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This submission on the proposed City Plan asks that the plan permits the 
establishment of small housing clusters or microvillages on rural lots within 
Christchurch. 

The draft plan notes the need for new ideas on housing, especially with the aging 
of the population. This submission suggests adopting a proposal that is 
user/owner driven rather than that from Planners or Developers. 

  I own a Four hectare lot between Yaldhurst and West Melton, and have lived 
there for 24 years.   In that time, the property has variously been used for 
grazing/hay, Angora rabbit fibre production, and a commercial spinach plot. A 
“green dot” native bush area is currently being established 

In recent years, as old age looms, I have had friends suggest that they build  
cottages on my land so that several of us can live communally, providing  mutual 



 

support in retirement, but retaining the privacy and individuality of separate 
households and while in a rural environment.  Knowing that the likelihood of 
obtaining resource consent for more than one residential unit on a rural lot would 
be slim, I have thought  that such an idea was just a dream. 

However, now with so much change; aging population, climate change ,  
earthquake recovery and subsequent renewal of the City,  and the new City plan 
and its theme of innovation in housing, I ask that such a proposal be allowed for 
in the new plan,  that is to allow for several dwellings/residential units on rural 
lots, subject to conditions. 

I can see risks and therefore planning concerns with such a proposal and I list 
what some of these might be, along with  suggested conditions of consent  to 
reduce the risk. 

1. Could lead to unrestrained housing development threatening rural land. 
For example, “developers” set up such clusters and then on-sell them. This 
could be controlled by requiring that an existing owner is the applicant and 
will continue live on the lot for a reasonable period. Others involved in the 
proposal will be party to the consent application.  Subdivision will not be 
involved. There would be a limit on number of dwellings in any given 
microvillage. A plan for the termination or modification of the arrangement  
in the future when circumstances change. 

2. Increased housing density detracts from the openness & rural nature of 
the land. This would be controlled by creating a density limit, for example a  
maximum of two dwellings per hectare, a  limit on the total number of 
dwellings,  and requiring  a landscape plan. The consent could require that 
current or some other kind of rural use (eg grazing, hothouses, horticulture 
) should continue. 

3. Groundwater at risk from septic tank effluent.  Effluent  systems with 
proper design and monitoring, will not be a threat.  

4. Impact on other resources. Eg water, transport. As long as there is potable 
water onsite, the impact would be the same no matter where oe how 
people lived. 
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