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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Paula Jane Malcolm Smith.   I am Chairperson of the 

Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board (the Board).  I was first elected in 2007 

and have held this office for seven years.  I represent all the communities 

around the Lyttelton Harbour and in Port Levy.  The population of the area I 

represent is 5274. 

 

1.2 It is the statutory role of the Board to “represent and act as an advocate, for the 

interest of its community” (S52(a) Local Government Act 2002).  This is why 

the Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board has made this submission. 

 

1.3 I have lived with my husband at Diamond Harbour for the last 23 years, where 

we raised our family of three.  From the age of six, I came regularly to Lyttelton 

Harbour for holidays with my family. 
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

2.1 The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board’s (the Board) submission on 

Proposed Chapter 3 Strategic Directions of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan seeks strategic objectives and policies which will 

support improving the quality of life for the people the Board represents. 

 

2.2 In Lyttelton, there is ongoing tension between port activities and community well-

being.  The Board seeks strategic objectives and policies which will lead to better 

outcomes for Lyttelton people. 

 

2.3 For Rapaki and Koukourarata communities, the Board seeks strategic objectives 

and policies which will enable those communities to have greater control over 

their own development. 

 

2.4 For communities on the south side of Lyttelton Harbour (Purau, 

Diamond Harbour, Church Bay, Charteris Bay), the Board seeks strategic 

objectives and policies which improve connectivity and which make public 

transport a mode of choice. 

 

2.5 For all the communities the Board represents, which have a total population of 

5,274, the Board seeks strategic objectives and policies which give greater 

choice about housing without compromising the highly valued amenity of our 

settlements. 
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3. EVIDENCE OF LYTTELTON/MT HERBERT COMMUNITY BOARD – PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN –  

CHAPTER 3 – STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS 

 

Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective 3.6.1 –– 

Recovery and long-

term future of the 

district 

The Board supports the whole of Objective 3.6.1 –– 

Recovery and long-term future of the district, and in 

particular supports Objective 3.6.1 (a) (ii): 

 

(a) The recovery and development of Christchurch as a 

dynamic and internationally competitive city with: 

(ii) a range of housing options, including affordable housing 

and papakaiNgā. 

Original submission #762 – Lyttelton/Mt Herbert 

Community Board: 

Elderly Persons Housing in Banks Peninsula Settlements – 

The Board would like to see provisions in Proposed Chapter 

14 – Residential Banks Peninsula Zone which make it easier 

to develop properties that enable older persons to continue 

The Board supports and seeks no change 

to Objective 3.6.1., and seeks to allow 

points relating to Christchurch having a 

range of housing options, including 

affordable housing and papakaiNgā, 

made in submission #125 – Mark Watson, 

#201 – Maurice Smale, #1043 – Thomas 

Kulpe, and #1060 – Richard Suggate. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.1 Cont’d living in their communities when their large properties become 

too much.  Currently many people in this position have to 

leave the district and move to town where they have fewer 

community connections.  Provisions to meet this need should 

avoid compromising the existing standard of development and 

not undermine the existing character of the surrounding 

neighbourhood. 

The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board made a further 

submission in support of submission #125 – Mark Watson, 

#201 – Maurice Smale, #1043 – Thomas Kulpe, and #1060 – 

Richard Suggate for the following reason(s): 

 

Submission #125 – Mark Watson, #201 – Maurice Smale, 

#1043 – Thomas Kulpe, and #1060 – Richard Suggate seeks 

provisions to make it easier for people to build smaller units so 

older persons can continue to live in our communities when 

their large sections and homes become too much to manage.  

These are consistent with the Board's original submission #762.
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.1.4 – 

Temporary Recovery 

Activities 

Original submission #762 – Lyttelton/Mt Herbert 

Community Board: 

The Board reluctantly supports one roll-over of the expiry date 

of Temporary Accommodation Permits (TAPs) but would not 

support a second rollover date. 

