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Introduction 

1. My name is Lynda Marion Weastell Murchison.  

2. I hold a Master of Arts degree (First Class hons) in Geography from 

Canterbury University and certificates of proficiency in Natural Resource 

Law (LAWS 304) and Advanced Planning (ERST 604) from Canterbury 

and Lincoln universities respectively. I am a full member of the New 

Zealand Planning Institute and an accredited hearings commissioner.  I 

also hold a National Certificate in Agriculture (Level 3) from the Open 

Polytechnic of New Zealand. 

3. I have worked in resource management in New Zealand for over 19 years, 

including as a senior consents planner, senior policy planner and the 

District Planner for Selwyn District Council, Planning Manager Air and 

Rivers and then Principal Planning and Consents Adviser for the 

Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury), and Programme 

Leader Environmental Policy and Planning for Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 

(Te Rūnanga), and have worked as an independent planning consultant. 

4. I hold the Roper Scholarship for study towards a PhD at the University of 

Canterbury and lecture part-time in environmental and resource 

management. I am also contracted by Te Rūnanga to provide independent 

advice and services in relation to resource management and environmental 

policy and planning issues from time to time. 

5. I am currently the Provincial President of North Canterbury Federated 

Farmers of New Zealand and on the National Council of Federated 

Farmers of New Zealand Incorporated. This is a voluntary governance role 

in an organisation that spans the full gambit of farming interests from free 

trade to health and safety. I am not employed by Federated Farmers of 

New Zealand to provide advice on environmental issues and to the best of 

my knowledge neither Federated Farmers of New Zealand Incorporated 

nor North Canterbury Federated Farmers have made a submission on the 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

6. I was raised in Ōtautahi/Christchurch City, living in the suburb of Avondale 

alongside the Avon River for 25 years (1971 to 1996). My parents and 

siblings still live in the area and I am a weekly visitor to 
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Ōtautahi/Christchurch with work, study and family commitments. I am very 

familiar with Christchurch and with the effects of the 2010-2011 

earthquakes, particularly on the eastern side of the city.  

7. I am familiar with the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(Proposed Plan), the Land Use Recovery Plan/Te Mahere 

Whakahaumanu Tāone, the Natural Environment Recovery 

Programme/Whakaara Taiao, the Recovery Strategy for Greater 

Christchurch/Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha, the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS), and Mahaanui – Iwi Management Plan 2013. I 

am also familiar with the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 and 

the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 2014. 

Code of Conduct 

8. I am familiar with the Environment Court Practice Note for the Code of 

Conduct of Expert Witnesses and I agree to comply with the Code.  I 

confirm that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I 

state that I am relying on information provided by another party. I have not 

knowingly omitted to consider any material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

Scope of Evidence 

9. I have been asked by Te Rūnanga and Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga, Te 

Hapū o Ngāti Wheke (Rāpaki), Te Rūnanga o Koukourārata, Ōnuku 

Rūnanga, Wairewa Rūnanga, and Te Taumutu Rūnanga (ngā rūnanga) to 

provide evidence in relation to the changes sought by Te Rūnanga and ngā 

rūnanga to Chapter 1 - Introduction and Chapter 3 - Strategic Directions of 

the Proposed Plan; and to Chapter 2- Definitions in relation to terms that 

may apply to Chapter 3.  

10. My evidence shall: 

(a) Briefly outline my understanding of the purpose and content of the 

chapter; and 

(b) Assess the merits, in my opinion, of the additions and changes 

requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga. 
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11. In undertaking my planning assessment I shall consider the following 

matters: 

(a) The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(b) The Natural Environment Recovery Programme for Greater 

Christchurch (NERP) which forms part of the Recovery Strategy for 

Greater Christchurch/Te Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha; 

(c) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)  as amended 

by Chapter 6 Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch;  

(d) The Resource Management Act 1991(RMA) and the higher order 

planning documents under that Act as they may apply to matters in 

the Proposed Plan, including the New Zealand Coastal Policy 

Statement and the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 2014;  

(e) Mahaanui – Iwi Management Plan 2013 being a relevant planning 

document recognised by the iwi authority; and 

(f) My understanding of what may constitute good resource 

management or planning practice, within the context of the planning 

framework described above. 

Terms Used in Evidence 

12. In my evidence I refer to Ōtautahi/Christchurch City as the urban area of 

Christchurch. The greater Christchurch area or greater Christchurch district 

refers to the entire area which is under the jurisdiction of the Christchurch 

City Council including Banks Peninsula. 

13. Submissions on this plan have been lodged by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 

Mahaanui Kurataio Ltd on behalf of the papatipu rūnanga who hold mana 

whenua over the greater Christchurch area and Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd 

(NTPL). In my evidence I use the term Ngāi Tahu to refer to the collective 

interests of Te Rūnanga, ngā rūnanga and NTPL; and the term Te 

Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga when referring to matters raised in the 

submission made by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and Mahaanui Kurataio Ltd. 
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Summary of Evidence 

14. The submissions from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga seek changes to 

Chapter 1 – Introduction and Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions that can be 

classified into three groups: 

(a) Changes to the introductory material that describes Ngāi Tahu and 

their values and interests in resource management issues in the 

greater Christchurch area. 

(b) The structure of the plan with strategic outcomes, strategic 

directions and strategic objectives and policies. 

(c) The matters addressed in strategic objectives and policies, in 

particular seeking greater recognition of Ngāi Tahu values and 

interests in resource management and the management of the 

effects of land uses on freshwater bodies and the coastal 

environment.  

15. I believe the amendments requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga in 

relation to the introductory material in Chapters 1 and 3, and the removal of 

strategic outcomes and strategic directions from the Proposed Plan, are 

appropriate considering the purpose of the RMA, and the provisions in the 

CRPS and the LURP. 

