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INTRODUCTION  

 

Qualifications and experience 

1. My full name is Jason Christopher Jones. 

2. I confirm that my qualifications and experience are as set out in my 

Evidence in Chief on the Strategic Directions proposal dated 25 November 

2014 (also for Ngāi Tahu Property Limited). 

3. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) Decision 1, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and 

relevant definitions) 26 February 2015, Independent Hearings 

Panel – Christchurch Replacement District Plan; 

(b) The evidence of Trevor Watt and Malcolm Timms (dated 20 March 

2015)  for Ngāi Tahu Property Limited (“NTP”);  

(c) The evidence of Mark Teesdale on behalf of the Crown and the 

Council (dated 11 March 2015) and 

(d) The evidence in chief of the Council’s witnesses Adam Scott Blair, 

Andrew Macleod, Graeme McIndoe, Bridget O’Brien, Nilesh 

Redekar, Robert Brian Norton, and Ekin Sakin(dated 11 March 

2015).  

4. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I agree 

to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm 

that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area 

of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

5. This evidence relates to Chapter 14 of the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (“the PRP”).  Specifically, the evidence relates 

to the following: 
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(a) the proposed rezoning of land within the operative Living G Zones 

at Prestons and Wigram to Residential Suburban Zone - including a 

discussion as to why the standardised bulk and location provisions 

resulting from the rezoning are not appropriate for these locations; 

(b) the proposed rezoning of land within the operative Living 3 Zone at 

Wigram to Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density 

Zones; 

(c) the Plan provisions that should be applied to the former Wigram 

aircraft number 4 and 5 Hangars and the Control Tower; 

(d) amendments to the proposed New Neighbourhood Zone provisions 

– including the subdivision provisions relevant to this hearing;  

6. Where relevant, I have made reference to the views expressed by the 

other witnesses called by NTP, the Crown and the Council as highlighted 

above. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

7. NTP’s submission on the Residential Proposal sought a number of 

changes to the zoning on land affected by Stage 1 of the PRP and to new 

subdivision and land use provisions introduced. 

8. Following notification of the PRP, NTP commissioned RMG to undertake 

detailed investigations as to the impact of the proposed zoning of land in 

the operative Living G Zones at Prestons and Wigram to Residential 

Suburban Zone.  The ensuing study found that a number of adverse 

outcomes would arise from the proposed rezoning, including: 

(a) a reduction in permitted development potential for sites which are 

currently vacant; 

(b) a reduction in permitted development potential for sites containing 

existing dwellings, should homeowners wish to add to those 

dwellings or erect additional buildings on-site; 
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(c) creation of a scenario where the permitted standard for site 

coverage is less than the observed mean coverage for the 

dwellings within all three density typologies assessed; and 

(d) related to the previous point, establishment of a non-complying 

activity trigger for site coverage that is lower than the average 

coverage observed for two of the three density typologies 

assessed. 

9. The study also found that the proposed rezoning of the Living G Zones will 

be to the detriment of the administration of the District Plan, as the 

overwhelming majority of sites analysed would be forced to rely upon 

existing use rights for the dwellings built there.  In light of these findings, it 

is proposed to retain the operative zone, or consider a new zone that 

mimics the approach adopted by the operative zone. 

10. NTP also opposed the ‘down-zoning’ of land at Wigram which is zoned 

Living 3 in the operative plan.  The zoning proposed by the PRP is a 

combination of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density.  

Given the investigations undertaken at the time the Living 3 Zone was 

established, and given that the area in question meets appropriate criteria 

for the location of medium density housing, it is appropriate that the entire 

area be zoned Residential Medium Density Zone. 

11. NTP sought that increased flexibility be provided for the former Wigram 

Aircraft Control Tower and Hangars 4 and 5 in the Living 3 Zone.  An area 

specific rule for the two sites containing these buildings is proposed to 

enable appropriate future uses of these facilities. 

12. A number of amendments are also proposed for the subdivision and land 

use rules relating the proposed New Neighbourhood Zone.  These include 

the identification of controlled activity as the entry status for subdivision, 

modification to anticipated lot sizes, and increased flexibility in relation to 

permitted bulk and location provisions for new dwellings.  Amendments are 

also proposed to the assessment framework and information requirements 

to be utilised for subdivision applications considered under the NNZ rules.  
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PROPOSED REZONING OF LIVING G ZONES TO RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN 

13. Before addressing NTP’s submission on this matter, I believe it would 

assist to provide some context on the Living G developments at Prestons 

and Wigram. 

14. Both Living G Zones were introduced by private plan change requests, and 

made operative in late 2011.  The zones are underpinned by extensive 

expert technical reports and assessments, and the zoning framework for 

each was borne out of comprehensive master-planning exercises involving 

experts across a number of disciplines.   

15. The zones are based on a mixed density rule framework, employing 

different standards for building bulk and location for each density band. 

Both developments feature four density bands, with Density A being the 

most dense and Densities C and D the least dense1. These are illustrated 

on the plans2 included in Attachment 1. 

16. At Prestons, district and regional consents have been obtained for four 

stages of residential subdivision, comprising more than 1,200 lots.  The 

City Plan anticipates a minimum of 2,200 lots in the wider Living G 

(Prestons) Zone. 

17. Almost all of the proposed stages at Wigram have been consented for 

subdivision, resulting in the creation of more than 1,000 lots to date.  In 

total, the City Plan anticipates a minimum of 1,300 households in the Living 

G (Wigram) Zone. 

18. The PRP proposes to rezone around 600 lots within the operative Living G 

Zones at Prestons and Wigram to a new Residential Suburban Zone 

(“RSZ”).  NTP formally opposed this rezoning in its submission, seeking 

that the operative Living G Zones be retained3.  

19. The submission cites several reasons for NTP’s opposition, including the 

resulting: 

                                                
1
 The nomenclature for the respective developments is slightly different. Wigram uses Densities A, B, C and a 

high density typology in the town centre areas called ATC. Prestons uses A, B, C and D typologies, ranging in 
size from 200-250m2 for Density A and 800-1,000m2 for Density D sites.   
2
 Note – these are plans derived from the sales websites for the two developments.     

3
 Submission point 41, p.41 
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(a) reduction in permitted site coverage, building height, and height in 

relation to boundary for most of the rezoned sites; 

(b) increase in on-site open space requirements that are not reflective 

of the scale of development anticipated under the Living G Zone 

and the relevant outline development plan (“ODP”); 

(c) reduction in development footprint for many sites due to less 

generous road setbacks and sunlight access controls for buildings; 

and 

(d) scenario where homeowners must rely on existing use rights for 

buildings that were permitted at the time of construction, but which 

will not comply with the proposed RSZ standards. 

20. Since making its submission on the PRP, NTP commissioned RMG to 

undertake a more detailed study of the impact of the proposed rezoning on 

the sites affected.  I carried out this study earlier this year, with peer review 

support from my RMG colleague, Darryl Millar. The results of this work are 

recorded in the report appended to my evidence as Attachment 2. 

21. The methodology for the study is fully described in the report, and included 

(in summary): 

(a) review of operative standards in the respective Living G Zones and 

the proposed standards in the RSZ; 

(b) collation and review of building plans for all Density B sites in the 

affected part of the LGW Zone and a selection of Density B and C 

sites in the LGP Zone; 

(c) review of resource consent decisions at Wigram for non-compliance 

with bulk and location standards; 

(d) comparative analysis of approved plans against three4 building bulk 

and location indicators in the both operative Living G Zones and the 

RSZ; and 

                                                
4
 The three standards assessed were site coverage, building setback from the road, and minimum outdoor living 

space requirements (which have both an area and shape component) 
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(e) determination of the number of currently undeveloped lots in the 

rezoned areas. 

22. The assessment sample comprised 79 of the 87 Density B lots proposed to 

be rezoned at Wigram, and roughly half each of the 106 Density B and 93 

Density C lots at Prestons. Time did not allow for a full assessment of all 

607 lots proposed to be rezoned; however, I consider that the 170-lot 

sample set used for the study is appropriately representative. 

23. I note for completeness that the comparative analysis of operative and 

proposed standards was not applied to the 321 Density C sites proposed to 

be rezoned at Wigram.  This was due to the fact that – for the three bulk 

and location standards considered – the operative provisions are identical 

to the proposed RSZ provisions for the Density C typology. The results 

summarised below, therefore, are indicative of the impact of the proposed 

rezoning on the remaining half (286 lots) of the sites affected. 

24. In summary, the study indicated that the proposed rezoning will: 

(a) result in a reduction in permitted development potential for sites 

which are currently vacant; 

(b) also result in a reduction in permitted development potential for 

sites containing existing dwellings, should homeowners wish to add 

to those dwellings or erect additional buildings on-site; 

(c) result in a scenario where the permitted standard for site coverage 

is less than the observed mean coverage for the dwellings within 

all three density typologies assessed; and 

(d) related to the previous point, establish a non-complying activity 

trigger for site coverage that is lower than the average coverage 

observed for two of the three density typologies assessed. 

25. The report also finds that the proposed rezoning of the Living G Zones will 

be to the detriment of the administration of the District Plan, as the 

overwhelming majority of sites analysed would be forced to rely upon 

existing use rights for the dwellings built there.  For several hundred sites, 

if the rezoning is approved, this would mean: 
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(a) the District Plan would be more restrictive than the existing 

environment on several grounds; and 

(b) the ‘permitted baseline’ for any future additions or alterations to the 

existing environment is also (significantly, in many instances) more 

restrictive than the existing environment. 

26. In this latter respect, it is not only the ‘allowable’ development envelope 

that is being reduced by the proposed rezoning. The rezoning will also 

have the effect of recalibrating the standards that define the Plan’s 

expectations about the scale of development that is appropriate for the 

zone - the anticipated environmental results.  

27. As shown in Table 1 from the report (reproduced here also as Table 1), the 

Density B sites are particularly relevant to this issue. 

Table 1: Comparison of operative and proposed permitted standards
5
 

Standard RSZ LGW Density B LGP Density B LGP Density C 

Max site 

coverage 
35% 60% 60% 40% 

Min outdoor 

living area x 

dimension 

90m
2
 x 6m 50m

2
 x 4m 75m

2
 x 4.5m 75m

2
 x 4.5m 

Min road 

setback 
4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 

28. Of particular note, the table illustrates that the proposed provisions: 

(a) reduce permitted site coverage from 60% to 35% for Density B 

sites; 

(b) almost double the minimum outdoor living area required for the 

Wigram Density B sites; and  

(c) increase the minimum road setback distance and outdoor living 

area requirements at Prestons. 

29. To illustrate this in a practical sense, I have considered a hypothetical 

future addition to the house at 3 Korowai Street (Prestons) seeking to add 

a further 10% site coverage to the existing 47% coverage. The resulting 

                                                
5
 see Operative City Plan: Volume 3: Part 2 Living Zones: 9.2 Development Standards & 10.2 Development 

Standards, and PRP Chapter 14: 14.2.3 Built Form Standards 
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coverage would remain 3% below the operative permitted standard, 

compared to an almost doubling of the 35% coverage expectations of the 

RSZ.  Moreover, as the resulting coverage is greater than 40%, the 

proposal would be assessed as a non-complying activity under proposed 

rule NC6.   

30. In his evidence, Mr Blair has spent some time focusing on the portions of 

the City which are proposed to be ‘up-zoned’ by the Stage 1 proposals.  

(and for that matter the technical witnesses for the Council, Ms O’Brien, Mr 

Redekar and Mr Norton also only focus on areas to be intensified and do 

not, from a capacity perspective, discuss or justify why Prestons and 

Wigram are proposed to be reduced). However, I have not been able to 

find any discussion in his evidence or the Council’s s32 reports about the 

downzoning of Living G sites such as the example cited above.   

31. Rather, a word search of the term ‘Living G’ within the main body of the 

Residential Proposal s32 report highlights some uncertainty about the 

approach the PRP is taking to existing and future greenfields.  I have made 

reference to some specific examples below to expand on this point.  

32. Firstly, it is unclear from the s32 report whether all Living G Zones are to 

be:  

(a) retained as they are in the operative plan; 

(b) rezoned to New Neighbourhood Zone (“NNZ”); or 

(c) rezoned (at least in part) to RSZ. 

33. The collection of citations in the s32 report that cast this uncertainty are as 

follows (my emphasis added): 

Living G Zone and New Neighbourhoods Zone – the Living G 

Zones and the provisions that relate to them have been carried 

through unchanged from the Operative City Plan
6
...  

The use of private plan changes has created a considerable number 

of different Living G Zones. The proposed Residential chapter 

seeks to bring these zones together into a ‘New 

                                                
6
 Residential Proposal s32 Report.  Part 1 – Strategic Context. Section 1.3 – Proposed Replacement District Plan 

overview and synopsis. Page 11, paragraph 5(a)(vii). Description of how policies are implemented. 
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Neighbourhoods Zone’ in a way that avoids duplication and 

creates better consistency in their administration
7
… 

Development is either well advanced or at an advanced planning, 

consenting and financing stage in existing Living G zones. 

Consultation with landowners and developers has revealed that 

rezoning to of [sic] these areas to include them in the next 

generation of greenfield comprehensive development mechanisms 

would be too disruptive to the ongoing development process. 

Accordingly these existing Living G zones are not being 

addressed as a part of Phase 1
8 

34. There is no mention of the part rezoning of the Living G Zones to RSZ in 

the s32 Report itself.  The brief description of the RSZ approach under the 

policy and rule evaluation section of the report draws a comparison of the 

proposed zone with the existing Living 1 and 2 Zones, stating:  

The proposed approach to the current Living 1 and 2 Zones is to 

combine these zones and rename as Residential Suburban Zone. 

This approach recognises the similarities in residential character of 

both zones and that a number of existing standards (such as height, 

site coverage, building setbacks and outdoor living space) were the 

same or very similar.
 9

 

35. In light of the above descriptions and justifications made in the s32 report, 

it is unclear why the planning maps show the Living G areas at Prestons 

and Wigram as RSZ. 

36. Moreover, my view is that there is a lack of information in the report relating 

to the costs and benefits of the RSZ (compared to the Living G) in 

evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of the RSZ policies and rules.  

Section 32 of the Act10 requires an assessment of the risk of acting or not 

acting where such an information gap exists.  

37. In my view, the conclusions of the report in Attachment 2 illustrate that the 

risk is at least moderate that the proposed RSZ rules will be less efficient 

                                                
7
 Residential Proposal s32 Report.  Part 4 – Evaluation of Objectives. Section 4.6 – Evaluation of Proposed 

Objective 6: Comprehensive Planning for New Neighbourhoods. General Direction. Page 40, paragraph 2. 
8
 Residential Proposal s32 Report.  Part 4 – Evaluation of Objectives. Section 4.6 – Evaluation of Proposed 

Objective 6: Comprehensive Planning for New Neighbourhoods. General Direction. Page 41, paragraph 9. 
9
 Residential Proposal s32 Report.  Part 5 – Evaluation of Proposed Policies, Rules and Methods. Section 5.1.2 – 

Policy and rule evaluation. Page 47, paragraph 2. 
10

 s32(2)(c) 
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and effective than the operative Living G provisions, particularly in 

implementing the following: 

(a) the Statement of Expectations11 in the Order12; 

(b) Objective 3.3.2(a)(ii) and (iii) in the Panel’s Decision on the Chapter 

3 Proposal (Strategic Directions); and 

(c) Objectives 14.1.1 and 14.1.3 of the Residential Proposal. 

