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  [1.00 pm] 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Please be seated.  Good afternoon, Mr Winchester, thank you, 

we have received two memoranda from you.  In relation to the one we 
have just received pertaining to cross-examination - - - 5 

 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   - - - I think you might need to check because you may not 

have identified the relationship to the actual parties, but it seemed to us 10 
that a lot of them relate to infrastructure, and we are just wondering, 
given there is mediation and not quite agreement earlier, whether that 
means there is now scope for the parties to reach some agreement 
around that? 

 15 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes.  That can probably be investigated. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   That is something for you to explore - - - 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes. 20 
 
SIR HANSEN:  - - - but we just wondered if that was indicative of a possibility 

of making some more progress. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, I take that on board, sir, and I think, having reread 25 

the relevant statements overnight, it is apparent that there is a large 
degree of consensus except for Mr Eman’s replies, version of the 
chapter so I take that on board. 

 
 So I was just going to address that matter briefly, your Honour.  The 30 

second matter I would just seek some guidance from the Panel about, 
was you may recall yesterday afternoon, in the morning when Mr 
Nicholson, the Council’s urban design witness gave evidence there was 
an interchange between his Honour, Judge Hassan and Mr Nicholson 
about the reference to the New Zealand urban design protocol in a 35 
policy. 

 
 Mr Nicholson has reflected on that issue overnight and has indicated to 

me that his opinion on reflection is that that matter could be usefully be 
deleted from the policy. 40 

 
SIR HANSEN:   The reference to the - - - 
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Yes, sir, yes, and I was wondering whether the Panel 

wanted to perhaps recall Mr Nicholson to get that view on record or  45 
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SIR HANSEN:  I think all we need Mr Winchester is counsel to file a 
memorandum to that effect in making that concession, that has the 
same effect in law in my view, and it means we do not have to trouble 
Mr Nicholson to go back in the witness box and such like. 

 5 
MR WINCHESTER:   Certainly, sir, obliged. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   And the other one was the memorandum around Mr Eman’s 

feeling unwell which we are sorry to hear, but we do not want to 
pressure anyone to give evidence so it is your call.  If it is such that we 10 
have to reschedule, then of course we will. 

 
MR WINCHESTER:   No, well, Mr Eman is here and he is prepared to give 

evidence, he has simply advised, sir, that there may be a need for an 
urgent request for an adjournment - - - 15 

 
SIR HANSEN:   He can do it on the run if he needs. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Well, thank you for your understanding, sir, I am sure - 

- - 20 
 
SIR HANSEN:   No, no, we fully understand that and if he is embarrassed at 

any stage just let us know and we can accommodate.  In a long, long 
hearing like this, these things are going occur from time to time. 

 25 
MR WINCHESTER: Yes, thank you, sir. Well, if there are no other 

preliminary matters to deal with, sir, I propose to call the Council’s 
witness, Mr Mark Stevenson. 

 
  [1.05 pm] 30 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
<MARK DAVID STEVENSON, sworn [1.05 pm] 
 35 
<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [1.05 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Good afternoon, Mr Stevenson. 
 
 We will go through the formalities here.  Can you please confirm for 40 

the Panel that your full name is Mark David Stevenson and you have 
the qualifications and experience set out in the introduction to your 
evidence-in-chief? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That is correct. 45 
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MR WINCHESTER:  And you have been rather busy, you have produced a 
statement of evidence-in-chief dated 18 November 2014, a 
supplementary statement of evidence dated 21 November 2014 and a 
rebuttal statement dated 27 November 2014? 

 5 
MR STEVENSON:   That is correct. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   And do you have any changes or amendments to any of 

those statements? 
 10 
MR STEVENSON:   I do. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Please advise the Panel. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Certainly, Sir, your Honour and the Panel, I would like to 15 

bring your attention to a correction and a point of clarification. 
 
 Paragraph 15.7 of my evidence-in-chief states variation 86 is 

inconsistent with the word - - - 
 20 
SIR HANSEN:   Allow us to get there. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Apologies.   
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you, that is on page 25. 25 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Last sentence. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   The last sentence on page – 15.7 is on page 25 and you are 

reading from the last sentence, correct? 30 
 
MR STEVENSON:   That’s right. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, thank you. 
 35 
MR STEVENSON:  Variation 86 is inconsistent with LURP (Outcome 10) and 

does not give effect to chapter 6 of the CRPS (Objective 6.2.6 and 
Policy 6.3.6) in providing for commercial activities outside centres.  
Variation 86 got printed in 2009 dealt with retail distribution, not 
distribution as I incorrectly recorded. 40 

 
 I would also wish to clarify a statement that I made in paragraph 5.2 of 

my rebuttal evidence, and I will just advise on the page number for 
that. 

 45 
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SIR HANSEN:  Sorry, are you asking us to change the wording rather than 
delete the whole sentence, or are you asking us to delete the whole 
sentence? 

 
MR STEVENSON:  Sorry.  In respect of the sentence in my statement of 5 

evidence, it is to change the words ‘commercial activities’ to - - - 
change the words ‘commercial activities’ to ‘retail activities outside 
centres.’ 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Right, thank you.  We were going to the rebuttal evidence, 10 

5.5? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   5.2 which is - - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:   5.2 15 
 
MR STEVENSON:   - - - page 8.  In the last two sentences of that paragraph, 

the second to last sentence begins, “Examples of this in the DRBV 
include” and that sentence conveys the view that activities such as yard 
base retailing, service stations, second hand goods outlets and offices, 20 
will not give rise to significant distributional effects or urban form 
effects, and it is stated in the last sentence of that paragraph.   

 
 Some of these activities, for example, offices, do not have 

distributional effects but may have urban form effects depending on the 25 
scale of the activity and its location. 

 
 So in respect of that last sentence, the words ‘or urban form effects’ at 

the end of the last sentence should be deleted. 
 30 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, Mr Stevenson, subject to those corrections, 

can you confirm that to the best of your knowledge and ability, your 
statements of evidence are otherwise true and correct 35 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That’s right. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   You were here yesterday and you are aware of what the 

Panel expects in terms of a summary of your evidence, if you could 40 
take the Panel through that and remain where you are and answer any 
questions. 

 
MR STEVENSON:   I will keep it brief. 
 45 
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 Having regard to the issues raised in submissions, the Strategic 
Directions Proposal reflects the broader framework in the Land Use 
Recovery Plan – sorry, and not being consistent with the Land Use 
Recovery Plan, giving effect to chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement and having particular regard to the statement of 5 
expectations. 

 
  [1.10 pm] 
 
 It achieves this by enabling the recovery rebuilding and developments; 10 

directing commercial activity primarily to commercial centres; 
recognising the central city as the principal community focal point for 
the district; ensuring development within industrial areas supports their 
role and capacity for industry and encouraging and providing for the 
brownfield redevelopments.   15 

 
 In terms of the first points of enabling growth, objective 3.6.1 of the 

strategic directions proposal seeks diverse opportunities for business to 
establish and prosper which gives effect to the RPS objective 6.2.1.  In 
respect of the location of commercial activity and the role of centres, 20 
the strategic directions proposal provides high level direction and 
enabling business development and growth primarily within a network 
of centres.  This is reflected in policy 3.6.1.3 and is not inconsistent 
with outcome 10 of the LURP, which is that key activity centres and 
neighbourhood centres provide for commercial activity needs and 25 
support the rejuvenation of damaged areas. It also gives effect to 
objective 6.2.6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and has 
regard to the statement of expectations particularly clause C. 

 
 The objective for commercial activities to be primarily within 30 

commercial centres supports the function of centres as focal points for 
the community; investment in those centres; the recovery of centres, 
particularly those that sustained significant damage; amenity of the 
centres through greater levels of activity and the efficient use of 
resources including infrastructure, such as public transport, and land 35 
through greater utilisation of sites. 

 
 To achieve the higher level of direction in the strategic directions’ 

proposal specific objectives and policies are contained in the 
commercial proposal.  This includes a focus on intensification within 40 
centres to ensure their recovery and the efficient use of resources while 
also providing for new centres and greenfield areas to accommodate 
future growth. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Just to pause there, did you say it supports intensification 45 

and you didn’t use the word “consolidation?” 
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MR STEVENSON:   That is right. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   You meant intensification, thank you. 
 5 
MR STEVENSON: As acknowledged in my rebuttal evidence some 

commercial activities will be more appropriate in locations outside 
centres and which are provided for in other zones, for example, yard 
based retail activities such as car sales yards.  Similarly, other forms of 
business activity have specific locational and functional requirements 10 
which are provided for elsewhere in the city. Trade suppliers, for 
instance, are permitted in the industrial general zone. 

 
 In terms of the role of centres, the strategic directions’ proposal is not 

inconsistent with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and gives 15 
effect to the RPS in reinforcing the role of the central city as the 
primary focal point of the district.  And that is reflected in objectives 
and policies both in the strategic directions’ proposal and the 
commercial proposal.   

 20 
 The recognition of key activity centres and neighbourhood centres as 

focal points is also recognised in the strategic directions’ proposal, 
particular policy 3.6.2.7.  In effect the strategic directions’ proposal 
provides the certainty and choice of where commercial activity is 
anticipated and the role of the Central city and commercial centres.  25 
This is particularly important in a post-earthquake environment in 
which there has been a significant dispersal of commercial activity.  
Certainty is required for business owners when they make decisions to 
relocate following the expiry of provisions that have enabled temporary 
relocation.   30 

 
 Given the scale of activities dispersed throughout the city decisions on 

where business relocate to have the potential to affect the urban form of 
the city.  Some of the activity that is dispersed may only be temporary 
in nature while other activity has relocated on a permanent basis to out 35 
of centre locations which has amplified a trend over the last decade.  
The proposals seek to address this while being not inconsistent with the 
recovery strategy, recovery plans and giving effect to the RPS. 

 
 In respect to locational and functional requirements, these are 40 

recognised in the strategic directions’ proposal, particularly section 
3.4.3 and policy 3.6.1.5.  The latter policy reference acknowledges that 
development spaces need to be fit for purpose. In other words a 
development needs to be designed in a manner appropriate to what it is 
intended for.  More detailed policy direction is provided in this respect 45 
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in policy 8B of the commercial proposal which states that regard is to 
be had to the functional requirements of activities. 

 
  [1.15 pm] 
 5 
 In terms of the role of industrial areas and reverse sensitivity, an issue 

that has come in submissions amended policy 36.1.3 of the Strategic 
Direction Proposals seeks to enable business development in industrial 
areas but in a way that supports their role and capacity for industry. 

 10 
 This gives effect to objective 6.2.6 of the RPS which seeks to ensure 

greenfield priority areas and areas used for existing industrial activities 
are primarily for the accommodation of new industrial activities rather 
than as a location for new commercial activities. 

 15 
 Providing for primarily industrial activity in industrial areas minimises 

potential for reverse sensitivity effects while also providing additional 
capacity. 

 
 In terms of community facilities which I also address in my statements 20 

the role of community facilities and supporting key activity centres and 
neighbourhood centres is recognised in outcome 8 of the LURP and to 
give explicit support to their role and meeting needs of the community I 
have proposed a new policy to provide for the establishment of 
facilities in existing and planned urban areas.  25 

 
 Notwithstanding this other policies also deal with community facilities 

in the urban area and educational activities in the rural area.   
 
 Finally, my statements also consider the merits of policy on brownfield 30 

sites and reflecting policy 6.3.8 of the RPS of encouraging and 
providing for the recovery and regeneration of brownfield sites a new 
policy has been included in the Council’s version which provides 
explicit support for the regeneration of those sites. More detailed 
policies will be considered such as exists at present in policy 8 in the 35 
industrial proposal to enable consideration of each development 
proposal against relevant criteria falling into the environment and 
context it is in. 

 
 What I have described as intended is an overview and I am happy to 40 

assist further. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you, Mr Radich. 
 

45 
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<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR RADICH [1.17 pm] 
 
MR RADICH:   Thank you, sir.  Mr Stevenson, good afternoon to you. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Good afternoon. 5 
 
MR RADICH:  I would just like to begin by reinforcing some of the strategic 

directions and goals that have been provided for this plan and for this 
chapter.  So do you have with you just to your right hand the LURP, I 
think that is there and if you would have a look please at page 11 of the 10 
LURP. And they are the goals aren’t they of the built environment 
recovery.  Do you see them down there in the bullet points? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 15 
MR RADICH:  Yes. And goals 2 and 5 are really I guess the ones that are most 

related to your area of expertise aren’t they?  If you look at the second 
bullet point in particular perhaps the 5th. 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 20 
 
MR RADICH:   Right, and if you look please now at the outcomes in this same 

document.  Turn please to page 16 you will see the 15 outcomes that 
are given there for those LURP goals. 

 25 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:  And in particular those at 9, 10 and 11 under the heading of 

“business” which are your concern aren’t they? 
 30 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes, although 8 is also of relevance, investment in the 

community facilities. 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes all right.  So there were three perhaps four clear directions 

given there aren’t there? 35 
 
MR STEVENSON:   There is. 
 
MR RADICH:   And just have a look please in the same document at one of 

the primary actions.  This is action 24, it is on page 29 and in this 40 
particular action in relation to the District Plan Review with which we 
are involved at the moment you are given direction aren’t you in terms 
of rebuilding existing business areas and there are three key points 
there.  Revitalising centres three key points, in greenfield priority areas, 
four key points. 45 
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MR STEVENSON:   Three key headings, yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   Three key headings, yes.  And I think you are familiar – I can 

take you to it, but the Regional Policy Statement you have referred to 
yourself anyway, 6.2.6 is directed in particular to business land 5 
development isn’t it?  Please feel free to have a look.  It is on page 52. 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Thank you, I have that in front of me. 
 
MR RADICH:  Yes.  And that is an objective that is directed specifically to the 10 

area with which you are concerned too, isn’t it? 
 
  [1.20 pm] 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Amongst – number objective 6.2.5 is also relevant. 15 
 
MR RADICH:   Also on point yes. The business land development one is 

telling us about greenfield priority areas, the use of brownfield areas, 
new commercial activities directly or primarily directed to the central 
city area, key activity centres, other business opportunities are to be 20 
provided for.  That is right? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:  And finally, you will have amongst the pile there I think to 25 

your right the Order in Council which has the statement of 
expectations.  Are you familiar with that document? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   I am, yes. 
 30 
MR RADICH:   Okay.  If you could have a look at that if you can find that.  

You have got it there?  It is on page 39, and if you look please at 
paragraph (e) “ensures sufficient and suitable development capacity in 
land for commercial, industrial and residential activities”.  That is the 
direction that is given from the Minister isn’t it? 35 

 
MR STEVENSON:   It is a direction to have particular regard to, yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes.  Now the question then becomes where do we find within 

the current version of the strategic directions proposal a statement that 40 
encapsulates these directions and in your paragraph 3.1 of your primary 
brief of evidence, Mr Stephenson, if you could turn that up, please, 3.1 
of your main brief?  You have identified a number of places at which 
provision is made for those matters haven’t you? 

 45 
MR STEVENSON:   Paragraph 3.1? 
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MR RADICH:   3.1. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, yes. 
 5 
MR RADICH:  Yes.  So there are roughly on my count if you include the 

inclusives there are about a dozen different places in which the 
strategic directions chapter is endeavouring to provide direction on the 
commercial and industrial future of Christchurch. Would it not be don’t 
you think clearer to group them in one place? 10 

 
MR STEVENSON:   I do not agree.  There are matters that are not specified in 

paragraph 3.1 which is still relevant to business areas.  If I could use an 
example of objective 3.6.6 on page 40 of the Council’s version. 

 15 
MR RADICH:   Let us pause for a moment.  Council’s version, page 40, 3.6.6. 

Yes, okay. 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Which is concerned with the health and safety of the 

districts residents, the protection of that and the amenity values they 20 
enjoy. Just by way of an example clause 2 which relates to new 
activities and development do not create significant health, safety, 
nuisance or other adverse effects for people or the environment.  That 
could be relevant to commercial areas, for instance residential 
developments adjacent to a commercial development. 25 

 
MR RADICH:   Sure, so there is another one, I think that is fair.  But you have 

been given haven’t you very clear direction to provide a strategic 
direction that says effectively what the Council is wanting from this 
plan to achieve in terms of the development of commercial and 30 
industrial land.  A clear statement that encapsulates that expectation 
simply doesn’t exist on its own in the version of the plan that has been 
notified does it? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   The objectives express the overall outcome sought for the 35 

city in terms of recovery and form and function of the city, and 
business one component of that but there is a need in my mind to 
recognise the interconnectedness between not just business but also 
transport and housing.  And to give an example of that if I can just use - 
- - 40 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Well before you do that if you want to quality that is fine but 

please just answer the question first. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Sure. 45 
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SIR HANSEN:  And then qualify it, we had this yesterday, we are getting a 
little annoyed with it. 

 
MR RADICH:   So the question is there is no one place where your direction 

for commercial industrial land is identified? 5 
 
MR STEVENSON:   There are multiple objectives and policies that deal with 

business, yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   All right. 10 
 
SIR HANSEN:   The answer is agreement with the proposition put to you isn’t 

it?  There is no one place. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 15 
 
  [1.25 pm] 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Now, if you want to qualify it go on, that is fine. 
 20 
MR RADICH:   So please go on if you wish. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, it is in more than one place in the chapter.  In terms 

of the connectiveness between different matters, objective 3.6.2 on 
page 34 which deals with development form and function. 25 

 
MR RADICH:   3.6.2, page 34. 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Of the Council’s version. Clause 4 of that objective 

improves people’s connectivity and accessibility in employment, 30 
transport services and community facilities, and there is a number of 
ways in which that is achieved and one of those is by promoting 
residential intensification around centres and therefore supporting 
accessibility.  So I think it is appropriate that these matters are bundled 
essentially to recognise the relationships between those different 35 
aspects which could be lost in my mind if you separate those out. 

 
MR RADICH:   Well, let me put it this way, if I am a member of the public or 

a developer wishing to have an idea of the strategic direction that the 
Council wishes to take on a development of, say, an industrial site I 40 
need to look, as you are just telling me, at 3.6.2 and I will find in one of 
the subparagraphs, and in a number of other places, reference to that 
point.  But do you see, when you look at the objective in 3.6.2 that it is 
dealing with hazards, urban activities, community, open spaces and 
many other things so I need to look quite hard, don’t I, to find it? 45 
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MR STEVENSON:   Any member of the public would need to - in answer to 
your question you would need to read the full objective and, in that 
respect, reading the whole objective can obviously take time but there 
needs to be an understanding that a member of the public that wants to 
understand the relevant objectives and policies for an activity in an 5 
industrial area shouldn’t just look at the business.  Shouldn’t just look 
at that objective but would also need to look at the industrial proposal 
and the objectives and policies in that. 

 
MR RADICH: Right, so they are going to have to, in terms of strategic 10 

objective for the moment, read that whole chapter really to make a 
good sense of it, aren’t they? 

 
MR STEVENSON:  Similarly if they are reviewing the Crown’s version then 

there would be a need to read not just a section of that.  For the reason, 15 
just using the example I gave earlier of amenity for residents, that is 
relevant to a range of different environments – industrial, residential, 
commercial.  And so even if all the business objectives and policies are 
grouped together there would still be a need to look at other objectives 
and policies. 20 

 
MR RADICH:  All right, well, let us have a look at the Crown version, you 

might have that there hopefully amongst the papers.  Yes, thank you. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 25 
 
MR RADICH:  Please look at page 21, do you see there – we will just wait for 

a moment. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Unfortunately there is a problem scanning this so we will 30 

hopefully by tomorrow have it in the system but it was too big a 
document for our system so we are waiting to receive it electronically 
which will be helpful if you could ensure that comes through to us. 

 
MR RADICH:   We should send it through electronically, sorry, sir, yes. 35 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, and then we can put it on here.  The other exhibits from 

yesterday are already on here but there was an issue with the size of 
this one. 

 40 
MR RADICH:  Given the colour in it I imagine, yes.  Thank you, sir, we will 

do that. 
 
MR STEVENSON: Sorry, can I just clarify, is it the version attached to 

Mr Timms’ evidence? 45 
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MR RADICH:   Yes, it is. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well, let us just use exhibit 1.  Do you have exhibit 1 there?  . 
 
MR RADICH:  Yes, you do, all right, thank you.  It is the same, effectively this 5 

has highlighting in it, page 21 please. You will see there that there is 
one objective, isn’t there, about business and economic prosperity? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, so that is 3.6.3? 
 10 
MR RADICH:    Yes. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, thank you. 
 
MR RADICH:  I think, your Honour, that the numbering in this version, 15 

because it has cut and paste provisions from other parts of the plan, 
doesn’t always line up and so I think that if one was to go with a pen 
and do it sequentially you would have a slightly different result but at 
the moment that is the number that is on there. 

 20 
  [1.30 pm] 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   It is just to help from the transcript point of view that is all 

to find it again. 
 25 
MR RADICH:   You will see there, won’t you, the objective and two policies? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:  And if you look at the objective itself in A, that is a fair 30 

statement of the points as I see them, Mr Stevenson, that you are 
making in your evidence, isn’t it, if it is caught in one sentence? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Sorry, can I just clarify, you are asking if I agree with the 

substance of that objective? 35 
 
MR RADICH:   That is a statement that incorporates the objective that you are 

seeking to achieve? 
 
MR STEVENSON: As referenced in my statement of evidence I have a 40 

concern about some of the wording in that objective but a business 
objective is obviously there. 