16. I largely support the amendments requested to the objectives and policies 

of Chapter 3 to recognise and provide for Ngāi Tahu values and interests in 

resource management. I believe the amendments requested are 

appropriate to achieve the purpose of the RMA and to give effect to the 

CRPS and are consistent with the LURP. I have recommended a change 

to the strategic objective sought by Ngāi Tahu to focus on the management 

of land and natural resources. 

17. I support many of the changes and additions to Objective 3.4.6 and Policy 

3.4.6.1 sought by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga as, in my view, the 

amendments better provide for the integrated management of land uses 

and freshwater in the greater Christchurch area than the provisions in the 

Proposed Plan. In some cases I have suggested wording changes to make 

the provisions better achieve the purpose the RMA or accord with the 
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functions of the district council than the original amendments requested in 

the submissions. 

18. I support the additional and amended provisions requested by the 

submitter to better provide for the integrated management of land uses and 

the coastal environment in Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions, in principle. I 

am concerned at the relationship between the Strategic Directions chapter 

and the staged review of the City Plan; in particular how provisions to 

manage the natural environment including indigenous biodiversity, fresh 

water and the coast will apply to the zones dealt with in Stage 1 if these 

provisions are not introduced until Stage 2. 

Chapter 1 – Introduction  

19. Chapter 1 – Introduction to the Proposed Plan sets out the usual 

preliminary sections that in my experience form a regular and useful part of 

a regional or district plan. This includes basic information on the role and 

function of a district plan, its statutory content and relationship to other 

council policy, planning and strategy documents, an explanation of iwi 

management plans and Areas of Statutory Acknowledgment, and a list of 

plan contents. It also includes a section entitled ‘Strategic Outcomes for the 

District Plan.’ 

20. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have made submissions seeking 

amendments to a background section of Chapter 1 called ‘Mana whenua’ 

and to ‘Strategic Outcomes.’ 

Mana Whenua Section 

21. The section entitled ‘Mana whenua’ (p.3/26) gives a brief description of the 

concept of mana whenua, lists the six papatipu rūnanga who represent 

those who hold mana whenua in the areas covered by the Proposed Plan, 

and a reference to the Treaty of Waitangi. In Chapter 3 – Strategic 

Directions is another section (3.2.1) entitled ‘Ngāi Tahu’ (p.2/28) which 

provides a very brief description of Ngāi Tahu and further reference to the 

six papatipu rūnanga.  

22. My reading of the submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga is to 

request both these sections be deleted in the Proposed Plan and replaced 

with one section, in Chapter 1 – Introduction, which describes mana 
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whenua and the associated duty of kaitiakitanga and the relationship 

between Te Rūnanga and papatipu rūnanga. 

23. In my opinion, an introductory section which describes these matters is 

useful. The contemporary structure of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu as 

provided for in the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act 1996 is relatively complex 

and, in my experience, neither it nor the relationship between Te Rūnanga 

and papatipu rūnanga is well understood by planning professionals or lay 

people. Similarly concepts such as mana whenua are still relatively 

unknown or misunderstood by many people likely to come into contact with 

the resource management process. Having consistent explanations in the 

introductory sections of regional and district plans in the takiwā of Ngāi 

Tahu can help foster a common understanding. 

24. In my view, the amendments requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga 

are preferable to the sections in the Proposed Plan as notified. My reasons 

are: 

(a) The requested amendments put all the relevant introductory 

material relating to Ngāi Tahu and mana whenua together which 

avoids repetition, and places it in the introduction chapter, which 

seems the logical place. 

(b) It provides an explanation of mana whenua in the context of the 

tribal structure of Ngāi Tahu and the duties under the RMA. 

(c) It is more consistent with the approach taken in other regional and 

district plans and in the CRPS.  

25. In my opinion, the section would be more helpful if the heading was 

amended to include a reference to Ngāi Tahu. In my experience many lay 

people are unfamiliar with the term mana whenua, but most people in the 

South Island immediately reocognise Ngāi Tahu as a name synonymous 

with iwi authority. I suggest a title such as “Ngāi Tahu - Mana Whenua.” 

While this change is not requested in the submission, the submission does 

request consequential amendments. 
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Strategic Outcomes 

26. Chapter 1 – Introduction to the Proposed Plan also contains a section 

(Section 9) entitled ‘Strategic Outcomes’ (pp14/26-15-26). There are nine 

outcomes listed. The submission by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga 

requests, in the first instance, that these “Strategic Outcomes’ be deleted. 

As a second preferred alternative, the submitters have asked that if the 

Strategic Outcomes remain a tenth outcome is added relating to 

recognising and providing for Ngāi Tahu’s historic and contemporary 

relationship with the city and the greater Christchurch area, as part of the 

rebuild and future growth of the city. 

27. The Proposed Plan has three sets of what I would refer to as ‘strategic 

provisions’ - the ‘Strategic Outcomes’ listed in Chapter 1, and in Chapter 3 

‘Strategic Directions for the District’ and ‘Objectives and Policies.’ Chapter 

1 does not define or describe the role of the ‘Strategic Outcomes.’ The first 

sentence of section 9.1 (p.14/26) notes that the land use outcomes 

anticipated from the implementation of the district plan are guided by the 

provisions in a range of statutory and non-statutory documents, and states 

that the specific outcomes listed in this section (the Strategic Outcomes) 

are those sought through the district plan. 

28. I understand from legal counsel that sections 74-77D of the RMA apply to 

the Proposed Plan. Section 75 of the RMA sets out the contents of district 

plans. This includes the requirement for a district plan to state the 

objectives for the district, the policies to implement the objectives, and the 

rules (if any) to implement the policies. Section 75(2) lists matters a district 

plan may state including significant resource management issues for the 

district, other methods (than rules), and environmental results expected 

from the policies and methods.  