38. In relation to (a) and (b) above, the RMG report indicates that the proposed 

rezoning will increase the likelihood that resource consents (and 

associated increased transaction costs) are required for future 

development in the areas affected, thereby reducing choice.  In my view, 

there are no associated benefits to be derived from the rezoning that might 

offset this cost. 

39. I also consider that the proposed rezoning ‘homogenises’ two density 

bands into a single framework, which is inconsistent with the aims of 

Objectives 14.1.1 and 14.1.3 to enable a wide range of housing types, 

sizes and densities and achieve a mix of densities in new neighbourhoods 

(respectively).  Again, I consider there are no associated benefits to be 

derived from the rezoning that would counteract this. 

40. An additional concern associated with the proposed rezoning is illustrated 

by the finding in the s32 report that where “Living G areas have been fully 

developed (or close to), the need for subdivision and development to be in 

general accordance with an Outline Development Plan (ODP) has been 

removed, as such provisions are no longer necessary or appropriate.”13 In 

my view this approach is inconsistent with the aim of Policy 6.3.3 of the 

CRPS, requiring greenfield developments to be in accordance with ODPs 

and associated rules which are to be incorporated in the District Plan.   

41. Related to this, the proposed rezoning will render these areas incompatible 

with the expectations of the Prestons and Wigram ODPs (and some 

associated rules) contained in the Operative City Plan – albeit that the 

                                                
11

 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4, Statement of 
Expectations 
12

 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
13

 Residential Proposal s32 Report.  Part 1 – Strategic Context. Section 1.3 – Proposed Replacement District 
Plan overview and synopsis. Page 11, paragraph 5(a)(vii). Description of how policies are implemented. 
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Density C areas at Wigram are largely aligned with the RSZ rule 

framework. 

42. Overall, I consider a better outcome would be achieved by retaining the 

multiple density model established by the Living G Zones in the operative 

City Plan. These operative zones are intended to function as an integrated 

whole in order to implement a number of high level aims relating to choice, 

amenity, design, and character (among others).  There is a risk the overall 

development will become fragmented by rezoning some parts of the 

developments and not others.  Ideally, I believe the zoning of the 

respective Living G zones should retain that integrated framework to 

enable the desired policy outcomes to be realised – particularly given that 

they were only established within the last 4 years. 

Preferred Relief 

43. Though the Stage 2 Proposals have not been notified to date, I note that 

the Council’s District Plan Subcommittee reviewed draft provisions for 

Stage 2 in late February 2015 and subsequently referred them to the 

Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery for comment.  The draft 

provisions propose to rezone the remaining areas at Prestons and Wigram 

not affected by Stage 1 as a separate new zone entitled Residential 

Existing New Neighbourhood Zone (“RENNZ”).  Attachment 3 illustrates 

the ‘proposed’ Stage 1 and Stage 2 zonings for both Living G zones. 

44. By and large, the RENNZ is simply the Living G by another name as the 

multi-density structure and detailed rule framework has been carried over 

unchanged from the Living G.  There are some exceptions to this – for 

example the ‘entry’ activity status for subdivision has been elevated from 

controlled to restricted discretionary – however, the overwhelming trend is 

that the two sets of provisions are identical. 

45. In my view, the RENNZ is therefore far less likely than the RSZ to give rise 

to the adverse outcomes summarised above.  In light of this, and to provide 

for simple and consistent implementation across each development as an 

integrated whole, it is logical to me that the RSZ rezoning under Stage 1 

should be abandoned, and either: 

(a) the Living G Zones should remain for the respective areas as per 

the operative Plan; or 
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(b) the RENNZ should apply across the entirety of both areas adopting 

the relevant standards from the Living G predecessors. 

46. I appreciate that the latter option may introduce procedural issues for the 

Panel in that it applies a new method to Stage 1 of the PRP that is 

contemplated in Stage 2 (and even that is yet to be notified).  However, 

and assuming the Panel is empowered with means for resolving this 

administrative issue (for example, by deferring this issue until Stage 2), I 

consider the RENNZ is a viable alternative14 to the Living G should the 

Panel wish to dispense with the operative zoning nomenclature.  In either 

case, however, the proposed RSZ zoning should be abandoned. 

47. For completeness, I note that Council Officers have helpfully made 

themselves available for informal discussions on this issue.  Though no 

formal agreement has been reached in those discussions, my 

understanding from that dialogue is that Officers are amenable (in 

principle) to the alternatives to the RSZ I have outlined above.   

 

PROPOSED REZONING OF LIVING 3 ZONE TO RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN 

AND RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM DENSITY 

48. NTP opposed the part rezoning of existing Living 3 land at Wigram to RSZ.  

Figure 1 below provides a spatial snapshot of the proposed zoning on 

planning map 37, with the indicative outline of the operative Living 3 zone 

boundary overlaid in red. It should be noted that the southern portion of the 

Living 3 Zone area is proposed to be zoned Residential Medium Density 

(“RMD”). 

                                                
14

 This assumes the RENNZ will be the same or similar as the model considered by the District Plan 
Subcommittee, subject to some refinements which can be considered under the Stage 2 proposal. 
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FIGURE 1: Wigram Living 3 and proposed RS zones. ‘H’ represents indicative location of Hangars, ‘T’ 
represents the former tower building. 

49. The Living 3 zone was established via Plan Change 12 to the partially 

operative City Plan, which also rezoned other adjoining areas to a mixture 

of Living 1, Living 5 and other commercial and conservation zones. A 

number of expert reports were prepared in support of the Plan Change, 

and the relevant transport, servicing and other planning matters were 

tested at a public hearing before an Independent Commissioner in 2007.   

50. The land uses within the Living 3 area currently include: 

(a) medium density residential development (which is proposed to be 

rezoned RMD); 

(b) the former Wigram aircraft number 4 and 5 Hangars and the 

Control Tower (see location on Figure 1); 

(c) a preschool facility; 

(d) temporary offices and portacoms;  

(e) fire station; and 

(f) undeveloped land and areas used for carparking. 

51. I have considered NTP’s submission with reference to Mr Teasdale’s 

evidence, and the criteria he has promoted for determining appropriate 

H 

T 
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areas for intensification15.  Generally speaking, I agree with the approach 

set out in his evidence and note that the Living 3 area at Wigram accords 

with the criteria described.  In particular, the area: 

(a) is within 800m walking distance of the Wigram Town Centre, where 

a new supermarket is currently under construction and further 

commercial and community uses are anticipated in the short to 

medium term; 

(b) comprises more than a hectare of developable land, capable of 

intensification at a rate of 30 households per hectare; 

(c) is highly accessible to the #100 bus service (Wigram – the Palms 

via Riccarton), with bus stops on either side of Corsair Drive 

immediately adjacent to the southern end of the Living 3 area; 

(d) has reticulated servicing with sufficient capacity to accommodate 

the Living 3 and Residential Medium Density Zone anticipated 

densities; 

(e) is not located within a special amenity area or an area unduly 

constrained by the effects of natural hazards; and 

(f) is located within 100m of a recreation reserve and community hall, 

within 200m of an indoor recreation centre, and within 500m of 

Sockburn School; 

52. I also note that the evidence of Mr Redekar, Ms O’Brien and Mr Norton 

while addressing areas for further intensification, have not in any way 

addressed or alluded to there being any capacity issues at Wigram which 

would support the down zoning of this area.  On the contrary, I note that 

the technical reports and Commissioner Recommendation on the transport 

and servicing capacity indicated that the area was suitable for medium 

density intensity.  The in situ services would have been designed with that 

specific development potential in mind. 

53. In lieu of any evidence to the contrary, I consider that the entirety of the 

Living 3 Zone area should retain its capacity to provide medium density 

housing as envisaged under the Operative City Plan.   

                                                
15

 In particular at paragraphs 6.14 to 6.36 in his Evidence in Chief. 
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54. Incidentally, it appears as if this was contemplated by the Council within 

the Chapter 14 provisions (if not on the planning maps).  Rule 14.3.5.1 

(Clause 1(b) and Area 2 in the Table under Clause 2) refers to the 

Residential Medium Density Zone Wigram, and to Figure 8 which 

immediately follows.  Figure 8 relates to the land shown on Figure 1 above 

comprising the Tower building and the area immediately to the south. It is 

also referenced in section 14.3.1 which illustrates how to use the rules for 

the Medium Density Zone. 

Changes to medium density built form standards 

55. NTP’s submission also seeks to amend the RMD built form standards to 

align with the operative Living 3 Zone counterparts.  This includes 

reinstatement of: 

(a) the maximum permitted building height of 11m – as notified, the 

RMD height standard has been reduced to 9m; and 

(b) the plot ratio control of 0.8 – as notified, the RMD zone adopts a 

minimum site coverage of 45%. 

56. The submission also sought to clarify the relationship between proposed 

Rule 14.3.3.17 and the corresponding subdivision rule 8.3.1.1.  I anticipate 

that this matter can be dealt with through the hearing on the Chapter 8 

proposal subsequent to the current proceedings, and so have not 

commented on the matter here. 

57. In relation to the building height and coverage matters highlighted above, 

my primary concern about the proposed changes in the PRP arise from the 

conclusions of the RMG report attached to my evidence.  That is, the same 

adverse outcomes highlighted for the down-zoning at Prestons and 

Wigram could also be realised where the new RMD is (in effect) down-

zoning sites with more generous bulk and location provisions provided for 

under the operative City Plan.   

58. I have not undertaken the same analysis on the RMD areas as was applied 

for the RSZ/Living G areas, so I have no evidence to demonstrate that 

those outcomes would necessarily arise.  I simply highlight this for further 

consideration and/or investigation if the risk is moderate or high that this 

would be the case. 
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59. In terms of the plot ratio versus site coverage control, I refer to Ms Sakin’s 

evidence16 where she has expressed that the 45% site coverage will 

ensure more adequate privacy through the use of upper floors, and that 

exploration of multi-storey typologies will create more choice.    

60. In my view, the shift from plot ratio to fixed coverage will have the opposite 

effect.  Under the plot ratio scenario, applicants can utilise any number of 

combinations of height (within the permitted height envelope) and coverage 

(up to 80%) to meet their housing needs.  For example, it enables a single 

storey house of up to 80% coverage, or a smaller single storey dwelling 

with accessory buildings. It also enables two storey houses resulting in 

various coverage rates depending on the gross floor area of the top floor 

relative to the ground floor. 

61. I agree with Ms Sakin17 that the reduced site coverage would also result in 

less impermeable surfaces relative to land area on-site.  However, I also 

understand from Mr Norton’s evidence18 that the appropriateness of the 

site’s on-site stormwater solution is a matter tested by the building consent 

process and/or by the need for Council to authorise the site discharge to its 

reticulated networks.  It is unclear, however, whether the Council’s analysis 

has taken into account that some areas (for example the Living 3 Zone at 

Wigram) will have based stormwater system design to specifically 

accommodate increased flows from higher density sites. 

62. While I accept that reduced building coverage will have a positive 

relationship with reductions in stormwater discharge volumes, it is unclear 

to me how effective or efficient this method is when balancing it against the 

competing aims of the PRP to provide for increased choice (enabled by the 

plot ratio scenario).  I have not seen a fulsome comparison of the costs and 

benefits of the two approaches in this respect.  

63. In absence of such data, and given the evidence of Mr Norton19 that there 

is a process in place to test the appropriateness of the resulting discharge 

volume and on-site mitigation solution for a given development, I am 

comfortable with the retention of the plot ratio approach as a means of 

providing increased choice.   

                                                
16

 Evidence of Ekin Sakin, pp.18-19 
17

 Evidence of Ekin Sakin, pp.18-19 
18

 Evidence of Brian Norton, pp. 8-9 
19

 Evidence of Brian Norton, pp. 7-8, paras 4.14-4.15 
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APPROPRIATE PROVISIONS TO APPLY TO THE FORMER WIGRAM 

AIRCRAFT NUMBER 4 AND 5 HANGARS AND THE CONTROL TOWER 

64. NTP’s submission also relates to the Former Hangars and the Former 

Control Tower in the Living 3 zone discussed above.  As noted in the 

submission, the buildings are substantial and not of a residential form or 

scale.  

65. The Control Tower provides some 1079m2 floor space and is currently 

used as offices (resource consent reference RMA 92018084). The 

Hangars total 3600m2 and are currently use for limited storage purposes. 

Another large building – used as a fire station – is located on the site within 

which the hangars are located.  

66. As noted in the evidence of Messrs Watt and Timms for NTP, the buildings 

cannot be easily converted to residential use for heritage and economic 

reasons associated with the Building Code and due to their form and 

configuration. This is particularly so in the case of Hangars 4 and 5. 

67. The zoning and rule regime proposed for the sites do not reflect the 

existing built environment and the constraints presented by the existing 

buildings. While the proposed zoning anticipates some non-residential 

activities by way of permitted activity standards for pre-school facilities, 

health care facilities, veterinary care facility, education activities and places 

of assembly, they are generally tied to tight floor space controls. More 

importantly, however, the range of permitted activities is extremely limited 

within the context of space available within the buildings. 

68. Within this context, the proposed zoning approach for these sites 

potentially prevents financially viable use of the properties and therefore 

risks the retention of heritage values.  Providing for a wide range of 

activities within the existing building footprint is an appropriate response to 

enable the adaptive reuse of the facilities for future generations. 

69. Accordingly, I support the area-specific rule proposed by NTP in its 

submission and have annotated that as new rule P30 in Attachment 4.  As 

noted in the submission, if the Panel is of the view that the area should be 

zoned Residential Medium Density, this area-specific rule would need to be 

relocated to the appropriate area within Chapter 14. 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE PROVISIONS 

70. NTP’s submission20 sought that the rules and other methods applying to 

the NNZ be amended to be simplified and to better implement the 

Statement of Expectations.  By extension, I interpret that the submission 

seeks to align the NNZ provisions with Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 from the 

Panel’s Decision on the Chapter 3 Proposal (Strategic Directions). 

71. NTP’s relief on the NNZ was generic, and did not include any specific 

amendments to the Plan provisions.  Following formal direction from the 

Panel21, NTP subsequently provided more specific relief in relation to the 

NNZ, and particularly to the subdivide-then-build tranche available under 

that zone.   

72. It is this subdivide-first, build-later approach that my evidence relates to, as 

opposed to the comprehensive approach also provided for under the NNZ. 

For the sake of clarity, I consider the subdivision component of the zone 

separately to the land use component. I have also recommended some 

annotated changes to the provisions in Attachment 422.  The below 

discussion provides the reasons for the amendments proposed. 

73. Before I turn to that explanation, however, I note that a number of notable 

amendments have been made to the proposed NNZ standards in the 

Council’s 9 March version of the Chapter 8 and 14 proposals.  Some of 

these changes relate to matters highlighted by Mr Chrystal and myself in 

our statement23 for the Chapter 3 Hearing. I support those changes, 

including: 

(a) deletion of Clause RD19 under Rule 15.6.2.3, which required a 

restricted discretionary activity resource consent for any dwelling 

constructed under the subdivide-only path; 

(b) clarification that subdivisions that deviate from ODPs are not 

assessed as non-complying activities; 

(c) deletion of the life-stage inclusive and energy efficiency design 

standards. 

