Council still proposes to zone the site IG, rather than the Industrial Office 

(IO) zoning that we understand is now proposed for the Wrights Road land to the 

north of the site, past the intersection with Birmingham Drive. 

14. The proposed change to IG, and the restrictions that would impose, is 

inconsistent with the now consented development plans for the site.  In terms of 

amenity, IG zoning may also be inconsistent with this area, including the 

adjacent Wrights Road entrance to the Raceway (one of only two entrances), 

which is a “gateway” to the Raceway complex. 

15. Given the rezoning to Business 4 only occurred in April 2012, and now that the 

resource consent has been granted for the development of the site, ARL’s view is 

that zoning the site IO is sensible.  ARL consider it more appropriate than zoning 

the land IG, which may be incompatible with the uses proposed for the buildings 

and may impose further costs in terms of requiring further consents for otherwise 

‘normal’ uses in such buildings.   

16. Zoning the site IO would mean that there would be flexibility as to appropriate 

uses for the buildings to be developed on the site in accordance with the 
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proposed permitted uses in the IO Zone, that include:  office facilities; food and 

beverage outlets (subject to standards); commercial services; trade and industry 

training facilities, public transport facilities, gymnasia and pre-schools.  

17. In the circumstances of the site ARL can see little justification for keeping the 

proposed zoning IG, which allows for uses that are now unlikely to eventuate on 

the site but imposes constraints on the activities that can sensibly locate here 

and would fit the broader development plans for the Raceway. 

Conclusion 

18. ARL has taken steps to secure the development options that PC58 presented in 

rezoning the site B4.  In light of the now consented development proposed for 

the site, zoning it IG makes no sense, while zoning it IO would be in keeping with 

the proposed and consented uses for the future buildings and development. 

19. Such an outcome would be in line with the expectations that ARL has had since 

PC58 was granted. 

 

 

 

Dean McKenzie 

8 October 2014 
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Resource Management Act 1991 

 

 

 

Report / Decision on a Non-notified  
Resource Consent Application 

(Sections 95A, 95B and 104, 104B and Section 221(3)) 
 

 
 
Application Number: RMA92026561 
Applicant: Addington Raceway Limited 
Site address:  98 and Part 100 Wrights Road  
Legal Description: As per application 
City Plan Zoning:  Largely Business 4 and part Open Space 3B (Private recreation Facilities) 

with an underlying zoning of Living 2. 
Activity Status:  Discretionary activity 
 
Description of Application:  To establish offices and associated carparking on Addington Raceway land. 
 
 
 

Introduction 

 
The subject site is located on the northern side of Wrights Road and adjoins Addington Raceway track to the 
sites’ northern boundary, Jack Hinton Drive on its’ southern boundary, and Wrights Road to the western 
boundary.  To the east of the site is Horncastle Arena and associated carparking.  Across Wrights Road is land 
zoned Business 5.  Further to the north is land being developed for offices and is zoned Open Space 3B. 
 
The site presently contains large paved areas intermixed with some areas of landscaping, along with raceway 
accessory buildings such as stables.  An existing 1.8m high wire mesh fence and corrugated iron fence extend 
along Wrights Road on the boundary of the site.  The corrugated fence also extends along Jack Hinton Drive.  
Immediately to the north of the wire fence is a linear distribution of mature Silver Birch trees on a wide grass 
strip.  There is no landscaping behind the corrugated iron fence.  
 
The subject site is largely zoned Business 4 (Area A in the below aerial plan, Figure 1) except for a narrower 
portion of the land in the northern portion of the site between the Addington race track and Wrights Road (Area 
B) which is zoned Open Space 3B, Private Recreation Facilities Zone.  Area B also has a resource consent 
granted as part of a larger office development to the north and as part of that proposal that land is able to be 
used for carparking. 
 
Wrights Road is identified in the City Plan as a Collector Road with designs for traffic improvements to Wrights 
road underway.  In addition, as part of Council’s Major Cycle Route Program, Wrights Road is identified as a 
key cycle route.  Design options envisage a shared path on the eastern side of Wrights Road at the front of this 
application site.  Preliminary design shows the shared cycle path located along the site frontage and potentially 
utilising some 3 metres of the proposed 6m building setback within the site. 
 
The site is shown on the below aerial photograph sourced from the application.  The site and surrounds are 
described in more detail in Part 2 of the attached application.  
 