 
MR RADICH:   Yes, all right.  Could you please have a look at your rebuttal 

evidence, your statement of rebuttal evidence at paragraph 8.1?  I just 45 
want to take a particular point while we are here together, 
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Mr Stevenson, and this is in relation to a submission for the Fire 
Service about the need to retain the word “flexibility”.  So perhaps if 
we, just to identify what you are talking about when you make the 
statement in 8.1, please have a look at page 4 of the document you were 
just looking at, exhibit 1.   Do you have that there and you will see in 5 
paragraph 3.4.1B it has got the words, next to comment A10, “and 
flexibility” there, do you see that? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   I do. 
 10 
MR RADICH:  And those words have been deleted or don’t appear in the 

Council version, do they, and that is the point that you are making in 
your paragraph 8.1? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That is right. 15 
 
MR RADICH:   Have you had a chance to consider the evidence of Mr Merry 

for the Crown, Alan Merry who is the strategic and operational 
manager of the Fire Service? 

 20 
MR STEVENSON:   I recall briefly skim reading the evidence but I don’t have 

a copy on me. 
 
MR RADICH:   I don’t need you to have a detailed knowledge, I will just tell 

you a couple of the key points that he makes, if I may.  So the points 25 
that he makes are these that almost all of Christchurch’s Fire Stations 
sustained some damage following the earthquakes but they have gone 
to some trouble to, as a result of population movement, look for the 
optimal location of new Fire Stations and those Fire Station locations 
need to effectively go where the community is resettling a little bit 30 
differently and that he emphasises the need there in terms of the re-
establishment of an effective Fire Station network to retain both 
certainty but flexibility to enable the Fire Service to achieve that.  That 
is a fair way of looking at the need of an essential emergency service, 
isn’t it? 35 

 
MR STEVENSON:   As I don’t agree entirely, I have a concern with the use of 

the word “flexibility” and the implicit - - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well, if you haven’t properly read the evidence and only skim 40 

read it can you actually express an opinion? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   The relief sought - - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Just answer my question first before you go on. 45 
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MR STEVENSON:   The relief sought – sorry. 
 
SIR HANSEN:  No, what I asked you was if you have only skim read this 

evidence and not read it in detail are you a position to comment? 
 5 
MR STEVENSON: Not on that evidence but the relief sought is in the 

evidence-in-chief of Mr Ainsley McLeod as I understand it. 
 
MR RADICH:  That is where the relief is sought, correct.  Well, could I just 

ask you this, you would agree with the need, wouldn’t you, to take an 10 
enabling approach to the location of Fire Stations in the best location in 
each community catchment area? 

 
  [1.35 pm] 
 15 
MR STEVENSON:   Not necessarily if it is going to – no. 
 
MR RADICH:   You don’t? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Not if it is going to have an adverse effects in an 20 

inappropriate location. 
 
MR RADICH:  That is very interesting, all right.  Well, I think move to another 

point.  Paragraph 8.2 of your rebuttal evidence, just over the page in 
fact, and this is the last topic I want to raise, I am conscious of time. 25 

 
 You talk there about the Crown’s objective, proposed objective in 

exhibit 1 in Mr Timm’s version which has a standalone objective, and 
just so people can see it if they wish to turn it up, it is on page 19 of 
that statement, standalone blocks, on page 18, effective on recovery.  30 

 
 That is the point that you are addressing there, is it not? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, yes. 
 35 
MR RADICH:  And you are indicating the reasons as to why you do not 

believe that is needed, are you not? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 40 
MR RADICH:  Do you accept though that if you look, for example, I know 

there are many sources for this document, but if we look at the 
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act, the purpose of that Act is 
entirely about recovery for Christchurch? 

 45 
MR STEVENSON:  Without sighting it, I will take your word as correct. 
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MR RADICH:  And the recovery documents, the strategy and the recovery 

plans, they are focused on getting through the next, say, decade, aren’t 
they, in terms of Christchurch’s recovery from the devastation? 

 5 
MR STEVENSON:  I do not believe it is specific about a timeframe for the 

recovery. 
 
MR RADICH:   But they are focused entirely on recovery, aren’t they? 
 10 
MR STEVENSON:  Again, without sighting the document, I have to take your 

word. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Are you not familiar with these documents in the Act? 
 15 
MR STEVENSON:   I am, but I have not sighted the document recently. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   All right. 
 
MR RADICH:  Well, the reasons for those documents, the reasons for their 20 

creation were to provide for recovery, that is reasonably clear, is it not? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes, in the title. 
 
MR RADICH: And have you had any opportunity to have regard to the 25 

evidence of Phil Nevell, Mr Philip Nevell, for the Crown? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  No, I am afraid not. 
 
MR RADICH:   All right.  I will just tell you one thing that he says, and he 30 

says that effectively about 25 percent of earthquake recovery 
construction has been completed but the reconstruction phase of 
Christchurch that has now begun, is a 10 year phase at least, he is 
saying that it is at least a 10 year recovery phase which is the life of this 
district plan. 35 

 
 Would you agree with that? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes, in the sense that the RMA prescribes a review is 

required every 10 years. 40 
 
MR RADICH: So this plan is a plan that will exist during the 10 year 

reconstruction phase for Christchurch, would that be fair? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes. 45 
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MR RADICH:   All right, thank you very much, your Honour, I have no other 
questions. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Ms Dewar. 
 5 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS DEWAR [1.38 pm] 
 
MS DEWAR:   Mr Stevenson, just starting, in your evidence you have a list of 

submissions that you have taken into account in preparing your various 
briefs of evidence, as you are probably aware I am here representing 10 
Progressive Enterprises Limited and I do not see that on your list. 

 
 Can I ask you whether in fact you have read that submission and it was 

taken into account in your evidence please? 
 15 
MR STEVENSON:  The submission I have read and the points raised in it have 

been addressed but as you rightly point out, my statements have not 
referenced Progressive’s submission which is an error. 

 
MR DEWAR:  So you would like to add that to the list of your comprehensive 20 

list in the back of your evidence to include Progressive Enterprises, you 
did take that into account, thank you. 

 
 My friend has just discussed with you about the distribution of retail 

centres and how they ought to be managed in terms of the strategic 25 
directions chapter, but it is not also true that in terms of strategic 
directions, it is not only the distribution but it is how those things may 
develop which is also a strategic matter for that chapter? 

 
  [1.40 pm] 30 
 
MR STEVENSON:  The role of centres and the primacy to the central city is a 

strategic matter but I do not believe, I disagree that a strategic direction 
proposal is the place for discussion of how commercial activity within 
or around those centres is managed. 35 

 
MS DEWAR:   In terms of the objectives in the RPS, you have got policy 6.3.1 

which is talking about the development within the greater Christchurch 
area - - - 

 40 
SIR HANSEN:   We are talking now about the Council version? 
 
MS DEWAR:   No, I am talking about, sorry, - - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:  Right, the regional property (INDISTINCT 0.39), thank you. 45 
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MS DEWAR: And paragraph 6 talks about avoiding development that 
adversely affects the function and viability - - - 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Can we bring that up please, 3.6.- - - 
 5 
MS DEWAR:   point 1. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   .1 of the RPS, 6.3.1. 
 
MS DEWAR:   Page 53 is the page. 10 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MS DEWAR:   Have you got that in front of you? 
 15 
MR STEVENSON:   I do. 
 
MS DEWAR:  That says, “Avoid development that adversely affects the 

central city in key activity centres.” 
 20 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
MS DEWAR:  And in terms of the Brownfields’ policy, policy 6.3.8 which is 

on page 60 of the RPS, talks of development not having significant 
adverse distributional in form effects on the central city key activity 25 
areas or neighbourhood centres, all give rise to significant reverse 
sensitivity effects? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, that is what it states. 
 30 
MS DEWAR:  And objective 6.2.5, key activity and other centres are page 52, 

and objective 6.2.6, business land development, both of those 
objectives talked about the development and distribution of commercial 
activities, and both talk about that they are – in particular objective 
6.2.6 talks about new commercial activities are primarily directed to the 35 
central city? 

 
MR STEVENSON: That is right, key activity centres and neighbourhood 

centres, yes. 
 40 
MS DEWAR:  Would you agree that the development and how it affects those 

key activity areas and the central city, is a theme in all of those 
objectives and policies? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   It is one of a number of themes, yes. 45 
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MS DEWAR:   I have no further questions, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson. 
 
MS DAWSON:  Hello, Mr Stevenson.  Can I first of all ask you just to explain 5 

in your words how you see the strategic directions or the plan, and we 
will explore whether the strategic directions aids this, how the plan 
intends to restore and enhance the role of the CBD, how is the plan 
going to achieve that and is that reflected in the strategic directions 
given the importance of this? 10 

 
MR STEVENSON: The CBD’s given primacy at a policy level in the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, - - - 
 
MS DAWSON:   Mm’hm. 15 
 
MR STEVENSON:   - - - that is amplified in the commercial proposal where it 

talks about the function of different centres and the primacy to be given 
to the central city, that is then reflected in methods which seek to 
restrict, for instance, the scale of floor space in new centres at Belfast 20 
and North Halswell. 

 
MS DEWAR:   For all types of activity or - - - 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Sorry, for retail and office activity. 25 
 
MS DEWAR:   I know these things are going to come up in later proposals and 

are subject to submissions, but in order for us to understand the sorts of 
things the plan is intending to do in order to meet that objective, I 
mean, I find it helpful at a high level understand what is intended. 30 

 
 So in two centres, Halswell and Belfast, looking to restrict floor space 

of retail and offices? 
 
  [1.45 pm] 35 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes, that hierarchy with the central city at the top, that 

hierarchy is made clear in the commercial proposal policy, and one of 
the means in which the hierarchy is implemented is through height 
limits so the greatest height in terms of built form is allowed for in the 40 
central city.  I should point out of the centre has been dealt with in 
phase one, New Brighton which is a centre being dealt with in phase 2 
does have greater height limits at the present but – so the height limits 
essentially reflect that hierarchy. 

 45 
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 There is also primacy given to the central city through tenancy limits 
on retail tenancy in neighbourhood centres. So just expressly 
explaining the hierarchy the central city is at the top of that hierarchy 
and then below that are district centres which are all but one of the key 
activity centres and then the neighbourhood centres sit below that.  So 5 
examples of neighbourhood centres are Edgeware, Merivale and so 
forth, and essentially we are proposing tenancy caps on retail amongst 
uses in those neighbourhood centres to direct larger format activities 
and larger office proposals to the central city and also to keep activities 
centres but as I conveyed the two key activity centres are at Belfast and 10 
North Halswell will have limits on floor space to aid the recovery of 
the central city. 

 
MS DAWSON:   Thank you. 
 15 
SIR HANSEN:   Mr Beatson, I am sorry, I should have just double-checked on 

this but you are here to cross-examine later in the afternoon aren’t you? 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes, that is correct. 
 20 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, thank you.  Sorry. 
 
MS DAWSON:   That is all right.  Okay, thank you.  Now moving to a slightly 

different matter we have evidence from for example Mr Crystal that 
asks for further detail to be put into the Strategic Direction Policy level 25 
that goes sort of goes back to the variation 86 type themes as also 
linked to the objective policies in the Regional Policy Statement about 
putting in more detail regarding intensification versus consolidation for 
example in key activity centres or centres generally, putting in wording 
like not having “significant effects” on the role and function of other 30 
centres including the CBD.  Now can you just explain for me again 
why you think that level of detail is not important, or should not be put 
into the strategic directions? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   The matter of impacts and the degree of impacts that are 35 

appropriate leads to questions over, amongst other things, the scale of 
activity that is appropriate, its location and the form of development 
and the uses that are allowed for, and as you go into that level of detail 
it lends itself to being in a specific chapter where there is a broader 
overview as well as specific direction on commercial matters. 40 

 
MS DAWSON: You think there is too much closeness to the ongoing 

provisions to deal with it at this level? 
 
MR STEVENSON: I think packaging as part of the commercial proposal 45 

provides that clear line between objectives and the strategy for 
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managing commercial activity and the rules to achieve that so there is a 
greater connection that is provided by including in the commercial 
proposal. 

 
MS DAWSON:  So on a similar vein, you were asked about this matter by 5 

Mr Radich.  This whole question of certainty versus flexibility for those 
activities that do not necessarily have to be in the centres and the 
example has been given both in evidence and by Mr Radich about fire 
stations for example. You seem to accept that some flexibility will need 
to be enabled in some instances and you give examples of types of 10 
retail and other activity that will go outside of centres, how is that 
reflected in the policies or how is it going to be reflected in the policies 
and how do we know by reading the strategy that some flexibility will 
be forthcoming when it is needed? 

 15 
  [1.50 pm] 
 
MR STEVENSON:  The flexibility such as providing for some retail and office 

activities outside of centres because of the specific nature and type of 
activities they are specified at a policy level in the industrial proposal 20 
for instance. And without that policy becoming a method it seeks to 
provide that clarity around the types of activities and if elevated to the 
Strategic Directions’ Proposal then it arguably gets into a level of detail 
which loses the high level nature of the Strategic Directions’ Proposal 
and what provision for the city. 25 

 
SIR HANSEN:  I take it the answer is you do not see that flexibility is required 

to be mentioned in strategic direction then? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   No. 30 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MS DAWSON:   And it is not is what you are saying? 
 35 
MR STEVENSON:   Mm. 
 
MS DAWSON: Fine, thank you. Similarly there is a question about brownfield 

sites and the extent to which business activity should be mentioned in 
the strategic directions as a potential option for use of regeneration of 40 
brownfield sites. You seem to be saying that some brownfield sites may 
well be used for straight business activities or even industrial activities 
will be at regenerated ones, but that that will be in a site by site level 
and should be dealt with in the proposals.   

 45 
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 But when you look at the policy for brownfield sites that is attached to 
Mr Eman’s evidence it specifically excludes business activities.  It does 
not mention business activities for brownfield sites.  It is on page 46,  
his 362(x).  Should there be an overarching strategic policy that allows 
business activity in brownfield sites? 5 

 
MR STEVENSON:   My answer is, no.  As expressed in my rebuttal evidence I 

have a concern with reference to business activities in general in that 
new policy on page 36.  The reason being that if there is provision 
made at that strategic directions level for business without sufficient 10 
regard to the context then it could undermine the overall strategy of 
directing commercial activity to commercial centres and for industrial 
areas be primarily for industrial use.   

 
 So by that I mean if we signal that business use is an appropriate use of 15 

brownfield sites then someone could take that policy direction and use 
it to leverage proposal for an industrial development in a commercial 
centre or an industrial development in a residential area which is on a 
brownfield site and argue that at a strategic directions level it is 
provided for despite a policy in the respective chapter that says that – 20 
seeks some control over that. 

 
MS DAWSON:  But are you saying that all brownfield sites should only be 

used for residential and mixed use activities, which is what that policy 
refers to? 25 

 
MR STEVENSON: The policy is encouraging and providing for the 

regeneration of sites for residential and/or mixed use.  There could be 
brownfield sites providing for business use only and I accept the 
direction in the RPS and the LURP and acknowledge that business use 30 
may be an appropriate use of brownfield sites.  But a concern I have 
with inclusion in the strategic directions’ proposal is that it could 
undermine the specific direction in a policy at a sub-layer in the 
residential proposal or the commercial proposal that an industrial 
development of a commercial zone site is not appropriate. 35 

 
 And in fact what I am saying is there are different types of business use 

and if we just refer to business use generally at this level then it may 
not reflect appropriately the context it is in. 

 40 
  [1.55 pm] 
 
MS DAWSON:   Nothing further, thank you.   
 
SIR HANSEN:   Dr Mitchell? 45 
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DR MITCHELL:  Thank you Mr Chairman, thanks Mr Stevenson.  Can I just 
refer you firstly to pages 29 and 30 of your primary statement, and at 
paragraph 17.4 you centre your summary of how the minister’s 
Statement of Expectations are dealt with in your evidence? 

 5 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  And if I can refer you particularly to the table that is on your 

page 29.  Is there any reason why you’ve been silent on clause (a) of 
schedule 4?  And that is for a provision that requires particular regard 10 
to be had to clearly articulating how decisions about resource use and 
values will be made, which must be in a matter consistent with an 
intention to reduce significantly compared with existing District Plans, 
reliance on resource consent processes, the number and extent and 
prescriptiveness of development controls, et cetera, and the requirement 15 
for the notification and written approval.  Why have you not referred to 
that? 

 
MR STEVENSON: As outlined in paragraph 17.5, I consider that to be a 

procedural matter which informs the drafting of the proposal, and such 20 
matters as that, and clause (i) of the Statement of Expectations, which 
is to use clear concise language and easy to use matters or principles 
that we should have particular regard to when preparing the document, 
but which upon the plan becoming operative their relevance is limited. 

 25 
DR MITCHELL:  You don’t accept the proposition that the development of the 

lower order provisions of this plan are informed significantly by what 
the strategic directions say? 

 
MR STEVENSON:  They would be, but those other proposals will also have to 30 

have particular regard to the Statement of Expectations as well, and 
certainly will need to address those points.   

 
DR MITCHELL:   So you stick to the party line on that point in other words? 
 35 
MR STEVENSON:   I do. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  Do you accept the proposition that the recovery, the word 

used broadly, the recovery of commercial and industrial activities will 
require a degree of regulatory certainty for the users of this plan? 40 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Absolutely, yes. 
 
DR MITCHELL:   Where do the strategic directions say that? 
 45 
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MR STEVENSON:  It is articulated through policies of directing commercial 
activities to commercial centres and providing certainty around location 
of activities and the function of centres. 

 
DR MITCHELL: That doesn’t help every development in that centre for 5 

example was a discretionary activity would have required a resource 
consent, would it? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   There is certainty in my opinion provided by identifying 

the activities that are permitted some of which require consenters for 10 
urban design. 

 
DR MITCHELL:   Require it, that’s my point. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Sorry. 15 
 
DR MITCHELL:   That’s exactly, so you are agreeing with me? 
 
MR STEVENSON: I agree that the proposal provides certainty around the 

location of activities, notwithstanding there being a consent required 20 
for those activities in some instances.  

 
DR MITCHELL:  So you don’t think there is any merit in providing strategic 

direction about the role that regulation should play in simplifying it to 
the extent it’s possible to do so at a strategic level, you don’t think 25 
that’s a strategic objective? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   No, no I don’t.  It is a matter of – it’s as much about how 

the proposal is implemented and providing certainty in the wording and 
the direction, but also into the subsequent implementation so that the 30 
user of the plan can easily interpret it and understand what that 
direction is. 

 
DR MITCHELL:  Who do you see as being the target audience of the Strategic 

Direction’s Chapter? 35 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Professionals in the building industry as well the general 

public.   
 
DR MITCHELL:   You don’t think that the language could be made clearer so 40 

that the latter category, eg the members of the public do not need to be 
a planning expert in order to understand what the strategic direction of 
the plan is? 

 
  [2.00 pm] 45 
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MR STEVENSON:   I think it is a fine balance.  Simplifying the wording can 
lead to issues of interpretation and subsequently being challenged on 
the basis of uncertainty created. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   It can also have the opposite effect if the right language is 5 

chosen, couldn’t it? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   It could, but it is a fine balance.   
 
DR MITCHELL:  All right.  I don’t think I can take that any further.  Just a 10 

final question then, in terms of the short and medium term recovery of 
the commercial and industrial centres, how do you see them being 
serviced in a transportation sense?  How are people going to access 
these facilities? 

 15 
MR STEVENSON:   I see, by taking a centres based approach that the public 

plan through proposals such as intensification of residential activity 
around centres, that will enable greater use of public transport, walking 
and cycling to get to those centres, and undoubtedly the private motor 
vehicle will still have a role, as will heavy vehicles for loading and 20 
unloading of goods.  But the direction sought is to promote a greater 
use of public transport, walking and cycling to enable access to goods 
and services, particularly for those that don’t potentially have access to 
a private motor vehicle. 

 25 
DR MITCHELL:   Do you accept the general proposition that in the short term 

at least it may be unrealistic to expect a mass transit to public transport 
– that is probably mixing the metaphors – but do you think that is going 
to take some time to evolve, and that in short term people going to 
Bunnings for example to grab a load of wood are unlikely to go by bus? 30 

 
MR STEVENSON:   I would agree that the car will still have a role to play and 

in that respect some locations such as where trade suppliers are located, 
the Bunnings and the Mitre 10s of this world, it is expected that the car 
will remain the predominant way of getting to those activities and that 35 
is recognised in the policies in the commercial proposal which 
acknowledged that what we call commercial retail park zones are 
predominately accessed by private car. 

 
DR MITCHELL:   All right.  Thank you.  That is all the questions I have, thank 40 

you, your Honour.   
 
SIR HANSEN:   Sarah?  Judge? 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you.  Good afternoon, Mr Stevenson. 45 
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MR STEVENSON:   Good afternoon.   
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   There are a few things I just wanted to clarify with you, 

and one of them is I just need an understanding of where your opinion 
sits on this question of consolidation versus intensification in regard to 5 
centres, and when you summarised your evidence in your overview 
section, you might recall I interrupted you because I wanted to clarify 
whether what you said was what I head, and you referred I think to the 
commercial proposal and you used the word “intensification” not the 
word “consolidation”. 10 

 
 So first of all, just to confirm, that is what you meant and intended, 

wasn’t it, the word “intensification”? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  That is correct. 15 
 
JUDGE HASSAN: Right. Now if I go to your evidence-in-chief and paragraph 

12.11, and there you respond to the relief being pursued by Bunnings 
and Kiwi Property Management and there are a couple of references in 
there, one is “commercial proposals promote intensification within 20 
centres rather than consolidation in and around centres” and you go on 
to say at the end, to allow commercial development beyond the centre – 
I am paraphrasing – could undermine the objective of aiding the 
recovery of business within the centre, you say.   