                                                
20

 Submission 62, page 56 
21

 Via minute dated 3 December 2014 
22

 Which also incorporates and builds on those amendments proposed on 19 December 2014 
23

 Joint statement of Jason Christopher Jones and Dean Michael Chrystal, 25 November 2014 
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74. I mirror the Council’s witness, Mr Macleod24, in that I consider the above 

changes to be improvements over the notified provisions, particularly in 

their alignment with the Statement of Expectations and with Objectives 

3.3.1 and 3.3.2 contained with the Panel’s decision on the Strategic 

Directions Proposal.  However, I consider that the Panel should consider 

further refinements to the overall rule structure, as I discuss below. 

Subdivision Rule and Standards 

75. The relevant subdivision rule to this discussion is Rule 8.4.2.  As notified, 

Rule 8.4.2 identified three distinct restricted discretionary activities, being: 

(a) RD1 - comprehensive subdivision and land use in a neighbourhood 

development area; 

(b) RD2 - comprehensive subdivision and land use in a density uplift 

area; and 

(c) RD3 – subdivision only. 

76. Subsequent to receiving submissions on the Residential and Subdivision 

Proposals, the Council25 has proposed an amendment to this approach 

such that RD1 relates to all comprehensive development, and RD2 is now 

the subdivide only course.  In my view, some further revisions to this rule 

should be made, as I discuss further below. 

Activity Status 

77. Firstly, and amplifying the evidence of Mr Macleod26, my view is that the 

Panel should consider utilising controlled activity status in appropriate 

circumstances as a means of minimising transaction costs27 and fostering 

investment certainty28 for applicants. In my view, the subdivision rule 

framework for the NNZ offers one such opportunity for use of controlled 

status, particularly as: 

                                                
24

 Evidence of Andrew Macleod, p.6, para 3.4 
25

 Contained in the document entitled Revised Proposal - Subdivision (8) - Council - 9 March 2015 - 25933317 v 
1.pdf, circulated via email to the parties on 9 March 2015. 
26

 Evidence of Andrew Macleod, pp8-9, para 4.4 & p.14 
27

 Per Objective 3.3.2(a)(i) 
28

 Per Objective 3.3.1(b) 
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(a) a high level of detailed information must be codified in the ODP and 

associated rules within the District Plan prior to subdivision being 

granted, in accordance with the RPS29; 

(b) substantive deviation from that ODP would trigger a higher-level 

resource consent; and 

(c) (assuming they are retained) neighbourhood-level translation of the 

ODP must be provided with subdivision consent applications under 

the neighbourhood plan requirements, and failure to provide this 

would again trigger a higher-level consent. 

78. Put another way, the RPS already requires a ‘top heavy’ level of scrutiny to 

be applied at the time an ODP is incorporated into the District Plan.  This, 

in turn, should enable a less ‘hands on’ approach at the resource consent 

stage for considering subdivision applications within a given ODP area.   

79. For example, Mr Blair30 has cited that one reason why restricted 

discretionary activity status for subdivision is preferable is that the 

controlled approach does not enable the ability to ensure efficient street 

and pedestrian networks.  In my view, there is ample opportunity to prevent 

this outcome at the time that a given ODP is incorporated into the District 

Plan, particularly given the need to ensure the following RPS aims are 

given effect to at that time: 

(a) the requirements31 to illustrate:  

(i) principal through roads, connections with surrounding road 

networks, relevant infrastructure services and areas for 

possible future development; 

(ii) the location of key activities/facilities in the area, including: 

a. land required for community facilities or schools; 

b. parks and other land for recreation; 

c. land to be used for business activities; 

                                                
29

 Policy 6.3.3 
30

 Evidence of Adam Scott Blair, p.45, para 7.19 
31

 Policy 6.3.3 
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(iii) pedestrian walkways, cycleways and public transport routes 

both within and adjoining the area to be developed; 

(iv) how effective provision is made for a range of transport 

options including public transport options and integration 

between transport modes, including pedestrian, cycling, 

public transport, freight, and private motor vehicles; and 

(b) the requirement32 that the ODP give effect to the principles of good 

urban design set out in Policy 6.3.2, which include: 

(i) integration – recognition of the need for well integrated 

places, infrastructure, movement routes and networks, 

spaces, land uses and the natural and built environment. 

These elements should be overlaid to provide an 

appropriate form and pattern of use and development; and 

(ii) connectivity – the provision of efficient and safe high quality, 

barrier free, multimodal connections within a development, 

to surrounding areas, and to local facilities and services, 

with emphasis at a local level placed on walking, cycling and 

public transport as more sustainable forms of transport. 

80. Other ‘critical’ information must also be encoded into the ODP which might 

otherwise justify increased regulatory intervention at subdivision consent 

stage (in absence of previous detail being provided), including: 

(a) the distribution of densities to achieve the minimum net densities 

required by RPS Policy 6.3.7; 

(b) a description of the infrastructure necessary to service the 

development, including location, details on funding and staging; 

(c) evidence that the development will manage adverse effects on 

strategic infrastructure;  

(d) a description of how adverse effects on heritage, cultural values, 

surface and groundwater quality will be managed; and 

                                                
32

 Policy 6.3.3, Clause (2) 
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(e) a description of how adverse effects of natural hazards will be 

managed. 

81. In short, by the time the first subdivision consent application is lodged for a 

given ODP area, a significant amount of thought and scrutiny would have 

already been applied by applicants and Council as to the overall design 

and functionality of the entire development area and its surrounding 

context. 

82. I agree in a general sense with the sentiment expressed by Mr Blair33 that 

the restricted discretionary approach proposed in the PRP would provide 

for an additional level of certainty to the Council in relation to the key 

elements of subdivision layout and consequent land use than a controlled 

activity approach would.  In that way, the restricted discretionary approach 

is arguably more effective than the controlled approach at implementing 

many higher order expectations of the PRP – or at least more effective in 

terms of preventing poor outcomes that are contrary to those expectations.   

83. However, utilisation of a restricted discretionary consent process to 

duplicate much of the assessment already undertaken at the Schedule 1 

Plan Change stage amounts to a ‘double-handling’ of the key issues 

associated with subdivision in my view. Given the detail required for ODPs, 

it is an appropriate response for the District Plan to facilitate subdivisions 

which are in general accordance with the relevant ODP and associated 

standards.  Where a given subdivision deviates substantially from those 

methods, the Council’s discretion should then be triggered to ensure the 

resulting form of development remains consistent with the key aims in the 

Plan, the RPS the ODP and so on.  In this respect, the controlled path 

presents some efficiencies that the restricted discretionary option lacks. 

84. Relating this discussion directly to the key themes set by the relevant 

objectives in the PRP, I consider the controlled subdivision approach 

(underpinned by the detailed ODP incorporation process) will: 

(a) ensure subdivision incorporates significant natural features, 

landscapes, indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, springs, 

                                                
33

 Evidence of Adam Scott Blair, p.45, para 7.19 
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notable and heritage trees, and historic heritage, and manages 

adverse effects on those features34; 

(b) achieve an integrated pattern of development and urban form, with 

appropriate densities, good connectivity, and efficient provision and 

use of infrastructure35; 

(c) enable a wide range of housing types, sizes and densities, 

providing for variable housing needs36; 

(d) provide for high quality, comprehensively planned neighbourhoods 

with good amenity37; and 

(e) minimise transaction costs, the extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls, and the requirements for notification and 

written approval38. 

85. In summary, I consider the default status for the subdivision-only approach 

in the NNZ should be controlled, provided the subdivision is in general 

accordance with the relevant ODP and complies with appropriate 

controlled activity standards.  Where these conditions are not met, a higher 

consent category should be triggered. 

Amendments to ‘Subdivision-only’ standards 

86. Irrespective of the activity status to be applied to the subdivision-only 

consent path, I consider that several amendments should be made to the 

standards currently proposed in the Council’s revised Chapter 8 proposal 

in order to make the rule framework more clear and effective.  

87. I focus primarily on the Subdivision standards contained under Section 

8.4.2.5; however, I firstly note two issues I have identified with the revised 

version of Chapter 8 circulated by the Council on 9 March. 

88. The first of these issues relates to a new clause added at the end the 

standards column for new Rule RD2 under Section 8.4.2.1.  The clause 

has been inserted after another new standard (g), and reads: 

                                                
34

 Proposed Objective 8.1.1 
35

 Proposed Objectives 8.1.2 and 8.1.3 
36

 Objective 3.3.4 (Decision on Strategic Directions Proposal) & Proposed Objectives 14.1.1, 14.1.2 & 14.1.3 
37

 Proposed Objectives 14.1.5 & 14.1.6 
38

 Objective 3.3.2 (Decision on Strategic Directions Proposal) + Statement of Expectations + LURP Action 45  
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Where the standards above are not met, the activity status 

shall remain Restricted Discretionary with the discretion 

restriction to matters set out in 8.5 (and 14.9 in relation to the 

comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent 

application). 

89. It is unclear how this clause applies within the wider context of Rule RD2 or 

with the default rule D2 under Section 8.4.2.2.  If the clause cited above 

applies to the entire list of standards under RD2, it suggests that a 

subdivide only application will be restricted discretionary no matter whether 

the standards are met.  This conflicts with Rule D2 as drafted, which also 

expresses that applications which do not meet one or more of the 

standards under RD2 are fully discretionary under D2. 

90. I have assumed for the sake of Attachment 4 that the new clause under 

condition (g) relates to the entire restricted discretionary rule, and have 

therefore adopted that status as the default for my proposed controlled 

activity rule where the controlled standards are not met.  I would prefer that 

the intent of the rule structure is clarified before providing my final view on 

the matter. 

91. The second issue I have identified is that new clauses (f) and (g) under the 

same RD2 rule relate to the combined subdivision and land use approach. 

My understanding is that RD2 is only to apply to the subdivision only path, 

so it is unclear why the reference to land use matters is relevant.  Again, 

this should be clarified. 

Minimum lot size / density 

92. Focussing on the standards under Clause 8.4.2.5, Standard 1 requires a 

minimum lot size of 300m2 for all lots except corner lots, which are to be a 

minimum of 400m2.  The Council’s revised version of this standard makes 

an exception to the lot size requirements for 10% of the overall lot yield, 

which can be between 180m2 and 300m2.   

93. In my view, limiting this density of development to 10% of the overall 

development area seems artificial.  I believe it would be simpler if the 

minimum lot size was simply reduced to 180 or perhaps 200m2.  As has 

been adopted in the Living G zones at Prestons and Wigram Zone in the 

operative City Plan, providing for lot sizes down in the 180-200m2 enables 
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a broader range of lot sizes to be provided across the overall development, 

thereby increasing choice in a manner that still achieves the minimum net 

density targets specified in the RPS, and manages impacts on residential 

amenity.   

94. This approach also recognises that housing choice is not simply about the 

type of building a person lives in, but also the relationship of the building 

with the surrounding outdoor space.  It caters equally to preferences for 

larger lots with more outdoor living area for recreation activities or 

gardening, and for smaller, low-maintenance living environments.   

95. As density distribution is a requirement to be shown on ODPs, there is an 

ability to assess the appropriateness of the general location of all density 

types at the Schedule 1 stage, including the smallest lot sizes proposed, to 

ensure their location is appropriate to the surrounding neighbourhood 

context. 

96. In light of the above, I support the submission from NTP to reduce the 

minimum lot size to 200m2 in the NNZ. 

Minimum road boundaries and rear lots 

97. Standard 2 under Clause 8.4.2.5 requires a minimum allotment road 

boundary of 14m for corner sites, 7m for mid-block terraces, and 10m for 

all other sites.  It is unclear how this standard is intended to work in 

conjunction with (or be distinct from) Standard 7, which requires a 

minimum “frontage” of 10m.  The definition of frontage refers the reader to 

the definition of “boundary,” which states (among other text) “Frontage or 

road frontage shall have the same meaning as road boundary.”  In my 

view, these two standards should be rationalised and simplified. 

98. Moreover, I consider that an exemption to the standard(s) should be made 

for rear lots.  It is unclear why the NNZ applies specific activity controls for 

frontage / road boundary dimensions, when this is not used elsewhere in 

the PRP’s residential zones.  Nor is it clear why other zones, such as the 

RSZ and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone contain no such 

controls despite those zones anticipating infill subdivision (which often 

involves the subdivision of one lot into two through the creation of a rear 

lot).  
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99. Additionally, I’ve been unable to locate any discussion in the s32 report 

about the regularity with which rear lots proliferate in subdivisions in the 

City, or the significance of adverse effects associated with their use which 

would warrant regulatory intervention each time a rear lot is proposed in 

future greenfield subdivisions.   

100. In absence of such evidence, and given the directions in the Order and the 

decision on the Strategic Directions proposal to minimise the 

prescriptiveness of development controls, my view is that an exemption 

should be made for rear lots in the rationalised standard for frontages. 

Minimum dimension for entry areas 

101. Standard 8 relates to a minimum dimension for a ‘new neighbourhood 

entry area.’ Notwithstanding Mr Blair’s explanation39 that this area is a 

reference to a rear service lane, I am still unclear on exactly what the term 

is relating to, and on the effect that is being managed by expressing a 

minimum dimension requirement for it.  It might assist to have a diagram 

for this term and some further explanation as to why the condition is 

needed.  In absence of that clarification, I am inclined to recommend the 

standard is deleted. 

Neighbourhood Plan Requirements 

102. By and large, I consider the amendments made to the proposed 

Neighbourhood Plan requirements under Section 8.4.2.6 are an 

improvement to the notified version.  However, I consider that there are 

some matters that could be amended to improve clarity.  These include: 

(a) greater recognition in the explanatory notes that the comprehensive 

subdivision and land use approach might not always be used, and 

accordingly, that the subdivide-only path need not be required to 

provide all of the information requirements; 

(b) in relation to requirement 2(c) which pertains to the Detailed Design 

Statement for the RD2 consent path40, clarification that the 

comprehensive subdivision and land use path may not be a 

relevant consideration if the subdivision-only path is selected; 
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 Evidence of Adam Scott Blair, p61, para 7.84  
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 Under Rule 8.4.2 
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(c) acknowledgement that for the subdivision-only approach, multiple 

house typologies could be ‘nominated’ for a given site to provide 

increased flexibility and choice; 

(d) an exemption for the subdivide only path to provide a shading 

analysis – given that final built forms would not be confirmed under 

this consenting path, a shading analysis would be indicative only 

and of little use.  

103. In my view, the above amendments will ensure that the appropriate level of 

information is provided by applicants opting for the subdivide-only 

approach. 

104. I also consider there is an opportunity to collate a number of the individual 

information requirements into a single requirement where those matters 

are already covered by requirements for the relevant ODP.  For example, 

matters (d) – (i) under the context and site analysis requirements could be 

replaced by a single requirement to translate the ODP to the 

neighbourhood scale affected by each given subdivision.  This would also 

provide a quality control check that the subdivision is in general 

accordance with the ODP as anticipated. 

Approach to resource consent assessment, including Assessment Matters 

105. I have provided some recommendations on the attached version of the 

NNZ provisions to illustrate how some duplication of assessment matters 

can be minimised and how some rationalisation of the matters can be 

achieved.  As drafted currently, my view is that the list of assessment 

matters is too lengthy.  To this end, I share the concern expressed by Mr 

Macleod41 that extensive matters can work against the principle 

underpinning restricted discretionary activities to narrow matters for 

consideration, and thereby provide certainty and a streamlined consenting 

pathway. 