 

shelleyb
Typewritten Text

shelleyb
Typewritten Text
'A'
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Figure 1. The Site – as shown in Part 2 of the application 

 
 
 
The Proposal 
 
The proposal is to develop up to 6 two to three storey office buildings, associated carparking and landscaping.  
Vehicle access is provided via 2 two way crossings onto Wrights Road and one two way crossing onto Jack 
Hinton Drive.   A total of 337 carparks are provided and 64 covered cycle space.  Landscaping is proposed 
largely in accordance with City Plan requirements. 
 
The applicant seeks to remove a Silver Birch tree which is protected via consent notice on previous subdivision.  
The location of the tree and the consent notice are shown in shown in Figure 2 below.   Note that originally two 
trees were proposed to be removed (a Silver Birch and a Clamperdown Elm).  However the Elm tree which is in 
good condition and just outside the application site is now proposed to be retained.  Only the Silver Birch only is 
to be removed.  (Refer to the email information dated 14/8/2014). 
 
Stormwater and earthworks will be developed through the detailed engineering phase and subsequent building 
consent process. 
 
 
Background. 
 
The larger Business zoned portion of the site (Area A). 
 
In July 2011, Christchurch City Council approved a private plan change (PC58) to rezone the larger portion of 
the application site from Open Space 3B to Business 4. 
 
The smaller Open Space 3 portion of the site (Area B). 
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Land use consents 
RMA20014829 
Land use consent to provide for offices/industrial activities on 13 lots.  Approved April 2004. 
The application was publically notified and consent granted subject to 24 conditions. A copy of this consent is 
attached in the application.  
 
Variations to conditions relating to the original 2004 land use consent have been granted including 
RMA20014829 (which is not relevant to this application except to the extent it has varied conditions on the 
original resource consent). In addition, Lot 100 RMA92019364 to vary conditions of RMA20014829 was 
approved in Dec 2009.  This varied Condition 4 on the original consent to allow for a 14.5m building height limit 
on Lot 100, part of which is subject to this application with the proposed use as a carpark. 
 
Subdivision consents 
RMA92012308 
Subdivision consent for 13 lots 2007 
 
RMA92026220 NZ Metropolitan Properties Ltd subdivision of 100 -106 Wrights road (Lot 100DP408193) into 2 
lots (the smaller being the open space zoned portion of this development. (Current received 26/7/14). 
 
RMA92011233 
Subdivision consent for 8 lots with lot 8 being 3290m2 (100 Wrights Road). 2008. 
 
 
A site visit has been carried out. 
 
The proposal is a restricted discretionary activity in relation to landscaping and traffic generation within the 
Business 4 zoned part of the site, and a discretionary activity in relation to the smaller portion of Open Space 
3B zoned land to which the Living 2 Zone rules apply.  Overall the proposal is assessed as a discretionary 
activity.  
 
 

Planning Framework 

 
Christchurch City Plan  
 
The Business 4 Zone purpose is to provide for light industry, warehousing and service industries, and some 
commercial activities such as offices. Some retailing is provided for in these areas, with an emphasis on retail 
activities of a nature and scale that do not lead to significant adverse effects on the function and amenity of the 
central city and district centres.  Office development is not considered to be incompatible with the 
environmental effects anticipated in this zone (City Plan Business 4 Zone description and purpose). 
 
A smaller portion of the site is zoned Open Space 3B.  The purpose of this zone is for private recreation 
facilities. For activities that are not for private recreation the underlying zone of Living 2 applies. 
 
This proposal fails to comply with the following Plan provisions: 

• Development Standard 3 -5.2.7 Landscaping Areas where the proposal will not provide a 1.5m strip of 
landscaping on the zone boundary which is now within the application site. 

• Development Standard 13 -2.3.8 High Traffic generation where the proposal will generate more than 250 
vehicle movements per day/ and or provides more than 25 carparks. 

• Rule 2.1 Part 6 Open Space Zones, Categories of activities, states that all standards applicable to 
activities other than recreation activities shall be assessed under the Living 2 Zone rules. On the portion 
of the site still zoned Open Space 3B, the proposal does not meet several development and community 
standards of the Living 2 zone , including 2.2.13 screening from neighbours requiring fencing and 
screening;  2.3.1 Scale of activity;  2.3.2 site size; 2.3.3 hours of operation; 2.3.4 traffic generation; 2.3.7 
residential coherence resulting in discretionary activity status. Note however that given the Open Space 
portion of the site has a resource consent for carparking in association with adjoining uses (permitted 
baseline) I have taken a broad approach for the purposes of this report in relation in assessing this point. 