 

The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board made a further 

submission in opposition of submission #143 – Stephen 

Flaus, #409 and #1088 – Wendy Everingham for the 

following reason(s): 

 

Some submissions (e.g. submission #143 – Stephen Flaus, 

#409 – Marcia Bryant and #1088 – Wendy Everingham) 

support continuation of TAPs possibly until temporary buildings 

are replaced with permanent ones.  The Board has 

reservations about this.  Income from temporary activities may 

provide a disincentive to rebuild.  Many temporary facilities are 

substandard and would not have been approved under normal 

The Board seeks no change to Policy 

3.6.1.4, but seeks to disallow points 

relating to TAPs in submission #143 – 

Stephen Flaus, #409 – Marcia Bryant 

and #1088 – Wendy Everingham. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.2 Cont’d circumstances.  This creates an advantage not enjoyed by 

competing businesses/landowners who must now meet all the 

current planning requirements.  While TAPs help facilitate the 

town’s recovery in the short term, after a certain point they can 

begin to work against the rebuild. 

 

3.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.1.5 – 

Development design 

and quality 

The Board supports the whole of Policy 3.6.1.5 – 

Development design and quality.  In particular, the Board 

supports Policy 3.6.1.5 (a) (i), as people living in Lyttelton/Mt 

Herbert are uncommonly interested in the character and 

identity of their surroundings: 

 

(a)  Development shall give effect to the principles of the New 

Zealand Urban Design Protocol 2005 and the following 

principles of good urban design: 

(i) Tūrangawaewae of manawhenua and sense of 

place and belonging – the unique and distinctive 

qualities of the surroundings including existing and 

The Board seeks no change to Policy 

3.6.1.5. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.3 Cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

historic social, cultural, natural and built heritage, 

character and identity are respected and 

appropriately reflected within the development. 

 

A number of submissions (20) are opposed to the Lyttelton 

Design Guidelines (the Guidelines) being included in the 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan.  The 

Board's position is that the Guidelines are useful.  However, a 

mechanism which allows for acceptable departures from the 

Guidelines is justified in Lyttelton, where an eclectic mixture of 

activities and building styles is one of the defining 

characteristics.  Design guidelines act to create uniformity of 

built form.  A mechanism which enables some diversity would 

be consistent with the existing character of commercial Lyttelton 

(or what remains of it).   

 

The Board supports the establishment of a Lyttelton Urban 

Design Advisory Committee made up of local design 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.3 Cont’d professionals, elected representatives, manawhenua and others 

with relevant expertise in fields such as local history.  The 

Committee would operate in a similar way to the Akaroa Design 

and Advisory Committee.  The Board ask that provisions which 

support such a committee having an advisory role in consent 

decision-making in Lyttelton be included in the Proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

 

3.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.2.1 – 

Accessible 

development 

The Board supports Policy 3.6.2.1 – Accessible 

development: 

Key issues for the communities the Board represents include 

growing freight volumes on Norwich Quay, which make it 

difficult and dangerous for residents to access the public 

transport network, and the vital importance of the Diamond 

Harbour ferry in connecting the Lyttelton activity centre with 

growing communities on the south side of Lyttelton Harbour.  

Continued location of the ferry berth within a walkable 400 

metres of the Lyttelton town centre is critical. 

The Board supports Policy 3.6.2.1, but 

seeks the addition of Policy 3.6.2.1 (viii): 

 

(viii)  improve connection between 

communities and neighbourhoods. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.2.8 – 

Infrastructure 

The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board made a further 

submission in opposition of submission #915 – Lyttelton 

Port Company for the following reason(s): 

Submission #915 – Lyttelton Port Company supports the Port 

Influences Overlay for commercial and residential areas in 

Lyttelton as a mechanism to manage reverse sensitivity effects.  

In residential areas, the Port Influences Overlay means extra 

costs, planning hurdles and uncertainty for property owners.  

The Board particularly objects to provisions which enable the 

Lyttelton Port Company to require residential property owners to 

sign a legally binding agreement preventing them from 

submitting on, or otherwise publicly objecting to, any port 

development proposal. 