106. More broadly, though, I believe it is the wider framework for preparing and 

assessing applications adopted by the NNZ which is lacking in clarity and 

focus, not simply the assessment matters.  For a given application, 
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 Evidence of Andrew Macleod, p.9, para 4.4(g) 
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applicants and processing planners will need to build an overall view about 

the application and AEE based on: 

(a) the ODP; 

(b) the information requirements (including assessments / analyses) in 

the Neighbourhood Plan; 

(c) the lengthy list of assessment matters under 8.5; and 

(d) where relevant, the Plan’s policies, some of which also adopt 

criteria-based formats. 

107. In short, there is a lot ‘going on.’ 

108. While many of the matters in the respective methods and policies should 

be relevant considerations, there is, in my view, an opportunity to abridge 

these matters into a more digestible assessment framework.  One 

alternative approach that could be adopted would be to significantly reduce 

the number of assessment matters under Section 8.5 where these 

duplicate the function of the other methods/policies highlighted above.  

Rather than spelling out 20 or more matters that are extracted from those 

provisions, the matters could simply relate to (for example):  

(a) the extent to which the application accords with the ODP; 

(b) whether the Neighbourhood Plan addresses all relevant matters 

specified under Clause 8.4.2.6; 

(c) whether the application successfully implements the relevant 

policies, including ‘X, Y and Z.’ 

109. This approach would enable the assessment to be more focussed and 

navigable in my view. It may be useful, under such a scenario, to further 

reduce the list of assessment matters under 8.5 by distilling the key themes 

of the matters into more succinct criteria set out under the relevant policies 

in Chapter 8, Chapter 14 and other chapters (where relevant). 

110. In my view, this approach would also be consistent with the expectations of 

Objective 3.3.2 in the Strategic Directions Chapter decision.  In particular, it 

structures the relevant policies in a way that clearly states the outcomes 
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expected for (in this instance) subdivision in the NNZ.  If the outcomes are 

clearly stated in the policies, this would diminish the need to reinterpret 

and/or elaborate upon those outcomes through assessment matters.   

111. Given time constraints, I have not proposed to rewrite the assessment 

matters into the policy framework in preparing my evidence.  If this 

approach is attractive to the Panel, however, I would be happy to commit 

some additional time to that task. 

NNZ building and activity controls 

112. Similar to the subdivision standards, I consider that some revisions should 

be made to the building and activity controls for the NNZ.  Again, I have 

proposed annotated changes to these provisions in Attachment 4, and 

elaborate upon those amendments below. 

Permitted built form standards 

113. The amendments I have proposed for the permitted built form standards 

derive from a starting point to enable more choice in built form (and 

associated land tenure arrangement), in a manner that also achieves the 

minimum net densities for greenfields required by the RPS, and provides 

for good residential amenity for applicants and neighbours alike.   

114. In proposing these amendments, I draw heavily on my experience with the 

Living G rules at Prestons (which I co-authored) and at Wigram. Both of the 

bulk and location provisions codified in these Living G rule frameworks 

were underpinned by expert urban design advice.  In the case of the Living 

G (Prestons) Zone rules, this included input from the Council’s urban 

design witness for this hearing, Mr McIndoe. 

115. Conceptually, the amendments I have proposed include: 

(a) reduction in permitted minimum site density (14.6.3.1) to 

correspond with the recommended minimum lot size of 200m2 for 

the subdivide-only path; 

(b) increased permitted site coverage (14.6.3.3) and associated 

reduction in minimum permitted outdoor living space percentage 

(14.6.3.4) to enable typologies that favour a higher built-form-to-

land ratio (such as townhouses); 
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(c) simplification of the road setback rule (14.6.3.12) to adopt the 3m 

setback for the North Halswell NNZ (also used at Prestons Living G 

in operative City Plan) for all sites.  

116. I have already set out the rationale for matter (a) above, so I will not repeat 

that discussion here. 

117. In relation to matter (b), the proposed 40% site coverage is not enabling 

enough (in my view) of the more dense housing typologies anticipated in 

the NNZ. By way of comparison, the existing greenfield (Living G) zone at 

Wigram utilises a similar lot size range (250m2 minimum, 350m2 average, 

450m2 maximum) in its Density B sites to the lots anticipated in the NNZ. 

The Density B sites, however, adopt a 60% site coverage as a permitted 

activity compared to the NNZ’s 40%. The permitted coverage rate is also 

60% for the Density B sites at Prestons which range in size from 450m2 to 

500m2. 

118. In my view, 60% coverage remains an appropriate starting point for 

greenfield sites that are targeting a net density of 15 households per 

hectare.  This would enable a wider range of dwelling sizes and types, and 

also enable accessory buildings (sheds, family flats, etc) to be 

accommodated where desired.   

119. An associated reduction in the minimum percentage of the site required to 

be private outdoor living space is required to accommodate this increase in 

built form.  That said, I would prefer that this is expressed as a minimum 

area and shape factor as opposed to a minimum site percentage.  In 

looking at the activity Rule RD10 which is the default rule for non-

compliance with the permitted outdoor living area requirement, it appears 

as if a 60m2 area is used as a surrogate for the percentage approach, as 

there is no default activity specified for failure to provide a minimum of 50% 

outdoor space across the site. I suspect this is an unintended glitch in the 

mechanics of the rule, but it provides a stimulus for discussion about the 

approach adopted for outdoor space, nonetheless. 

120. Specifying a minimum contiguous area and shape factor would simplify the 

rule in my view.  This is the approach adopted in the RSZ and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone (“RSDTZ”), and could be used to good 

effect in the NNZ as well.   



32 

NGA72191 4256082.1  

121. Relatively speaking, the RSDTZ is more closely aligned with the NNZ in 

terms of lot size expectations (the former having a minimum lot size of 

330m2).  I consider it would be appropriate to adopt the minimum 

continuous outdoor area control used for that zone, being 50m2 and 4m 

dimension, for the NNZ. Likewise, I consider it would be appropriate to 

adopt the activity status default model for the RSDTZ where the minimum 

area or shape factor are not met, which is restricted discretionary and non-

notified (which is also the approach for non-compliance with the relevant 

standard in the NNZ). 

122. Finally, I consider there is merit in simplifying the minimum road setback 

standard such that the permitted 3m road setback (Halswell NNZ and 

Prestons Living G) be adopted for all sites.  This will provide increased 

flexibility and choice for the location and orientation of buildings and on-site 

outdoor living areas, whilst maintaining an appropriate separation distance 

from the road boundary.   

Activity standards 

123. The amendments I have proposed to the built form standards necessitate 

consequential amendments to the Activity standards as well.  In particular, 

these changes include: 

(a) change Rule 14.6.2.3 - RD9 to allow for 65% site coverage as a 

restricted discretionary activity (as per Living G rules); and 

(b) amendment to the restricted discretionary rule cascade for the 

proposed outdoor living space framework described above (Rule 

14.6.2.3 - RD14). 

124. These changes are consistent with the approach adopted by other zones in 

the PRP for managing bulk and location. 

 



33 

NGA72191 4256082.1  

CONCLUSIONS 

125. As outlined above, I consider that the Chapter 14 and 8 Proposals should 

be amended by: 

(a) retaining the operative Living G Zone for the areas proposed to be 

zoned RSZ at Prestons and Wigram, or enabling the RENNZ to 

apply (subject to potential future amendments); and 

(b) adopting the amendments set out in Attachment 4 as summarised 

above. 

 

 

Jason Christopher Jones  

20 March 2014 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Wigram and Prestons Plans 

2. Rezoning Report – Wigram and Prestons: RMG Limited 

3. Stage 1 & Stage 2 Rezoning Map – Wigram and Prestons  

4. Annotated changes to Chapters 8 and 14 
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Executive Summary 
 

RMG has been engaged by Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd to analyse the planning issues associated with the 

proposed rezoning of parts of the Living G Zones (operative City Plan) at Prestons and Wigram.  The 

rezoning was proposed by Christchurch City Council through the notified Stage 1 provisions of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan, and affects more than 600 lots within the two 

developments.   

In its submission on the Replacement District Plan, Ngāi Tahu Property expressed concern that the 

proposed rezoning would result in a number of undesirable outcomes, most of which would be 

derived from the genericising of the multiple density development standards in the operative Living 

G Zones to the singular framework proposed for the new Residential Suburban Zone. 

This report considers the merit of Ngāi Tahu Property’s submission, and attempts to quantify the 

extent to which properties would be affected by the proposed rezoning.  Our analysis has included a 

review of operative and proposed Plan standards, and of a large sample of building plans and 

resource consent decisions for new dwellings at Prestons and Wigram.   

The results of our investigations indicate that the proposed rezoning of the LG Zones to the RSZ will:  

 be to the detriment of the administration of the District Plan, as the overwhelming 

majority of sites assessed would be rendered reliant upon existing use rights;  

  

 result in a reduction in permitted development potential for sites which are currently 

vacant; 

 

 also result in a reduction in permitted development potential, should homeowners wish to 

add to existing dwellings or erect additional buildings on-site; 

 

 result in a scenario where the permitted standard for site coverage is less than the 

observed mean coverage for the dwellings within all three density typologies assessed; and 

 

 related to the previous point, establish a non-complying activity trigger for site coverage 

that is lower than the average coverage observed for two of the three density typologies 

assessed. 
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Report Scope & Structure 
 

Introduction and report purpose 

RMG has been engaged by Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd (“NTP”) to analyse the planning issues associated 

with the proposed rezoning of parts of the Living G Zones at Prestons and Wigram (“LGP” and “LGW” 

Zones, respectively).  The rezoning was proposed by Christchurch City Council (“CCC”) through the 

notified Stage 1 provisions of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“RDP”), and affects more 

than 600 lots[1] within the two developments.  The lots affected comprise approximately 20% of the 

combined yield anticipated by the two zones. 

The operative LGP and LGW Zones are based on a mixed density rule framework, employing 

different standards for building bulk and location for each density band.  Both developments feature 

four density bands, with Density A being the most dense and Densities C and D the least dense[2].  

The RDP proposes to rezone 106 Density B lots and 93 Density C lots in the LGP Zone and 87 Density 

B and 321 Density C sites in the LGW Zone to a uniform density framework under the newly 

introduced Residential Suburban Zone (“RSZ”). 

Both Living G Zones were introduced by private plan change requests, and made operative in late 

2011.  At Prestons, district and regional consents have been obtained for 4 stages of residential 

subdivision, comprising more than 1,200 lots.  Figure 1 below illustrates the 199 lots affected by the 

proposed rezoning.   

 
FIGURE 1: Prestons lots affected by proposed rezoning.  Yellow lots are ‘Density C,’ pink lots are ‘Density B’ 

Almost all of the proposed Stages at Wigram have been consented for subdivision, resulting in the 

creation of more than 1,000 lots to date.  Figure 2 below shows the 408 residential LGW lots 

affected by the proposed rezoning.   

                                                           
[1] These are a mixture of lots that have been developed, and that are yet to be built upon. 
[2] The nomenclature for the respective developments is slightly different.  Wigram uses Densities A, B, C and a high density typology in the 
town centre areas called ATC.  Prestons uses A, B, C and D typologies, ranging in size from 200-250m2 for Density A and 800-1,000m2 for 
Density D sites. 
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FIGURE 2: Wigram lots affected by proposed rezoning.  Orange and pale green 

lots are Density C, darker green lots are Density B. 

In its submission on the RDP, NTP expressed concern that the proposed rezoning would result in a 

number of undesirable outcomes, most of which would be derived from the genericising of the 

multiple density development standards in the Living G Zones to the singular framework proposed 

for the RSZ. In particular, the submission stated[3]: 

Rezoning the Living G Zones at this stage and in this manner will have a number of 

adverse consequences on current landowners in these areas.  These consequences 

are discussed in detail below, but include (among others): 

 amalgamation of multiple density typologies with variable lot size 
requirements into a single density framework; 

 reduction in permitted site coverage, building height, and height in relation to 
boundary for most sites in the Living G Zones; 

 increases in on-site open space requirements that do not reflect the scale of 
development anticipated under the Living G Zone and the relevant ODP. 

 

Our assessment has been commissioned to test the merit of the above statement, and to quantify 

the extent to which properties would be affected by the proposed rezoning.  In turn, the purpose of 

this report is to outline the findings of our study.   

At the time of writing, we have also undertaken a preliminary review of the draft provisions for the 

Stage 2 proposals considered by CCC’s District Plan Subcommittee at its meeting on 20 February 

2015.  We understand the draft provisions have been referred to the Minister for Earthquake 

Recovery for review.   The draft provisions indicate that the remaining portions of the LGP and LGW 

zones are proposed to be a separate new zone labelled Residential Existing New Neighbourhood 

Zone (“RENN Zone”).  There remain portions of each development which are yet to be subdivided 

under the operative Living G provisions, and other sections which have been subdivided but are yet 

to be built upon.   This is a matter we touch on later in our discussion. 

                                                           
[3] Submission on the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan, Ngāi Tahu Property Limited, 8 October 2014, Submission #41, p.41   
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Report Structure  

In setting out the results of our study, we first outline the methodology we adopted, noting also 

some key assumptions we made in collating and interpreting the data.  Following that brief outline, 

we present the factual results of the study, before concluding with an evaluative discussion of the 

results. 

 

Methodology & Limitations 

The approach we adopted for our evaluation involved the following: 

 review of operative standards in the LGP and LGW Zones and proposed standards in the 

RSZ; 

 

 collation and review of approved[4] building plans for all Density B sites in the affected part 

of the LGW Zone and a selection of Density B and C sites in the LGP Zone; 

 

 review of resource consent decisions at Wigram for non-compliance with bulk and location 

indicators; 

 

 comparative analysis of approved plans against three building bulk and location indicators 

in the both the operative Living G Zones and the RSZ; and 

 

 ground truthing[5] of areas affected by the proposed rezoning to quantify the number of 

currently undeveloped lots; 

 

The three bulk and location indicators we selected for our analysis – site coverage, minimum 

outdoor living space area + dimension[6], and minimum road setback distance – are interrelated, and 

are variable for the operative and proposed rule frameworks.  We chose not to assess any sites in 

the Wigram Density C banding as the operative standards for all three indicators are identical with 

the proposed standards in the RSZ.  As shown in Figure 3, our site selection focussed on all Density B 

sites at Wigram, and about half of the sites in the affected area at Prestons.   

                                                           
[4] “approval” in this instance is provided by Ngāi Tahu Property – see also the discussion of assumptions we have made in relation to 
formal RMA approvals obtained from Christchurch City Council.  Covenants on the titles require that landowners obtain approval from NTP 
for any dwelling, so any changes in design that might have occurred following initial approval from NTP would have to approved as well.   
[5] undertaken by NTP staff   
[6] the outdoor living space standard is essentially a combination of two standards – failure to meet the area requirement, shape factor 
component, or both will trigger resource consent under the same rule.  We have accordingly considered the area and shape factor as a 
collective measure for outdoor space.  
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FIGURE 3: Study areas at Prestons (left) and Wigram (right).  Blue areas contain Density B sites, red areas comprise Density C sites. 