 
The applicant also seeks to remove a Silver Birch (Betula pendula) within the site which is protected via two 
subdivision consent notices as follows: 
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Consent Notice CONO 6524875  RMA92014158 
Tree 19 – Silver Birch.  
 
Consent notice 7239203.3 DP 372057 RMA20018384 
Tree 19 - Silver Birch 

 
Section 221(3) of the RMA1991 allows for consideration of a change or cancellation of a consent notice 
condition on application by the owner.  Sections 88 to 121 and 127(4) to 132 of the Act also apply as though it 
were an application for resource consent.  Owing to a gap in the relevant legislation however,  there is no 
activity status for an application of this type.  Legal advice received in the past has indicated that Council 
should err on the side of caution and deem the activity a discretionary activity in relation to removal of the 
protected Silver Birch Tree.   
 
 
National Environmental Standard for Managing contaminants in soil to protect human health (NES). 
 
The NES controls soil disturbance on land where an activity on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List 
(HAIL) is being carried out, has been carried out, or is more likely than not to have been carried out. The 
application site has been identified as HAIL land therefore the provisions of the NES apply.  
 
The application has been accompanied by a Preliminary Site Investigation undertaken by a suitably qualified 
and experienced practitioner in contaminated land in accordance with the National Environmental Standard for 
Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health and referenced Guidelines. 
 
The PSI has found no HAIL activities other than to note that there has been an above ground fuel storage tank 
in association with a generator in a shed but there is no sign of any staining or spill. This information has been 
reviewed by Councils’ Environmental Health Officer who has advised that the NES will not apply in this 
instance. 
 
Overall the proposal is assessed as a discretionary activity. 
 
 

Written approvals [Sections 95D, 95E(3)(a) and 104(3)(a)(ii)] 

 
No written approvals have been provided with the application. 
 
 

Effects on the environment and adversely affected persons [Sections 95A, 95B, 95E(3) and 104(1)(a)] 

 
As a discretionary activity the Council’s assessment of the effects of this proposal is unrestricted and all actual 
and potential effects of this proposal must be considered.  Relevant guidance is contained in the reasons for 
the rules breached and the relevant assessment matters as to the effects that require consideration.  
 
The potential adverse effects of the development relate to  
 

- The loss of open space land.  
- Traffic generation in relation to the access onto Wrights road from the development. 
- Visual impact.  
- Filling and excavation effects/Contaminated land. 
- Construction effects noise/dust. 

 
 
The loss of Open Space land. 
 
Open space land is provided within the City to provide for private recreation facilities for the community.  If such 
uses are not proposed, then the underlying Living 2 Zone applies.  In this case, a resource consent has been 
approved to allow use of the smaller open space zoned portion of the development proposed to be used as 
parking in conjunction with an adjoining office development (RMA20004829).  Therefore the permitted baseline 
on this portion of the site is similar to what is proposed.  
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The number of carparks attached with the adjoining development may be affected, and that would have to be 
assessed as part of the final plans for that site to ensure compliance with the Plan or resource consent required 
in relation to carparking numbers. 
 
Overall given the history relating the site and proposed development I do not consider that anyone is adversely 
affected in relation to the use of the open space land for carparking in association with office use there are no 
wider adverse effects.  Any effects are localised and less than minor in this regard in my opinion. 
 
 
 
Traffic generation and access 
 
The proposal requires consent in relation to traffic generation from the site.   This transportation rule is designed 
to protect the effectiveness and safety of the roading network.  Assessment matters relate to the effects of the 
additional traffic generated from the proposed activity onto existing roads, and the extent to which this traffic 
generation will adversely affect the traffic function of the road. 
 
Councils Traffic Engineer Mr Andrew Milne has assessed the proposal and reviewed the traffic information 
provided in the application.  Mr Milnes’ report is attached in Appendix A.  In summary he advises that: 
 

- The traffic impacts were considered during the Plan Change 58 and demonstrated that use for 
Business 4 would be consistent with the transport policies of the City Plan. 

- Planned upgrades of Wrights Road are underway. 
- A shared cycleway/pathway is being investigated on the eastern (application) side of Wrights road.    

 
Mr Milne supports the application, given the wider analysis that has already been completed as part of Plan 
Change 58 that allowed most of the site to be rezoned for business purposes.   
 
I have discussed the proposal with Mr Milne who has advised that planned upgrades to Wrights Road will 
provide safer entry exit from this road into and out of the application site.  
 