 

In commercial areas of Lyttelton, the Board is opposed to the 

Port Influences Overlay because it presents a significant 

barrier to rebuilding on empty lots, particularly along Norwich 

Quay.  Commercial re-development economics mean that 

The Board supports Policy 3.6.2.8, but 

seeks the addition of Policy 3.6.2.8 (e): 

 

(e)  Protect people living and working in 

Lyttelton from adverse effects of 

adjoining activities of the Lyttelton 

Port Company. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.5 Cont’d most of these properties will require a residential component to 

be incorporated into the commercial mix to fund new building.  

Provisions associated with the Port Influences Overlay tend to 

limit the residential component to just one apartment per lot 

and add extra costs and planning hurdles, all of which add 

disincentives to economic and social recovery.  The ability of 

the Lyttelton Port Company to effectively veto a development 

proposal adds uncertainty. 

 

The Board supports the intent of Policy 3.6.2.8 (d) to 

minimise conflict of the Lyttelton Port Company with 

adjoining activities: 

(d) Provide for and protect the efficient operation, recovery, 

and upgrade of the Lyttelton Port of Christchurch in a 

way that minimises conflict with adjoining activities. 

 

However, people living and working in Lyttelton must also be 

protected from adverse effects of adjoining Port activities. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.3.1 – 

Development of Māori 

reserves 

The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board made a further 

submission in support of submission #1145 – Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Ltd and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu for the 

following reason(s): 

 

The Board supports amendments proposed in submission 

#1145 – Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 

on page 12-13 which relate to Policy 3.6.3.1 – Development of 

Māori reserves. 

 

The Board supports Policy 3.6.3.1 in part, 

but seeks it be amended as proposed in 

submission #1145 – Mahaanui Kurataiao 

Ltd and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu on 

page 12-13, which reads: 

 

Policy 3.6.3.1 – Development of Māori 

Reserves 

 

(a) Enable Māori reserves to be 

developed and used for residential, 

commercial and community facilities 

in accordance with tikanga Māori 

and kaitiakitanga and taking into 

account the following matters where 

relevant: 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.6 Cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(i) flooding, inundation and other 

natural hazards 

(ii) the provision of appropriate 

infrastructure 

(iii)  any adverse effects on 

surrounding properties or 

utilities 

(iv) the provision of an outline 

development plan showing 

how the land shall be 

designed, developed and 

serviced 

(v)  the Ngāi Tahu Urban Design 

Protocols where appropriate 

(vi) rural amenity and outlook 

(vii) compact urban form 

(viii) range of housing options 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.6 Cont’d (ix) provision of appropriately 

sized local retail/commercial 

centers 

(x) any outline development plan 

(xi) an appropriate range of lot 

sizes and densities- 

3.7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 3.6.4 (ii) – 

Natural and cultural 

environment 

The Board supports the planning principle that the best 

planning is based on underlying ecology and natural 

processes.  It is the Board’s view that the Port Hills are part of 

the Banks Peninsula land system. 

Original submission #762 – Lyttelton/Mt Herbert 

Community Board: 

The Banks Peninsula Boundary – in the interests of unity and 

consistency across the whole Christchurch district, the Board 

would like consideration to be given to greater use of the 

natural boundary of Banks Peninsula which follows the toe of 

the slope around the base of the Port Hills to be used for 

The Board seeks the following 

amendment to Policy 3.6.4 (ii) A: 

ii.   The district’s significant natural 

resources are protected or 

enhanced, including: 

A significant natural features 

and landscapes, particularly 

outstanding natural features 

and natural landscapes 

including the Waimakariri 

River, Lake Ellesmere/Te 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.7 Cont’d planning purposes, rather than the now obsolete political 

boundary along the summit of the Port Hills.  Many planning 

issues such as slope stability, erosion and sedimentation, 

biodiversity and natural hazards are shared across the entire 

district's hill country and are quite different from planning 

issues on the flat land.  For example provisions in the current 

Living Hills Zone could be appropriate throughout all 

Residential Banks Peninsula zones. 