Some of the plans provided to us did not offer sufficiently reliable data[7], and accordingly, those 

sites were discounted.  The resulting selection size for our comparative analysis was: 

 Prestons – 53 Density B sites, and 38 Density C sites; and 

 

 Wigram – 79 Density B sites 

 

As a secondary exercise, we sought to determine if any variability in outcomes was evident between 

front lots and rear lots.  In the interest of time, however, we limited this secondary review to the 

Density B area at Prestons.  For this selection, and indeed the wider selection of all sites at Prestons, 

the areas were randomly chosen, albeit with the aim of utilising contiguous areas comprising lots 

with east-west and north-south orientations, and frontages to all cardinal directions[8].  Time did not 

allow a review of all sites in both developments; however, we consider that the study areas we have 

selected provide an acceptably robust sample that is illustrative of each development. 

For our review of the approved building plans, we have assumed that the data provided is accurate 

and is representative of what has been, or is currently being, constructed on each site.  For example, 

where a draftsperson has indicated on a given plan that the site coverage is 35%, we have accepted 

that this figure is both an accurate calculation of the ratio of building area to site area, and that the 

calculation has been informed by any relevant definitions in the City Plan (‘site,’ ‘boundary,’ 

‘building,’ etc.).  Similarly, we have assumed that additional buildings have not been erected on the 

site since the dwelling was approved which would otherwise change the site coverage. 

We have calculated site coverage in circumstances where that assessment was not expressed on the 

plans. These calculations used the site area and building area data provided. For most sites, there 

was a need to undertake some simple measurements of either setback dimensions, outdoor living 

areas or both.   

For 52 of the 79 lots at Wigram, we were also able to reference resource consent decisions[9] for 

non-compliances with the bulk and location standards.  We have assumed that those consents have 

been given effect to through subsequent construction. 

                                                           
[7] for example, some plans were hand drawn and/or not to scale, and others provided no scale or dimensioning at all.  
[8] to this end, several other permutations could have been selected.  
[9] See RMA92021336, RMA92023157 and RMA92023177   
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A walkover of the affected Density C areas at Wigram was undertaken by NTP staff on 27 January 

2015 to determine the number of sites currently vacant in that area.  That information was provided 

to us, along with vacant site data from Prestons collated by the NTP sales team.  As with the detailed 

plans, we have assumed all vacant land statistics provided by NTP are accurate.  Overall, it was 

determined that 35 vacant sites[10] exist in the wider study areas in total. 

As a final quality assurance measure, we also inquired with CCC if a database could be generated to 

indicate all resource consents granted for the sites proposed to be rezoned.  Our initial hope was 

that this data would be readily accessible from Council’s GIS and/or data management systems, and 

would confirm both consent history and vacant site statistics. When we learned it would not be a 

quick or simple exercise to extract that data, we resolved to rely on the data we have been given.  

Though we consider our source data is likely to have a reasonably high level of reliability and 

representativeness, we acknowledge that this could be verified more comprehensively through 

corroboration with the CCC data.  

 

  

                                                           
[10] Comprising 23 sites at Wigram, and 12 at Prestons 
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Results 
 

Setting the scene – operative vs proposed standards 

Before we present our findings, it is appropriate to record the observed differences between the 

proposed bulk and location standards against the operative provisions.  We have noted above that 

the proposed RSZ standards are identical to the LGW Density C Standards as they relate to our three 

indicators; however, this is not the case for the LGW Density B Standards or for either set of 

standards at Prestons (see Table 1).  

Table 1: Comparison of operative and proposed standards[11] 

Standard RSZ LGW Density B LGP Density B LGP Density C 

Max site coverage 35% 60% 60% 40% 

Min outdoor living area & minimum 
dimension 

90m
2
 & 6m 50m

2
 & 4m 75m

2
 & 4.5m 75m

2
 & 4.5m 

Min road setback 4.5m 4.5m 3m 3m 

 

With the exception of the road setback for the RSZ and the LGW sites, the proposed standards 

represent an overall decrease in permitted site coverage, increase in outdoor living area 

requirements and increase in road setback requirements (relative to the operative standards).  In the 

event that the proposed standards become operative, they would redefine the bulk and location 

framework for the future development of these neighbourhoods, including the 35 sites in the wider 

study area which remain unbuilt upon at this time.   

Though we did not analyse the building height or sunlight access standards for the building plans we 

reviewed, we note for completeness that there are additional differences between the operative 

and proposed standards for those bulk and location measures.  For example, the 8m maximum 

height proposed for the RSZ is lower than the 11m height in LGP Density B areas, and the 9m height 

in the Density B and C areas at Wigram.  Density B sites in both Living G zones are also subject to 

more generous sunlight access plane restrictions than the proposed RSZ standard[12]. 

We also note that the lot size requirements for subdivision differ between the operative and 

proposed provisions.  Specifically, the RSZ standard requires a minimum lot size of 450m2, whilst the 

Living G sites use a confined range of minimums and maximums[13] for each density band (250-

450m2 for Density B and 450-750m2 for Density C at Wigram, 450-500m2 for Density B and 600-

650m2 for Density C at Prestons).  Though lot size/density bears a relationship with the bulk and 

location provisions we have examined, we have not considered this matter in any depth in this 

section of the report.   

 

                                                           
[11] see Operative City Plan: Volume 3: Part 2 Living Zones: 9.2 Development Standards & 10.2 Development Standards, and RDP Chapter 
14: 14.2.3 Built Form Standards 
[12] see Operative City Plan: Volume 3: Part 2 Living Zones: Appendix 1 - Recession plane and containment angle diagrams A & B, and RDP 
14.10.2 Appendix - Recession planes 
[13] Wigram Density bands also include a maximum average lot size of 350m2 and 600m2 for Density B and C (respectively)  
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Wigram Data 

Turning first to the site coverage data for the LGW Density B sites, 100% of the 79 sites assessed 

were compliant with the operative 60% coverage standard.  The range for coverage rates was 

between 34% and 48%, with a mean of 42%.  In contrast, when the proposed coverage standard was 

applied, only 2 of the sites met the permitted maximum of 35%.  As shown in Figure 4, this equated 

to a 97.5% non-compliance rate for the dwellings assessed. 

 
FIGURE 4: Site coverage and outdoor living space compliance comparison at Wigram (% of sites) 

For the 77 sites with coverage in excess of the proposed RSZ standard, the approved dwellings would 

be reliant upon existing use rights for the non-compliance, should the proposed provisions become 

operative. The sites would also require resource consent for any future additions or new buildings 

that increase coverage above the permitted 35% threshold.  Where the resulting coverage for such a 

proposal exceeds 40%, it would be assessed as a non-complying activity under the proposed RSZ 

framework.  63 of the dwellings observed (or about 80%) already exceed 40% coverage. 

Outdoor living space requirements exhibited more variable results.  Firstly, 43% of the dwellings 

required resource consent for non-compliance with the operative standards for minimum area, 

minimum dimension, or both.  Under the proposed RSZ standards, 47% of the sites would require 

consent; however it should be noted that this figure does not ‘double count’ the 43% of sites which 

already obtained resource consent under the operative provisions.  If the sites comprising that 43% 

figure are discounted from the site selection for the non-compliance with the RSZ standards, the 

47% of new non-compliances rises to 83%.  Put differently, the new standards almost double the 

rate of non-compliance, compared to the operative.  Only 8 of the 79 sites are fully complying with 

both the operative and proposed outdoor living space requirements. 

Though the road setback requirements are identical for the LGW and RSZ, we nevertheless recorded 

the number of dwellings in breach of the standard under the operative provisions.  To this end, 

roughly 65% of the sites have obtained resource consent to locate dwellings closer than 4.5m to the 
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road boundary.  As shown in Figure 5, when this quantity is combined with the sites that have 

obtained consent for non-compliance with the outdoor living standards, 82% of the Density B sites 

have obtained at least one resource consent relating to those standards.   

 
FIGURE 5: Consents required at Wigram under operative LGW standards (% of sites) 

Given that none of the sites required resource consent for coverage under the operative provisions, 

the 82% figure represents the sum total of consents required for our three indicators under the 

Living G.  In contrast, 99% of the sites would require consent under the proposed RSZ standards, 

with only 1 fully complying site amongst the 79 assessed.   

 

Prestons Data 

For Prestons, we considered the Density B and Density C sites separately. Turning first to the Density 

B selection, again we utilised this sample to highlight any differences between front lots and rear 

lots.  The results for coverage, outdoor space, and road setback are shown in Figure 6 below, and 

include comparative data with rear lots included and excluded from the site selection.  
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FIGURE 6: Site coverage, outdoor living space & setback compliance comparison (% of sites) – Prestons Density B 

 

Site coverage for the Density B sites ranged from 33% to 47%, with a mean of 40%. While no 

dwellings required consent to exceed the operative 60% coverage threshold, 91% of the sites would 

be in breach of the 35% maximum coverage proposed in the RDP, and approximately half would be 

in breach of the 40% non-complying activity threshold.  Similarly, 64% of the buildings assessed were 

within the proposed RSZ 4.5m road setback, though none of the buildings required consent for 

breach of the operative 3m threshold.  The outdoor living space rate of non-compliance jumped 

from 4% for the operative standards to 72% for the proposed. 

When comparing the front lots with rear lots, there is negligible difference in the rates of non-

compliance for coverage and outdoor living space (for either the operative or the proposed 

standards).  As might be expected, however, non-compliance rates for the road setback requirement 

increased when the dataset was revised to exclude rear lots.  That said, this trend was only observed 

in relation to the potential non-compliance with the proposed RSZ standards, as the dwellings 

assessed had a 100% compliance rate with the operative standards for the setback distance (as well 

as coverage). 

Coverage for Density C sites ranged from 24% to 44%, with a mean of 36%.  In total, 3 of the 38 

Density C sites (8%) required resource consent for breach of the 40% operative coverage standard. 

All of the approved dwellings were fully complying with the operative outdoor living space 

standards, and only 1 dwelling required consent for the operative road setback[14].   Figure 7 

illustrates the relative increases in non-compliance between the operative and proposed standards 

for the Density C sites. 

                                                           
[14] It should be noted that this dwelling complied with the 3m setback; however, it’s garage was closer than that permitted where the 
garage is square on to the road. 
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FIGURE 7: Site coverage, outdoor living space & setback compliance comparison (% of sites) – Prestons Density C 

Overall, as indicated in Figure 8, the observed rates of non-compliance at Prestons were 

substantially lower than at Wigram under the operative standards, with only 2 Density B sites and 4 

Density C sites requiring resource consent for proposed dwellings[15]. In contrast, all Density B sites 

would require resource consent under the proposed standards apart from one rear lot example.  The 

Density C sites had slightly lower rates of non-compliance with the RSZ standards, with 3 of the 38 

sites demonstrating full compliance (or non-compliance rate of 92%).   

 
FIGURE 8: Comparison of resource consents required under operative and proposed standards - Prestons 

  

                                                           
[15] or 3.8% and 10.5% of observed sites, respectively 
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Discussion 
 

Equipped with the results of our study, we now return to the purpose of this report, being to 

comment on the points made in the NTP submission.  For completeness, we note that this discussion 

includes both factual and interpretive components.  We have distinguished where we are providing 

our view below, versus where we are simply reporting facts relied upon and/or statistical results 

derived from the data provided to us. 

 

Does the shift to the RSZ equate to an amalgamation of multiple density typologies with variable lot 

size requirements into a single density framework?  

Yes, the proposed rezoning equates to a homogenisation of standards which, in their current 

operative form, are variable across multiple density typologies. It is true that the 450m2 minimum 

size for the RSZ represents a reduction in density potential in the Density B area at Wigram; 

however, our view is that the subdivision pattern is well established and unlikely to be further 

subdivided in the near future.    To this end, we consider the difference between the operative and 

the proposed standards is more of a ‘planner’s annoyance’ than a material reduction in 

development potential. That isn’t to discount that some owners of the Density B sites might have 

relied upon those lot size standards in informing their decision to purchase there.  It is more a 

commentary that we consider it odd that a rezoning would be contemplated for these areas as they 

were only given an urban zoning within the last few years, and are yet to be completed under that 

newly operative zoning. 

At any rate, all of the LGW and LGP sites proposed to be rezoned under Stage 1 have obtained 

resource consent to be the size, shape, and location that they presently are.   

 

Does the proposed rezoning equate to a reduction in permitted site coverage, building height, and 

height in relation to boundary for most sites in the Living G Zones? 

Again, the preamble to our results section illustrated (in a factual sense) that the answer to this 

question is ‘yes.’  However, we also established that some of the operative and proposed provisions 

are aligned – for example, in relation to the RSZ and LGW Density C standards.   

At any rate, it is one thing to identify that there are ‘theoretical’ differences in the planning 

framework, and another to consider how they impact the permitted baseline, development 

potential, and existing use.  Though we did not focus on building height or height in relation to 

boundary (sunlight access) provisions in any detail, we did observe that all the Density B sites and 

the Density C sites at Prestons would experience an overall net reduction in permitted building 

height.  We also noted the similar reduction in permitted development potential for Density B sites 

in both LG zones in relation to the proposed height in relation to boundary standards. 

For site coverage, the results above suggest that a number of adverse consequences will result from 

the proposed rezoning.  For the Density B sites in both areas, none of the dwellings required 
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resource consent for coverage under the operative provisions.  Under the proposed RSZ standard, 

however, more than 90% of these dwellings would not be permitted.  All of these sites would 

therefore have to rely upon existing use rights for coverage, and the permitted baseline will be 

reduced by 25% for any future additions.  The LGP Density C sites would not be as drastically 

affected by the proposed rezoning; however there would still be a 5% reduction in permitted 

coverage if the proposed standards are made operative, and over 50% of the dwellings would be 

reliant upon existing use rights for coverage.  

Moreover, well over half of the dwellings assessed would be in excess of the non-complying activity 

threshold proposed for the RSZ. Any future additions or further buildings proposed on these sites 

(such as a shed or sleep out), would therefore be subject to the s104D(RMA) test. 

Overall, our view is that the above equates to a very poor outcome from a RMA administration 

perspective, let alone in terms of the anticipated environmental results for the developments over 

the medium to long term (which were only established by way of rezoning within the last 4 years).  

Proof of existing use rights falls upon the property owner, and in our experience, existing use 

certificates can be more complicated and/or frustrating than resource consent processes for matters 

of this nature.  In addition, we consider it would be unreasonable to require future additions and 

modest site coverage breaches to be assessed as non-complying activities, particularly given the 

level of development anticipated by the original rules applying when the affected dwellings were 

established. 

 

Does the proposed rezoning equate to increases in on-site open space requirements that do not 

reflect the scale of development anticipated under the Living G Zone and the relevant ODP? 

With the exception of the Density C sites at Wigram, the minimum outdoor living area required by 

the RSZ would be larger than under the Operative Plan.  At Prestons, more than a quarter of Density 

C sites and almost three quarters of the Density B sites would therefore be forced to rely upon 

existing use rights for failure to provide sufficient outdoor space.  Again, this would not just result in 

a loss of development potential, but also alter the presumption for the ‘appropriate’ scale of 

development established under the permitted baseline for any future applications for additions to 

dwellings which may already be well in excess of the proposed bulk & location standards. 