29. From the description given in sections 9.1 and 9.2 of Chapter 1, I am 

unclear whether the ‘Strategic Outcomes’ are intended to be a list of 

environmental results expected from the policies and methods, or whether 

they are intended to be plan provisions, like objectives, which will have 

some statutory weight when carrying out functions under the Act such as 

making decisions on resource consent applications under s104 and 104D 

of the RMA, or evaluating a proposed plan or plan change under section 32 

of the Act.  
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30. In my opinion, an overarching framework of objectives and policies in a 

regional or district plan that provide for the integrated management of the 

natural and physical resources of the district (or region) is an important part 

of achieving the purpose of the Act and good planning practice. However, 

in my view, the inclusion of Strategic Outcomes, Strategic Directions, and 

'strategic' objectives and policies in the Proposed Plan is confusing. The 

difference (if any) between the three concepts and whether all of them are 

intended to be statutory provisions is unclear. In my opinion, a clearer and 

more concise plan would be achieved by having one set of strategic 

objectives and policies. 

31. If I am wrong and the ‘Strategic Outcomes’ in Chapter 1 are to remain, then 

in my view the tenth ‘Strategic Outcome’ requested by Te Rūnanga and 

ngā rūnanga would be an appropriate outcome to include in the plan. It 

recognises the commitment to provide for Ngāi Tahu values in the recovery 

and further growth of the greater Christchurch area as set out in the LURP 

(section 3.2.2, p.14), the NERP (Section 1 - Overview, pp2-3) and CRPS 

(Chapter 6. Objective 6.2.3(3)).  

32. I would also suggest that the introductory section to Strategic Outcomes 

(sections 9.1 and 9.2) be amended to clarify that the strategic outcomes 

are the environmental results anticipated from the policies and methods (as 

provided for under s75 (2) (d) of the RMA) if that is what they are intended 

to be. 

Chapter 2 – Definitions 

33. Chapter 2 of the Proposed Plan deals with definitions. Te Rūnanga and 

ngā rūnanga have requested the deletion of several Ngāi Tahu terms from 

the definitions section and to replace some of these with a Glossary of 

Terms at the end of Section 1, ‘Mana whenua section.’ Some of the terms 

defined in Chapter 2 are not generic Ngāi Tahu concepts or values, but are 

terms used in the Māori urban design principles referred to in Policy 

3.6.1.5(a) Chapter 14, section 14.9.6, second paragraph of the Proposed 

Plan. These terms need to be understood within the context of the urban 

design principles. In other cases, the submission indicates that the terms 

have been too narrowly defined in Chapter 2 and need more context or 

explanation to their meaning. 
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34. The submission also requests the definition of indigenous vegetation be 

deleted and the addition of a definition of ‘sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural 

significance.’ 

35. My understanding of the definition of terms is that words in statutory plans 

have their ordinary English meaning, as defined in the Oxford English 

Dictionary, unless they are otherwise defined in a plan. I also understand 

that it is not usual planning practice to define terms in a plan unless they 

need a specific or precise meaning to facilitate the correct interpretation or 

application of a provision of the plan. 

36. I also understand that where a term is defined in legislation or in another 

higher order statutory document, it is not best practice to give that term 

another definition or meaning in the district plan. Examples where an 

alternative definition to those found in the RMA are being used in the 

Proposed Plan include the definition of ‘kaitiakitanga’ and ‘Ngāi 

Tahu/manawhenua’ which is defined differently from ‘mana whenua’ in the 

RMA - missing the important aspect that mana whenua is held over a 

defined area.  

37. I would recommend that the terms kaitiakitanga, Ngāi Tahu/mana whenua, 

rangitaritanga, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga in Chapter 2 Definitions be 

removed. To the best of my knowledge, these definitions are not being 

relied upon to interpret the application of any rule in the plan, but are 

important concepts to understand as part of Ngāi Tahu values in natural 

resource management. Therefore, in my view, the inclusion of a glossary of 

these terms is an appropriate approach.  

38. A glossary provides greater scope to explain the terms than in the 

definitions section, gives an opportunity to provide examples of terms that 

are defined in the RMA such as kaitiakitanga, and is consistent with the 

approach taken in the CRPS and the proposed Canterbury Land and 

Water Regional Plan (CLWRP).  

39. The terms kotahitanga, manaakitanga, mātauranga, mauritanga, 

orangatanga, wairuatanga and whanaungatanga relate to some principles 

of Māori urban design which are referred to in Policy 3.6.1.5(a)(i) and 

Chapter 14 – section 14.9.6. The submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā 

rūnanga requests the reference to these principles be deleted from the 



10 

nga72191_20141126_120714_00658_564.doc  

Proposed Plan and as such these terms will not require defining in the 

plan.  

Indigenous Vegetation 

40. The term indigenous vegetation is defined in section 2 as ‘means plant 

communities dominated by species that are indigenous to New Zealand 

and which may include a minor element of exotic vegetation.’ Te Rūnanga 

and ngā rūnanga have requested this definition be deleted as indigenous 

vegetation is not exotic vegetation. 

41. It may be that the reference to exotic vegetation has been included to 

clarify that where landscaping with indigenous vegetation is required in the 

plan a small amount of exotic species is acceptable. If my reasoning is 

correct, then, in my view, this matter is more appropriately incorporated by 

way of the rules for landscaping rather than amending the definition of 

‘indigenous vegetation.’  The current definition of ‘indigenous vegetation’ in 

the Proposed Plan may also create perverse outcomes in relation to other 

rules for managing indigenous vegetation and protecting biodiversity in 

Stage 2. It is hard to make a comprehensive assessment of this matter 

without considering the relevant rules. 

Sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance 

42. The submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga has requested a 

definition be added to Chapter 2 for ‘sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural 

significance.’ The reason cited in the submission is that this term is used 

repeatedly throughout the Proposed Plan and people need to know what 

the term means. A definition is suggested in the submission. 

43. Several provisions within the Proposed Plan and additional provisions 

requested in submissions by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga refer to sites of 

Ngāi Tahu cultural significance. Therefore, to be able to interpret where 

and how these provisions of the plan may apply, in my opinion, the term 

‘sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural significance’ should be defined. 

44. The submission has suggested doing this by way of a definition which 

includes areas recognised for their cultural significance in statute, areas 

vested or held in Ngāi Tahu ownership, and areas or sites identified in 
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regional or district plans as having important values or significance to Ngāi 

Tahu.  

45. While the definition is quite broad, in my view it is precise enough that any 

person reading the definition can find out whether an area of land is likely 

to be a site of Ngāi Tahu cultural significance. An alternative approach 

would be to list such sites in a schedule in the Proposed Plan. However 

this has not been done for Stage 1. In the absence of any other method, in 

my view, a definition along the lines outlined in the submission by Te 

Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga is an appropriate means to do this. 

Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions 

46. Chapter 3 - Strategic Directions in the Proposed Plan identifies the key 

resource management issues associated with the recovery and future 

growth of the greater Christchurch area, and the overarching direction for 

other chapters of the Plan.  It includes some introductory material, a 

description of key issues, strategic directions for the district, and objectives 

and policies.  

47. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have made submissions requesting 

additions and amendments to the introductory section on Ngāi Tahu 

(section 3.2.1), to the Strategic Directions, and to the objectives and 

policies.  I shall assess each matter raised in the submission in turn.  

48. It is not within my area of expertise to offer any opinion on the accuracy of 

the information in the submission pertaining to the matters of interest and 

value to Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga. The evidence given by Tā Mark 

Solomon, Mr Tony Sewell, Mr George Tikao and Mr Te Marino Lenihan 

describe Ngāi Tahu’s roles and interests in the management of natural and 

physical resources. I will assess whether, in my view, adopting the 

changes requested in the submission is appropriate considering the 

assessment matters and planning framework referred to in paragraph 11 of 

my evidence.  

Section 3.2.1 Ngāi Tahu 

49. Section 3.2 Context, subsection 3.2.1 of the Proposed Plan provides an 

introductory section on Ngāi Tahu. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have 

asked for section 3.2.1 to be deleted, most of the introductory material 
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being accommodated in the new ‘Mana whenua section” requested to be 

included in Chapter 1 – Introduction. The submission asks that subsection 

3.2.1 be replaced with a section that describes Ngāi Tahu’s values and 

interests in the rebuild and future growth of the greater Christchurch area.   

50. The information in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1 of the Proposed Plan appears 

to me to be in the wrong place. It is the sort of information I would expect to 

find in Chapter 1 – Introduction. It also appears out of keeping with the 

topics covered in other subsections of Section 3.2. In my opinion, a 

subsection which discusses Ngāi Tahu’s values, interests and roles in the 

rebuild of Ōtautahi/Christchurch City and the future development of the 

greater Christchurch area is more in keeping with the tenor of the rest of 

Chapter 3 generally and Section 3.2 Context.  

51. The amendments are also, in my opinion, consistent with the provisions of 

the LURP, NERP and the CRPS. All three documents recognise the role of 

Ngāi Tahu as mana whenua within the greater Christchurch area and as a 

Treaty Partner with the Crown; and that the rebuild and future development 

of the greater Christchurch area must include recognition of Ngāi Tahu and 

provision for Ngāi Tahu values.  

52. To achieve the purpose of the RMA any regional or district plan which 

applies in the takiwā of Ngāi Tahu must, in my view, recognise and make 

provision for Ngāi Tahu values in resource management. In coming to this 

conclusion I am relying on: 

(a) Duties in Part 2 of the Act, including the duty as part of achieving 

the purpose of the Act, to recognise and provide, as a Matter of 

National Importance, for the relationship of Māori and their culture 

and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu and 

other taonga (s6(e)); the duty to have particular regard to 

kaitiakitanga (s7(a); and the duty to take into account the principal 

of Te Tiriti o Waitangi/the Treaty of Waitangi (s8)). 

(b) The duty to take into account any relevant planning document 

recognised by an iwi authority when preparing or changing a district 

plan under section 74(2A) of the RMA. 

53. Therefore, in my opinion, it is consistent with the LURP and NERP, 

achieves the purpose of the RMA, and gives effect to the CRPS to include 
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in the Proposed Plan a statement recognising the values, interests and 

aspirations of Ngāi Tahu in the recovery and future development of 

Ōtautahi/Christchurch City and the greater Christchurch area.  

54. In my opinion the wording suggested in the submission by Te Rūnanga 

and ngā rūnanga is in keeping with the subject matter of the chapter as 

described in Section 3.1 Introduction (p.2/28) and the tenor of the other 

sections of Chapter 3. The subject matter is consistent with the values, 

interests and roles of Ngāi Tahu in the rebuild and future development of 

the greater Christchurch area which have been identified in evidence. 

55. Mr Eman, in planning evidence on behalf of the Christchurch City Council 

agrees (paragraph 14.2, p.21) that the clauses requested in the submission 

from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga are appropriate with a few exceptions.  

He expresses doubt about the reference to Ngāi Tahu being afforded co-

governance in Ōtautahi/Christchurch, but says it is beyond his area of 

expertise.  