 25 
 When you say “centre” there, do you mean the central city, or do you 

mean the centre in issue, ie the key activity centre in issue? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   By reference to “centre” it is intended to be general to 

any centre. 30 
 
  [2.05 pm] 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Well, I am particularly interested in the relationship 

between the key activity centres, other centres and the central city on 35 
the question of whether the choices around a concept of intensification 
or going further into the concept of consolidation of key activity 
centres, and I really would like to know the basis of your opinion on 
this. 

 40 
 Were you here yesterday when Mr Heath was questioned? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   I was, yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Because from that questioning, the understanding I took of 45 

his view was that there is capacity to allow for some consolidation 
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around key activity centres, for instance, for retail. His qualifier, I 
think, was, when it comes to offices, then the emphasis should be on 
intensification.  Did you hear him say more or less that? 

 
MR STEVENSON:  Yes, Mr Heath conveyed that retail activity should be – an 5 

approach of consolidation is appropriate. I believe it was Mr Phil 
Osborne that spoke about intensification of office activity. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Yes, it may well have been referring to those being able to 

be on the first floor. 10 
 
MR STEVENSON:   That’s right, yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  So I just want to know whether you have an opinion 

behind this that there is a need to be conservative in referring to the 15 
concept of intensification at centres rather than allowing also for 
consolidation in view of the imperatives in regard to the recovery of the 
central city. 

 
 Now do you have a particular view on that or am I able to take your 20 

view as being effectively consistent with Mr Heath’s?  
 
MR STEVENSON:  In terms of intensification versus consolidation, Mr Heath 

and I have different opinions in this regard. I respect Mr Heath’s 
opinion but have my own opinion on that. 25 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  And can you be clear about your opinion and why so that 

we understand it? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  Sure, yes.  If I can just take a few minutes to provide some 30 

context from a statutory perspective but also - - - 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Try to be brief, I would like you to cut to the chase just so 

that we understand what it is you are concerned about.  In one sense, I 
would say forget about the statutory documents, we can read those.  35 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Okay. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   In terms of the effects’ issues, what is it you see? 
 40 
MR STEVENSON: My concern with providing for consolidation is that it 

allows - my view of consolidation is it enables expansion of centres. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  And do you see a risk in that regard in terms of the 

recovery of the central city? 45 
 



 Page 269 

  
Christchurch Plan Independent Hearing Venue, Christchurch 03.12.14 

MR STEVENSON:   I do. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Why? 
 
MR STEVENSON: I see expansion of commercial centres is not just 5 

undermining the central city but also the centres themselves and the 
risk is that that trade is dispersed outside of a centre, any centre, and 
takes trade away from not just that centre that it is adjacent to, but the 
central city potentially, depending on the scale and form of that is not 
an expansion. 10 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Do you agree though, that inherently there is going to be 

competition for retail location? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   There is, yes. 15 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   That is inherent, isn’t it? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   That’s right. 
 20 
JUDGE HASSAN:   So it is just at a general level but it is on the basis of your 

opinion as a planner rather than that of a retail distribution witness or 
an economist? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That’s right. 25 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And is it based on any foundation from those sources? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   In the section 32 assessment for the commercial proposal, 

- - - 30 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 
 
MR STEVENSON: - - - there is a report that is prepared by a property 

economist which I will not take you to but which signals that there is 35 
significant capacity at a citywide level to accommodate demand over 
the next 10 years.   

 
 Now, I acknowledge that is a citywide level, but there is a need for 

strong direction and certainty at a strategic directions level about how 40 
that growth is accommodated and – sorry, in their commercial 
proposal, that direction is provided by way of expressing the view that 
intensification is to enable the recovery and efficient use of land within 
those centres, and at a citywide level, if we signal that expansion or 
consolidation as appropriate, then it could undermine that overarching 45 
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direction, notwithstanding there being growth that may necessitate 
subsequent expansion of specific centres. 

 
  [2.10 pm] 
 5 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Have you completed your answer? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Thank you.  I just want to move to another topic – I am 10 

sorry, Mr Chairman, I will be as brief as I can on this one. 
 
 The urban design controls, now, you do touch on this in your rebuttal 

statement at 9.6, I think, make sure I have got the right brief.  Firstly, 
you are not an urban design witness and you do not have the 15 
qualifications of an urban design witness. Am I fair to make that 
observation? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That is correct. 
 20 
JUDGE HASSAN: And presumably you would defer to the urban design 

experts in expressing your opinions on urban design matters? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  In general terms.  I do have an understanding of urban 

design principles and have studied urban design as part of my Masters 25 
in Planning. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  All right.  Well, I will ask you just two questions but on 

the basis of that answer. 
 30 
 If you could go to the wording of the policy 3.6.1.5A please, and use 

Mr Eman’s evidence, say page 33 of his evidence, of his supplementary 
rebuttal evidence statement, have you got that? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Mr Eman - - - 35 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Have you got the Council’s latest version of the plan - - - 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Oh, sorry. 
 40 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, if you just go to that document, go to page 33, that 

word ‘development’ that commences this policy, you would be aware 
is defined by the plan, correct? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   And it is defined, is it not, in a way which would apply to 
a modification to a house? 

 
MR STEVENSON:  From memory of yesterday’s display of the definition, 

yes. 5 
 
JUDGE HASSAN: Right, so the Council now endorses the track change 

addition to this policy that you can see there, but the reference in that 
qualification to the application of the policy uses the word ‘areas’, you 
see that at the end? 10 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   It just seems to me that there is a disconnect there in that 

the policy is referring to that specific thing which can go down as far as 15 
modification to a dwelling but the exception is at that broad scale of 
area.  Do you agree with that?  

 
MR STEVENSON:  No, the reason being that development as referenced at the 

first word in that statement is not intended to be – is intended to be the 20 
plain English meaning of development - - - 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Right, well thank you for that, that is very helpful to know, 

so the Council’s position is, when it refers to development, it is not 
intending to have that word understood in a way the plan defines the 25 
word, so we may have a definition problem to address? 

 
MR STEVENSON: The Strategic Directions’ Proposal and other proposals 

where a word is reliant on the definition it is underlined where the word 
is used, even if it has a definition but is not intended to rely on that 30 
definition but rather to be used in terms of its plain English meaning, is 
not underlined. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Is that not confusing, to a reader, particularly a member of the 

public? 35 
 
MR STEVENSON:  I appreciate there could be confusion on the part of the 

public by truly underlining where a definition applies then it at least 
provides that clarification if that definition applies, but the difficulty 
with that is that words such as ‘development’ are used in a range of 40 
different contexts throughout this document, and the word 
‘development’ will have a specific meaning, but at this level, the 
Strategic Directions’ Proposal, it is intended as a… 

 
SIR HANSEN:   So it is confusing? 45 
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MR STEVENSON:  It could be perceived as confusing but I do not consider it 
to be as a planner. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   As a planner, thank you.    
 5 
JUDGE HASSAN: Just one other matter I wanted to test with you 

Mr Stevenson, and that is reverse sensitivity and development.  So if 
you go to paragraph 20.4 of your evidence thank you, it’s again on this 
topic of development. 

 10 
  [2.15 pm] 
 
 So if you go to paragraph 20.4 of your evidence, thank you.  It is again 

on this topic of development.  Now, in this statement here you are 
endorsing I think or supporting the Council’s view about a modification 15 
that is included in Mr Eman’s proposed draft, that is right, isn’t it, 
objective 3.6.2? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That is right, yes. 
 20 
JUDGE HASSAN:  And that is to paragraph (xi) which would be added so that 

the objective would also say, “An integrated pattern of development…” 
- and again that is the plain English reading of the word “development” 
– “… and well-functioning urban form that is not compromised through 
the establishment of activities which could lead to reverse sensitivity 25 
effects”.   

 
 I am a bit concerned about how broad ranging that change in objective 

is from a planning point of view.  So the evidence I have read from the 
experts, for instance the Council’s economist, refers to the particular 30 
place that strategic and other infrastructure has as a form of land use.  
For instance, its importance to the community, its site limitations and 
so forth and in that context I can perfectly understand the rationale in a 
planning sense for a reverse sensitivity policy or objective. 

 35 
 But if we have an objective which refers entirely to the concept of 

development and urban form and says that isn’t to be compromised 
through the establishment of activities that could lead to reverse 
sensitivity effects, don’t you see that is actually imposing quite a 
significant change on how land use patterns can develop over time?  I 40 
will give you an example.  If one is talking about the need to rejuvenate 
a brownfields area because an industry won’t come back to it but some 
industry is there, won’t an objective of such a broad scale be quite a 
restraint on the capacity to allow for a rejuvenation of that area? 

 45 
MR STEVENSON:   I don’t believe so. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   So why don’t you believe so in regard to the change that 

you endorse in regard to reverse sensitivity?  Well, first of all breaking 
it down.  Reverse sensitivity is one of those unfortunate words that us 
in the planning or resource management profession have imposed on 5 
people’s understanding of life.  We all know what it means inside the 
profession and what that tends to mean is if my activity is, say, 
producing a lot of impacts around it and something more sensitive than 
me comes alongside me only to complain later on about my presence 
we call that reverse sensitivity, don’t we? 10 

 
MR STEVENSON:   That is right. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   But doesn’t that run against the capacity to adapt the land 

use pattern through zoning over time when, for instance in a 15 
brownfields area industrial activity may still exist but it needs to evolve 
into something different because the industry isn’t there, isn’t likely to 
come back, won’t this restrain that potential? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   It could, yes, but having regard and giving effect to the 20 

RPS, which is very much about industrial areas being used for 
industrial activities, and limiting the extent of commercial activities in 
those locations that the risk is that if, for example a residential proposal 
is provided for in an area that is functioning as an industrial area, that 
could subsequently erode that function as an industrial area despite it 25 
functioning to that point well as a - - - 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   But if we take it though that the area is zoned industrial, it 

is brownfields, but it needs to evolve and say the tension is between 
somebody who has got a boutique restaurant versus an industry next 30 
door or up the road, the same potential is there, isn’t there, for the new 
person coming in to become a source of complaint for the incumbent 
potentially? 

 
  [2.20 pm] 35 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Potentially, yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And that can happen over time in resource management 

terms when things change, correct? 40 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And there is nothing in the RMA to prohibit that, is there, 

per se change? 45 
 



 Page 274 

  
Christchurch Plan Independent Hearing Venue, Christchurch 03.12.14 

MR STEVENSON:   No. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  But putting a reverse sensitivity objective into that 

equation puts a significant break on the capacity to change, doesn’t it? 
 5 
MR STEVENSON:   Sorry, I am just giving some thought to my answer. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Certainly. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   To an extent it could constrain a change of an industrial 10 

area to the gentrification of that area to a mixed use environment but - - 
- 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  And what sort of section 32 analysis underpins your 

opinion to endorse this change to the plan? 15 
 
MR STEVENSON:   The amendment to this particular objective, there is not a 

supporting section 32 analysis per se. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And can you refer to any foundation evidence for your 20 

opinion changing other than your own opinion? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   In the section 32 for the industrial proposal it discusses 

the issue of reverse sensitivity and the potential for that to undermine 
the function but also limit the potential use of an area for industrial 25 
activity and this amendment would address that issue. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Okay.  Thank you, Mr Stevenson, I have completed my 

questions, thank you. 
 30 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Mr Stevenson, page 16 of your first brief, the 

planning horizon. Is your evidence and the opinions you have 
expressed limited to the 10 year life of the plan because on one reading 
of it that is what it seems to say? 

 35 
MR STEVENSON:   Yes, I agree the plan has a life of 10 years in the sense 

that the RMA requires us to review it within 10 years.  But as stated 
that there are different planning horizons, for instance the natural 
hazards proposal - which I am not an expert on and will leave to a 
colleague, Janice Carter, to present on – looks long-term at sea level 40 
rise and the impacts it has on communities. 

 
SIR HANSEN: So I come back to my question, what planning horizon 

informed your evidence and opinions? 
 45 
MR STEVENSON:  10 years for the purpose of that. 
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SIR HANSEN:   So you didn’t look longer than that for anything? 
 
MR STEVENSON:  In terms of industrial and commercial growth the evidence 

that underpins it looks to 2026. 5 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Just to come back to something that Dr Mitchell 

described as the party line.  As I understand it the Council’s view of 
schedule 4 to the Order in Council is that that is a document that 
informs the drafting and preparation of the proposal, does that 10 
summarise it fairly? 

 
MR STEVENSON:   Only specific matters in respect of drafting that there are 

matters that are captured within the document itself such as facilitating 
an increase in the supply of housing or ensuring sufficient and suitable 15 
development capacity but there are some matters, particularly “A” and 
“I” of the statement of expectations which relates to drafting and in that 
respect I see it - - - 

 
SIR HANSEN:   So “A” and “I” are limited in the way I expressed them in the 20 

view of the Council? 
 
MR STEVENSON:   Sorry, do you mind repeating that? 
 
SIR HANSEN:  “A” and “I” of schedule 4 are limited in the view of the 25 

Council to informing the drafting of the proposal, is that your position? 
 
  [2.25 pm] 
 
MR STEVENSON:   No, my position is that legally those matters have the 30 

same level of weight as the other matters in schedule 4 but that those 
matters inform the preparation of the plan but should not necessarily be 
in the plan. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   I thought that was what I put to you. 35 
 
MR ……….:   He said my view. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well he said it was his view but your view earlier was that 

this was something that informed the preparation and drafting of the 40 
plan. 

 
MR STEVENSON:   A-N-I-R, yes. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes all right.  Can you take me to any language in the Order 45 

in Council for schedule 4 that so limits (A) and (I)? 
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MR STEVENSON:   I cannot, I am sorry. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   So what did you use as basis for your conclusion? 
 5 
MR STEVENSON:   By the nature of the wording of what they are seeking, 

taking (I) for instance is to use clear concise language and is easy to 
use. Clear concise language, the way to achieve that is through drafting 
of the provisions that is clear and concise. 

 10 
SIR HANSEN:  But you rely on nothing in the wording of the Order in Council 

for that view. 
 
MR STEVENSON:  I consider it implicit in the wording of that particular 

clause. 15 
 
SIR HANSEN:   In the Order in Council, not the schedule itself. 
 
MR STEVENSON:   There is nothing I am aware of in the Order in Council. 
 20 
SIR HANSEN:  Thank you.  Ms Dewar, anything arising from the Panel’s 

questions? 
 
MS DEWAR:   No, sir. 
 25 
SIR HANSEN:   Mr Radich? 
 
MR RADICH:   No thank you, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Mr Winchester any re-examination? 30 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   No thank you, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  You may stand down, thank you. 
 35 
 Yes, Mr Winchester? 
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Thank you, sir.  That brings us to Mr Blair for the 

Council who will deal with residential matters, sir.  So I will call 
Mr Blair. 40 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
<ADAM SCOTT BLAIR, sworn [2.27 pm] 
 45 
<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [2.27 pm] 
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MR WINCHESTER:  Good afternoon, Mr Bair.  Please confirm to the Panel 

that your full name is Adam Scott Blair and you have the qualifications 
and experience set out in the introduction to your statement of 
evidence. 5 

 
MR BLAIR:   I am and I do. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   And you have prepared a statement of evidence dated 

18 November 2014.  Do you have any amendments to that statement? 10 
 
MR BLAIR:   Not at this stage, no. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Will you please confirm that to the best of 

your knowledge and ability it is a true and correct statement? 15 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct, yes. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.  Can you please take the Panel through and 

give them a summary of your evidence and then remain where you are 20 
to answer any questions? 

 
MR BLAIR:   Your Honours and Panel members.  I wish to briefly summarise 

my involvement in the Proposed Replacement Plan process to date and 
the aspects of the Strategic Directions’ Proposal that relate to the work 25 
I have undertaken in relation to this. 

 
 I have led the team of Council officers developing the phase one 

chapter residential proposal.  The process included identifying strategic 
high level documents such as the recovery strategy, the land use 30 
recovery plan and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, options 
identification, consultation, presentation to Councillors, public 
consultation, of re-public consultation, redrafting and preparation for 
public notification.  As part of this role I have also provided input into 
the residential aspects of the strategic directions’ proposal. 35 

 
 In undertaking this work I have as required by the Resource 

Management Act or the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act sought to 
ensure that the Proposed Replacement Christchurch District Plan gives 
effect to or is not inconsistent with the Canterbury Regional Policy 40 
Statement, in particular chapter 6, the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Strategy and the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Plan. 

 
 In regard to the Strategic Directions’ Proposal I have helped identify 

the specific strategy matters relating to housing recovery and housing 45 
in general in the documents I have just referred to.  I have identified 
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these as actions 2, 7 and 45 of the Land Use Recovery Plan and 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement objective 6.2.1 recovery 
framework, objective 6.2.2 urban form and settlement pattern, objective 
6.2.3 sustainability, objective 6.2.5 key activity and other key activity 
in other centres. 5 

 
  [2.30 pm] 
 
 Also identified Regional Policy Statements policies 6.3.1 development 

within the greater Christchurch area and policy 6.3.2 development, 10 
form and urban design and policy 6.3.7 residential location, yield and 
intensification. 

 
 The directions in this higher order documents are manifest throughout 

the strategic directions’ chapter where it is concerned with housing, but 15 
most specifically in objective 3.6.1(a)(i) and 3.6.1(a)(ii).  I can read 
them out, sir, or I can – those points – or I can move on for brevity. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, thank you. 
 20 
MR BLAIR:  There is a policy 3.6.1 existing and new greenfield urban land 

and policy 3.6.1.2 housing affordability and then also policy 3.6.1.5 
development, design and quality. I consider that the proposed 
replacement plan enables a significant increase in the supply and choice 
of housing for a number of mechanisms.  These include:  (1) increasing 25 
residential densities around the central city, key activity centres and 
larger suburban centres; (2) providing for high density comprehensive 
redevelopment of sites; (3) enabling lower density sites to contain a 
minor dwelling unit; (4) enabling intensification measures introduced 
to the Resource Management Act planning framework through the 30 
Land Use Recovery Plan; and (5) enabling retirement villages to be 
comprehensively planned and consented. 

 
 Overall, I consider that the Strategic Directions’ Proposal in the 

Proposed Replacement Plan appropriately recognises the policy 35 
direction of the higher level policy documents in relation to residential 
intensification. 

 
 As set out in my evidence in chief in response to submissions I have 

suggested two amendments to the Strategic Directions’ Proposal and I 40 
refer her to attachment D in my evidence in chief and attachment A to 
Mr Peter Eman’s rebuttal statement. 

 
 To clarify the Council’s approach in relation to the supply of additional 

housing and housing affordability. Specifically I have recommended 45 
that in response to the Crown submission seeking identification of 
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opportunities to improve the quality and quantity of housing stock in 
Christchurch an issue – strategic chapter issue 3.4.1.1(c) I propose that 
the issue read as follows:  In the longer term a growing population will 
increase demands for land for housing.  This along with the factors set 
out in (A) will affect housing affordability.  Changes in population such 5 
as aging population and in public perceptions and aspirations will 
change the demand for different forms and locations of housing 
including smaller houses. 

 
 And the main change is from here.  There are opportunities to address 10 

this issue by identifying the demand from a growing changing 
population and in ensuring sufficient supply of housing through and 
once again, increasing residential densities around the central city, key 
activity centres and larger suburban centres, providing for higher 
density comprehensive redevelopment of sites.  Enabling lower density 15 
sites to contain a minor dwelling unit, including intensification 
measures introduced to the Resource Management Act planning 
framework through the Land Use Recovery Plan and enabling 
retirement villages to be comprehensively planned and consented. 

 20 
 And in response to the Canterbury Sustainable Homes’ Working Party 

and the Beacon Pathway’s submission seeking amendment to policy 
3.6.1.2 to recognise that poor quality housing is not affordable to the 
home owner and the occupier I proposed an addition that reads as (B) 
to that policy:  Provide for replacement and new residential building 25 
stock that is affordable in terms of energy and water consumption and 
adaptability for changing life stage costs as measured over the 
building’s life. 

 
SIR HANSEN:  Thank you.  Now, Mr Radich? 30 
 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR RADICH [2.34 pm] 
 
MR RADICH:   Mr Blair, can I just take you to in order to cut through matters 

to the Land Use Recovery Plan please to your right. 35 
 
  [2.35 pm] 
 
 Could you please look at page 20, and “alert action”, which does not 

sound the right thing to say at all, does it, when we talk about housing, 40 
but alert action 2?  That is a clear statement in one place about the sorts 
of things that the review should focus on in terms of housing, is it not? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct.  
 45 
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MR RADICH:  And if you look, please, just to give you one other example, at 
the Order in Council on the Statement of Expectations, which again is 
amongst your papers there, probably to your right, is that it there?  If 
you have a look at page 39, sorry, page 38, paragraph (d), there is 
another statement in one place of the expectations that are sought by 5 
the Minister in terms of housing, is there not? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
MR RADICH:  You have referred in your evidence just now, and indeed in 10 

your statement of evidence, to the places in the Strategic Direction 
Proposal where we find mention of housing.  Have a look, please, and 
you have just mentioned it, 3.6.1, perhaps look at Mr Eman’s version, it 
is a document that looks like this exhibit one. 