Mr Milne has suggested two conditions relating to wheel stop barriers within all parking areas and that 
development be in accordance with the approved plans, in particular in regard to proposed access and access 
widths to the site.  Wheel stop barriers are required as part of landscaping conditions.  In addition a standard 
condition relating to the proposal proceeding in accordance with the plans submitted will ensure any change to 
access routes would require a variation and associated assessment of effects.  
 
Given all of the above comments I do not consider anyone to be adversely affected by the proposed traffic 
generated to and from the site. 
 
In relation to the proposed cycleway, the applicant was made aware of this proposal and has shifted carparks at 
the north eastern end of the site within the Open Space 3B Zone back from the Wrights Road frontage to 
prevent investment in that area and to allow a 6m setback of the carparks so as to not impede the potential for 
a cycle/pathway in the future. (refer email dated 14/8/2014). 
 
Overall, I accept Mr Milnes’ advice and consider that any adverse effects in relation to the safety and efficiency 
of the surrounding roading network due to the development will be less than minor in the context of the planning 
framework.   
 
 
 
 
Visual Impact 
 
The application advised that no final building design has been completed however that the office buildings will 
meet zone standards with at least a 6m setback from road boundaries provided and a height of buildings of no 
more that 15m.  A total of 10% site landscaping is proposed in accordance with the requirements of the City 
Plan and 29 trees additional to City Plan requirements have been proposed in initial landscaping details.  
 
The proposal does not meet the landscaping rules in that an area of 1.5m of landscaping is required along the 
existing zone boundary between the Business and Open Space zones. This is required to provide a buffer area 
between different zones and the uses upon them i.e. business and open space.  This area is now part of the 
application site proposed to be used for carparking and adjoins land to be used in a similar way for office 
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development to the north.  I therefore consider that there are less than minor effects in relation to non 
compliance with this rule. 
 
The applicant has requested (email dated 14/8/2014) that a landscape plan be finalised and submitted to 
Council once the building design and layout has been confirmed for the purpose of providing a more integrated 
design outcome.  I accept this request, given that final design of the buildings has not yet been developed and 
that there are potential plans for a cycle/walkway on the site that could impact upon some of the landscaping in 
terms of type and location.  Landscaping conditions are suggested at the end of this report to ensure that a 
level of visual amenity consistent with Business Zone standards will be developed on the site. These have been 
discussed with the applicant who has agreed to such conditions. 
 
Overall, in relation to visual impact the proposal is an acceptable Business 4 development with largely 
complying landscaping.  Overall any effects will be less than minor in relation to visual impact in my opinion. 
 
 
 
Removal of the Silver Birch protected via subdivision consent notice. 
 
The Silver Birch is located on the Business zoned portion of the application site as shown in the aerial 
photograph figure 2. The intent of retaining trees via subdivision consent notice is to maintain existing visual 
amenity and pleasantness within the location. The applicant is seeking to remove the tree and potential effects 
relate to any loss of visual amenity on site or front the street.  In addition an assessment of the health of the 
tree may be necessary to determine any disease and subsequent amenity or public safety risk it the tree is 
retained.  
 
Councils Arborist Mr Mike Ostash has visited the site and viewed the subject Silver Birch tree.  He has advised 
that the tree is in good health age however given the type of tree and its’ location in the way of development 
within the proposed carpark area he advises that the tree can be removed. He has noted the proposed  
landscaping concept to be acceptable.    
 
There are other Silver Birch trees on site and these may or may not remain depending on final landscaping 
plans as well as any final plans for providing for pedestrian/cycleways on the site. The applicant will be 
landscaping the site to eventually provide many more trees than what the site has at present.  For the above 
reasons  I consider that visual amenity will be maintained and that any effects due to the removal of the Silver 
Birch will be less than minor. 
 

 
 
Figure 2 : The site showing the 2 trees protected via subdivision consent notice. The tree in the middle labelled BETPEN802 is proposed to 
be removed to allow for the development. 
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Earthworks  
 
The applicant has advised that “earthworks will be required to establish the appropriate building platforms for 
the six buildings, along with typical land development works associated with the development of access, car 
parking arrangements, stormwater and landscaping. (Part 6.4 of the application : Earthworks). 
 
The application assessment against City Plan rules states that it is likely that filling and excavation will exceed 
permitted amounts in the City Plan. In this case – where final design and earthworks are yet to be designed, it 
is appropriate that the earthworks be considered under the building consent phase of the development. 
Developments subject to a building consent are exempt from this earthworks rule in the City Plan. I have 
discussed this with the applicant who has agreed to this approach. An advice note to clarify this matter is 
attached at the end of this report. 
 