56. In my view, there is no issue with Ngāi Tahu identifying co-governance as 

an interest or aspiration they have as part of their role in the recovery and 

future management of the greater Christchurch area. However, I do agree 

that the penultimate paragraph of the text requested by Te Rūnanga and 

ngā rūnanga to replace section 3.2.1 in the Proposed Plan could be read 

as implying co-governance exists now. If this section is to be inserted in the 

Proposed Plan, I would suggest rewriting that paragraph as shown in 

strikethrough and bold below: 

“Of equal importance to Ngāi Tahu is the Crown’s recognition of 

Ngāi Tahu as a Treaty Partner and as such the role which potential 

opportunities that Ngāi Tahu may be is afforded in the co-

governance of Ōtautahi and the greater Christchurch area.” 

57. Section 3.1 Introduction to the chapter states that this chapter sets out the 

community’s vision for the district – and the submission suggests a greater 

role in decision-making is part of Ngāi Tahu’s vision. Whether it is 

appropriate to make provision for that through the objectives and policies in 

the Proposed Plan is another matter, which I discuss later in my evidence. 
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Strategic Directions 

58. Chapter 3, Section 3.5 is entitled ‘Strategic Directions for the district.’ It 

contains four such directions including 3.5.1 ‘Recognising mana whenua 

interests.’ The submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga requests 

section 3.5 be deleted and replaced with a new objective and policies 

added to Section 3.6 - Objectives and Policies. These new provisions 

reflect Ngāi Tahu’s values and interests in the recovery and future growth 

of the greater Christchurch area. The wording of the new objective and 

policies is included in the submission and has been included in the specific 

amendments requested for Chapter 3 filed on behalf of Te Rūnanga, ngā 

rūnanga and NTPL. 

59. In paragraphs 28 to 30 of my evidence I discussed my concern with the 

Proposed Plan containing Strategic Outcomes in Chapter 1, and Strategic 

Directions and a set of over-arching objectives and policies in Chapter 3. 

As aforenoted, I agree with the merits of having overarching objectives and 

policies that provide for the integrated management of the resources of the 

district, but in my opinion, the plan would be clearer and more concise if 

those matters were all provided for as strategic objectives and policies. Mr 

Eman also suggests the removal of Strategic Directions (paragraph 18.2, 

p.26). 

Section 3.6 - New Objective and Policies 

60. As part of the decision requested to remove Strategic Directions from 

Chapter 3.1, the submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga requests 

the addition of a new objective and policies to section 3.6 ‘Objectives and 

Policies’. From my reading of the submission these provisions appear to be 

based on a combination of the seven key matters of interest to Ngāi Tahu 

in the rebuild and future development of the greater Christchurch area 

which are identified in the submission as part of the new Section 3.2.1. 

61. Mr Eman (at paragraph 16.2 to 16.8, pp23-24) questions the merits of the 

objective as it relates to recognising Ngāi Tahu as a Treaty partner and 

Ngāi Tahu having a prominent role in the rebuild and future development of 

the greater Christchurch area.  Mr Eman does not think the objective 

relates to the Council’s function to manage the effects of the use of land 

and associated resources under the RMA.  
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62. Mr Elam also questions whether the new Policy 1 relating to the role of 

Ngāi Tahu in decision-making on the rebuild and future development and 

management of Christchurch and the new Policy 2 recognising 

kaitiakitanga, provide any policy direction on how the Proposed Plan 

objectives will be achieved. 

63. The Strategic Directions in section 3.5.1 of the Proposed Plan recognise 

the significance of the Treaty of Waitangi in the relationship between the 

Council and Ngāi Tahu, and commits the Council to continuing to develop 

its relationship based on the principles of: partnership and reciprocity; 

kaitiakitanga, mahinga kai and tikanga; and rangatiratanga.  As the 

submission is seeking to replace that Strategic Direction in the Proposed 

Plan with an objective and policies, I understand why Te Rūnanga and ngā 

rūnanga have included these matters in the relief sought. I note Objective 

3.6.3 of the Proposed Plan (which I discuss later in this evidence) is also 

an objective centred on the relationship between the Council and Ngāi 

Tahu rather than the management of the effects of land uses.  

64. I believe Mr Eman raises a valid question about whether the matters raised 

in the submitter’s new objective and policies 1 and 2 are appropriate for 

inclusion in the Proposed Plan; though I note he has included the changes 

requested by the submitter in his proposed amendments to Chapter 3 in 

Attachment A to his evidence. 

65. The difficulty as I see it comes from the perspective Ngāi Tahu has of the 

relationship between rangatiratanga and kaitiakitanga. My understanding is 

that issues of governance and resource ownership such as may be 

incorporated in the concept of rangatiratanga cannot be easily separated 

from the concept of managing natural resources . However under the RMA, 

the issues of ownership or governance of natural resources are separated 

from the management of natural and physical resources.  

66. I read the new Policy 1 requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga as 

seeking a role in decision-making on resource management issues as one 

way by which to express some aspects of rangatiratanga. Part of achieving 

the purpose of the Act is a duty to recognise and provide for the 

relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral 

lands, water, sites wāhi tāpu and other taonga (s6(e));  and a requirement 

to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (s8). Therefore, 



16 

nga72191_20141126_120714_00658_564.doc  

as a Strategic Policy reflecting Ngāi Tahu issues and interests, I think the 

new Policy 1 requested by the submitters could sit comfortably within 

Chapter 3 of the Proposed Plan. However it could not, in my view, be 

implemented through rules in the district plan, but rather through 

agreements with the Council under the Local Government Act 2002.  