 15 
SIR HANSEN:   It will have exhibit one on item, if we just work from that, if 

you wouldn’t mind Mr Blair, so we are all certain we have got the same 
document.  

 
MR RADICH:  Yes, thank you, your Honour, in fact it is not exhibit one rather 20 

that was the - - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:   I am sorry, it is labelled “latest version”. 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes, thank you. 25 
 
SIR HANSEN:   My apologies. 
 
MR BLAIR:   I have my own copy of it here.   
 30 
MR RADICH:   That’s fine, as long as you can look at it.  
 
 So three points, page 31, and you have mentioned 3.6.1 (a) (i) and (ii) 

and (iv) has some overlap, doesn’t it, which is urban design, but that 
has overlapped it? 35 

 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, it does, correct.   
 
MR RADICH:  Why in the face of very clear direction are these provisions 

included in a broad objective dealing with a range of other matters? 40 
 
MR BLAIR:  I think they are there as a marker, or obviously an objective 

statement, a marker that they are important outcomes that the plan is 
seeking. 

 45 
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MR RADICH:   So the way in which the Council has gone about this, it has got 
a broad objective of the long term future and recovery, and within its 
group a range of things rather than singling out, for example, housing. 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 5 
 
MR RADICH: If you have a look at exhibit one, that is in front of you 

somewhere, it looks like that, it’s Mr Timms’ version, and have a look 
at page 20.   

 10 
MR BLAIR:   Okay. 
 
MR RADICH:  Now this version separates out, does it not, in 3.6.1, in fact 

page 20 only has the heading at the very bottom page, it goes over the 
page an objective on housing, and has policies on housing supply and 15 
housing choice. You have to accept that there is some sense from a 
clarity perspective in separating out what it is the Council wants to tell 
the public about housing, don’t you? 

 
MR BLAIR: To the best of my knowledge, those matters are all covered 20 

sufficiently in the objectives and policies of Chapter 14. 
 
MR RADICH:  If you look at the version you have got, just take it from me 

that anything you see in yellow is something that is not included in the 
Council’s version, so yes, you will see there are aspects that the 25 
Council has got there, but there are some that haven’t.  But my question 
to you is - putting on your entirely objective hat, which you must wear 
when giving evidence to this Panel as an expert - - - 

 
  [2.40 pm] 30 
 
MR BLAIR:   I understand. 
 
MR RADICH:   - - - do you see the clarity that is achieved through separating 

out from a broad objective, a separate objective relating just to 35 
housing? 

 
MR BLAIR:   I’m assuming you’re saying that the objective is separated out 

from 3.6.1? 
 40 
MR RADICH:   That’s right, they’re separated out from 3.6.1 and also the 

other places you’ll find at 3.6.1.2, 3.1.6.5 – I’m sorry, 3612, 3615 – but 
my question to you is simply this, do you see wearing your objective 
expert’s hat that separating housing into one objective achieves clarity? 

 45 
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MR BLAIR:  At one level, yes, I think it could, but I come back to the point 
that these matters are all covered from memory in chapter 14, the 
objectives and policies 14. 

 
MR RADICH:   Yes, so they’re covered somewhere. 5 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, they are. 
 
MR RADICH:   They’re covered somewhere – all right, thank you very much, 

no further questions, sir. 10 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Yes, hello, Mr Blair. Following on from what Mr Radich has 

pointed you to and the statement of expectations which lists a specific 15 
requirement, which of course has flowed out of other statutory 
documents to achieve the 23,700 dwellings by 2028. You haven’t 
presented us with evidence about this, but how does the Council know 
that this is going to be able to be achieved? 

 20 
MR BLAIR:   It’s - - -  
 
MS DAWSON:   Prior the provisions that you’re putting – have been put 

forward in this plan? 
 25 
MR BLAIR:   As part of our section 32 assessment, we undertook – well a 

member of the team was overseeing – undertook an assessment of 
“development capacity” within the boundaries of the city. After receive 
some of the comments or submissions from the Crown, we relooked at 
that – we’ve relooked at that assessment as well and updated it, I do not 30 
have a copy of it today, but I can say that we are confident that we can 
accommodate the 23,700. Indeed, we expect to more than 
accommodate the 23,700. 

 
MS DAWSON:   And that – so the combination of the greenfields’ areas and 35 

the intensification areas - - -  
 
MR BLAIR:   That’s correct, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Yes. You’re confident that you can more than achieve it in 40 

those areas? 
 
MR BLAIR:   That’s correct, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   And that’s part of your section 32 information/ 45 
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MR BLAIR:   Yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:  So looking at how though that pans out and the rate of 

development between greenfields versus intensification and how the 
numbers – now both you and Mr Eman have pointed us to the Regional 5 
Policy Provisions that talk about – just let me have a look – and how 
it’s anticipated that initially – this is me paraphrasing – initially it’s 
likely to be more development in the greenfields’ area and then 
ramping with an increasing emphasis on intensification in the medium 
term, and I think 2020 to 2028. 10 

 
MR BLAIR:   That’s correct. 
 
MS DAWSON:   So – and I know – I understand that was not strong indication 

about that, but how is that balance between greenfields and 15 
intensification and how they go alongside one another, how’s that 
reflected in the – or is that reflected in the objectives and policies at the 
strategic level? 

 
MR BLAIR:   In regard, so if I can - - -  20 
 
MS DAWSON:   So, so for example, I mean the concern is that, for example, if 

the worst case, all the greenfields is developed and before any of the 
intensification really kicks off - - -  

 25 
MR BLAIR:   That’s correct, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   - - - is that something that is of a concern to the Council and 

if so, why and how is that to be addressed and if so through the 
strategic directions? 30 

 
MR BLAIR:   The plan hasn’t taken a rationing or allocation approach. It has 

essentially made land available and for want of, I guess a better term, 
that market choice and what the market wants will deliver within what 
the plan has provided. 35 

 
  [2.45 pm] 
 
MS DAWSON:   And is that considered to be sufficient to meet this direction 

in the regional policy statement that although initially there may not be 40 
such an emphasis on intensification it is to pick up during the planning 
period? 

 
MR BLAIR:   I would expect that in the short-term the greenfield residential 

development will continue to dominate the Christchurch market and 45 
then as that plays out then more intensification will come through.  
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Also there is unfortunately I think a general reluctance in the 
Christchurch market for higher density development and I think until 
the people of Christchurch or the community become more familiar 
with higher density development it is likely that sort of growth will 
continue to be in the greenfield areas.   5 

 
MS DAWSON:   So you are just sort of hoping that it will all work out all 

right, that people will start to want intensification and more intensified 
forms of living and that it will pick up? 

 10 
MR BLAIR:   I think hoping is – we have tried to be directive within some of 

the rules, within one of the rules, where medium density development 
or a medium density zoned site is being redeveloped, it meets minimum 
development rates or produces a minimum number of residential units 
but at the moment, no, I think it is fair to say that the plan takes a very 15 
hands-off approach at this stage in terms of directing or rationing where 
development will occur. 

 
MS DAWSON:  And that balance between using up the greenfields’ land 

versus focusing more residential units into the intensified area? 20 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct it will just - - - 
 
MS DAWSON:   Because looking forward, I mean this plan is going to have to 

provide a basis for future plan changes or attempts to have more 25 
greenfields areas provided for? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
MS DAWSON:   So where is the strategic direction to, I suppose, address that 30 

sort of creeping emphasis on greenfields housing development as 
opposed to trying to obtain more intensification? 

 
MR BLAIR:   I think it wants to step up to a higher level the regional policy 

statement sets, once again for want of a better term, an urban boundary, 35 
a growth.  I understand the strategy within the regional policy statement 
is to - well, it is not explicit, it is to see the greenfield areas, that 
greenfield area allocated build out while at the same time a greater 
emphasis on medium density development takes off.  So while the 
greenfield areas are building out there will be an increase in density.  40 
There will be an increase in density within the medium density areas or 
within the intensification areas. 

 
MS DAWSON:   So you are relying on the regional policy statement and its 

controls through the urban boundary and its more explicit numerical 45 
targets for the worker, - - - 
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MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
MS DAWSON:   - - - for a better word to be the constraints on further 

greenfields expansion or growth or further use of greenfields areas to 5 
be the places where further housing is provided? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you.  Just one more question, we struggle a 10 

little with the word “affordable”.  It is not defined, is it, so I mean what 
do you mean by affordable housing? 

 
MR BLAIR:  Yes, affordable it is certainly a term that we struggled with 

ourselves.  There are a number of measures of affordability but at a 15 
general level my view is that it is a price point in the market that the 
average family income could afford. 

 
  [2.50 pm] 
 20 
MS DAWSON:   And that is both rental and purchase? 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Do you think there would be benefit in making that more 25 

clear in the plan? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, I think so. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Because I mean affordable to someone with a high income is 30 

quite different to someone with a lower income, isn’t it? 
 
MR BLAIR:   I agree, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Okay, thank you.  Thank you very much. 35 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Dr Mitchell? 
 
DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, Mr Chairman.  Good afternoon, Mr Blair. 
 40 
MR BLAIR:   Good afternoon. 
 
DR MITCHELL: At paragraph 6.3 where you talk about the Crown’s 

submission, you say at the end in the final sentence of paragraph 6.3 
which starts on the bottom of page 10, “I understand that the Crown has 45 
not provided any specific relief in respect of the strategic directions 
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proposal to address this matter”.  Is that the case as of today, bearing in 
mind that this was your primary statement?  And I am not suggesting 
that it hasn’t, I am just looking for clarification without having to get 
20 documents out and try and compare them. 

 5 
MR BLAIR:   Having read through Mr Timms’ exhibit I believe that one of the 

amendments that the Crown cross-examined me on was intended to be 
that link, provide part of that link between the objectives, the strategic 
directions chapter and the chapter 14. 

 10 
DR MITCHELL:   So I am just trying to distil that answer, has that statement 

been superseded now because of Mr Timms’ latest version or is it still 
the case?  I am not trying to trick you, I am just trying to understand. 

 
MR BLAIR:   Okay, apologies.  No, I have still said that my statement at 6.3 15 

stands. 
 
DR MITCHELL:   Okay, no, that is fine, thank you.  Just moving over the 

page, and the point you have made is in response to a particular 
submission but I just want to ask you about you have talked about the 20 
regional policy statement 6.3.7 sub policy 6.  And it says, “Housing 
affordability is to be addressed by providing sufficient intensification in 
greenfield priority area land to meet housing demand during the 
recovery period”.   

 25 
 You go on in 7.4 to say, and I am paraphrasing here, that that gives you 

a very directive approach but that you have also looked at the LURP 
and in particular actions 2 and 7 and they take a more, what you say, a 
broader balanced approach.  Can I just refer you to those which are in 
your appendix – I am not sure what number it is but it is at page 33 of 30 
your statement? 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Can we bring up the LURP please, actions 2 and - - - 
 
DR MITCHELL:   I would just like you to clarify for me why you say they are 35 

more balanced than what the RPS say, aren’t they just saying the same 
thing in slightly different language? 

 
MR BLAIR:   Sorry, if I can - - - 
 40 
DR MITCHELL:   Or am I missing the point? 
 
MR BLAIR:   If I can go back to my paragraph in my evidence.  I suspect it 

has not been particularly well worded.   
 45 
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DR MITCHELL:   Or is the point that you are saying it is balanced by the other 
objectives and policies of the section? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 5 
DR MITCHELL:   Is that the point that you take from that? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, that was the point that I was making. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  I see.  So you are accepting the proposition that the 10 

objectives and policies of the strategic directions chapter need to be 
read in the broad? 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 15 
DR MITCHELL:   Not by focusing on one particular one at the expense of all 

the others? 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 20 
DR MITCHELL:   And that was (ph 4.42) good planning practice to do that 

too, wouldn’t (ph 4.43) it? 
 
MR BLAIR:   It is, yes. 
 25 
DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  Just again in terms of what I might colloquially 

refer to as good planning practice, at section 8 you talk about the 
amendments that you have made to the key issues and opportunities in 
section 3.4.1.1, and that is at page 13 of your evidence. And it would 
seem to me that is an example of providing clarity and saying what you 30 
mean rather than leaving it to such interpretation. 

 
  [2.55 pm] 
 
 But then when you go over the page to section 9, when you are 35 

addressing the Crown’s view that there should be a stronger policy link 
between the Strategic Direction section and the specific provisions that 
then follow. Would it not be unusual in a section of a plan to have a 
whole bunch of key issues identified, but an inadequate objective and 
policy framework to back them up?   40 

 
MR BLAIR:  Coming back, excuse me, sir, I believe – going back to the main 

point within my evidence is that those matters are addressed in the 
plan, where they are not explicit in the Strategic Direction’s Chapter, 
they are set out in terms of the objectives and policies, and certainly the 45 
mechanisms within chapter 14. 
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 When I suggested the overview and the issues, in the issues section, it 

was to signal that there are mechanisms throughout the Plan, and I 
think I worded it that way as well, in terms of what the Plan has 
provided for.   5 

 
DR MITCHELL: You have been quite directed in chapter 8.1 about identifying 

an issue, and it seems to me that you have articulated it quite clearly 
there.  But isn’t it normal practice within a particular topic to identify 
the issue, and then when you identify the issue you then follow that up 10 
with an objective and a series of policies to implement it, rather than 
having an issue in a high level chapter and then sort of skipping into the 
detail chapter. 

 
 Would it not be more appropriate to actually say this is the issue that a 15 

strategic directions’ level that warrants mention at the Strategic 
Direction’s level, so therefore as a consequence it should have an 
objective and policies framework to underpin it or do you not accept 
that? 

 20 
MR BLAIR:   I think I can accept that, yes. 
 
DR MITCHELL: All right, thank you. Can I take you to page 15 of your 

primary statement, please, paragraph 11.3, and it is being a little bit 
more specific about the issue of housing affordability that 25 
Commissioner Dawson raised with you and in response to submissions 
from the Working Party on Sustainable Housing, I have forgotten the 
acronym is it, for CSW. You have said “provide for replacement in new 
residential building stock that is affordable in terms of energy and 
water consumption and adaptability for changing lifestyle costs, as 30 
measured over the building’s life.”  What does that mean? 

 
MR BLAIR:  The theme in the Canterbury Sustainable Homes’ Working Party 

submission and the Beacon Pathway submission, is that over the 
lifetime of a building the ability to be able to afford to live in that 35 
dwelling in terms of ongoing costs, for say water or heating, can 
become unaffordable, can become expensive.  So they are saying that 
well, yes, at the immediate purchase price of a dwelling is important 
and it is a very important component of affordability, but we also need 
to recognise that over the long term there will be aspects within the 40 
structure of that building that could add an unacceptable level of the 
cost of living. 

 
DR MITCHELL:  So energy and water consumption are instances rather than a 

list of - - - 45 
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MR BLAIR:   Yes they are. 
 
DR MITCHELL: So you would have no objection, assuming that were to 

remain in play, of it being clarified that that was a non-inclusive list? 
 5 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  And it might include a whole bunch of other things as well? 
 
  [3.00 pm] 10 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, that is correct. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  All right, thank you.  I have just got one more question for 

you please, and it comes back to the statement of expectations and it is 15 
probably a bit of a similar theme that you have heard from me before 
and again it follows on from Commissioner Dawson’s point of view or 
questioning at least.   

 
 The statement of expectation says 23,700 new dwellings by 2028 and 20 

my understanding from your answers to those questions was that the 
plan exceeds that capacity by a margin. 

 
MR BLAIR:   By our estimations, yes. 
 25 
DR MITCHELL:  By an estimate, yes.  In terms of saying what you mean and 

meaning what you say would it not be appropriate in the plan to 
actually capture that at a strategic level and say this plan is developed 
on the basis of achieving so many houses by a certain date so that it is 
their front and centre which I would have thought was a pretty 30 
important strategic direction rather than the more nebulous sort of 
planning concepts about saying ensure the community has a place to 
live and so on and so forth, would you accept that? 

 
MR BLAIR:  I think perhaps at the issues and opportunities’ level statement 35 

along those lines that the Council has provided for in excess of 23,700. 
 
DR MITCHELL:  All right, thank you.  I guess the question that what happens 

beyond 2028, what provision has the Council made in its plans for the 
longer term view?  I accept the proposition that the plan has a limited 40 
life but is the Council taking a longer term view beyond the life of this 
plan to providing for the residential needs of the city? 

 
MR BLAIR:  In terms of the investigation that we have undertaken and the 

planning horizon if you like that we have used that has been out to 45 
2028, our estimates have been out to 2028. 
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DR MITCHELL:  Excuse me, what happens beyond that, do you put the gate 

up and people have to go and live in Otago? 
 
MR BLAIR:  As I understand it we will reassess the situation as we go 5 

forward.  In terms of the urban development strategy our long term for 
Councils and the districts or regions long, long term planning goes out 
to 2041 at this stage but our immediate planning focus is up to 2028. 

 
DR MITCHELL:  Would it be fair to say though that the plans that you had 10 

done through 2028 are cognisant of that longer term planning view or 
have they been developed in insolation from it? 

 
MR BLAIR:   I believe so, yes. 
 15 
DR MITCHELL:   So there would be nothing that we are looking at here today 

that would become redundant or, well not redundant, but would 
compromise the ability to achieve that longer term planning? 

 
MR BLAIR:   No, it will not. 20 
 
DR MITCHELL:  All right, thank you.  Just finally, this is my final question 

would you accept that compliance cost in the certainty for being able to 
deliver those 23,700 houses in a timely manner is fundamentally 
important to achieving that strategic direction? 25 

 
MR BLAIR:   I think it is important, yes.  I think it is as important as the other 

factors that we have taken into account in developing the plan, yes.  
Fundamentally I think it would seem to elevate it above other matters, 
other issues but I think it is on a par with issues. 30 

 
DR MITCHELL:   You do not have any view about the desirability of making 

that explicit in the strategic directions chapter? 
 
MR BLAIR:   No. 35 
 
DR MITCHELL:  You take the what I call before the party line on that as well? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, sir. 
 40 
DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  Thanks, Mr Chairman. 
 
MS HURIA:   Yes, Mr Blair, just a quick question really you mentioned the 

well-known, I think general reluctance for people to move into higher 
density housing in Christchurch has the Council given a lot of thought, 45 
you said that may change when people become more familiar with it, 
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but has the Council given any thought to how that in fact might be 
overcome? 

 
MR BLAIR:  The Council has within the last three years from memory 

produced quite an important document that sets out a number of design 5 
solutions for higher density development we promoted.  It is on our 
website, they are in our opinion of quite high quality, high amenity 
dwellings and in developing in chapter 14 we have been taken account 
of – we have taken account of those designs as well and tried to 
promote them.  10 

 
  [3.05 pm] 
 
MS HURIA:  So basically providing a bit of a blueprint for people to look at 

and think I might like to live somewhere like that? 15 
 
MR BLAIR:  That is correct.  We are also, of course, engaged in the exemplar 

process as well and with the idea – with the idea that the exemplars, the 
exemplars will provide an opportunity for the Christchurch community 
to see how these high density forms of housing can work. 20 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Mr Blair, I may have just a couple of questions or may 

have a few more just depending on something I will come to shortly.  
But just coming back to the question of housing affordability and 
policy 3.6.1.2 on page 32 of the Council’s version, just tell me when 25 
you are there.  It is attached to Mr Eman’s rebuttal statement. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   32? 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Page 32. 30 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN: All right, thank you. This issue of the concept of affordable 

and picking up on Ms Dawson’s questions to you on that, is that 35 
concept you described where you said – I think you agreed that it 
would be a term – well you said it was a term you struggled with - - - 

 
MR BLAIR:   Mm. 
 40 
JUDGE HASSAN: - - - and that there are a number of measures of 

affordability and your general concept of it is it is a price point, I think 
more or less equivalent to the average family income, what they could 
afford, whether it be in rental or purchase? 

 45 
MR BLAIR:   Whether it be in rental or servicing a mortgage he says, yes. 
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JUDGE HASSAN:  So I just want to understand for a start your opinion in 

support of paragraph B going in there. That concept of affordable there, 
are you thinking of that same target benchmark if you like, of 
affordable to that same group. 5 

 
 I mean, for instance, I will take an example for you.  Not everyone can 

afford the same car, but there is a need for a certain car for transport.  
Not everyone can afford the same house, some choose a more 
unaffordable house as a matter of lifestyle choice. 10 

 
 So coming back to what you intend, do you intend to say, for that group 

which might more or less be that target you mentioned, ie, ‘average 
family could afford’, that sort of target group, that that group would 
have something that would be in their stock affordable in terms of 15 
energy and water consumption and other things? 

 
MR BLAIR:  Yes, but the intention of the policy is to ensure that all of the 

housing stock, all the replacement housing stock, is built to that high 
standard, granted it will be more important to certain sectors - - - 20 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   So I suppose - - - 
 
MR BLAIR:  - - - it will have more affordability impact on certain sectors of 

the community, yes. 25 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  And my concern is to make sure we use words that target 

what we are trying to achieve, so I wonder whether the word 
‘affordable’ in that particular paragraph is quite the right word, whether 
you are looking for something like efficiency or something in the sense 30 
that, well some houses will never be affordable to some people and 
they do not need them either, and yet those houses might well be 
running systems of energy and water supply which will never be 
affordable to another group but quite acceptable to the group that buys 
them.  It is a question of clarity. 35 

 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, sir, I agree. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  So one thought for consideration by the Council maybe, 

and maybe Mr Eman can think about this as well, Mr Winchester, is 40 
exactly what you mean by that second policy. 