The results at Wigram are more variable when considering outdoor space requirements, as nearly 

half of the sites obtained resource consent under the operative provisions.  In this sense, the same 

s10 issues highlighted in relation to Prestons would not be relevant for those sites where consent 

has been obtained.  For more than 80% of the remaining sites, however, existing use rights would 

again become a live issue in the RSZ is made operative. 

In critically analysing the Wigram data, it is evident to us that the outdoor space requirement and 

the front yard setback became the default consent requirement for non-compliance with the 

permitted standards in order to ‘fit’ dwellings of a desired size on sites which were all in accordance 

with the City Plan’s expectations for lot size.  Given that more than 80% of the dwellings had to 

obtain consent for breach of either or both of these standards, it suggests to us that the operative 

bulk and location standards, as an integrated whole, are not optimal.  
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Notwithstanding this, however, all of the applications we reviewed seeking to breach the permitted 

standards for setbacks and/or outdoor space requirements were granted.  This suggests to us that, 

at the very least, additional thought should be given to potentially liberalising of bulk and location 

standards under the RSZ (where it is proposed to take the place of a Living G Zone).  

 

Conclusion 

Overall, we consider that the above illustrates that the proposed rezoning of the LG Zones to the RSZ 

will be to the detriment of the administration of the District Plan as the overwhelming majority of 

sites we analysed would be forced to rely upon existing use rights.  The data also illustrates to us 

that a large number of sites would experience substantial reductions in future development 

potential, should owners wish to add to or alter existing dwellings.   

Where sites have been subdivided, but are yet to be purchased and/or built upon (including the 35 

vacant sites in the study areas), the rezoning could likewise alter the permitted building envelope.  In 

our view, the data above illustrates that this is likely to result in either a higher proportion of sites 

requiring resource consent than the status quo, or a net reduction in average building size where 

landowners wish to avoid the resource consent process. 

As briefly mentioned earlier in this report, the Council is yet to notify Stage 2 of the RDP.  However, 

the draft proposals indicate that the RENN Zone provisions will apply across the remainder of the 

LGW and LGP areas not affected by Stage 1.  In our preliminary review of the RENN Zone rules and 

standards, we have observed that those provisions bear a close resemblance[16] to the corresponding 

operative Living G provisions.  In our view, it would be preferable that the RENN Zone model is 

adopted for the entirety of the Living G areas as this would provide a means to avoid a number of 

the adverse consequences created by the RSZ rezoning.  It also makes sense to us that a single zone 

should apply across each respective area, rather than a split zoning of RSZ and RENN Zone. 

                                                           
[16] In particular, the RENN adopts a multiple-density framework and largely retains the various Living G bulk and location standards for the 
respective density areas. There are some notable differences in activity status, and building standards, however. 
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Chapter 8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 
 

(part) 
 
 

Key: 
 

This is the amended position of the Council that will be supported in the Council's Evidence in 

Chief (to be filed on 11 March 2015): 

 
The following text is an extract from the notified version of the proposed Christchurch City Council 
Replacement District Plan.   It has been amended as a result of Council's consideration of 
submissions – additions are  underlined in black text and deletions are  struck through in black 
text. 

 

The submission giving scope for change is identified in square brackets after the relevant change 
eg [#310 Council]. 

 
For completeness, note that this document also contains dark blue text and  underlined green text. 

This text is as it appears in the notified proposals and indicates links to key documents and links to 
definitions respectively (ie it does not represent amendments) 
 
Amendments proposed by Mr Jones are shown as red text 
.
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8.4 Zone  sSpecific rRules Subdivision and  dDevelopment 
 

 
8.4.2 New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

8.4.2A.1 Controlled Activities – New Neighbourhood Zone 

 
C1 Subdivision   

 

Where notification is 

required it shall be limited to 

affected land owners within 

the ODP area. 

 

 
The subdivision consent application shall: 

a.     achieve a minimum net density of 15 
households per hectare. 

 
b.  be in accordance with the applicable Outline 

Development Plan 
 

c.      be accompanied by a Neighbourhood Plan which 
shall address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6 of 
this chapter, in such detail as corresponds with 
the scale and complexity of the site and 
application. 

 
d.   comply with the standards at 8.4.2.5 (1)-(9) below 
 
 
 
Note: Comprehensive subdivision and land use 

applications are considered under Rule RD1 
below.  

 

8.4.2A.2 Matters of Control 

 
1.    For C1, the Council has restricted its discretion to the matters at 8.5.3, 8.5.4.1 – 4 and 8.5.4.8-8.5.4.9  

 

 

8.4.2.1  Restricted Discretionary Activities – New Neighbourhood Zone 
 

 
Subdivision is a restricted discretionary activity and shall comply with the standards listed below. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the matters set out at 

8.4.2.4. 

 
 

 

Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

Comment [RMG1]: These may need to 
be consequentially amended if proposed 

deletions are accepted. 

Comment [RMG2]: Consequential 

changes may be required if amendments are 
adopted to the assessment matters. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43263
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43262
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RD1 
 

Neighbourhood           Plan 

Area: 

 
Comprehensive subdivision 

and land use consent 

application 

 
Where notification is 

required it shall be limited 

to affected land owners 

within the ODP area. 

 

a.  The subdivision  application to create titles and 

the land use consent application  shall be for 

the  building are processed together.; and 

 
b.    The subdivision shall meet the standards 

8.4.2.5 (2) –  (9) and standards of 14.6.3.2, 

14.6.3.4, and 14.6.3.8 – 14.6.3.19 of Chapter 

14. [#1134/Danne Mora] 

a.  Building shown in the comprehensive 

subdivision and land use consent 

application shall meet the following built 

form standards: 

i  Maximum height of any building: 11m 

 
Where the standards in (a) above are not met, 

the activity status shall remain Restricted 

Discretionary with the discretion restriction 

to matters set out in 8.5 and 14.9. 
 

 
b.  The comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent shall be accompanied by: 

1. Context and Site Analysis Plans 

2. Design Rationale 

3. a. Neighbourhood Plan, 

which shall  cover address a minimum area of 

8ha and address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6  of 

this chapter. 

c.  The comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent application shall be: 

i  for a developable area of at least 7000m2
 

within the 8ha Neighbourhood Plan area; and 

ii  in accordance with the applicable Outline 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
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Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

  
 

Development Plan. 

 
Note: Any consent granted may apply to the 

land the subject of the Plans at (c) above 

where necessary to ensure access to the 

transport network, services, open space and 

other elements identified in the Outline 

Development Plan. 

d.  The development shall be in accordance with 

the applicable Outline Development Plan. The 

comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent application may include  future 

development allotments. 

[#496/CERA, #734/Paul Murphy] 
 

 
e.  The comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent application shall contain 3 or more of the 

following  building typologies: 

i.             Standalone House; 

ii.            Duplex; 

iii.           Terrace; 

iv.           Apartment; 

 
with no single typology making up more than  two 

thirds 80% of the total  number of residential 

units. 

[#381/Oakvale,  #575/NZIS,  #602/Peter  Hubbard, 

#734/Paul  Murphy,  #733/Meyn,  #806/Ngai  Tahu, 

#824/Halswell    Trust,    #826/Holistic    Education, 

#900/Luneys Buchanans, #907/Freyberg 

Developments,   #908   Quaife   Road,   #931/Milns 

Road, #931/Milns Road, #969/Davie Lovell] 

 
f.  The comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent application shall demonstrate the 

delivery of a minimum new neighbourhood net 

density of 15 households per hectare. 

 
Notes: 

1. The consent application will only be publicly 

notified if it is inconsistent with an existing 

Outline Development Plan or Neighbourhood 

Plan. In other instances, the application will 

be limited notified within the Neighbourhood 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41779
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41779
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
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Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

  
Plan area. 

2. 1. Where open space is shown on an Outline 

Development Plan and that land is not required 

by the Council as a recreation reserve or local 

purpose reserve then that land can be developed 

for residential purposes in accordance with the 

wider Outline Development Plan intentions. 

3. Where  the standards  in Chapter  14 listed at 

(a) above are not met, the activity status will 

be as provided for in Chapter 14 for the 

relevant standard(s). 

 
[General amendments and structural amendments to 

RD1 and RD2: #377/Maurice R Carter, #980/Prestons, 

#389/CDL Land, #3806/Ngai Tahu, #381/Oakvale, 

#806/Canterbury Racecourse Reserve, #788/K Bush 

Road, #907/Freyberg] 

 

RD2 Density uplift areas: 

 

Comprehensive 

subdivision and land use 

consent application 

 

a.  The subdivision application to create titles and 

the land use consent application for the 

building are processed together; and 

b.  The subdivision shall meet the standards 

8.4.2.5 (2) –  (9) and standards of 
14.6.3.2, 

14.6.3.4, and 14.6.3.8 – 14.6.3.19 of Chapter 

14. c.  The comprehensive subdivision and land 

use 

consent shall be accompanied by: 

1. Context and Site Analysis Plans 

2. Design Rationale 

which shall address a minimum area of 8ha 

and address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6 of 

this chapter. 

d.  The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall be for a developable 

area of at least 7000m2. 

e.  The development shall be in accordance with 

the applicable Outline Development Plan. The 

comprehensive  subdivision and land use 

consent application may include future 

development allotments. 

f.  The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall contain three or 

more of the following building typologies: 

i.  Standalone House; 

ii. Duplex; 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43590
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
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Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

  
 

iii. Terrace; 

iv. Apartment; 

with no single typology making up more than 

two thirds of the total. 

g.  The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall demonstrate the 

delivery of a minimum new neighbourhood net 

density of 15 households a hectare. 

Notes: 

1.   The consent application will only be publicly 

notified if it is inconsistent with an existing 

Outline Development Plan or  Neighbourhood 

Plan. In other instances, the application will be 

limited notified within the  Density uplift area. 

2.    Where open space is shown on an Outline 

Development Plan and that land is not 

required by the Council as a recreation 

reserve or local purpose reserve then that 

land can be developed for residential 

purposes in accordance with the wider Outline 

Development Plan intentions. 

RD3 

RD2 

Subdivision consent  only 

 
Where notification is 

required it shall be limited 

to affected land owners 

within the ODP area. 

 
The subdivision consent application shall 

a.            meet a minimum of 15 households per 
hectare. 

b.  show  a mix of at least 3 or more of the 

following building typologies: 
i.    Standalone house; 

ii.   Duplex; 

iii.  Terrace; 

iv.  Apartment; 

with  no  single  typology  making  up  more 
than  80% two thirds of the total number  of 

residential         units.         

[#381/Oakvale, 

#575/NZIS,  #602/Peter  Hubbard,  
#734/Paul 

Murphy,     #733/Meyn,     #806/Ngai     
Tahu, 

#824/Halswell Trust, #826/Holistic 
Education, 

#900/Luneys     Buchanans,     
#907/Freyberg 

Developments,       #908       Quaife       
Road, 

#931/Milns      Road,      #931/Milns      
Road, 

#969/Davie 
Lovell] 

c.   be  for  a  minimum  of  7000m2 
developable   area   and   may   include 
future development allotments. 

d. be in accordance with the applicable Outline 

Comment [RMG3]: This Rule should be 
deleted as it relates to the subdivide only 

path, if a controlled activity status is 
preferred. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41632
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43590
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
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Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

  
 

Development Plan. 

 
e.      be accompanied by: 

 

[#381/Oakvale, #602/Peter Hubbard, 

#734/Paul Murphy, #824 Halswell Trust, 

#908 Quaife Road] 

 
i. Context and Site Analysis  Plans 
ii.   Design Rationale Detailed Design 

Statement 
which shall address a minimum area of 
8ha and address the matters set out at 
8.4.2.6 of this chapter. 

 
which shall address the matters set 
out at 8.4.2.6 of this chapter, in such 
detail as corresponds with the scale 
and complexity of the site and 
application. 

 
[#380/Marriner investments, #602/Peter 
Hubbard, #734/Paul Murphy, 

#824/Halswell Trust, #826/Holistic 
Education, #900 Luneys Buchanans, 

#907/Freyberg, #908 Quaife Road, 
#931/Milns Road, #969/Davie Lovell] 

 
f.   meet the standards at 8.4.2.5 (1)-(9) below, 

except where a comprehensive block 
subdivision and land use consent 
application   (in   clause   g   below)   is 
applied for. 

 
g.  If  a  comprehensive  block  subdivision 

and land use consent application is 
applied for, be for a minimum of 7000m2 
developable area which: 

 
i.   Can incorporate a square of 50m x 

50m; 
ii.  Shows buildings meet the standards 

of      14.6.3.2,      14.4.3.4,      14.6.3.8, 
14.6.3.11,   14.6.3.13   -   14.6.3.18   of 
Chapter 14; 

iii. Meets  the  assessment  matters  of 
8.5.4.1-8.5.4.7 and 14.9.6; 

iv.   Is accompanied by a Neighbourhood 

Plan Set. 

Comment [RMG4]: Is this relevant 
given the activity is meant for subdivision 

only? 

Comment [RMG5]: Is this relevant 
given the activity is meant for subdivision 

only? 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43263
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Activity 
 

Restricted discretionary standards 

  
 

v.    The comprehensive block 

subdivision and land use consent 

application shall not include future 

development allotments. 

 
Where the standards above are not met, the 

activity status shall remain Restricted 

Discretionary with the discretion restriction to 

matters set out in 8.5 (and 14.9 in relation to 

the comprehensive block subdivision and land 

use consent application). 

 

 
Notes: 

1.  The consent application shall not be publicly 

notified, but instead will be limited notified 

within the Density uplift area. [#900/Luneys 

Buchanans] 

2.  1. Where open space is shown on an Outline 

Development Plan and that land is not required by 

the Council as a recreation reserve or local 

purpose reserve then that land can be developed 

for residential purposes in accordance with the 

wider Outline Development Plan intentions. 

Comment [RMG6]: Conflicts with D2 
below 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43590
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RDX Subdivision which does not 
meet any one or more of the 
controlled activity standards 
under Rule C1 above. 
 
Where notification is required it 
shall be limited to affected land 
owners within the ODP area. 

 
NIL 

 

 

8.4.2.2  Discretionary Activities – New Neighbourhood Zone 
 

 
The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

 
 

 

Activity 

 

D1 
 

1.        A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application under 

RD1 or that does not meet: 

a.  the delivery of a minimum  new neighbourhood net density of 15 and 

details are supplied of alternative land within the outline development 

plan area, of which the applicant is the registered proprietor, to which 

the shortfall in density can be transferred in future resource consent 

applications under one of  RD1, RD2 or RD2; or 

b.  compliance with criteria RD1 (a)  to (e) and (b).. 

 

D2 
 

1.        A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43258
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43307
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43258
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43258
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43258
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43258
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
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Activity 

 
 

under RD2 or that does not meet: 

a.  the delivery of a minimum  new neighbourhood net density of 15 

and details are supplied of alternative land within the outline 

development plan area, of which the applicant is the registered 

proprietor, to which the shortfall in density can be transferred in 

future resource consent applications under one of  RD1,  RD2 or 

RD3; or 

b.  compliance with criteria  RD2 (a) and (b). 

 

D3D2 
 

1.        A subdivision consent application under  RD2 does not meet: 

a.  the delivery of a minimum  new neighbourhood net density of 15 and 

details are supplied of alternative land within the outline development 

plan area, of which the applicant is the registered proprietor, to which 

the shortfall in density can be transferred in future resource consent 

applications under one of  RD1, RD2 or RD2. 

b.  compliance with criteria RD2 (b) to (g) and (b).. 