67. At paragraph 16.5 (p.24) of his evidence Mr Eman states that he does not 

think recognition of kaitiakitanga in the submitter's new Policy 2 will 

“provide any policy direction on how the specific outcomes contained in the 

objectives are to be achieved.” I do not agree with Mr Eman’s statement.  

68. A misperception I come across is that kaitiakitanga is viewed by some 

planners as a process of resource management, not an outcome. I think 

the best example I can provide is in recalling evidence given by a planner 

in the hearing of an application to amend the National Water Conservation 

(Rakaia) River Order in 2011. The planner in question stated that he could 

not understand how reducing the minimum flows in the Rakaia River would 

prevent ngā rūnanga from exercising kaitiakitanga – they would still have 

access to the river for mahinga kai and cultural monitoring. 

69. As explained by Mr Lenihan in his evidence, kaitiaki were traditional 

indicators of the state or health of natural resources, and kaitiakitanga is a 

concept that embodies the process of managing natural resources to 

maintain a desired state. To use my example in the paragraph above, 

kaitiakitanga of the Rakaia River cannot be exercised if the flows in the 

river are reduced and a healthy state of the river is not maintained. 

Therefore, recognising kaitiakitanga is akin to promoting sustainable 

management – it is both a process of management and an outcome to 

achieve or maintain a desired state of the environment.  

70. Kaitiakitanga is a matter to be had particular regard to under section 7(a) of 

the RMA and the Objective 6.2.3 of Chapter 6 the CRPS requires 

“Recovery and rebuilding is undertaken in Greater Christchurch 

that…retains values of importance to tanagata whenua….” 

71. In my view, the objective proposed by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga could 

be better worded to relate to outcomes of the management of natural and 

physical resources incorporating Ngāi Tahu values. My suggestion would 

be to reword the new objective as shown in strikeout and bold below: 
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“Ngāi Tahu is recognised as a Treaty partner with the Crown and 

has a prominent role in the rebuild and future development and 

management of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City) and its surroundings. 

Ngāi Tahu’s relationship with the land and water bodies of the 

greater Christchurch district and Ngāi Tahu values in natural 

resource management are recognized and provided for in the 

rebuild and future development of the greater Christchurch 

district.” 

72. If this amendment is made then I believe Mr Eman’s concern about an 

objective that relates to the management of land and associated resources 

is addressed, and the policies more clearly implement the objective. To 

complete the picture, ideally the methods to implement the policies would 

be listed. However, that is not how this plan is structured and based on my 

understanding it is not a compulsory requirement under section 75 of the 

RMA to have any methods in a plan except rules. 

73. Mr Eman notes that the new polices 3 and 6 requested by Te Rūnanga and 

ngā rūnanga are similar to policies 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.3.3 of Chapter 3 of the 

Proposed Plan.  I agree with that observation and note that the submission 

requests the deletion of policies 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.3.3. From my reading of 

the submission, I understand Te Rūnanaga and nga rūnanga want to retain 

policies of the nature of policies 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.3.3 and is simply offering in 

the relief sought a complete suite of polices combining those in the 

Proposed Plan they wish to retain and the amendments they seek. 

74. Mr Eman also observes that similar concepts to those in the submitter’s 

proposed new policies 4 and 5 are already in Objective 3.6.4(a)(ii) (C) and 

Objective 3.6.1(a)(ii) of the Proposed Plan, though with some minor 

differences relating to the restoration of mahinga kai.  I agree with Mr 

Eman’s observation. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga are asking for an 

objective and a series of policies in Chapter 3 to replace the existing 

‘Strategic Direction – Recognizing Mana whenu interests’ section which it 

has requested be deleted. Again it appears Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga 

are suggesting a comprehensive package of an objective and policies to 

show how ‘mana whenua interests’ in the recovery of 

Ōtautahi/Christchurch City and future development of the greater 

Christchurch area will be achieved. In my view, there is value in having this 
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package of provisions presented together in the Strategic Directions 

chapter of the Proposed Plan, and I do not see an issue if some of the 

concepts are repeated in other objectives or policies as well, provided the 

provisions are not inconsistent. 

75. The submission does not request any changes to Objective 3.6.3 Mana 

whenua, though it does request the policies which achieve the objective be 

shifted to other objectives (Policy 3.6.3.1) or deleted (policies 3.6.3.2 and 

3.6.3.3).  

76. I have some reservations about the merits of Objective 3.6.3, in particular 

clauses (i) to (iii). I am not sure a district plan can have an objective that 

recognises all the objectives and policies of another planning document. 

Section 8 of the RMA requires the council to take into account the 

principles of the Treaty of Waitangi in achieving the purpose of the Act, and 

section 74 of the RMA requires the council to take into account the 

provisions of Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan when preparing its district 

plan. Therefore, in my opinion, the matters in Objective 3.6.3 (i) to (iii) may 

be better recorded in the Council’s Section 32 Evaluation Report. 

77. If the new objective requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga is 

accepted, then in my view, Objective 3.6.3 could be deleted as a 

consequential amendment or amended to remove clauses (i) to (iii) leaving 

an objective which reads:  

“A strong, enduring relationship between the Council and Ngāi 

Tahu manawhenua in sustainable management of natural and 

physical resources.”  

Policy 3.6.3.1 – Māori Reserves 

78. Policy 3.6.3.1 of Chapter 3 provides for the development of land held in 

Māori reserve. Te Rūnanga and nga rūnanga have submitted on this policy 

requesting three changes: 

(a) That the policy is relocated under Objective 3.6.2;  

(b) The addition of the word kaitiakitanga so that Māori reserve land is 

developed in accordance with tikanga Māori and kaitiakitanga; and 

(c) Amendments to remove some of the matters of design control. 
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79. I agree with the submitter that the policy appears to sit logically with the 

other strategic policies on urban form under Objective 3.6.2 rather than 

under Objective 3.6.3. Mr Eman also states (paragraph 15.4, p.22) that this 

provision sits better under Objective 3.6.2. 