 
 Now just coming back to that word ‘affordable’ in regard to the first 

policy, affordable housing development, are you aware of what they are 
doing in Auckland to try to benchmark or clarify the concept of 45 
‘affordable’? 
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  [3.10 pm] 
 
MR BLAIR:  I am not personally other than having quickly looked at a website 

to suggest that they might have done some thinking on it. 5 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   It might be similar to yours. 
 
MR BLAIR:   Only at a very high level. 
 10 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 
 
MR BLAIR: I do understand that there is also a Central Government 

investigation into affordability as well. 
 15 
MR……….:  Mr Chairman, I am wondering if it would be of assistance to the 

Panel at this point to allow either a supplementary statement to come in 
on this or a statement through counsel to provide greater clarity of 
definition. 

 20 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, because I think in terms of affordability, you are talking 

about an entry point and the ongoing cost which is not just rental or 
mortgage payments, so perhaps there is a potential there to run A and B 
together I would have thought, - - - 

 25 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   - - - but I think your suggestion Judge is a very sensible one. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you, sir. 30 
 
SIR HANSEN:   You would be happy to undertake that for us? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes, sir.    
 35 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Now this next thing I may not need to get into with you 

subject to the question that I am going to put to you now. 
 
 There has been this discussion on the question of whether there is some 

value in a process directed objective and policies and strategic, to deal 40 
with the process of resource management, if you like, as well as 
outcome. 

 
 Mr Eman deals with this topic in his evidence but in terms of the 

internal workings of the Council, does Mr Eman report to you in this 45 
area.  In other words, should I direct some questions at you as well? 
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MR BLAIR:   No, he does not.  In terms of the internal working of the Council, 

and the internal workings of the review team - - - 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 5 
 
MR BLAIR:   - - - I sit basically with chapter 14, - - - 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 
 10 
MR BLAIR:  - - - and I think as I also pointed out in my evidence, I provide 

advice to Mr Eman.  Mr Eman also sits on a review group called the 
Technical Advisory Group where the chapter leaders like myself, will 
go and discuss issues and agree. 

 15 
JUDGE HASSAN:  All right, well I think I can leave it until Mr Eman comes 

through.  Thank you very much. 
 
SIR HANSEN:  Mr Blair, just to follow on from Ms Huria’s questions.  If we 

look at the regional policy statement, there is a strong theme I think 20 
would be a fair way of putting it, but I just want to see if you would 
agree with that about intensification coming through. 

 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct, there is a theme, yes. 
 25 
SIR HANSEN:  And there is no prioritisation given between greenfields and 

urban intensification? 
 
MR BLAIR:   No, there is not. 
 30 
SIR HANSEN:   But you mention market reluctance? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Yes – sorry, if I can take a step back, your Honour.  In the sense 

that there is expected to be a general shift between greenfield into 
intensification, but no specific mechanism, explicit mechanism, that I 35 
am aware of to make that happen other than providing the land. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   And your evidence was you leave it to the market? 
 
MR BLAIR:   Basically yes. 40 
 
SIR HANSEN:   But the intensification is mentioned, a lot of it is inner city, if 

I can put it that way, around centres and such like? 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 45 
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SIR HANSEN: But that the New Zealand quarter acre pavlova paradise 
paradigm exists that is resistant to that? 

 
MR BLAIR:   It is, yes, sir. 
 5 
SIR HANSEN: Does that not mean that given the strong focus in the 

overarching document of intensification, that it needs a bit more of a 
nudge in the market? 

 
MR BLAIR:   As a planner, I would say yes - - - 10 
 
SIR HANSEN:   But the economists would not agree with us, I know. 
 
MR BLAIR:  But as a planner I would say yes, - by going back to what I 

understand of the RPS, it does not explicitly provide for it. 15 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well, it does not ask for it but there is, as we agreed, a strong 

focus on intensification, particularly in the city? 
 
MR BLAIR:   That is correct. 20 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you, anything from our questions, Mr Radich? 
 
MR RADICH:   No, thank you, sir. 
 25 
SIR HANSEN:   Any re-examination, Mr Winchester? 
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Yes sir, if I may, it is just to possibly tease out a couple 

of issues on intensification, it might be helpful.   
 30 
 Mr Blair, we had a discussion about the ability to achieve 

intensification and you had questions from various members of the 
Panel.   

 
 Do you know and can you advise what the capacity of the central city 35 

might be to accommodate numbers of residential units? 
 
  [3.15 pm] 
 
MR BLAIR:   I can only advise on what I understand is the target population in 40 

terms of what is in the central city, in terms of the work that I oversaw 
undertook.  It did not look specifically into the capacity within the Four 
Avenues, but there is expected to be quite a significant increase in 
population, or strategically there should be a significant increase in 
population within the central city. 45 
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MR WINCHESTER:  Yes.  And are you able to advise what the intended 
density of development in terms of numbers of units per hectare might 
be in the central city? 

 
MR BLAIR:   50 to 55 – around 50 residential units a hectare I think. 5 
 
MR WINCHESTER: Thank you. And do you have a view or any 

understanding as to the relationship, or is there a relationship in your 
view, between redevelopment of the central city and recovery of the 
central city and intensification of households and living in the central 10 
city? 

 
MR BLAIR:   Well yes, there is.  The grand strategy if you like, or the strategy 

if you like, is that an increase in population within the city will, within 
the Four Avenues or within the central city will generate and support 15 
more activity within the central city. More lifetime activity, more closer 
access for people to employment, just generally contribute to the 
overall growth within the Four Avenues, within the central city. 

 
SIR HANSEN:  I think, if it helps, Mr Winchester, I am not sure exactly where 20 

I read it, but I think I have read that pre-earthquake within the Four 
Avenues the population was just a bit over 8,000 but the aim is 20,000.  
So I think we are aware of that and the level of intensification. 

 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes. Thank you, sir.   25 
 
SIR HANSEN:   It was perhaps outside the Four Avenues, because that is part 

of the east frame and the central city development that I was seeking 
questions about. 

 30 
MR WINCHESTER:  Certainly, sir.  On a slightly different – it is ability to 

achieve intensification, so just a couple more questions. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, by all means. 
 35 
<RE-EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [3.18 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   So you talked about people coming into the central city 

and living, working and playing, but do you have any understanding, 
and can you advise the panel as to which comes first – is it commercial 40 
first and living then follows, or do they go hand in hand? 

 
MR BLAIR:   My understanding is that they go hand in hand. 
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MR WINCHESTER:  Thank you.  So do you have a view then, given that 
relationship on what importance that places in the scheme of things on 
the central city’s recovery? 

 
MR BLAIR:   I would say that an increase in population is an important aspect, 5 

a very important aspect. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you. 
 
MR BLAIR:   In terms of recovery.   10 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes.  Thank you, sir.  Thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Thank you, Mr Blair.  You may stand down. 
 15 
<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.19 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Sir, is that convenient to take - - -  
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, we’ll take the adjournment for 15 minutes now, thank 20 

you. 
 
ADJOURNED [3.19 pm] 
 
RESUMED [3.36 pm] 25 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you, yes, Mr Winchester? 
 
MR WINCHESTER: Thank you, sir, I have taken the liberty of asking Ms 

Carter to move to the witness box. Afternoon Ms Carter, can you please 30 
confirm for the Panel that your full name is Janice Carter and you hold 
the experience and qualifications set out in your statement of evidence-
in-chief? 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Sorry, has she been sworn yet? 35 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Oh sorry. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Let us get her sworn first? 
 40 
MR WINCHESTER:  Apologies. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   I know you are trying to make up for lost time. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Sir. 45 
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<JANICE CARTER, sworn [3.36 pm] 
 
<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [1.36 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Yes, sir, you are Janice Carter and can you please 5 

confirm you hold the qualifications and experience set out in your 
evidence-in-chief? 

 
MS CARTER:   I do. 
 10 
MR WINCHESTER:  You have prepared three statements being a statement of 

evidence-in-chief dated the 18th of November, a supplementary 
statement dated the 21st of November and a rebuttal statement dated 
the 27th of November. 

 15 
MS CARTER:   I did. 
 
MR WINCHESTER: Do you have any amendments to any of those 

statements? 
 20 
MS CARTER:   Not at this stage. 
 
MR WINCHESTER: Thank you. Can you please take the Hearing Panel 

through a summary of your evidence and then you are to answer any 
questions? 25 

 
MS CARTER:   I have evaluated a strategic directions proposal specifically in 

relation to the natural hazard provisions outlined the key strategic 
statutory directions and strategic documents affecting the drafting of 
this proposal and I have reviewed the submissions and specific relief 30 
received. 

 
 In terms of the notified version of the replacement district plan I agree 

that some minor amendments to issue 3.4.5 addressing the 
consequences of natural hazards, some amendments to objective 3.6.5 35 
natural hazards and the inclusion of a reference and link to the 
objectives and process of the natural hazards proposal are appropriate. 

 
 The functions of various government and local authorities in terms of 

responsibilities in dealing with natural hazards overlap considerably 40 
and are reasonably complex. The Resource Management Act is the 
mean statute for the preparation of a district plan and works alongside 
provisions in the Local Government Act. 

 
 However, since 2011 when the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 45 

came into force the Council must ensure that the district plan is not 
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inconsistent with the recovery strategy and the land use recovery frame 
both prepared pursuant to that.  In addition to this is a Civil Defence 
and Emergency Act which requires local authorities to coordinate 
emergency management across the four R’s of risk reduction, readiness 
for an event, response and recovery and I would add to that risk the 5 
statement of expectations which was presented in July this year. 

 
 Consequently there are a large number of statutory and strategic 

documents relevant to addressing natural hazards which have 
influenced the wording in this strategic direction proposal with respect 10 
to natural hazards.  The key statutory directions I have assessed are the 
Resource Management Act, the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 
the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, the Land Use 
Recovery Plan and the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement. 

 15 
 Other significant documents have influenced the overall approach to 

natural hazards and include recently published literature from the 
Insurance Council of New Zealand and work commissioned by Local 
Government New Zealand and Regional Councils which both state the 
need for the community and its wider sense to focus on reduction of 20 
risk from natural hazard events. 

 
 These documents also support the key role district plans play in 

reducing the risk of natural hazards through appropriate land use 
planning. 25 

 
  [3.40 pm] 
 
 The approach adopted in the Replacement District Plan.  The Strategic 

Directions’ Proposal provides an overarching policy direction for 30 
consideration of land use in the district which includes the land use 
planning approach for natural hazards. A key strategic direction 
identified in this proposal and of relevance to the whole district is 
provided for recovery and growth.   

 35 
 However, the importance of the Canterbury earthquakes and the 

consequences of natural hazard events for the district are also 
highlighted in the proposal.  The need to prepare for and respond to 
natural hazards through more thorough risk assessment and the 
avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards through appropriate land use 40 
controls is at the forefront of the district plan review.   

 
 Overall we need to do things better than before. This approach is 

consistent with the directions provided in the statutory documents I 
have just discussed.   45 
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 Some matters have sought amendments to the natural hazards 
provisions of the strategic directions proposal. As a result of the 
submissions I have recommended changes to the provisions which are 
shown in the version of the Strategic Directions’ Proposal attached to 
Mr Eman’s rebuttal evidence as attachment A. I will now briefly 5 
discuss those changes. 

 
 Tonkin and Taylor have sought amendments to issue 3.4.5 which 

relates to addressing the consequences of natural hazards.  As a result 
of that submission I have recommended a minor amendment to this 10 
issue to include a reference to the environment. A number of submitters 
seek amendment to objective 3.6.5.  As a result of those submissions I 
have recommended amendments to objective 3.6.5 to add a reference to 
the environment and to remove the words “to acceptable levels” from 
the end of objective 3.6.5. 15 

 
 I disagree with some of the amendments proposed by submitters where 

they are not consistent with the statutory directions, particularly the 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. I do not insist in promoting or 
improving the strategic directions proposed.   In terms of new addition 20 
to objective 3.6.5 specifically for critical and strategic infrastructure 
(INDISTINCT 2.17) specific relief by Mobil Oil to the Oil Company 
to (INDISTINCT 1.19) for gas it is my opinion that the concerns that 
give rise to those proposed amendments are more readily dealt with at 
the policy level in the natural hazards proposal. 25 

 
 In response to the request by the Property Council to include policies 

which implement objective 3.6.5 I note that the relevant policies are 
found in the natural hazards proposal.  To assist in communicating this 
to the users of the Replacement District Plan I have suggested that a 30 
reference and a link be provided to those policies. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MR RADICH:   Mr Carranceja, sir. 35 
 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR CARRANCEJA [3.43 pm] 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   Thank you, sir.  Good afternoon, Ms Carter. 
 40 
MS CARTER:   Good afternoon, Mr Carranceja. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Now are you aware that both the Crown and the Council 

agree on the exact wording of objective 3.6.5? 
 45 
MS CARTER:   Yes, I am. 
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MR CARRANCEJA: What interests me though is the fact that this is a 

standalone objective. Now you have accepted identifying natural 
hazards as a standalone objective is to reflect that it is an important 
strategic direction that needs to be identified clearly. 5 

 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   And to recognise that importance it has to come as a 

standalone effect? 10 
 
MS CARTER:   That is right, less is more. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes. My question to you is if there was another 

important outcome that is to be clearly identified in this chapter would 15 
it not make sense to make that perhaps a standalone objective as well? 

 
MS CARTER:  It could be but the decision has – we made a decision to 

actually try and keep as many of the objectives and policies to do with 
natural hazards within the natural hazards chapter itself.  It is really to 20 
assist the public.  Previous district plans had natural hazards scattered 
in a number of places throughout the district plan so it was both the 
Banks Peninsula plan and the operative Christchurch city plan and the 
decision was made to try and enable users of the plan to go to one place 
to do with natural hazards and not have to refer back to other parts of 25 
the plan, still recognising that there needed to be something in the 
strategic directions. 

 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes so there needed to be something in strategic 

directions. 30 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   I think we agree on that. 
 35 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   My question though however is that if for example the 

Hearings Panel were to arrive at the view that the higher order 
documents, by which I mean the RPS, the LURP etcetera, identify an 40 
important strategic housing such as say increasing housing supply. 

 
  [3.45 pm] 
 
 If that is identified as an important strategic outcome for the recovery 45 

of Christchurch post-earthquake, as a planner would you not see that it 
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would promote clarity in terms of identifying that as a standalone 
objective. Just like natural hazards has been identified as a standalone 
objective in the Strategic Directions Chapter? 

 
MS CARTER:  The Strategic Directions Chapter is part of the Plan, and the 5 

Natural Hazards Proposal is part of the Plan, and provided the links are 
there, I think that can be read as one, and I think that is what we’ve 
tried to achieve with the Natural Hazards’ Proposal.  

 
MR CARRANCEJA:  I’ll just rephrase the question. Would you have any 10 

objection to having a standalone housing objective? 
 
MS CARTER:   Standalone? 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  A standalone – you have got a nice clear natural hazards 15 

objective in the Strategic Directions Chapter, would you have any 
objection, similarly identifying the clear objective for housing in the 
Strategic Directions’ Chapter? 

 
MS CARTER:  I think there could be, but there would have to be reasons for 20 

that, and as I said with the Natural Hazards’ Chapter we wanted people 
to be able to go to one place and capture the key objectives and 
policies.  Bearing in mind we probably do need a link back to that one 
strategic directions’ objective.   

 25 
MR CARRANCEJA:  But I think you agree with me, that having one objective 

in the Strategic Directions’ Chapter for natural hazards is to highlight 
the importance to the community that there is a natural hazard issue. 

 
MS CARTER:   Mm’hm.   30 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  It’s also important to highlight to the community a 

desire to increase housing supply, wouldn’t one objective standalone in 
this chapter be appropriate from a planning point of view?  I am just 
talking to you about clarity about usability, about accessibility? 35 

 
MS CARTER:  Well my view is that usability/accessibility is all improved by 

having them in the Natural Hazards’ Proposal, but I do understand what 
you are saying about housing.  Now housing is quite specific, whereas 
the Natural Hazards’ Proposal encompasses the whole plan anyway, so 40 
it is a citywide proposal and it will affect housing, it will affect all 
those other things as well. 

 
MR CARRANCEJA:   Yes. 
 45 
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MS CARTER:  So it is because it is that all encompassing, over the whole city, 
that we have done away with them, but it doesn’t mean - - - 

 
SIR HANSEN:  You are being asked a very general question that does not 

really relate to natural hazards, except to the fact that you have a 5 
specific objective. You are being asked that given the importance of 
housing, as a planner do you think it would be appropriate to have a 
standalone objective for housing? 

 
MS CARTER:  I think the answer I gave before was that it could do, but - - - 10 
 
SIR HANSEN:  Yes, thank you. 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes.   
 15 
MR CARRANCEJA:  I would like you to turn to Mr Eman’s version of the 

plan, please, as attached to his rebuttal evidence. 
 
MS CARTER:   Mm’hm. 
 20 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Now, I just want you to put your finger on two things.  

The first one is on page 40 where you have got the standalone Natural 
Hazards’ objective, 3.6.5, have you got that? 

 
MS CARTER:   Mm’hm.   25 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Okay, now just while holding one finger on that page, 

also flick over to page 34, now looking there at objective 3.6.2 (a) (ii). 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 30 
 
MR CARRANCEJA: Now (ii) there refers to avoiding natural hazards 

adequately remedies and mitigates the risk.  Now I’m trying to compare 
that with the standalone objective on page 40.  Isn’t that really a wee 
bit of duplication there? 35 

 
MS CARTER:   My understanding from looking at 3.6.2, is the purpose of it is 

to identify matters that will influence the development form and 
function of the city, and I think it is pretty clear that natural hazards and 
where they occur will influence the development form and function of 40 
the city. 

 
 So that was the reason why I think that it was put there, and there was a 

kind of long list there of new matters, and to leave out the fact that 
natural hazards will influence the form of the city may mean that it 45 
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would inadequate, it would not cover all the issues that influence the 
development form and function of the city. 

 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Now my question to you is, objective 3.6.2, it says, it 

covers a lot of things, it covers hazards, it covers infrastructure, it 5 
covers business central city, housing, commercial, community 
transport, activity, a lot of things.  Now it seems that, at least when it 
comes to natural hazards, the Council saw fit that it would be useful to 
identify that as a standalone objective, correct? 

 10 
MS CARTER:   Mm’hm. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   In Mr Eman’s latest version I have noticed that he also 

sees fit in his rebuttal to extract infrastructure as a standalone objective, 
correct? 15 

 
  [3.50 pm] 
 
MS CARTER:   I understand that is the case. 
 20 
MR CARRANCEJA: Yes, could you similarly do the same for housing, 

business, extract from this Uber objective, things that are useful, things 
that are clear so that a person reading the plan, even if you look at the 
index page for strategic directions, chapter three, you will be able to see 
housing, business, infrastructure, not two big Uber objectives.  Would 25 
you accept that in terms of clarity that would be beneficial for a 
member of the public to consider and read? 

 
MS CARTER: You are asking me to comment on the appropriateness of 

objective 3.6.2, can you just clarify? 30 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   My question is would you see any benefit - - -  
 
SIR HANSEN:   Just break it down I think we are a little bit long. 
 35 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Sorry, would you accept that there would be some 

benefit in terms of promoting clarity and usability to members of the 
public reading this plan that we break down objective 3.6.2 into its 
component parts so that it is easy to identify the set of topics covered 
there such as hazards, housing, infrastructure and business? 40 

 
MS CARTER:  Well I certainly think that you could restructure this plan in 

many ways so as long as the content and the actual what was it, it was 
trying to achieve was not lost.  This is because it focuses on what the 
city is going to look like in terms of its form and function you would 45 
have to make sure that if you picked out bits from this that those bits 
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were replaced somewhere, but still put it in the context of how the 
city’s form is going to be affected. 

 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Then I think we will agree then that I think provided the 

message is not lost you would support providing greater clarity, any 5 
redrafting that causes, that provides a greater clarity so that a member 
of the public could use this and read this in a more understandable 
way? 

 
MS CARTER:   Clarity is good. 10 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:  Yes, thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   That is a yes? 
 15 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MR CARRANCEJA:   No further questions sir, thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 20 
 
MS DAWSON:   Mrs Carter, I am wanting to talk to you about the removal of 

these words of acceptable levels from the objective. I know lots of 
parties agree on this but I am a little bit concerned at what that does to 
the meaning of this objective.  In section 5 of your evidence-in-chief 25 
you go through the various objectives and policies of the higher level 
documents from 5.5 on the Regional Policy Statement, the Recovery 
Strategy, then in 5.10 the Land Use Recovery Plan, and what I can see 
they all use slightly different words but a lot of them talk about either 
concentrating on a high level of risk of avoidance for life, for risks to 30 
life, possibly a different level of risk avoidance for property. 

 
 They do use words like unacceptable risk or managing risk or avoiding 

increased risk, all sort of slight variations on a theme and that needs to 
then be reflected or decisions needs to be made then about what 35 
objectives are going to go into these strategic directions for the city 
plan and what we are left with in your amended objective is that the 
risk to people, property, infrastructure and the environment is either 
avoided or reduced and it is not reduced to acceptable levels, it is just 
plain reduced. 40 

 
 If the level of risk is already fine it has still got to be reduced so, I 

mean, I am concerned that it has become a more that the risk 
management approach and the degree of risk that is acceptable is no 
longer open in terms of the implementation of this objective.  I noticed 45 
that Mr Berryman agrees but it is a very much a caveated agreement, as 
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long as that level of acceptability comes in somewhere else and he 
mentions either in the proposal chapter on natural hazards or in the 
definitions. 