 
Contaminated land 
 
The applicant has provided a Preliminary Site investigation report for the site which concludes that there is no 
evidence of potentially contaminating HAIL activities having occurred on site with the exception of a former 
generator shed located in the northern portion of the site which previously contained an aboveground diesel 
storage tank.  The PSI states that “there is considered to be no/an acceptable low risk to future site users and 
occupants following the completion of the commercial development works”.  
 
Council’s Environmental Health Officer, Ms Isobel Stout has reviewed the information provided in the 
application and agrees that the NES contaminated land does not apply to this piece of land. 
 
The applicant further advises that any earthworks near or within the site of the pre existing diesel tank will be 
avoided and that in the event the minor earthworks are required the set limits on volumes of soil disturbance 
within the NES will be adhered to. (6.4 Earthworks).  Further the applicant has stated that consent under Part 9 
critical standard rule 5.8 relating to content of excavation (putrescibles, pollutant or hazardous component) will 
be applied for if necessary at that time.  
 
Overall in relation to contaminated land I accept Ms Stouts advice that the NES contaminated land does not 
apply at this time and conclude that any effects will therefore be minor in this regard. 
 
 
Construction effects 
 
The application states that “the general earthworks operation will be programmed to minimise the amount of 
ground being exposed during any construction period. Any dust generated on the site will be mitigated with the 
use of water dampening by sprinkler or water cart, or other such dust suppressant methods. The approach to 
controlling potential erosion and sediment runoff will be based predominantly on the implementation of best 
management practices”. 
 
Given the above and the large scale of the project (although this may be staged) it is appropriate to place 
standards construction conditions as suggested at the end of this report relating to the effects of construction 
effects such as noise and dust. Suitable conditions are suggested at the end of this report. 
 
 
Summary of effects 
 
Overall in relation to visual impact, removal of the protected tree, traffic and construction effects any effects are 
considered to be localised and less than minor for the above explained reasons.  I have discussed the 
proposed conditions and advice note with the applicant who has agreed with them.  I do not consider anyone to 
be adversely affected by this proposal, nor will there be any adverse effects on the wider environment.  
(Pursuant to Section 95E(1) of the Act a person is not deemed affected by an activity where the adverse effects 
are less than minor). 
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Relevant objectives, policies, rules and other provisions of the City/District Plan [Section 104(1)(b)(vi)] 

 
I consider the proposal to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies as it will not compromise 
present amenity values. Landscaping will be developed to provide a visual amenity consistent with the City 
Plan objectives and policies for business zones (Objective 12.11).  The proposal is consistent with the Business 
Zone objectives and policies as discussed in the application.  Transportation objectives (7.2) are not 
compromised due to the design of the project and the present upgrading of Wrights Road.  
 
 

Relevant provisions of a National Environmental Standard, National Policy Statement, Regional Plan, 
Regional Policy Statement or Coastal Policy Statement [Section 104(1)(b)] 

 
This has been discussed above in relation the NES Contaminated land. 
 

Part II of the Resource Management Act and any other relevant matters [Section 104(1) and 104(1)(c)] 

 
Part II 
 
I consider the proposal to be in keeping with Part II of the Act as it will maintain amenity values and the quality 
of the surrounding environment.   
 
Recovery Strategy 
 
The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch prepared by CERA under the Canterbury Earthquake 
Recovery Act became operative on 1 June 2012.  It is a statutory document that must be "read together with, 
and forms part of" other relevant legislation within the greater Christchurch area.  The City and District Plans 
must not be interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy.  
 
Granting consent to this application is considered to be consistent with the Recovery Strategy as it does not 
conflict with any of the identified goals or priorities for recovery.  
 
 

General notification provisions [Sections 95A(1), 95A(4) and Section 104(3)(d)] 

 
There are no special circumstances or other aspects of the application that warrant public notification of this 
application.  
 
 

Recommendations 

 
That, for the above reasons: 
 
A. The application be processed on a non-notified basis in accordance with Sections 95A - 95F of the 

Resource Management Act 1991. 

B.  The application be granted pursuant to Sections 104,104B, Section 221(3) and 108 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The development shall proceed in accordance with the information and plans submitted with the 

application. The Approved Consent Documentation has been entered into Council records as 
RMA92026561 (Pages 1-19) 

 
 
Subdivision consent notice condition – removal of Silver Birch 
 

2. That consent notices 6524875.3 (RMA 20014158) and 7239203.3 (RMA20018343) be amended to 
remove the Silver Birch Tree, Betula pendula, (Tree 19).   Note the Council tree ID is ID 802 
(Source: CCC Webmap). 
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Landscaping conditions 
 

3. Prior to site works commencing, a Landscape Plan shall be provided to the satisfaction of the 
Resource Consents Manager, Christchurch City Council prior to any earthworks and construction 
being undertaken on the site. 