80. I share the concern the submitter has expressed about the level of design 

control in Policy 3.6.3.1. There appears to be an inherent tension in the 

policy. On the one hand, it is providing for the development of Māori 

reserve land in accordance with tikanga Māori, but then it is going on to 

control a significant amount of the design aspects of such a development. 

If the land is to be developed in accordance with tikanga Māori (and 

kaitiakitanga as requested by the submitter), in my view, the council should 

not be controlling design elements beyond those matters essential to 

ensuring adverse effects on adjoining land and other aspects of the 

environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated. For example, matters 

such as adequate provision of infrastructure, vehicle access and parking, 

and avoiding the shading of neighbouring properties. 

81. I agree with Mr Eman (paragraph 15.2, p.22) that the development of Māori 

reserve land is provided for in Chapter 6, Policy 6.3.10 of the CRPS, with 

almost the exact same wording as in the Proposed Plan. Under section 

75(3)(c) of the RMA the district plan must give effect to the CRPS, and 

these provisions in the CRPS were introduced as Appendix 1 of the LURP.  

82. I believe adding the words ‘and kaitiakitanga’ to the policy will achieve the 

purpose the Act and give effect to the CRPS for the reasons identified in 

paragraphs 69 to 70 of my evidence.   

83. At paragraphs 15.4 and 15.5 (p.22) of his evidence Mr Eman suggests a 

rewrite of the provision, splitting it between an objective -  that Māori 

reserves be developed in accordance with tiakanga Māori and kaitiakitanga 

and the remaining provisions as a policy to set the direction on matters to 

be determined in the form of development of Māori reserves. I do not agree 

that this amendment relieves the inherent tension between providing for 

the development of Māori reserve land in accordance with tikanga Māori 

and kaitiakitanga, but the council then controlling the design features. In 

my view, it creates a worse tension as the Proposed Plan has an objective 

which is not achieved through the policy.  
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84. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga’s submission suggests removing five of the 

design controls in Policy 3.6.3.1 and amending the sixth control as it 

relates to the submission of an outline development plan to clarify what the 

outline development plan shall contain. The submission then suggests 

replacing those other five design criteria with references to appropriate 

infrastructure, adverse effects on surrounding properties, and the Ngāi 

Tahu Urban Design Protocols where appropriate.  

85. In my view, the provision of a plan does not have to parrot the words in a 

higher order planning document to give effect to it. In fact to do so may 

nullify the purpose of the lower order planning document which is, in my 

view, to apply the concept to a local situation. Therefore, I suggest the 

main consideration should be whether the policy in the Proposed Plan will 

give the same outcome as that provided for in the CRPS.  

86. If I am correct in my view, than I believe the amendment to Policy 3.6.3.1 

suggested by the submitter gives effect to the CRPS (Chapter 6, Policy 

6.3.10) and is not inconsistent with the LURP (Action 22, p.28). It is 

enabling the development of Māori reserve lands, but subject to an outline 

development plan which enables the council to retain some control over 

the form and function of the area to ensure the council can discharge its 

functions for controlling the effects of land uses under the RMA.  Such an 

amendment reduces, though in my view does not entirely remove, the 

tension in the current Policy 3.6.3.1 in the Proposed Plan.  

Objective 3.6.4 Natural and Cultural Environment 

87. Objective 3.6.4 and Policy 3.6.4.1 deal with the natural and cultural 

environment. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have made submissions on 

this objective and policy, seeking amendments and additions to address 

the effects of land uses on freshwater bodies and the coastal environment. 

I shall assess each set of amendments and additions requested, in turn. 

88. One of the challenges in dealing with strategic objectives and policies in 

Chapter 3 is the review of the City Plan in stages, and having strategic 

provisions in Chapter 3 that apply to all areas, including areas for which 

other provisions have yet to be notified. I am unclear whether and to what 

extent Objective 3.4.6 and Policy 3.6.4.1 may be revised as part of Stage 2 
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of the City Plan review, and whether any such amendments will apply to 

the land areas dealt with in Stage 1. 

Objective 3.6.4(b) 

89. The submission requests a new objective 3.6.4(b) be added to the section. 

This objective deals specifically with freshwater bodies. From my reading 

of the submission it appears to be seeking greater recognition of the values 

of freshwater bodies to both Ngāi Tahu and the wider community, and to 

provide greater recognition and protection for them as an asset in the 

recovery and further development of the greater Christchurch area. The 

submission refers to rebuilding the city around and celebrating springs, 

streams and wetlands. 

90. Objective 3.6.4 and Policy 3.6.4.1 of the Proposed Plan attempt to provide 

for the over-arching integrated management of a plethora of matters 

associated with the use land and effects on the natural environment and 

cultural, heritage and amenity values. There are no supporting chapters 

dealing with these issues in more detail yet. 

91. In my view, Objective 3.6.4 falls a little short in providing clear objectives 

that direct how the tension between the use and development of land and 

associated infrastructure, and the protection of the natural and cultural 

environment, shall be managed. Because so many matters are addressed 

in one objective, the objective tends to offer no more and in many cases 

less guidance on these matters than Part 2 of the Act. In my view, it is not 

sufficient to give effect to the CRPS (Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.1) or to be 

consistent with the LURP (section 4.5.2, p.37) or the Goals for restoring the 

natural environment set out in the NERP (section 3, p.9) .  