As a long term strategic direction the Board suggest that 

natural boundaries offer the best basis for planning for 

sustainable land use, and a consistent district-wide planning 

framework which allows for local variation within is preferred. 

 

 

 

Waihora, the Port Hills/Ngā 

Kohatu Whakarakaraka o 

Tamatea Pokai Whenua and 

Banks Peninsula/Te Pataka 

o Rakaihautu 

 

The Board seeks no further change to 

Policy 3.6.4 in the current Proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan, 

but asks the Christchurch City Council to 

consider comment 3.7 in the next District 

Plan Review. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.8 Objective 3.6.5 – 

Natural Hazards 

The Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board made a further 

submission in opposition of submission #723 – Mobil Oil 

NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd, #774 – Liquigas 

Limited, #915 – Lyttelton Port Company, #988 – Mobil Oil 

New Zealand Ltd for the following reason(s): 

 

Submission #723 – Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd, #774 – Liquigas Limited, #915 – Lyttelton Port Company, 

#988 – Mobil Oil New Zealand Ltd all refer to the need to 

“appropriately manage” rather than “reduce” the risks from 

natural hazards.  Strategic infrastructure is important, but so is 

the health and safety of the public. 

 

The Board seeks no change to Policy 

3.6.5, but seeks to disallow points relating 

to the need to “appropriately manage” 

rather than “reduce” the risks from natural 

hazards in submission #723 – Mobil Oil 

NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd, 

#774 – Liquigas Limited, #915 – Lyttelton 

Port Company, #988 – Mobil Oil New 

Zealand Ltd. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective 3.6.6 – 

Amenity, health and 

safety 

The Board supports the whole of Objective 3.6.6 – 

Amenity, health and safety, and in particular supports 

3.6.6 (a) (i): 

 

(a)  The health and safety of the district’s residents is 

protected, and the amenity values they enjoy are 

protected or enhanced, including: 

(i) the protection of people and environment from the 

adverse effects of contaminated land and 

hazardous substances. 

 

Submission #723 – Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ 

Ltd, #774 – Liquigas Limited, #915 – Lyttelton Port Company, 

#988 – Mobil Oil New Zealand Ltd all refer to the need to 

“appropriately manage” rather than “reduce” the risks from 

natural hazards.  Strategic infrastructure is important, but so is 

the health and safety of the public.   

The facilities owned and managed by these companies, which 

The Board strongly supports and seeks 

no change to Objective 3.6.6. 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.9 Cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

handle dangerous goods of various kinds, create multiple 

potential hazards for the communities the Board represents.  As 

can be seen on planning maps supplied by submitters, some of 

the infrastructure is adjacent to or passes right through 

residential areas in Lyttelton.  Jet fuel leaks from two storage 

tanks below Brittan Terrace punctured by cliff collapse on 5 

March 2014 highlighted the risks.  Our volunteer fire-fighters 

attended the scene, households were evacuated, roads were 

closed limiting access to recreation facilities for several days 

and the fumes could be smelled throughout Lyttelton, persisting 

for days afterward, with many people reporting headaches.  

Failure of a containment bund meant that an estimated 1500 

litres of jet fuel entered the stormwater network and found its 

way into Lyttelton Harbour. 

 

The Board strongly supports the intent and existing wording in 

Objective 3.6.6 and opposes submissions which seek to 

change the word “reduce” to “appropriately manage” risk in 
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Paragraph 

of the 

Board’s 

evidence: 

The parts of the 

Proposal the Board 

submission or further 

submission relates to 

are as follow: 

Comment: 
The particular changes the Board 

seeks are as follow: 

3.9 Cont’d Natural Hazard objectives.  The Board also rejects suggestions 

that planning provisions should only address issues related to 

human health.  Planning provisions must also address the risks 

to water quality and other potential adverse environmental 

effects arising from natural hazards risks associated with 

strategic infrastructure. 

 



 

 

 

Paula Smith 

Chairperson, Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board 

 

25 November 2014 
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