  
4. If the Landscape Plan provides for the replacement of all, or any of the existing mature Silver Birch 

trees along the Wrights Road frontage, replacement specimen trees that will grow to provide a 
similar level of amenity shall be provided.  

 
5. The above required Landscape Plan shall include a total area of 10% to be landscaping, with a 

minimum width of 3m along the Wrights Road and Jack Hinton Drive road frontages. Any solid fence 
along the Jack Hinton Drive shall not exceed 1m.  

 
6. A minimum of one tree, plus one additional tree for every 10 metres of road frontage shall be 

planted (e.g. 10 metres frontage - 2 trees, 20 metres frontage - 3 trees, etc.).   These trees shall be 
planted no more than 15 metres apart, or closer than 5 metres apart and be located along the road 
frontage and in front of buildings on the site. 

 
7. In addition to the trees required in condition 5 above, one tree shall be planted for every 5 parking 

spaces required on the site and those required trees shall be planted within or adjacent to the 
carparking area.  

 
8. Any trees required by this rule shall be of a species capable of reaching a minimum height at 

maturity of 8 metres and shall be not less than 1.5 metres high at the time of planting. Any trees 
listed in Part 3, Appendix 3 of the City Plan are deemed to comply with this rule.  

 
9. Trees shall be located within a landscaping strip or within a planting protection area around each 

tree, with a minimum dimension or diameter of 1.5 metres.  
 

10. No more than 10% of any landscaping strip (see Clause (a) and planting protection area shall be 
covered with any impervious surfaces.  

 
11. Landscaping strips or planting protection areas adjacent to a road boundary or adjacent to or within 

a carparking area shall be provided with wheel stop barriers to prevent damage from vehicles. Such 
wheel stop barriers shall be located at least 1 metre from any tree.  

 
12. Any landscaping or trees required by these rules shall be maintained, and if dead, diseased, or 

damaged, shall be replaced with trees that will grow to provide a similar level of amenity. 
 
 
 
Construction conditions 
 

13. The consent holder shall employ dust mitigation measures such as brooming, watering and removal 
of debris, etc, to prevent dust, sand and materials causing a nuisance beyond the subject site 
throughout the construction period, or specify. 

 
14. Provision is to be made to ensure that siltation of the stormwater system serving the property or any 

other property does not occur. 
 

15. All construction work on the site shall be designed and conducted to ensure that construction noise 
from the site does not exceed the noise limits in the following table. Sound levels shall be measured 
and assessed in accordance with the provisions of NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise. 

 

Weekdays 

(dBA) 

Saturdays 

(dBA) 

Sundays and Public 
Holidays (dBA) 

Time Period 

Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax 

0630 – 0730  60 75 45 75 45 75 

0730 – 1800 75 90 75 90 55 85 

1800 – 2000  70 85 45 75 45 75 
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2000 – 0630 45 75 45 75 45 75 

 
 
Advice Notes:  
 

The below advice notes relate to monitoring the required works in relation to this consent, earthworks, and 
Development contribution assessment. 
 

• The Council will require payment of its administrative charges in relation to monitoring, as authorised by the 
provisions of section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991.  At present the monitoring charges 
include: 

(i)  A monitoring fee of $112 to cover the cost of setting up a monitoring programme and carrying out a 
site inspection to ensure compliance with the conditions of this consent; and 

(ii)  Time charged at an hourly rate of $116 (incl. GST) where additional monitoring is required. 
 
 

• The earthworks associated with this application are considered to be exempt from complying with the City 
Plan as they will be subject to final design and approved pursuant to a building consent.  Should this not be 
the case, resource consent may be required.  No earthworks (unless otherwise permitted by the City Plan) 
may be carried out prior to the issuing of a building consent.  

 

• Development Contribution 
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Reported and recommended by:   Joanne McAfee, Senior Planner  Date:   1/9/2014. 
     
 

Decision 

 
That the above recommendations be adopted for the reasons outlined in the report. 
 
 
Resource Management Officer Sub-Committee: 
 
 

Douglas, Dion
03/09/2014 10:22 AM
Planning Team Leader    

Burgess, Jesse
03/09/2014 10:01 AM
Planning Team Leader  

 