 

NC2 
 

A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application under  RD1 that 

does not meet the criteria at  RD1 except where D1 is applicable. 

 

NC3 
 

A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application under  RD2 that 

does not meet the criteria at  RD2 except where D2 is applicable. 

 

NC4 
 

A subdivision consent application under  RD3 that does not meet the criteria at 

RD3 except where  D3 is applicable. 

 

In  determining  whether  to  grant  or decline  consent  and  impose  conditions,  the  Council  will 

consider the matters at  8.5.3  and 8.5.4  (and 14.9 in relation to the comprehensive  block 

subdivision and land use consent application), and any other relevant matter. 

 
8.4.2.3  Non-complying activities - New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

 
The activities listed below are Non Complying. 

 
 

 

Activity 

 

NC1 
 

Subdivision  activities  that are not otherwise  listed  as  Restricted  Discretionary  or 

Discretionary Activities. 

 

NC2 
 

A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application under  RD1 that does 

not meet the criteria at  RD1 except where  D1 is applicable. 
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Activity 

 

NC3 
 

A comprehensive  subdivision and land use consent application under  RD2 that does 

not meet the criteria at  RD2 except where  D2 is applicable. 

 

NC4 
 

A  subdivision consent application under  RD3 that does not meet the criteria at  RD3 

except where  D3 is applicable. 

 

8.4.2.4  Matters for discretion 
 

 

1.    For RD1  and RD2, the Council has restricted its discretion to the matters at  8.5.3 and  8.5.4. 

2.    For RD32, the Council has restricted its discretion to the matters at 8.5.3 and 8.5.4.1 - 5 and 

14.9 
 

 

8.4.2.5  New Neighbourhood Zone Standards 
 

 

1.   1. Minimum residential  allotment area and range 

a.  The minimum residential  allotment area shall be: 

i.     corner allotments 400 square metres; and ii.     

all other  allotments 300 200 square metres. 
 

   Except that: 
 

i.      10% of the total number of residential allotments can be between 180m2 and 

300m2. 

[#380/Marriner,  #788/K  Bush  Road,  #896/Catherbury  Racecourse  Reserve, 

#907/Freyberg] 

 
This  rule  shall  not  apply  to  that  area  of  site  for  which  a  comprehensive  block 

subdivision and land use consent application is made. 

 
2.  Minimum subdividable Area 

a. The minimum area of a vacant site subdivision  area shall be 7000 square metres. 

[#575/NZIS, #969/Davie Lovell, #900/Luneys Buchanans, #931/Milns Road] 

 
3.   2. Minimum Residential Allotment Road Boundary Length 

a.  The minimum width of the  road boundary of a residential  allotment shall be on: 

i.     corner residential  allotments 14 metres on each  road boundary; and

Comment [RMG8]: If RD2 is retained, 
these matters should be amended to refer to 

the correct sections below. 
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ii.     all other residential  allotments 10 metres., except:  

a. for rear lots, there shall be no minimum allotment road boundary width; and 
a.b.  (as shown in the diagram below) where an allotment is proposed for 

a future mid block terrace, the minimum width of the road boundary 
shall be 7m. [#788/K Bush Road] 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10m 7m          7m          7m          7m 10m

4.   3. Maximum cul-de-sac length 

a.  The maximum length of a cul-de-sac shall be: 

i.  where there is a pedestrian connection from the cul-de-sac head to an adjacent 

street 150 metres; and 

ii.     on all other cul-de-sacs 75  100 metres. [#575/NZIS, #969/Davie Lovell, 

#900/Luneys Buchanans, #907/Freyberg, #931/Milns Road] 

 
5.   4. Minimum percentage of road  frontage to public  reserves to which the public has a general 

right of access. 

a.  The minimum percentage of the perimeter of a public  reserve, to which the public has a 

general right of access, to abut a local road shall be 25 per cent. 

 
6.   5. Minimum size for a recreation  reserve. 

a.  The minimum area for a recreation  reserve shall be 3000 square metres. 

b.  Any land to vest in Council  reserve intended for utilities, walkways or stormwater 

conveyance shall have a minimum width of eight metres. 

 
7.   6. Maximum residential block size 

a.  The maximum peripheral boundary length of any block containing residential  allotments 

shall be maximum of 800 metres. 

 

8.   7.  Allotment frontage 

a.  Every allotment shall have a  frontage to public space of a minimum length of 10 metres. 

The requirement shall not be satisfied by access alone. 

 
9.   8. Minimum New Neighbourhood entry area widths 

a.  Minimum dimension for a new neighbourhood entry area shall be 8 metres. 
 

 

8.4.2.6  Neighbourhood Plan, Context  Anaylsis, and Site Analysis, and 

Neighhood Plan requirements [#381/Oakvale, #602/Peter Hubbard, #734/Paul Murphy, #824 

Halswell Trust, #908 Quaife Road]
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A Neighbourhood Plan shall consist of the following: 

 
i.    Context and Site Analysis 

 
ii    Detailed Design Statement 

iii   Neighbourhood Plan Set 

Explanatory Notes 

 
A  Neighbourhood  Plan  provides  the  basis  to  understand  how a  larger  subdivision  is  to  be 

comprehensively developed and is  a gateway  an overarching document  to assess against 

which the combined subdivision and land use consenting  process  requirements for larger sites 

is assessed as detailed in RD1 in section  8.4.2.1. The Neighbourhood Plan must as a 

minimum must cover 8ha..   A Neighbourhood Plan must also be prepared for subdivision 

applications where the combined subdivision and land use path is not utilized; however, some information 
requirements for the Neighbourhood Plan components will not be relevant.The minimum area covered 
by a Neighbourhood Plan is 8ha. 

 

The Neighbourhood Plan must include a set of plans that illustrate the design rationale 

within the Neighbourhood Plan area inclusive of the matters contained within the Context 

and Site Analysis and the Detailed Design Statement. 
 

A Context  Analysis  and  a  Site Analysis  are  is  a means for the applicant to outline details of the 
setting in which the site is located and the nature of the site,  and its and  which should be 
extensively cross referred to in informing the development of the site as proposed in the 
Resource  Consent  application   will  provide a description  of the  key elements  and 
influences on the proposed  development and any relevant opportunities  or constraints that should 
be taken into account in the design process. 

 

 The  Detailed  Design  Statement  should  outline  how  the  development ’s  structure,  

layout   and form was shaped, addressing competing influences identified in the context 

and site analysis, in conjunction with the overarching design principles.   The  

statement should also, as required, discuss any alternative responses that may have  

been rejected as part of the design process. 

 

These documents  will consist of plans,  accompanying  illustrations,  text and any other 

relevant material. 

 

1. Context  and Site Analysis 

Details the key existing elements and influences in the vicinity of the proposed development 

and in turn convey the relationship of the site to the surrounding area. 

 
Minimum requirements for a The Context  and Site Analysis shall include: 

a.  Topography, natural and built environment features, views and vistas; 

b.  Adjacent land use zoning and land use; 

c.    Subdivision pattern, street and block layout; 

d.  Public open space and publicly accessible space; 

e.  Location of community facilities (shops, schools, sports and cultural facilities, etcwhere relevant); 

f.   Existing and proposed public transport routes and stops, and public access ways from the 

bus stops to the site; 
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g.  Movement network including vehicle, cycle and pedestrian routes; 

h.  Protected  buildings, places and objects, protected trees, historic heritage, and 

archaeological sites; 

i.    R ecogniti on of N gāi T ahu cul tural  values,  history  and i denti ty  associated  w i th 

 speci fi c  pl aces;  and  

i.    Sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu, identified cultural landscapes, wahi tapu and 

wahi taonga, indigenous biodiversity, history, and recognition of Ngai Tahu identity 

associated with specific places. [#1145/Mahaanui Kurataiiao] 

j.   Character and other existing buildings and structures.  

k.  Site orientation  including  a  north  point  on  the  plans ;  

l.     Climactic conditions including prevailing winds;  

m.  Existing trees and landscaping, including that  to  be retained;  

n.  Hazardous features, such as areas of soil contamination, unstable land and 

overhead power lines. 

 
2. Detailed Design Statement must include: 

 
a.  An overall vision statement for the site which identifies key deliverables/outcomes 

which may be linked to RMA outcomes (objectives and policies) or site specific 

outcomes (giving a clear steer to buyers and developers that these would be 

secured via covenants or other binding mechanisms). 

b.  In respect to 8.4.2.0 – C1 and 8.4.2.1 - RD1, an analysis in support of the overall development 

structure provided by the Outline Development Plan, with more a refined 

development proposal for the area that is covered by the Neighbourhood Plan 

including urban form, movement network, open space and infrastructure. 

c.  In respect to 8.4.2.1 –  RD2, an analysis in support of the overall development 

structure provided by the Outline Development Plan, with more a refined 

development proposal for the area that is covered by the comprehensive block 

subdivision and land use consent application including integration with the 

surrounding land development pattern, movement network, street and block form, 

open space, and the management of site interfaces. 

d. An analysis of the lot arrangement, size and allocation of defined residential 
building typologies. Sufficient analysis and information should be provided to 
demonstrate that relevant development standards in Chapter 8 and Chapter 14 can 

be met (notably those related to daylight, outdoor living space and street interface).  Where a given 

application is for subdivision only, it will be acceptable to demonstrate how a number of typologies 

can be accommodated on the range of lots provided for. 

 
2. Neighbourhood Plan Set 

 
a. A set of plans to accompany the Detailed Design Statement including: 

i.     Lot arrangement 

ii.    Lot size 

iii.   Allocation of housing typologies* 

iv.   Landscaping 

v.    Shading analysis* 

vi.   Movement network 

vii.  Infrastructure 
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viii. Open space 

ix.   Street interface 

*  Only applicable to combined subdivision and land use applications 

          

 Site Analysis 

Details the key existing elements and influences of the development site to illustrate 

the opportunities and constraints present. 

Minimum requirements for a Site Analysis include: 

a. Site orientation including a north point; 

b. Climatic conditions; 

c. Topography, natural and built environment features, and views; 

d. Existing trees and landscaping and that to be retained; 

e. Protected buildings, places and objects, protected trees, historic heritage, and 

 archaeologi cal  sites;  

f.  Hazardous features, such as areas of soil contamination, unstable land and 

 overhead  pow er l i nes; 

g. Public open space and publicly accessible space; 

h. Site subdivision  pattern, internal access and layout; 

i.  Existing and potential vehicle, pedestrian and cyclist access points (including 

 natural  desir e li nes), parking  areas  and potenti al connecti ons through  the  site; 

j.  Land use zoning and land use, including required setbacks from adjacent 

 acti vi ti es;  

k. Nature of site boundaries (residential, commercial, industrial, open space); 

l.  Interfaces where buffers will be required; 

m. Public domain elements such as footpaths, street trees and cycle stands; 

n. Existing buildings and structures, indicating whether or not they are to be retained 

 and  i ncl udi ng  bui l di ng  footpri nts  and  heights;  

o. Character and other existing buildings and structures; and 

p. Potential locations available for stormwater management, if required. 

 

 
 

          Neighbourhood Plan 

An overall vision  statement for the site which identifies key deliverables/outcomes 

which may be linked  to RMA outcomes  (objectives and policies)  or site specific 

outcomes (giving a clear steer to buyers and developers that these would be secured 

via covenants or other binding mechanisms). 

a.      The overall development structure provided by the Outline Development Plan, and 

more refined development structure for the area including movement network, open 

space, and infrastructure. This includes cross sections of streets and blocks and overall 

site wide strategies such as structural landscape elements. 

b.      Lot arrangement, size and allocation of defined housing typologies. This level 

should contain sufficient analysis to demonstrate that relevant development standards in 

the subdivision  and residential chapters can be met (notably those related to daylight and 

outdoor living space). 
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8.5 Assessment Matters 
 
 

8.5.4 Assessment Matters – New Neighbourhood Zone 

8.5.4.1  Place making and context 
Whether the subdivision, block, site and (where relevant) building design and layout: 

 

1.  addresses the existing context including retention ofacknowledges   existing natural 

and built features, adjacent patterns of development and potential visual and physical 

connections; 
 

2.  creates a distinctive identity, drawn from the context and built on through each 

aspect of the design including the block, street and open space layout, to the 

configuration of allotments and elements of the open space; 

Comment [JS1]: Formatting and word 

changes to reflect Hearings Panel 
decision on Priority Matter 4: 
Meadowlands Exemplar.

 

3.  provides for a comprehensive network of vehicle, cycle and pedestrian routes that 

maintain or enhance safe and efficient physical and visual links within the area and to 

surrounding neighbourhoods; 

 
4.  distributes allotments for higher density building typologies to support community and 

retail facilities and public transport, and create a critical mass of activity and focus for 

development; 

 
5.  enables  housing  typologies  to  establish  that  are  reflective  of  the  anticipated 

density of the area in which they are located. 
 

6.  locates larger  allotments on corner  sites to provide for larger scale building typologies 

that address adjacent streets and open spaces  to and assist neighbourhood legibility; 
 

7.  provides public and private space, including communal space that is useable and 

accessible, incorporates large scale tree planting, and low impact design features; 
 

8.  provides public and private space to that incorporates large scale tree planting, 

and low impact design features. 
 

8.   enables allotments to accommodate non residential uses that provide 

opportunities for formal and informal community interaction and provides services 

that meet the daily needs of the community. 
 

 

8.5.4.2  Block layout 

 
Whether the block layout: 

 
8.  responds to and complements the design and layout of adjacent blocks, streets and open 

spaces; 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 14 of 22

Comment [RMG11]: This is a vague 

matter, and too open to subjective 

assessment. It should be revised to provide 

greater certainty to applicants and 

processing planners, or it should be deleted. 

Comment [RMG12]: Vague – this 

should be clarified if it is to be retained. 

Comment [RMG13]: Duplicates matter 

1 above.  These could be rationalised into 1 

matter. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41490
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41490
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41490
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724


 

 

 

Chapter 8 – Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

 

Revised Proposal – 9 March 2015 
 

9.  provides block  has dimensions and orientation which will provide for efficient vehicle 

access and parking that is safe for pedestrians and cyclists, and that does not 

compromise the quality of current or future public or private space; 

10. provides for a mix of residential allotments to contain a range of building 

typologies that can accommodate all life stages and a diversity of housing needs; 

10. provides  allotments that promotes  building typologies that retain the central area 

of the block for open space or shared vehicle  access; 

11. provides  allotments that promote building typologies that protect the privacy and 

outlook of adjacent sites; 

10. provides allotments of a size and dimension that promote  building  typologies with a high 

level of visual interaction with the street and other public spaces, while providing for a 

cohesive street scene and neighbourhood; and 

11. provides for a distribution of allotments to accommodate single, semi-detached 

and multi-unit (terraces and apartments) housing. 

11. allows for good passive surveillance and a safe environment within streets and 

other open spaces. 