 
  [3.55 pm] 5 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   So how – can you just sort of explain to me how you see this 

objective then leading on to a risk management approach to determine 10 
acceptable levels of risk? 

 
MS CARTER:  Well it does move very quickly from this objective to the 

natural hazards proposals where we do bring back words like 
“unacceptable”, “acceptable” and “tolerable”, so while this objective is 15 
wide, community wide/city wide, it affects everyone, when you get 
more specific we start looking at what’s acceptable and what’s 
intolerable at a policy level. 

 
 In terms of an objective we were trying to keep it as an outcome and 20 

keep the policy implications to the natural hazards’ proposal, so that’s 
what’s effective taking the words “to acceptable levels” and agreeing 
that it doesn’t add anything to the outcome, it just – because we don’t 
know what those acceptable levels are in this context here. 

 25 
 So there is a general objective here that risk should be reduced or 

avoided and that that would be applied to situations throughout the city. 
 
MS DAWSON:  So would it be applied – I mean how is that word “reduced” 

intended to be applied in that objective, is it intended to be applied just 30 
generally across the city or is it to each and every person and property? 

 
MS CARTER:   Where there’s risk to natural hazards. 
 
MS DAWSON:   Well there’s natural hazards everywhere - - -  35 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes, so - - -  
 
MS DAWSON:  So for every property, there needs to be a reduction in 

exposure to risk - - -  40 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   - - - or avoidance. 
 45 
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MS CARTER:   Yes, that’s, that’s the intention of the overall objective. So it is 
– there is an assumption there that risk can always be reduced further, 
that we can do better, that we haven’t perhaps done enough in the past. 
So that’s where this objective is saying that, risk can always be reduced 
– we can always do things better, so that’s the assumption. 5 

 
MS DAWSON:   And that the plan will then go on and implement that through 

policies and methods - - -  
 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 10 
 
MS DAWSON:   - - - to reduce risk - - -  
 
MS CARTER:   Risk. 
 15 
MS DAWSON:   - - - on every – in every situation. 
 
MS CARTER:   Where it can, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:  Well it must be, that must be either avoided or reduced, I 20 

mean, because I’m concerned about this concept of, “Well, don’t worry 
too much about that because when you get to the policies the 
acceptability’s all then worked out later on” - - -  

 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 25 
 
MS DAWSON:  - - - because it’s hard – because a – the pathway from high 

level objective which is “avoid” or “reduce” can’t really be ameliorated 
by subsequent more lenient policies, can it? 

 30 
MS CARTER:   Well, I guess – I see where you’re coming from, I guess – just 

let me think about that for a moment – I think my main concern with 
the policy was, to “acceptable levels” didn’t add anything in terms of 
measurement or anywhere of actually working out whether the 
objective is being obtained or not. 35 

 
 But to say – to look at whether we’re reducing our overall exposure in 

the city to risk, we could say that it had been reduced for – it is very 
much – this objective is very much in a general overview level, are we 
reducing our risk to natural hazards? Is it an ongoing vision/a goal, for 40 
the city to actually keep on at that reducing risk - - -  

 
MS DAWSON:   So are you saying to me actually it is more about an “overall 

reduction” of risk to the city as opposed to - - -  
 45 
MS CARTER:   It is about an “overall reduction”. 
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MS DAWSON:   But shouldn’t it say something like that? Shouldn’t it convey 

that more clearly, that it’s not every risk in every instance needs to be 
reduced? 

 5 
MS CARTER:   I agree it could do that, yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:   And just for my information because I haven’t looked in any 

detail the natural hazards’ proposal as yet, Mr Berryman talks – it 
might be Dr Berryman – talks in his evidence about some work that 10 
needs to be done to, in terms of “risk management” analysis, to work 
out what’s an acceptable level of risk for property, I think it quite like 
call it “economic risk” in the city, has that work been done in order that 
when we get to the natural hazards’ section which flows from this 
objective, it will be, you know, there will be a pathway that lead to 15 
what is an acceptable level of risk for property? 

 
  [4.00 pm] 
 
MS CARTER:   I think you might have to re-phrase the question in terms of - - 20 

-  
 
MS DAWSON:  So has the City Council done risk assessment work for 

property or economic risk that has enabled the clear definition of 
acceptable risk for property? 25 

 
MS CARTER:   Not specifically.  We have drawn on previous work in some 

cases, and that is in the section 32, but I would have to say that the 
amount of work that has been done in that space has not been as large 
as it could have been, yes. 30 

 
MS DAWSON:  All right.  Well we will come to that when we come to that 

chapter.  That will be interesting. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   It sounds like there might be a lot of work between now and 35 

then. 
 
MS DAWSON:  Yes, that is what I am anticipating.  I mean, certainly when it 

comes to the specific chapters, we will want to know about that sort of 
work and what you have and what you haven’t done. 40 

 
MS CARTER:   Yes. 
 
MS DAWSON:  Right.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  That is all the 

questions I have, thank you. 45 
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SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 
 
DR MITCHELL:   Just following on from that question, because I was going to 

ask you questions along a similar line, and noting the fact that there 
seems to be a large amount of agreement, so I am sort of treading 5 
carefully here, but isn’t one of the fundamental problems with objective 
3.6.5 is that it doesn’t provide and preference as to the circumstances 
where avoidance is to be preferred, and I mean, I could reduce the risk 
of sea level rise by adding a millimetre to the floor of my house, so on 
its face I would be doing that, and I would have thought something 10 
along the lines of saying – and it is not for me to draft it – but risk is 
avoided where necessary, because sometimes it isn’t necessary to avoid 
risk because there isn’t any. 

 
 Risk is avoided where necessary, and to the extent practicable, because 15 

sometimes it is not practicable to avoid risk, and otherwise manage risk 
to acceptable levels.  I mean, if that is gist of what you are saying, and I 
think it is, doesn’t it make sense to say something fair unambiguously 
like that?  So you avoid risk where you have to and you avoid it as 
much as you can as a first reference, but you otherwise have to manage 20 
risks to acceptable levels? 

 
 I mean, my drafting is pretty inelegant, but is that the gist of what you 

are saying the approach ought to be? 
 25 
MS CARTER:   Well I didn’t want to have an objective that basically said that 

our approach to managing natural hazards in New Zealand was to 
manage the hazards, I wanted the objective to actually have a bit more 
direction to it than that.   

 30 
DR MITCHELL:   But it has got no direction at all, as it is drafted.  It just says 

the risk is avoided or reduced.  That doesn’t provide any guidance at all 
– absent, something else to follow up behind it. 

 
MS CARTER:   I guess it has been distilled from the RPS and so what we have 35 

done is we have looked at what the RPS does and it provides the 
avoidance or mitigation as well. So we have used the same terminology 
to come up with this objective. 

 
DR MITCHELL:  Yes, but as you go down through the documents you have 40 

got to get more and more specific as you go. 
 
MS CARTER:   Yes, absolutely. 
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DR MITCHELL:   And I would say that that objective, in terms of guiding you 
in the subsequent chapters that follow as to what you ought to be doing 
and where, doesn’t help you at all. 

 
MS CARTER:  I would have thought that avoiding when you can and reducing 5 

risk when you can - - -  
 
DR MITCHELL:   But it doesn’t say that.  It says they will be avoided or 

reduced, it doesn’t give – what I was putting to you was to say “avoid it 
where you can and where you need to, and if you can’t do that you 10 
minimise it to acceptable levels”, surely that is what the objective is?  
So why do you put planner speak in here to say “risk is avoided or 
reduced” – that doesn’t give it any guidance whatsoever.   

 
 You can’t take that objective and start to draft that natural hazards 15 

chapter in reliance on anything that that says at all.  It doesn’t tell you 
whether you should avoid as far as you should, as far as you should, as 
far as you can, to what extent you have to reduce it to, surely. 

 
MS CARTER:  I mean, I understand what you are saying.  I didn’t have the 20 

problem implementing it in the natural hazards’ proposal and taking it 
from where it is here that you are suggesting, but if you are saying that 
there is something that I should look at, well then I am quite happy to 
do that.   

 25 
DR MITCHELL:  Would you have any objection to, subject to drafting, 

capturing the concept of saying that risk is to be avoided where it is 
necessary to do so, firstly – so you don’t reduce risk where no risk 
exists, so there has got to be a risk present.  You avoid it in preference 
to the extent that it is practicable to do so – so that again, that is a 30 
preference of saying we will do what we can to avoid the risk in the 
first place, but where we can’t we will minimise it to the point that it is 
acceptable. 

 
MS CARTER:  Well I think “minimising” is a good word, yes, I think so.  Yes.   35 
 
  [4.05 pm] 
 
DR MITCHELL:   So subject to drafting you don’t have any objection to that 

level of specificity and you think that would be helpful? 40 
 
MS CARTER:   I think so.  I think that I am not in favour of turning it into a 

policy, I think it should be a clear objective but I am not adverse to 
some of the words that you have suggested. 

 45 
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DR MITCHELL:   Okay, thank you.  And just finally, at paragraph 9.3 where 
you are talking about, I think it is in a specific submission from Tonkin 
and Taylor, but it is a conversation that his Honour had earlier with you 
about – or not with you, sorry, with one of the other witnesses about 
definitions versus plain meaning.  And you have made a comment that 5 
you have used words in their normal dictionary sense rather than 
relying on an RMA definition.  Given that the word “effect” and it does 
have a very clear meaning in RMA terms, do you think it is wise to 
have the potential confusion and it would be better to use greater clarity 
and stick to accepted definitions where they exist? 10 

 
MS CARTER:   The context of those particular paragraphs was at the front end 

of the strategic directions where we are expressing issues and I think 
that when people read that and the word “effect” is used instead of the 
“risk” then it will send the wrong message because most people reading 15 
it in its general sense don’t know the word “effect” in terms of the 
Resource Management Act definition. The word “risk” actually 
conveys that whole likelihood of consequences and I think for the 
general public it is easier for them to understand what that paragraph is 
saying than to replace it with the word “effect” in terms of the 20 
Resource Management Act. 

 
DR MITCHELL:   All right, I understand that, thank you.  Thank you, I have 

no further questions, sir. 
 25 
SIR HANSEN:   Judge? 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, just a couple of questions, thank you, sir.  Just on 

changes to this policy that your rebuttal evidence recommends, 
Ms Carter, I want to just ask you briefly about another change and that 30 
is the addition of the words “and the environment”, again appreciating 
that there is a large degree of consensus among the parties in support of 
that.  In paragraph 4.4 of your rebuttal you describe your view and you 
refer to other experts supporting that addition.  Was that addition 
generated by you or was your evidence just reporting what others have 35 
recommended? 

 
MS CARTER: It was recommended by Tonkin and Taylor in initial 

submissions.   
 40 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, I see. 
 
MS CARTER:   So I put it in as a modified version and then the Crown and the 

New Zealand Fire Service and various other people have agreed that 
they agree with that.  So it was a modified version that I put in after. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:  Now, in earlier answers you mentioned the regional policy 
statement as effectively being genesis material for this objective but the 
regional policy statement is different in the sense, isn’t it, it doesn’t 
refer to a risk avoidance objective in regard to the environment other 
than in respect to risks resulting from methods use to manage natural 5 
hazards, is that how you understand it? 

 
MS CARTER:   Yes, that is how I understand it. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   So to this extent this proposed change, the words “and the 10 

environment” goes in, it doesn’t go in to give effect to the regional 
policy statement, does it, it is doing something different? 

 
MS CARTER:   That wasn’t my intention that it would do something different 

from the regional policy statement. 15 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:  Yes.  Now, that word “environment” is another one of 

those words that has potentially very large meaning.  Without getting 
into the detail of it, the Resource Management Act defines 
“environment” to include amenity values and other things.  What did 20 
you mean in endorsing the reference to “and the environment”, did you 
mean the broadest concept of environment that the RMA defines it to 
be or something less than that? 

 
MS CARTER: I think what I am doing here is acknowledging in the 25 

submission of Tonkin and Taylor that the definition of natural hazards 
in the Resource Management Act actually refers to in other aspects of 
the environment, not just people and property. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:  I am referring to the definition of “environment”, you used 30 

the word environment in the change that you endorse, what did you 
mean by “environment”, did you mean what the RMA defines 
environment to be or something else? 

 
MS CARTER:  I wasn’t specifically thinking of the RMA definition of 35 

environment. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Did you mean to refer to effects on amenity values? 
 
MS CARTER:   No. 40 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Did you mean to refer to effects on anything other than 

people and property and infrastructure? 
 
  [4.10 pm] 45 
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MS CARTER:   No a little bit more than that because what we have done in the 
natural hazards proposal is we have identified that some natural parts of 
the environment provide us with resilience to natural hazards so in 
terms of both ecosystems and dunes and various areas we were 
proposing that by adding “and the environment” it would be consistent 5 
with protecting those areas from natural hazards as well.  So not just 
property, not just people, and not just infrastructure, but also there are 
environments out there that are well protected because of resilience that 
they provide. 

 10 
JUDGE HASSAN:   So your answer indicates you intend a subset like natural 

environment, ecosystems, sand dunes those features of the 
environment, not the broad concept of environment that the RMA 
defines. 

 15 
MS CARTER:   No, that is right, yes. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And at a basic level isn’t it the case that earthquakes or 

sea level rise or rock fall or other things are part of the environment 
themselves? 20 

 
MS CARTER:   Yes, I agree. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Doesn’t that mean that the addition becomes somewhat 

circular that one is trying to protect one aspect of the environment from 25 
another aspect of the environment? 

 
MS CARTER:   A natural hazard is that interrelationship between a natural 

occurrence and people and property infrastructure and in this case we 
are saying there is also a loss (INDISTINCT 1.34) through natural 30 
hazards as well.  In a way if we don’t include that it almost says we are 
not actually going to try and mitigate natural hazards on the 
environment and therefore some of our dunes for example we are not 
going to try and keep them stable or we are not going to provide for 
stormwater, natural stormwater ponds which impede flooding.  So I 35 
think what we are getting at there is that – I agree, I’m not talking about 
social environment there, I am talking about natural environment. 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   And finally objective 11.2.2.  You don’t need to read this, 

I will read it to you, of the Regional Policy Statement is the one that 40 
refers to effects on the environment and it says:  resulting from 
methods used to manage natural effects.  And I just want to clarify 
whether you have in mind really protecting the environment from 
methods that manage natural hazards as opposed to protecting the 
environment from natural hazards per se? 45 

 



 Page 314 

  
Christchurch Plan Independent Hearing Venue, Christchurch 03.12.14 

MS CARTER:   Well in the natural hazards proposal we do deal with that in - - 
- 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Well what is your answer to my question? 
 5 
MS CARTER:   Could you repeat it please. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes.  The Regional Policy Statement objective that deals 

with adverse effects on the environment refers to adverse effects 
resulting from methods used to manage natural hazards, not - - - 10 

 
MS CARTER:   As a mitigation - - - 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - not adverse effects from natural hazards per se.  And I 

am wondering on further reflection whether you intended to target 15 
adverse effects from methods used to manage natural hazards as 
opposed to adverse effects of natural hazards per se. 

 
MS CARTER:   No, not specifically. 
 20 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you.  No further questions. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Anything from the Crown arising from the 

panel’s questions? 
 25 
MR RADICH:   No, sir, thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Re-examination Mr Winchester? 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   No, sir, but do I take it from questions from the Panel 30 

that there may be a direction for Ms Carter to go away and reconsider 
the wording of the objective? 

 
SIR HANSEN:   No, I think it was just at this stage simply asking whether she 

agreed with the possibility of change to encapsulate what I think she 35 
accepted was trying to be conveyed in that particular – that is all. 

 
MR WINCHESTER:   Yes, thank you sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you Ms Carter, you may stand down. 40 
 
<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [4.14 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Sir, that leads us to the Council’s last witness for this 

chapter.  Mr Eman.  So I will call Mr Eman. 45 
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<PETER NICHOLAS EMAN, affirmed  [4.14 pm] 
 
<EXAMINATION BY MR WINCHESTER [4.14 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Good afternoon Mr Eman.  Can you please confirm that 5 

your full name is Peter Nicholas Eman and you have the qualifications 
and experience set out in your evidence in chief? 

 
MR EMAN:   That is correct. 
 10 
  [4.15 pm] 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   And you have prepared three statements of evidence 

being first your statement of evidence in chief dated 18 November 
2014, second being a supplementary statement of evidence dated 21 15 
November 2014, and finally a rebuttal statement dated 27 November 
2014? 

 
MR EMAN:   That is correct. 
 20 
MR WINCHESTER:  Do you have any changes or amendments to any of those 

statements? 
 
MR EMAN:  Yes, I do, I have a number of ones.  First starting off with the 

supplementary evidence on page 13, paragraph 10.10, after the words 25 
“permitted activity to order”, it should be added there, “and activities 
permitted by the Council’s public notice,”. 

 
MR WINCHESTER: Sorry, so that is down on the seventh line before 

41 percent?  30 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Could you read that again please? 
 35 
MR EMAN:   Yes.  So the addition after the words “permitted activity order,” 

should be “and activities permitted by the Council’s public notice,”. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you. 
 40 
MR EMAN:  And then the same wording added on page 14, paragraph 10.12.  

At the end of the second to last sentence, after the words “temporary 
activities’ order”, so again you are adding “and activities permitted by 
the Council’s public notice,”. 

 45 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you.   
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MR EMAN:  In terms of my rebuttal evidence, the statement at paragraphs 4.6 

to 4.10, would be clearer if they were in fact read after 4.13.  
Unfortunately, they have gone into the wrong spot and it has confused 
what I was trying to say there.  5 

 
JUDGE HASSAN:   So they have been inserted at the top - - - 
 
MR EMAN:   To be inserted at the top of page 9 above paragraph 4.14, before 

paragraph 4.14 yes. 10 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Before 14? 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 15 
MR WINCHESTER:   That is 4.6 to 4.10 relocated ahead of 4.14.  Thank you. 
 
MR EMAN:  And then also in my rebuttal evidence, paragraphs 5.18 to 5.20, 

are really unnecessary and they are covered more fully in preceding 
paragraphs 5.4 to 5.15, so they can be deleted. 20 

 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   4.18 to? 
 25 
MR EMAN:   4.18 to – sorry, 5.18 to 5.20. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you, Mr Eman.   
 
MR EMAN: One last one resulting from an updated version of 30 

Ms Murchison’s evidence on behalf of Ngai Tahu.  There are a couple 
of references that are now changed with the changes to her evidence.  
But more particularly, I agree with an amendment to wording of one of 
the provisions in - - - 

 35 
SIR HANSEN:  Well I am sorry, we are in your evidence, you are dealing with 

that. 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, sorry.  So this is - - - 
 40 
SIR HANSEN:   Still in the rebuttal? 
 
MR EMAN:   My rebuttal – I will double check that, sir.  
 
SIR HANSEN:   It starts at 6 I think. 45 
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MR EMAN:   Yes, 6.7. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   6.7 thank you. 
 
MR EMAN:  Page 18.  So my reference there to her paragraphs 99 to 102 5 

become 99 to 101 and in terms of the issue she discusses there, I agree 
that elements for the amendments that she is seeking in her revised 
evidence should be included in policy 3.6.4.1 of attachment A.  So that 
is page 39 of my attachment A in sub clause (c). 

 10 
  [4.20 pm] 
 
 So that it reads: “Ensure best practicable options are adopted”, and then 

the addition is - - - 
 15 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Sorry, could you pause for a minute? 
 
MR EMAN:   Sure. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   In your attachment A, what page? 20 
 
MR EMAN:   Page 39, at policy 3.6.4.1. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   (c)? 
 25 
MR EMAN:   (c), yes.  So retaining the words “Ensure best practicable options 

are adopted…” and add new words comma “and sufficient Plan is 
available,”. 

 
MR WINCHESTER:   Thank you is that it? 30 
 
MR EMAN:   No, sorry, there is a further change to that as well.  So retain the 

wording after that “…for the treatment and disposal of stormwater, 
generally including onsite retention and treatment for urban areas,” and 
then changing new wording stating “prior to any discharge into natural 35 
waterways”.   

 
MR WINCHESTER:  And is that intended to be in substitution of the words 

“that also mitigate”? 
 40 
MR EMAN:   Yes, so the words “that also mitigate direct stormwater flow” are 

replaced by “prior to any discharge”.   
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Thank you. Is there anything else? 
 45 
MR EMAN:   No, thank you.  
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MR WINCHESTER:  Subject to those amendments, Mr Eman, do you confirm 

that to the best of your knowledge and belief your evidence is true and 
correct? 

 5 
MR EMAN:   I do. 
 
MR WINCHESTER:  Thank you.  Can you please give a summary of evidence 

to the Panel and then remain there to answer any questions?  
 10 
MR EMAN: Yes. The Strategic Directions’ proposal provides the strategic 

context for the replacement District Plan and the overarching direction 
for other chapters within the Plan.   

 
 This chapter raises a wide range of issues, many of which are also 15 

managed and influenced to some degree throughout the organisations, 
including through their planning documents.   

 
 As set out in the introduction, section 3.1, Council has worked with a 

number of other organisations, such as Ngai Tahu, CERA, and the 20 
Transport Agency in developing a Strategic Directions’ proposal. 

 
 The Strategic Directions’ proposal has been developed taking into 

account the relevant higher order, RMA and CERA documents, which I 
will now discuss.   25 

 
 I will just cover a number of issues in sequence, just because that is the 

way they tended to come up in relation to particular issues that have 
been raised. The Christchurch Regional Policy Statement chapter 6 is 
very prescriptive as to what is to happen in Christchurch, certainly at 30 
the high level and strategic focus of the Strategic Directions’ chapter.  
It even gets down to the detail of prescribing the different residential 
densities to be achieved in specific areas, that strong Christchurch 
focus and level of prescription has effectively dictated much of the 
content of the Strategic Directions’ chapter.   35 

 
 Some of those directions are very prescriptive on specific issues, with 

terms like “avoid” and “ensure”. Others are less directive, with terms 
like “providing for, opportunities and managing effect of”. 

 40 
 A range of outcomes are sought to be achieved, which the Council has 

used as the basis for the development of the proposed Replacement 
District Plan, in particular a Strategic Directions chapter.   

 
  [4.25 pm] 45 
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 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions’ Chapter reflects that range of 
outcomes and directions contained in the Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement, with the amendments attached to my rebuttal evidence as 
attachment A. 

 5 
 In my opinion, the LURP, sorry the Land Use Recovery Plan, and the 

Christchurch Regional Policy Statement seek both development 
opportunities and good urban design as critical outcomes, but do not set 
one outcome above the other terms of priorities, so the others in terms 
of priorities. 10 

 
 The Land Use Recovery Plan and the order in Council expectations do 

require that the Replacement District Plan provisions provide certainty, 
remove unnecessary impediments and reduce consent and notification 
requirements. 15 

 
 Those will require careful consideration in the provisions in the more 

specific chapters, particularly the rules.  But I do not understand those 
directions to give priority to the development outcome.  Nor, in my 
opinion, is it appropriate or helpful to have a process policy in the 20 
Replacement District Plan that states that those matters as policies, 
such as reducing requirements for resource consents. 

 
 Such a policy does not provide direction on how the effects of land use 

is to be managed to achieve specific environmental outcomes that are 25 
contained in the objectives. 

 
 Rather I consider them to be tools or principles that can be applied in 

the management of any outcome. 
 30 
 If it will assist the Panel, I can comment more on this issue now or at 

the end of my summary of my evidence.    
 
SIR HANSEN:   I think at the end, Mr Eman. 
 35 
MR EMAN: Sure. It has been suggested in evidence that the Land Use 

Recovery Plan contemplates a two stage approach where there is to be 
a short term relaxation of urban design standards. 

 
 In my opinion the Land Use Recovery Plan makes it clear that urban 40 

design considerations are critical from the start of the recovery. 
 
 In addition no amendments to the chapter have been proposed which 

indicate what different outcomes are to be achieved in the two stages. 
 45 
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 However, I agree that it would be useful for the Replacement District 
Plan to recognise that different urban design issues will be relevant to 
different areas depending on the environment and function of those 
areas and perhaps picking up on a previous question, probably also in 
terms of different activities in those areas. 5 

 
 I recommended an amendment in attachment A to the proposed 

Replacement District Plan policy 3.6.1.5, development design and 
quality to recognise that, and I would also agree to an amendment to 
add a recognition that they would differ depending on different 10 
activities. 

 
 There has been evidence questioning the general content of the chapter 

but when considering the alternative versions suggested by the 
submitters, the differences are not so much in the substance of the 15 
provisions in the chapter as the structure of the chapter in the way it has 
been packaged. 

 
 It has been acknowledged in some of the evidence of parties – sorry, 

this has been acknowledged in some of the evidence of parties at 14 20 
alternative versions. 

 
 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions chapter of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan provides a more appropriate base to achieve 
the functions of the Council and the legislative requirements than the 25 
amendment sought by the submitters. 

 
 I also consider that it provides a better overall picture of the future 

development of Christchurch with less repetition, greater direction and 
clarity. However, I acknowledge that some amendments to those 30 
provisions are appropriate and those changes are set out in my 
attachment A to my rebuttal evidence. 

 
 Moving on to additional objectives and policies. 
 35 
 A number of submissions seek the addition of very specific objectives 

and policies. Often there is no dispute over the substance of the 
proposed provisions, but whether the provision is more appropriately 
included in the Strategic Directions Chapter, rather than more specific 
chapters. 40 

 
  [4.30 pm] 
 
 In my opinion, it is more useful to keep the Strategic Directions 

Chapter at a higher level so that the broad picture of future 45 
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development of Christchurch is not made less clear by including 
detailed policy direction. 

 
 Although the Proposed Replacement District Plan has included some 

detailed policies in the Strategic Directions Chapter, those policies tend 5 
to be important to painting the big picture in relation to the approach 
taken in the Proposed Regional Replacement District Plan. 

 
 For example the Strategic Directions Proposal includes reference to 

airport noise contour limits on where greenfield residential areas will 10 
go.  That is a critical part of the broad urban growth picture. 

 
 But proposed policies on some other specific strategic infrastructure do 

not assist in a significant way in painting the big picture.  Although, for 
example, the National Grid is a very important strategic infrastructure, 15 
it has considerably less significance on the broad development pattern 
of Christchurch. It does not influence where urban growth goes, so 
much as the more detailed layout of urban growth areas. 

 
 Policies or matters of detail more appropriately included - specific 20 

chapters are more included – are included in more specific chapters 
where they will assist in showing a clear connection between policies 
and rules. 

 
 In terms of infrastructure the importance of protecting strategic 25 

infrastructure is already covered in the Proposed Replacement District 
Plan and with more specific policy direction then that sought in a 
number of submissions. 

 
 Policies that seek recognition of the significance of something, in my 30 

opinion provides little policy direction for how the plan on how land 
use is to be managed in the plan to achieve the outcomes included in 
the objectives. However, I agree that it is appropriate and helpful to 
include an objective on infrastructure and further policy direction, 
particularly to cover the impacts of infrastructure on other activities, 35 
and have included an attachment A to my rebuttal statement and 
amendment to give effect to that. 

 
 If I can just perhaps just return to the issue of the procedural policy. I 

see that such a policy is potentially problematic. Using the natural 40 
hazard chapter as an example of the application of such a policy when 
considering the more specific chapters, this chapter will inevitably 
include more controls on natural hazard issues than the existing plan, 
given the strong direction to provide greater protection from natural 
hazards. 45 
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 Increased rules will increase the potential need for some proposals to 
need to apply for resource consents. 

 
 Applying such a procedural policy to that chapter, would either mean 

that the provisions designed to increase protection from natural hazards 5 
are not included. Or provisions in other chapters need to be reduced to 
compensate so that there is an overall reduction in potential resource 
consents for the Replacement District Plan as a whole. 

 
 Applying such a policy in the circumstances of a plan change, would 10 

seem to direct that if the plan change introduced any more rules into the 
District Plan, it should not be approved. Potentially only plan changes 
that reduced the number of rules would be consistent with that policy. 

 
 Obviously our policy approach to reduce resource consents would not 15 

be relevant to a resource consent application, as they do not change the 
contents of the District Plan, although a policy on reduced notification 
might because it may create some confusion where there are specific 
provisions about the degree of notification in respect of particular rules. 

 20 
  [4.35 pm] 
 
 That’s all, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Mr Radich? 25 
 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR RADICH [4.35 pm] 
 
MR RADICH:   Thank you, sir.  Mr Eman good afternoon. 
 30 
MR EMAN:   Good afternoon. 
 
MR RADICH:   Your name’s been mentioned so many times over the course 

of the last couple of days, it’s good to have you here in person.  Can I 
get you to look please at exhibit three.  Now, it’s a document that looks 35 
like this – it’s exhibit three Theelen in brackets. 

 
SIR HANSEN:   It’s a single sheet. 
 
MR RADICH:   It’s a single sheet with a grey box on it.  I wonder if it is 40 

amongst the papers to your right? 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Probably the one in the middle. 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, I’ve got an exhibit one- - - 45 
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MR RADICH:   We can get another one up.  Here we are. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   I think that one is now in the system is it not?  So that can be 

brought up, thank you.  Thanks.  You will see it on the screen in front 
of you. 5 

 
MR RADICH:   Right, now, this document you’ve seen before, or this box you 

will have seen before in the Crown submission, Mr Eman- - - 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 10 
 
MR RADICH:   It was on page 11 of that submission.  And this, if you will 

take it, is the Crown’s distillation of the goals and objectives and 
expectations that come out of the Recovery Strategy, the Land Use 
Recovery Plan, the Regional Policy Statement – chapter 6, and the 15 
Statement of Expectations. 

 
 And I’ve taken Mr Theelen through aspects of this table to look within 

the Strategic Directions proposal to find where we see provisions so I 
am not going to do the same with you given our time limits, but I just 20 
want to take one as an example.  Do you see number 4 on that list?  
Sorry, if you use number 2 on the list, we will use that one.  Enable 
economic prosperity.   

 
 So this is the Crown’s distillation of those things as I have said.  So you 25 

will see there, there is reference to prospering commercial, industrial, 
business activities, land development, etcetera.  You see those things 
there. 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 30 
 
MR RADICH:   Okay so the question is, and this is similar to questions that I 

have asked other witnesses and you will have heard.  If we look within 
the Council’s version of the proposal at the latest version, that is 
attachment A to your evidence.  Do you have that there? 35 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, I do. 
 
MR RADICH:   If you look please at 3.6.1(a)(ii).  I will just give you a page 

number.  Page 31.  So in fact it is 3.  3.6.1(a)(iii).  Do you see there in 40 
terms of the objective in the gray box I was referring to, that that is 
reflected there.  Diverse opportunities for business to establish and 
prosper etcetera. 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes certainly in part it is. 45 
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MR RADICH:   Yes, okay, and in part, if you go over the page, 3.6.1.1.  It is 
not over the page, it is the bottom of page 31.  It is picked up in part 
there as well isn’t it?  Promote the utilisation and redevelopment of 
existing urban land, additional (ph 3.48) land. 

 5 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   And if you have a look at 3.6.1.3.  There is more there under 

business development.  These are interconnecting to some degree aren’t 
they? 10 

 
MR EMAN:   I actually see that policy is going further than the statement in 2 

because it is actually indicating the locations in a broad sense, four 
different sorts of business activities. 

 15 
MR RADICH:   Yes, it is certainly overlapping isn’t it? 
 
MR EMAN:   No I do not think it is.  It is actually bringing up a different issue 

of business activities which is the locational side of business activities. 
 20 
MR RADICH:   All right, okay.  3.6.1.4 to a degree temporary recovery 

activities are an integral part of enabling economic prosperity.  At this 
particular time in this city isn’t it? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 25 
 
  [4.40 pm] 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes.  So if we go back to 3.6.1, again, the point that I have 

been making with every Council witness, more or less, is that what you 30 
have here is this essential objective in the Crown’s view of enabling 
economic prosperity being lost within a range of objectives relating, for 
example, to housing, urban environment at Ngāi Tahu communities, 
and do you see the benefit, for example, in separating out that objective 
as has been done in the Crown’s version at 3.6.4 and so if you look at 35 
exhibit one please- - - 

 
MR EMAN:   This is attachment to Mr Theelan’s evidence? 
 
MR RADICH:   That’s right.  It’s – do you have that there? 40 
 
MR EMAN:   I have that, yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   Page 21.  That’s it, yes, there we are.  Page 21.  Do you see the 

way in which that’s been split out in to an objective relating to business 45 
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and economic prosperity? You see that there don’t you at the bottom of 
that page and over the next page? 

 
MR EMAN:   Objective 3.6- - - 
 5 
MR RADICH:   The, yes, that in fact don’t worry so much about the number 

on that particular document.  Where it numbered sequentially it would 
in fact be 3.6.4 but it is there as 3.6.3. 

 
MR EMAN:   So it’s the business and economic prosperity objective? 10 
 
MR RADICH:   Correct. 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 15 
MR RADICH:   So you see that there and that’s one way, isn’t it, of being able 

to provide strategic direction is to separate out, as we’ve been saying to 
witnesses, each component of, for example, the Crown’s objectives. 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, I see that is one way if that is the - - - 20 
 
MR RADICH:   But is not the way you have chosen to set it out? 
 
MR EMAN:   No, that is correct. 
 25 
MR RADICH:   Yes, okay.  If you have a look at the recovery strategy please, 

which is to your right I believe, and go to page 8.  So again you would 
be very familiar with this diagram, Mr Eman, they are the six goals in 
the recovery strategy, aren’t they, they are economic, built, natural, 
cultural and social? 30 

 
MR EMAN:   That is correct. 
 
MR RADICH:   Wouldn’t it have been easier just to take the direction on board 

directly, if I can use that word twice, and to use them as your strategic 35 
direction headings or tools, wouldn’t that be clearer to take the 
direction that has been given to you and to use them directly? 

 
MR EMAN:   I am not sure what you mean by clearer because it would depend 

entirely on the content. 40 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes, it would depend on the content but if the direction that 

has been given to you is to provide for these six goals - - - 
 
MR EMAN:   That is correct. 45 
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MR RADICH:   - - - in a strategic directions chapter there would be merit, 
wouldn’t there, I know there is more than one way of doing any of 
these things but there would be merit in actually dividing your chapter 
up into those topics? 

 5 
MR EMAN:   Without having – to answer the question, they are another way 

that issues could have been broken up but whether there was more 
merit in doing it this way than what has been included in the 
replacement district plan, in the proposed replacement district plan, that 
would need a lot more consideration than I can give you on the spot. 10 

 
MR RADICH:   Well, you would agree with me on this, wouldn’t you, that 

where we stand now we find ourselves collectively with an absolutely 
unique opportunity to provide clear direction for Christchurch during 
its rebuilding phase? 15 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   And with that in mind, would you look please at your 

attachment A again, and at page, in fact my version does not have it, 20 
what I am looking for – my version that I have photocopied doesn’t 
have it, but at the very back of that is your linkages table.  Let me just 
get that out. 

 
  [4.45 pm] 25 
 
MR EMAN:   Page 41? 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes, if we are going to maximise that unique opportunity- - - 
 30 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, the version here doesn’t have that- - - 
 
MR RADICH:   Mine hasn’t either, you’ve got the same problem as me.  Let 

me- - - 
 35 
SIR HANSEN:   Well you’ll have your own copy there, no doubt? 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, it’s only the amendments. 
 
MR RADICH:   Let’s hand one up here. 40 
 
MR EMAN:   I can probably answer your question- - - 
 
SIR HANSEN:   It’s attached to your rebuttal evidence.  Isn’t it? 
 45 
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MR EMAN:   That’s a separate document, sir, sorry, but I can probably answer 
the question anyway. 

 
MR RADICH:   I’ll just give you my one, that’s fine.  It’s only a short, sweet 

thing.  Given the opportunity that we have to say to the people in 5 
Christchurch and beyond here, here is how we’re going to rebuild our 
city.  Doesn’t it fly in the face of the clarity, the opportunity for clarity 
in need, a table to make sense for people of the provisions in this short 
chapter? 

 10 
 Isn’t this confusing? 
 
MR EMAN:   Is the table confusing or sorry, the provisions confusing? 
 
MR RADICH:   The need for a table? 15 
 
MR EMAN:   The table was provided – I do not - - - 
 
MR RADICH:   Well - - -  
 20 
MR EMAN:   - - -I am just trying to understand your question.  
 
MR RADICH:   Let me rephrase it, if you need a table to be able to try and 

direct people through the Strategic Directions’ chapter, doesn’t that 
mean the chapter is confusing? 25 

 
MR EMAN:  No, I think it suggests that – I think this is where you are wanting 

to head towards, that there may be another way of packaging the 
chapter that is clearer and I would certainly agree, and I have said so in 
evidence, for example, that including the provisions under 3.5 in the 30 
chapter do not need to be there and it would be better not to be there, so 
that there is a more direct link between issues and objectives and 
policies.   

 
MR RADICH:   What you have actually done through this table, if you look at 35 

it, you have almost provided a set of topics on which you are giving 
direction but you have had to do it through cross referencing so you 
have got, needs of the community, housing, commerce, industry, rural 
activities, they in themselves are logical groupings, are they not?   

 40 
MR EMAN:  Logical groupings – sorry, again I am not – without knowing 

what you are trying to group in terms of those issues, and what you are 
trying to achieve with that grouping because at the end of the day, what 
it comes down to, is as I see it is what the plan is trying to indicate as 
being a critical outcomes or the ways of achieving those outcomes.  45 
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SIR HANSEN:   And is understandable to the public. 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, sir. 
 
MR RADICH:   Let me simply put it to you this way.  If the preceding pages in 5 

this proposal were absolutely clear, you would not need a linkages table 
to make sense of it, would you? 

 
MR EMAN:  I think you would because some of the policies implement 

different aspects of some of the objectives so it would be helpful to 10 
have it. 

 
MR RADICH:   One thing I just want to discuss with you briefly and I am very 

conscious of time so we will do this quickly, is I want to put this to a 
witness from Ngāi Tahu. 15 

 
  [4.50 pm] 
 
 In your attachment A you have adopted fully on page six and seven and 

right over to page nine, under the context heading, a narrative that was 20 
proposed Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, that’s right, isn’t it? 

 
MR EMAN:   It is largely the same.  There have been a few minor changes. 
 
MR RADICH:  Yes, and certainly there’s no doubt about the fact that the 25 

Crown would regard this as a valuable piece of writing and a valuable 
bit of work. Do you see it in terms of the nature of a strategic 
directions’ chapter and the need to be concise as belonging best there, 
or might it form better the basis of an agreement, for example, between 
the Council and Ngāi Tahu or in an introductory part of the plan – I’m 30 
just seeking your comment on that given the adoption of it. 

 
MR EMAN:  In my view I think it’s essential for informing part of the context 

of how the plan has been prepared and because the plan recognises a 
number of the issues that have been raised in this part of the context. 35 

 
MR RADICH:  Do you see value for example in there being a relationship 

agreement of the sort that exists between Nga Papatipu Runanga and 
the Environment Canterbury, the Tuia agreement which you might be 
familiar with, I am just holding one up here, Mr Eman, you have seen 40 
that? 

 
MR EMAN:   I am not familiar with details of that agreement. 
 
MR RADICH:  Have you thought through anything in terms of the value of 45 

recognising effectively participation in decision making of the sort that 
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is discussed in these paragraphs through an agreement, is that 
something that the Council is pursuing or thinking about or talking to 
Te Runanga about? 

 
MR EMAN:   I think that is an option that is open but I am not familiar on that 5 

issue, with the details of that issue. 
 
MR RADICH:   If you have a look please at the words of this there is just 

really one more question on it and I am looking now at page seven of 
your document and I am not seeking from you obviously a legal view 10 
on any of these but if you have a look at the beginning of the 
paragraph, the first full paragraph, the exercise of kaitiakitanga there is 
a reference in the third line thereto, at this being a fundamental right 
guaranteed by the Treaty and then if you look down at the paragraph 
numbered one towards the bottom of that page, see the second line 15 
there, Ngai Tahu was a Treaty partner of the Crown and through the 
Treaty as guaranteed rights and responsibilities.   

 
 If this question is not a question you can answer please say so 

immediately but are you aware of the principles as to the status of the 20 
Treaty and what it does and does not guarantee in terms of 
kaitiakitanga? 

 
MR EMAN:   Not to the level of being able to give you a legal opinion on this. 
 25 
MR RADICH:   Would in order to avoid a legal issue you be open and we will 

not draft it here and now to some adjustments to those words that 
recognise fully the rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga but do not refer to 
the guarantee through the Treaty? 

 30 
MR EMAN:   If that is legally appropriate then yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   Okay, the final thing.  If you have a look please at the marked 

up version of, this is exhibit number one this is Mr Timms version and 
if you just look at section 3.2 as a whole you will see in yellow in this 35 
particular version - - -  

 
  [4.55 pm] 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, I’ll have to get your - - -  40 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes. You’ll see - - -  
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 45 
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MR RADICH:   - - - marked up in yellow, each of the changes that the Crown 
had sought but that you haven’t in your rebuttal evidence or any earlier 
version taken up, so if you just skim through pages 1 of this document, 
page 2/page 3. 

 5 
MR EMAN:   Page 1/page 2? 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes. 
 
MR EMAN:   I thought you were directing me to objective 3.6.2? 10 
 
MR RADICH:   No, no, no, I’m not – I’m just - - -  
 
MR EMAN:   You’re just going a little bit? 
 15 
MR RADICH:   - - - asking you to look generally at section 3.2. 
 
MR EMAN:   Section 3 point – yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   3.2. 20 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, my misunderstanding. 
 
MR RADICH:   Yes. And you’ll see a range of things that haven’t been taken 

up there, so you understand the reason that the Crown still seeks the 25 
words that are in yellow are to emphasise the recovery issues and 
opportunities over the 10 year phase into make the content less generic, 
do you accept it from me that that’s the Crown’s reason for maintaining 
the wish for the inclusion of those words? 

 30 
MR EMAN:   I’m not sure what you mean by “less generic”. 
 
MR RADICH:   All right, well let me just put this way, do you accept that the 

Crown continues to pursue the inclusion of those words? 
 35 
MR EMAN:   Yes, I take it because that’s in Mr Timms’ attachment. 
 