 
8.5.4.3  Allotment design 

 

 
Whether the  allotment design and orientation: 

1.    supports building typologies that reinforce the scale of the street; 

2.    promotes allotments which support building typologies that provide for efficient and 

useable outdoor living spaces at a size appropriate to the typology, as well as the ability to 

attain a high level of on-site landscape amenity; 

3.  provides for a distribution of single, semi-detached and multi-unit (terraces and 

apartments) building typologies; 

4.  provides for corner allotments that support multi-unit building typologies that address 

adjacent streets and open spaces; 

5.  promotes building typologies that retain the central area of the block for open space or 

shared vehicle access; 

6.    supports the integration of vehicle  access, car parking and garaging in a way that is safe for 

pedestrians and cyclists as well as vehicles, and does not dominate the allotment, 

particularly when viewed from the street and open spaces; 

7.  supports the provision of residential allotments which would allow garaging and 

parking to be secondary to habitable spaces both with respect to size and expression 

of form, and which are able to be incorporated into the overall building design 

especially when accessed directly form the street; and 

8.    promotes allotments which supports building typologies that provide for storage and 

service space, including for washing lines, rubbish and recycling bins, in a manner which is: 

a.  readily accessible, conveniently located, safe and secure to use by  building occupants; 

b.   located and designed to minimise adverse effects on occupants, neighbours and public 

spaces.; and 

c. suitable to accommodate a typical range of maintenance and recreational 

equipment such as bicycles. 

 
8.5.4.4  Mix of allotment sizes 
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Whether there is a mix of allotment sizes that: 

1.    provides for a range of building typologies that can accommodate all life stages and a 

diversity of housing needs  and the mechanism by which these typologies are required to 

be constructed;; 

2.    promotes building typologies that protect the privacy,  daylight access and outlook of 

adjacent sites; and 

3.    provides for a distribution of allotments to capable of accommodate accommodating:  

 a.  standalone house; or 

b.  duplex; or  

c.   terrace; or  

d.  apartment; or 

e. other appropriate typologies. 

 

88..55..44..55  BBuuiillddiinngg ttyyppoollooggyy [[ffoorr ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee ssuubbddiivviissiioonn aanndd llaanndd uussee 

ccoonnsseenntt RRDD11]] 

 
11..    WWhheetthheerr aa mmiixx ooff  bbuuiillddiinngg  ttyyppoollooggiieess aarree pprroovviiddeedd tthhaatt aaccccoommmmooddaattee aallll lliiffee ssttaaggeess,, pphhyyssiiccaall 

aabbiilliittiieess,, aanndd ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess ffoorr ssoocciioo--eeccoonnoommiicc ddiivveerrssiittyy.. 

22..    WWhheetthheerr bbuuiillddiinngg ttyyppoollooggiieess aarree iinntteeggrraatteedd wwiitthh ttyyppoollooggiieess aaccrroossss tthhee bblloocckk ttoo pprroovviiddee aa 

ccoohheessiivvee ssttrreeeett sscceennee aanndd nneeiigghhbboouurrhhoooodd,, ffuunnccttiioonnaall  oouuttddoooorr lliivviinngg ssppaaccee aanndd ggoooodd lleevveellss ooff 

pprriivvaaccyy aanndd ddaayylliigghhtt.. 

33..    WWhheetthheerr tthheerree iiss aa ddiissttrriibbuuttiioonn ooff ssiinnggllee,, sseemmii--ddeettaacchheedd aanndd mmuullttii--uunniitt ((tteerrrraacceess aanndd 

aappaarrttmmeennttss)) hhoouussiinngg aaccrroossss tthhee ddeevveellooppmmeenntt tthhaatt ccoommpplleemmeennttss aanndd ssuuppppoorrttss tthhee llooccaattiioonn ooff 

ootthheerr sseerrvviicceess pprroovviiddeedd iinn tthhee ssuubbddiivviissiioonn.. 

44..    WWhheetthheerr bbuuiillddiinnggss aarree llooccaatteedd ttoo tthhee eeddggee ooff tthhee bblloocckk ttoo:: 

aa..  pprroovviiddee ssuurrvveeiillllaannccee ttoo tthhee ssttrreeeett;; 

bb..  mmaakkee uussee ooff tthhee aaddddiittiioonnaall oouuttllooookk aaffffoorrddeedd bbyy tthhee ssttrreeeett;; 

cc..   pprrootteecctt pprriivvaaccyy ooff aaddjjaacceenntt nneeiigghhbboouurrss;; 

dd..  pprrootteecctt aanndd eennhhaannccee pprriivvaattee bbaacckk yyaarrddss aanndd ppllaannttiinngg ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess aatt ssccaallee;; aanndd 

ee..  aallllooww ffoorr tthhee ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee mmaannaaggeemmeenntt ooff vveehhiiccllee  aacccceessss aanndd ccaarr ppaarrkkiinngg.. 

WWhheetthheerr mmuullttii--uunniitt,, mmuullttii--ssttoorreeyy ttyyppoollooggiieess aarree llooccaatteedd aatt ccoorrnneerr ssiitteess iinn oorrddeerr ttoo:: 

aa..  iimmpprroovvee wwaayy ffiinnddiinngg aanndd ddiissttiinnccttiioonn ooff ssttrreeeettss;; 

bb..  uuttiilliissee tthhee iinnccrreeaasseedd aacccceessss ttoo lliigghhtt aanndd oouuttllooookk pprroovviiddeedd bbyy tthhee ssttrreeeett eeddggeess;; aanndd 

cc..  pprroovviiddee eeffffiicciieenntt ssiittee aacccceessss ffoorr vveehhiicclleess aanndd ppeeddeessttrriiaannss.. 

66.. aallllooww ssiinnggllee lleevveell ttyyppoollooggiieess ttoo bbee pprroovviiddeedd oonn llaarrggeerr  ssiitteess aanndd ssmmaalllleerr hhoouusseess aarree pprroovviiddeedd 

oonn ssmmaalllleerr ssiitteess.. 

WWhheetthheerr aann aapppprroopprriiaattee bbuuiillddiinngg ttyyppoollooggyy iiss oonn llooccaatteedd oonn aann aapppprroopprriiaattee ssiittee ttoo aacchhiieevvee aa 

bbaallaannccee ooff ooppeenn ssppaaccee ttoo bbuuiillddiinngg aaccrroossss tthhee bblloocckk aanndd oonn ssiittee wwhhiicchh pprroovviiddeess ffoorr:: 

aa..  ttrreeee aanndd ggaarrddeenn ppllaannttiinngg;; 

bb..  ffuunnccttiioonnaall aanndd pplleeaassaanntt oouuttddoooorr lliivviinngg ssppaacceess aatt aa ssiizzee aapppprroopprriiaattee ttoo tthhee ttyyppoollooggyy;; 

cc..  ppeeddeessttrriiaann aanndd vveehhiiccllee aacccceessss;; 

dd..  sseerrvviiccee aanndd ssttoorraaggee ssppaaccee;; aanndd 

ee..  aa hhiigghh lleevveell ooff vviissuuaall iinntteerraaccttiioonn bbeettwweeeenn tthhee  bbuuiillddiinngg  aanndd ssttrreeeett oorr ootthheerr ppuubblliicc ssppaaccee.. 

WWhheetthheerr mmuullttii--lleevveell ttyyppoollooggiieess aarree uusseedd ttoo mmiinniimmiissee bbuuiilltt ffoooottpprriinntt aanndd hhaarrdd ssuurrffaacceess aanndd ttoo 

ccrreeaattee ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess ffoorr ttrreeee aanndd ggaarrddeenn ppllaannttiinngg.. 
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WWhheetthheerr mmuullttii--uunniitt ttyyppoollooggiieess,, eessppeecciiaallllyy tteerrrraacceess aarree ddeessiiggnneedd ttoo bbee mmuullttii--ssttoorreeyyss aanndd 

ccoonnffiigguurreedd ppaarraalllleell ttoo tthhee ssttrreeeett iinn oorrddeerr ttoo:: 

aa..  pprroovviiddee ssuurrvveeiillllaannccee ttoo tthhee ssttrreeeett;; 

bb..  mmaakkee uussee ooff tthhee aaddddiittiioonnaall oouuttllooookk aaffffoorrddeedd bbyy tthhee ssttrreeeett;; aanndd 

cc..  pprrootteecctt pprriivvaaccyy ooff aaddjjaacceenntt nneeiigghhbboouurrss.. 

WWhheetthheerr ggaarraaggeess aanndd ppaarrkkiinngg aarree sseeccoonnddaarryy ttoo hhaabbiittaabbllee ssppaacceess,, bbootthh wwiitthh rreessppeecctt ttoo ssiizzee aanndd 

eexxpprreessssiioonn ooff ffoorrmm,, aanndd aarree iinnccoorrppoorraatteedd iinnttoo tthhee oovveerraallll ssiittee aanndd bbuuiillddiinngg ddeessiiggnn eessppeecciiaallllyy wwhheenn 

aacccceesssseedd ooffff ssttrreeeettss.. 

WWhheetthheerr ttwwoo lleevveell ddwweelllliinnggss iinncclluuddee aa ssppaaccee ffoorr aa bbeedd aanndd aa bbaatthhrroooomm oonn ggrroouunndd fflloooorr ffoorr aann aallll-- 

ooff--lliiffee fflleexxiibbiilliittyy ooff hhoouussiinngg ssttoocckk.. 

TThhee eexxtteenntt ttoo wwhhiicchh tthhee bbuuiillddiinnggss aarree aarrttiiccuullaatteedd aanndd eennttrriieess,, ggllaazziinngg aanndd hhaabbiittaabbllee rroooommss aarree 

pprroovviiddeedd iinn rreessppeecctt ttoo ssttrreeeett ffrroonnttaaggeess.. 

 

 

8.5.4.6 Relationship to street and public open spaces [[ffoorr ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee 

ssuubbddiivviissiioonn aanndd llaanndd uussee ccoonnsseenntt RRDD11]] 
 

 
 

Whether the subdivision design: 

1.  provides allotments that allow buildings, and in particular habitable rooms and 

entrances, to address the street, open space or reserves that are adjacent to or 

opposite; 

2.  allows an appropriate level of public surveillance and safe environment within open 

spaces; 

3.  enables buildings on corner  sites to orientate toward both adjacent streets and 

public open spaces in a manner which emphasises these corners. 

4.  minimises the potential impact of access and garages on the streetscape; 

5.  avoids allotments which necessitate the erection of bunds or large visually 

impermeable fencing adjacent to the street, lane or other publically accessible open 

space to create privacy; 

6.  enables tree and garden planting particularly in regard to street frontage, building 

entrances, boundaries, access ways, and car parking and stormwater management 

areas; and 

7.  creates fences, walls and gates adjacent to streets, lanes, pedestrian access and open 

spaces to complement the development and discourage illegitimate entry but 

maximise surveillance and safety. 

 

 
8.5.4.7  Built form and residential amenity  [[ffoorr ccoommpprreehheennssiivvee ssuubbddiivviissiioonn aanndd 

llaanndd uussee ccoonnsseenntt RRDD11]] 
 
 
 

Whether the  subdivision design, block layout, orientation and  allotment design: 

1.    will provide for efficient vehicle  access and parking that is safe for pedestrians and cyclists, 

and that does not compromise the future quality of public or private space; 
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2.    enables appropriate housing typologies to establish that are reflective of the anticipated 

density of the area in which they are located; 

3.    provides for a mix of residential allotments to contain a range of  building typologies that can 

accommodate all life stages and a diversity of housing needs; 

4.    provides allotments of a size and dimension that promotes  building typologies with a high 

level of visual interaction with the street and other public spaces, while providing for a 

cohesive street scene and neighbourhood; 

5.    provides allotments that promote  building typologies that retain the central area of the block 

for open space or shared vehicle  access; 

6.    provides allotments that promote  building typologies that protect the privacy and outlook of 

adjacent sites; 

7.    provides for allotment layouts that incorporate private, sunny and sheltered outdoor open 

space, which links directly to the residential units’ main living areas; and 

8.    provides public and private space to incorporate large scale tree planting, and low impact 

design features. 

 

 
8.5.4.8  Road network access and parking 

 

 
1.    Whether direct access on to State Highways other than access in accordance with relevant 

Outline Development Plans would result in adverse effects on the safety or efficiency of the 

State Highway. 

2.    Whether the road layout integrates in a practical and functional manner with the adjoining 

existing road network and allows for future connections. 

3.    Whether the subdivision provides connections to cycle and pedestrian routes in the wider 

neighbourhood. 

4.    Whether the development road layout achieves a well connected and highly permeable 

movement network and supports a functional hierarchy of streets. 

5.    Whether the road network design provides for the safe movement of vehicles, cyclists and 

pedestrians, including at intersections. 

6.    Whether any reduction in road reserve is balanced with private and/or public space amenity, 

including large scale tree planting. 

7.    Whether the legal road width is appropriate to accommodate the proposed cross-section 

design and a future change in the function of the street (where applicable). 

8.    Whether the proposed cross sections contribute toward achieving a speed environment that 

is compatible with street function. 

9.    Whether the new roads make adequate provision for vehicle movements, car parking and 

property access. 

10.  Whether the space is provided for cyclists and cycling in the cross section design. 

11.  Whether public transport services including the provision of bus stops is able to be accommodated. 

12.  Whether the development integrates vehicle access, car parking and garaging in a way that 

is safe for pedestrians and cyclists as well as vehicles, and minimises the visual and physical 

impact on the development, particularly when viewed from the street and open spaces. 

13.  Where required, Wwhether stormwater management features such as rain gardens, swales, 

trapped sumps, first flush basins, wetlands or wet ponds are incorporated into the road 

stormwater treatment 

design. 
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14.  Whether the subdivision design and layout minimises the use of rights of way and long cul- 

de-sacs. 

15.  Whether the design defines the identity, entry point, and function of lanes through: 

a.  shared vehicle and pedestrian access with no defined footpath; 

b.  variation in lane clearway through design by tightening, extending and terminating views 

within a lane; 

c.   passive surveillance; 

d.  a consistent character; and 

e.  the use of landscape treatment including changes in paving material and tree and garden 

planting. 

 
8.5.4.8  Infrastructure 

 

 
1.    Whether appropriate provision is made for the ongoing maintenance of any open space 

areas not vested in the Council and the appropriateness of any mechanism proposed to 

ensure that open space areas not vested in the Council are available for public  access. 

2.    Where transmission lines cross the site, whether the subdivision design seeks to minimise 

adverse effects between existing transmission lines and new development, including making 

provision for maintenance of lines, vehicular  access to lines and ensuring safe separation 

distances. 

3.    Whether the  subdivision will maintain an appropriate level of public surveillance of, and a 

safe environment within, linear parks. 

4.    Whether the requirements set out by network utility operators in relevant guidelines are met 

and the network can be operated safely and efficiently and  access is available for 

maintenance.  Subdivision should not enable the erection of  buildings within the minimum 

safe distances specified in Table 3 of New Zealand Electical Code of Practice 34:2001, or 

the planting of trees such that might be inconsistent with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 

Regulations 2003. 

5.    Whether the proposed subdivision provides a quality and appropriate interface with existing 

or proposed infrastructure, including network infrastructure, and avoids reverse sensitivity in 

relation to this infrastructure. 

6.    Whether the  subdivision will necessitate the construction of more than one waste water 

pumping station within the development area. 

7.    Whether a reticulated sewer can be installed to the development. 
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Appendix 8.6.4 - North Halswell Outline Development Plan 
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Appendix 8.6.5 - Buchanans Road Outline Development Plan 
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