MR RADICH:   And its purpose in doing so, is to really underline some more 

of the opportunities and post-earthquake issues - - -  
 40 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR RADICH:   - - - that present themselves? 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 45 
 



 Page 331 

  
Christchurch Plan Independent Hearing Venue, Christchurch 03.12.14 

MR RADICH:   All right, thank you very much, no further questions - - -  
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MR RADICH:   - - - thank you, sir. 5 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Ms Semple? 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Sir - - -  
 10 
MR CLEARY:   Excuse me, sorry members of the Panel, if I can speak, I was 

scheduled to cross-examine Mr Eman, I actually don’t have any 
questions for him any longer. It’s really a matter - - -  

 
SIR HANSEN:   I’m sorry, can you speak up a little. 15 
 
MR CLEARY:   I’m sorry. Sir, it’s Mr Cleary for Eros and Clearwater. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes. 
 20 
MR CLEARY:   I no longer wish to ask Mr Eman any questions - - -  
 
SIR HANSEN:   Okay, all right, thank you. 
 
MR CLEARY:   - - - it’s about legal submission. 25 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you and you may be excused then. 
 
MR CLEARY:   Thank you. 
 30 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. We will just take a five minute break please? 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Certainly, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   We will push on till 5.30 and I think in the circumstances of 35 

what is listed for 9.30, we will have to start earlier in the morning if we 
don’t get through. 

 
MADAM REGISTRAR:   Please all rise for members of the Panel. 
 40 
ADJOURNED [4.58 pm] 
 
RESUMED [5.03 pm] 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  Mr Eman, you are still on your former oath you 45 

understand? 
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MR EMAN:   Thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, Ms Semple. 
 5 
MS SEMPLE:   Sir, during the break I have had a conversation with my friend 

who is due on a plane. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well Mr Beatson.  The locals will - - - 
 10 
MR BEATSON:   I am much obliged, sir. 
 
JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Beatson you are here for Transpower? 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes I am, sir. 15 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Yes, the Judge has simply noted his former relationship and 

will take no part in any consideration of this part of the strategic 
directions. 

 20 
MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir. 
 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [5.04 pm] 
 
MR BEATSON:   Now Mr Eman I want to first briefly discuss with you 25 

whether or not there should be specific recognition of the national grid 
in policy.  And if we could bring up paragraph 19.6 of your evidence-
in-chief.  Or turn to it.  And you say there two points in response to the 
Transpower submission.  The first one that national grid is already 
defined, this is about halfway down the paragraph, this is the top third 30 
sorry.  It is defined as strategic infrastructure and that the existing 
subclause already provides protection.  Therefore it will be recognised.  
And we will come back to that point. 

 
  [5.05 pm] 35 
 
 But the second point you make is that the Transpower submission 

provides no additional policy direction as to how the national grid 
would be recognised.  Ms McLeod has taken on board that comment, 
and she has responded to it with a suggested revised policy set out in 40 
her evidence, has she not?  At paragraph 77 

 
MR EMAN:   I will just see if I have got that particular evidence with me.  

Yes, I do.   
 45 
MR BEATSON:   It is at page 19 and 20 of her evidence.  
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MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes.  Now your rebuttal evidence, you haven’t addressed the 

adequacy of Ms McLeod’s proposed policy to address that concern that 5 
you raised, have you? 

 
MR EMAN:   I had nothing further to add to the statement that I had already 

made in my evidence-in-chief. 
 10 
MR BEATSON:   So do you still maintain that the response that she has put 

forward doesn’t provide an additional policy direction as to how the 
national grid would be recognised? 

 
MR EMAN:   I agree that it does provide additional policy direction, because it 15 

includes a reference to – by identifying a buffer corridor. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes. 
 
MR EMAN:   If that is what you are referring to? 20 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes. 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 25 
MR BEATSON:   And you say at paragraph 5.2.5 of your rebuttal, that the 

version arising from the infrastructure mediation does not include such 
a policy.  This is the specific policy that Ms McLeod has put forward, 
that is the comment you made? 

 30 
MR EMAN:   That’s correct. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Now you haven’t acknowledged the statements from the 

mediation version which expressly acknowledged that that version did 
not go into detail about matters that individual submitters may wish to 35 
pursue, and it expressly reserved their intention to pursue those matters, 
did it not? 

 
MR EMAN:   But that is my understanding from – I was not at that mediation 

but that is my understanding from having reviewed the memo of notes 40 
on mediation. 

 
MR BEATSON:   So it is not surprising that the version arising from the 

mediation does not contain a policy such as that put forward by 
Ms McLeod, because the version expressly explained that it would not 45 
do that, did it not? 
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MR EMAN:   Yes, if the question is “was it possible that further direction 

would be forthcoming from those parties?” yes, I would agree that that 
was open to it. 

 5 
MR BEATSON:   Yes.  So we shouldn’t place much weight on your comment 

that that version wasn’t found in the mediation version, or that her 
policy wasn’t found in the mediation version? 

 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, can you just direct me to where I have made that point, 10 

that you were talking about? 
 
MR BEATSON:   It is para 5.2.5 of your rebuttal. 
 
MR EMAN:   5.2.5.   15 
 
MR BEATSON:   It is the second to last sentence, para 5.2.5. 
 
MR EMAN:   Of my rebuttal.  
 20 
MR BEATSON:   Yes. 
 
MR EMAN:   Thank you. 
 
MR BEATSON:   You seem to dismiss her policy in part because it wasn’t 25 

referred to in the mediation version.   
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, I don’t see myself saying that at all.  What I have said is 

that the medial matter was addressed in my evidence-in-chief, and 
concluded that no additional policy direction is required.   30 

 
MR BEATSON:   Yes, it is the next sentence I am asking you about.  Anyway 

- - - 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, I agree with you completely, yes. 35 
 
MR BEATSON:   Okay, thank you. 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, that is not appropriate. 
 40 
MR BEATSON:   All right, in relation to your first response that the grids 

defined a strategic infrastructure and that the existing sub clause 
already provides protection for it.  Do you agree that electricity is of 
fundamental importance to society? 

 45 
MR EMAN:   Yes.   
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MR BEATSON:   And electricity and the national grid are of fundamental 

importance to the Christchurch rebuild? 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 5 
 
  [5.10 pm] 
 
MR BEATSON:   And the national grid has been identified as a matter of 

national significance in the National Policy Statement on electricity 10 
transmission? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR BEATSON:   What other National Policy Statements are there for 15 

infrastructure? 
 
MR EMAN:   I will just refer back to my list, it is not here, I don’t think there 

is.  There may be one on telecommunications, I think it is. 
 20 
MR BEATSON:   That is a standard I think, not a policy statement.  So doesn’t 

this highlight how critical and strategic the national grid is in the RMA 
context? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, it highlights that it is critical, yes. 25 
 
MR BEATSON:   And I assume you are aware that the Council has to give 

effect to the National Policy Statement - - - 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes.  30 
 
MR BEATSON:   - - - in this plan.  And you were about to refer to a list.  Have 

you acknowledged the National Policy Statement on electricity 
transmission anywhere in your evidence or rebuttal evidence in relation 
to the matters that have been raised by Transpower? 35 

 
MR EMAN:   I have not specifically referred to them, no. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Now the Council has seen fit to expressly refer to Lyttelton 

Port and Christchurch International Airport in its policy, has it not? 40 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR BEATSON:   And neither of those, the Port or the Airport, have been 

determined to be matters of national significance through an NPS, have 45 
they? 
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MR EMAN:   No. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Do you agree with Ms McLeod that including direct 

reference to some but not other significant infrastructure, presents a 5 
risk in terms of creating an imbalance in the interpretation of the 
policy? 

 
MR EMAN:   No, I do not think so, and the reason for that is what that policy 

would need to do would be to list all those strategic infrastructure 10 
because they are all important. 

 
MR BEATSON:   Well, they do not all have National Policy Statements do 

they? 
 15 
MR EMAN:   No they don’t. 
 
MR BEATSON:   No.  You do not refer to any other evidence, technical or 

otherwise, to support your position on the policy matters that have been 
raised by Transpower, do you? 20 

 
MR EMAN:   In terms of the addition to the policies? 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes. 
 25 
MR EMAN:   No. 
 
MR BEATSON:   And your response to it, and you did not attend the 

infrastructure mediation, did you? 
 30 
MR EMAN:   No. 
 
MR BEATSON:   So you have not had the benefit of having discussed your 

position with the other participants? 
 35 
MR EMAN:   No. 
 
MR BEATSON:   And I assume that, notwithstanding that the city council is 

not going to cross-examine Transpower or any of the other 
infrastructure providers as I understand it, does not change your 40 
position that you prefer your policy over that agreed version? 

 
MR EMAN:   As a policy for the Strategic Directions chapter, yes, that is 

correct.  That does not mean that the issues that have been raised are 
not legitimate policy issues that should not be addressed in the plan. 45 
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MR BEATSON:   Okay.  Now I just want to briefly ask some questions about 
what we say is a policy gap, lack of recognition of the benefits of 
strategic infrastructure.   

 
 The benefits of strategic infrastructure have only been recognised in a 5 

very limited way in the objectives and policies in your attachment, 
haven’t they, and if we pull up objective 3.6 in Mr Eman’s rebuttal, I 
think it is page 37. 

 
MR EMAN:   In the attachment? 10 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes.  Now the only - - - 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, am I still answering your question?  You asked me if - - - 
 15 
MR BEATSON:   Yes.  I said there is only limited reference to the benefits in 

there isn’t there, very limited reference? 
 
  [5.15 pm] 
 20 
MR EMAN:   In terms of outlining the benefits, yes, but in terms of a policy 

direction, I would not agree. 
 
MR BEATSON:   So the only reference to the benefits is, in that objective is, 

in relation to B the economic benefits, is that correct? 25 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, are you talking about now the policy? 
 
MR BEATSON:   No, I am talking about the objective 3.6B the only reference 

to benefits constrains that to economic benefits, does it not? 30 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, but this is not a description of the benefits of infrastructure, 

it is a list of other things that should be taken into account when 
considering the impact of adverse effects of infrastructure on the 
surrounding environment. 35 

 
MR BEATSON:   Where in your version of the objective or policy do we find 

reference to the benefits of infrastructure? 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry, but I do not see that as the purpose of an objective or a 40 

policy, the purpose of the objective here is to provide protection for 
infrastructure, particularly for strategic infrastructure and because it is 
recognised as being particularly significant. 

 
MR BEATSON:   Are you familiar with the content of the National Policy 45 

Statement on electricity transmission? 
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MR EMAN:   I have skim read it a couple of times, yes. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Are you aware that the preamble to that document states that 

the efficient transmission of electricity on the national grid plays a vital 5 
role in the wellbeing of New Zealand, its people and the environment? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, and I completely agree with that statement. 
 
MR BEATSON:   And that Policy 1 of that National Policy Statement is that 10 

decision makers must recognise and provide for the national, regional 
and local benefits and sustainable secure and efficient electricity 
transmission, do you accept that? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 15 
 
MR BEATSON:   Given this do you accept that the benefits of reliable and 

secure electricity provided by the National Grid shall be expressly 
recognised in the strategic directions chapter? 

 20 
MR EMAN:   I do not see it needing to be that it is more appropriate to 

recognise that in the objective and policies, it is certainly an issue and it 
is an issue that could be included in the issue section.  But in terms of 
what is because the way I read that requirement is to give recognition 
of those benefits and as I see the Proposed Replacement District Plan 25 
giving recognition to those benefits is by having strong objectives and 
policies as to what is to occur in respect of those, that infrastructure. 

 
MR BEATSON:   But the benefits are the benefits and then they give rise to a 

need to enable that infrastructure and to protect it do they not at 30 
different points? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, but that is what the objective is saying. 
 
MR BEATSON:   I am just asking you where it says where it explicitly 35 

recognises the benefits of this infrastructure? 
 
MR EMAN:   Okay, my simple answer is that the objective and policy does not 

mention the benefits other than to the extent you have identified in B. 
 40 
MR BEATSON:   Okay, thank you.  Now just looking at your objective 3.6 do 

you agree the emphasis of the first part of that is on the pattern of 
development thereby promoting and protecting infrastructure rather 
than on the importance of and the need for provision of infrastructure? 

 45 
MR EMAN:   Yes, the intention is to manage the pattern of development. 
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MR BEATSON:   Is it not the important bit about infrastructure actually 

enabling the infrastructure? 
 
  [5.20 pm] 5 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, that is – it is important to enable the infrastructure but the 

objectives and policies here indicate how that is to be enabled. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Don’t they sort of confuse the enabling with the pattern of 10 

development? 
 
MR EMAN:   Sorry - - - 
 
MR BEATSON:   Sorry, the emphasis is on the pattern of development rather 15 

than on the infrastructure isn’t it? 
 
MR EMAN:  Actually the emphasis is on protecting the ability of 

infrastructure, particularly strategic infrastructure, to be able to operate, 
be provided, be developed and so forth, that is where I see the 20 
emphasis. 

 
MR BEATSON:   So why the emphasis on the pattern of development? 
 
MR EMAN:   Because it is the pattern of development that will affect the 25 

ability of infrastructure to be able to operate to be developed and so 
forth. 

 
MR BEATSON:  Would you agree that some infrastructure occurs in and 

serves areas well beyond local patterns of development? 30 
 
MR EMAN:  There are certainly areas with limited development in New 

Zealand and in fact in Christchurch because we have rural areas. 
 
MR BEATSON:   Yes. 35 
 
SIR HANSEN:  Mr Eman, can I remind you of your obligations under the 

Code, please. 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes sir. 40 
 
MR BEATSON:   Now do you recall the discussion that was had earlier with 

Mr Stevenson about definitions and the definition of the word 
“development”? 

 45 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
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MR BEATSON:   In what sense are you using the word “development” in this 

objective? 
 
MR EMAN:   In its broad ordinary meaning. 5 
 
MR BEATSON:   In your policy 3.6(A) you talk about limiting the adverse 

effects of activities including reversing sensitivity effects. Now are you 
aware that policy 10 of the MPS on electricity transmission requires 
that reverse sensitivity effects be avoided? 10 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MR BEATSON:   So would you accept that your policy does not give effect to 

that aspect of the MPS? 15 
 
MR EMAN:   (A) was not intended to deal with strategic infrastructure.  The 

purpose of (B) was specifically to deal strategic infrastructure and uses 
the wording “ensure development does not limit the efficient, effective 
etcetera” elements affecting infrastructure.  It is a different word from 20 
avoid and I would have no problem if “avoid” was the word used.  

 
MR BEATSON:   All right.  Thank you.  No further questions, sir. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you.  If you have got a plane you may be excused. 25 
 
MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir.  Yes, Ms Semple. 
 
<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SEMPLE [5.23 pm] 
 30 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, sir.  I am mindful of time, sir.  Mr Eman, good 

afternoon to you. 
 
MR EMAN:   Good afternoon. 
 35 
MS SEMPLE:   I want to direct your attention, thank you, to the section 32 

analysis for the strategic directions chapter and I wonder if you might 
ensure that you have a copy of that and that the Panel has access to that 
document.  I can give out copies if not.  Mr Eman I take it that you are 
the author of this analysis? 40 

 
MR EMAN:   The principles of it with contributions from other people? 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  So if I could take you please to the bottom of page 

18 but more specifically page 19 of that document. 45 
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MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   And looking specifically, because it is a matter that is in some 

contention this issue of urban design.  And so we see there policy 
3.6.1.5 development design and quality and the evaluation indicates 5 
that this policy is equivalent to the direction given in the Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement, particularly policy 6.3.2 and I can take you 
then to that policy in the Regional Policy Statement, policy 6.3.2 and 
you would accept, Mr Eman that when this evaluation was undertaken, 
I am sorry, I will wait for you to find that. 10 

 
  [5.25 pm] 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes, I have got that. 
 15 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, you would accept at the time this evaluation was 

undertaken the qualifiers that have recently been added to your policy 
3.6.1.5 were not there, the policy applied to all the development, 6.3.2 
in the CRPS and 3.6.1.5 in your version? 

 20 
MR EMAN:   Yes, so which was not there in which policy? 
 
MS SEMPLE:   So the question I put to you was when this evaluation was 

undertaken when you refer to policy 6.3.2 your policy was still in its 
broadest sense so there were no qualifiers added to your policy? 25 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, correct. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you, so if I look at policy 6.3.2 in the Regional Policy 

Statement there are in fact quite significant modifications between that 30 
policy 6.3.2 and your policy 3.6.1.5. 

 
MR EMAN:   There are certainly differences, yes. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   For example there is nothing is there in the Regional Policy 35 

Statement in 6.3.2 that talks about design quality which is your matter 
six in your policy 3.6.1.5? 

 
MR EMAN:   No, there is, so 3.6.1.5 was amended to include other issues not 

necessarily just those from the Regional Policy Statement and it picks 40 
up on some of the other issues that have come out of the Regional 
Policy Statement and the Land Use Recovery Plan such as the 
directions for high quality environments. 

 
MS SEMPLE:   Where is that evaluated in the section 32 analysis? 45 
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MR EMAN:   It is not specifically evaluated. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:   Well is it not specifically evaluated or it is not evaluated, that 5 

is qualifying, the question was where was it evaluated, either it is or it 
is not? 

 
MR EMAN:   Well sir, some of the other objectives and policies raise the issue 

of you just using this example of achieving quality urban environments 10 
so the evaluation was in terms of those provisions coming from chapter 
6 of the Regional Policy Statement. 

 
MS SEMPLE:   Mr Eman when you talk about quality urban environments 

where does that come from? 15 
 
MR EMAN:   From a number of places, so I am referring to the Regional 

Policy Statement objective 6.2.3 to provide quality living environments 
incorporating good urban design, actually there is quite a few, objective 
6.2.1 in terms of subclause 2, the activity centre to provide a focus or 20 
high quality and where appropriate mixed use development. 

 
  [5.30 pm] 
 
MS SEMPLE:   So if I go – so thank you for those examples.  If I go to the 25 

section 32 analysis, I can see somewhere in this document where the 
articulation of those down into this document are evaluated in terms of 
the way that it has been expressed in the District Plan? 

 
MR EMAN:   No, not in a detailed way. 30 
 
MS SEMPLE:  Thank you.  If we turn back then to page 19, the evaluation 

indicates that this particular policy is not inconsistent with the Land 
Use Recovery Plan and specifically assists in the implementation of 
actions 2, 11, 24 and 36? 35 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   You make no mention there, Mr Eman, of action 45.  I wonder 

if I could direct your attention to that action, and specifically the matter 40 
of addressing standards relating to urban design that could negatively 
impact upon recovery. 

 
 Can you tell me to what extent this section 32 analysis evaluates the 

implications of this objective cascading down into other parts of the 45 
plan and the effect that that might have on recovery? 
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SIR HANSEN:   We have the wrong document up here. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   LURP action 45, page 40 of the LURP.  Good luck if you can 

see that on there, because I certainly can’t on- - - 5 
 
SIR HANSEN:   We can now.  Thank you. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  So I’m looking specifically at bullet point two. 
 10 
MR EMAN:  Yes.  The strategic direction which chapter doesn’t contain 

standards- --  
 
MS SEMPLE:   Yes. 
 15 
MR EMAN:   And I accept that it will have implications for the standards that 

are developed in other chapters. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Yes. 
 20 
MR EMAN:   But in terms of the directions for achieving quality urban design, 

which are also contained in the Land Use Recovery Plan, it is my view 
that it is not inconsistent with what the LURP seeks to be achieved. 

 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you.  So if we look at a little bit further at action 45 and 25 

because we are on this topic, you note in, I think it’s paragraph 4.10 of 
your rebuttal, that you don’t consider that there is a two-phase approach 
to urban design.  I wonder if you can tell me what you think the words 
“interim” and “superseded” might mean in action 45? 

 30 
MR EMAN:   That there may be some provisions in the plan that are of a short-

term nature and that those provisions may be replaced or superseded at 
some later time. 

 
MS SEMPLE: And do you think that relates only to, say for example, 35 

temporary activities? 
 
MR EMAN:   No, I don’t think it needs to, relates just to temporary activities. 
 
MS SEMPLE:   Is it possible then that where it says address standards relating 40 

to urban design that could negative impact upon recovery, that the 
intent was that there might be some instances where there was a 
different approach taken to that matter in the short-term that might 
perhaps be interim in nature? 

 45 



 Page 344 

  
Christchurch Plan Independent Hearing Venue, Christchurch 03.12.14 

MR EMAN:   Yes, I think the Land Use Recovery Plan in action 45 leaves that 
open.  In my view I don’t think other parts of the Land Use Recovery 
Plan, particularly chapter 6 that was included in the Land Use Recovery 
Plan – Chapter 6 of the RPS, which we are required to give effect to, 
are quite so open. 5 

 
  [5.35 pm] 
 
MS SEMPLE:   And, again, I would go back to the section 32 analysis and ask 

where might I find that evaluation?  That balancing of considerations 10 
that you indicate has been undertaken. 

 
MR EMAN:   In terms of the reference to the fact that, and again using the 

example I have just used, that it gives effect to Chapter 6 of the RPS. 
 15 
MS SEMPLE:   And that is the extent of the evaluation, is that it simply gives 

effect to that? 
 
MR EMAN:   Yes. 
 20 
MS SEMPLE:   Thank you. 
 
SIR HANSEN:  I think if that is the end of the topic, is it? 
 
MS SEMPLE:   It is, sir. 25 
 
SIR HANSEN:  All right.  Well we will take the adjournment and I think we 

need to start at 8.30 in the morning if that suits all panel members. 
 
 Mr Eman you are under cross-examination – that means you cannot 30 

discuss this matter with anyone until you resume and finish your 
evidence, okay? 

 
MR EMAN:   Yes, sir. 
 35 
SIR HANSEN:   Thank you. 
 
MATTER ADJOURNED AT 5.36 PM UNTIL 
THURSDAY, 04 DECEMBER 2014 
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