92. Objective 3.6.4 of the Proposed Plan does include some of the same 

matters the submitter has asked for in a new objective and policies, for 

example Objective 3.6.4(a)(ii) B refers to the natural character of the 

coastal environment and freshwater bodies. However, it seems to me the 

submitter is asking for greater direction in the Proposed Plan for managing 

the tension between the use and development of land and protecting 

freshwater bodies and the coastal environment.  

93. In my view, objectives and policies which apply the purpose of the Act to 

local issues and try to give direction to managing the tension between the 
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use and development of land and the protection of the natural environment, 

add more value to the planning process than those which simply repeat the 

provisions in Part 2 of the Act. I also think there are some substantial gaps 

in the matters addressed in Policy 3.6.4.1 of the Proposed Plan that need 

to be addressed to achieve the purpose of RMA, give effect to the CRPS 

and to not be inconsistent with the NERP. For example, Goal 6 of the 

NERP is to restore the natural environment to support biodiversity and 

economic prosperity and to reconnect people to rivers, wetlands and the 

Port Hills by a series of actions (p.9).  

Freshwater Policies 

94. The submission from Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga requests a fairly 

compressive suite of additions and amendments to Objective 3.6.4 and 

Policy 3.6.4.1 for Freshwater. Some of those polices include matters which 

are already covered in Policy 3.6.4.1(a) but I think the submitter has 

provide the suggested amendments in the form of a comprehensive suite 

of policies to replace the current policy in the Proposed Plan. I think there 

is merit in most of the amendments sought by the submitter, though in 

some cases I would suggests slightly amended wording. I shall assess 

each proposed change below. 

Policy 3.6.4.1(a) and (b) 

95. The submission seeks the amalgamation of policies 3.6.4.1.(a) and (b) and 

changes the emphasis from avoiding land use and development that 

adversely affects freshwater bodies to ensuring land uses and 

development retain the natural character of water bodies.  

96. I think that the changes sought by the submitter better achieve the purpose 

of the Act, give effect to the CRPS and are more consistent with the NERP. 

Section 6(a) of the RMA and Objective 7.2.1 (p.55) and Policy 7.3.2 (p,58) 

of the CRPS require the natural character of lakes, rivers and wetlands to 

be protected from inappropriate subdivision use or development.  

97. The submitter’s new policy 3.4.6.1(a) could be interpreted as not allowing 

any change to the natural character of a water body, even when it is 

degraded, which could prevent opportunities to enhance water bodies. An 

example for this situation is NTPLs’ recent residential subdivision at 

Wigram Skies. As part of that development, I understand NTPL re-routed 
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back to its original course and planted a waterway that had been realigned 

and straightened at the time the runway was built. To ensure these sorts of 

actions can be accommodated, I suggest an amendment to the submitter’s 

proposed wording for Policy 3.6.4.1(a) as shown in strikethrough and bold 

below: 

“Retain the Ensure land use and development retains the natural 

character of groundwater aquifers, surface water bodies and stream 

catchments where these values are significant; and 

Promote the restoration or enhancement of the natural 

character of surface water bodies and stream catchments in 

other circumstances. 

Protect the district’s potable water supplies, natural wetlands, 

springheads and areas of used for mahinga kai from drainage, 

contamination or inappropriate modification.” 

98. I also suggest removing the reference to groundwater aquifers as this 

policy seems to relate more to surface water bodies. The protection of 

groundwater aquifers is provided for in the second part of the policy. 

Policy 3.6.4.1(c) – Stormwater 

99. Policy 3.6.4.1(c) deals with stormwater treatment and mitigating the direct 

flow of stormwater into natural waterways. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga 

have made a submission to reword this policy so that it is more directive in 

requiring the treatment of stormwater prior to discharge to water. Mr Eman 

(paragraph 17.3, p.25) expresses concern that the policy is too prescriptive 

about how stormwater shall be treated.  

100. My understanding from reading the submission is that the thrust for the 

amendments sought by the submitter is to avoid new developments which 

create a demand for direct stormwater discharge to water, and where 

possible to reduce the direct discharges in existing urban areas, especially 

if there are opportunities to do so as part of the rebuild.  

101. The National Policy Statement for Freshwater (Objective D1) and the 

CRPS (Chapter 7, objectives 7.2.1(3) and 7.2.4(1) and (4) and Policy 

7.3.13(2)) require consideration of Ngāi Tahu values in the management of 
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freshwater, and the proposed CLWRP (Policy 4.12) discourages the direct 

discharge of contaminants to water. Therefore, in my view it is appropriate 

to have a policy in the Proposed Plan along the lines the submitter seeks. I 

would suggests a slight amendment to the wording to put the focus of the 

policy on ensuring space for land treatment rather than specifying a 

method of stormwater treatment. I would reword Policy 3.6.4.1(c) from that 

requested in the submission, as shown in strikethrough and bold below: 

Require all stormwater reticulation and disposal systems in new areas to 

be filtered prior to discharge and require land retention wherever 

practicable, and progressively introduce similar design and treatment in 

established urban areas over time. 

When designing new developments ensuring there is sufficient land 

available to enable stormwater to be detained, filtered or otherwise 

treated prior to any discharge to waterbodies.  

Policy 3.6.4.1(d) - Sewage 

102. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have requested a new policy 3.6.4.1(d) that 

addresses sewage, industrial and trade waste discharges to water. As with 

stormwater, the request seems to come from a desire to ensure integrated 

land management which does not create a demand for sewage or waste 

disposal directly to water in the first instance. 

103. Mr Eman (paragraph 17.4, p.25) suggests that the discharge of sewage or 

trade waste is a matter falling under the jurisdiction of the regional council 

and should not be included in the Proposed Plan. I agree with Mr Eman 

that there is a need to be clear about the relative jurisdiction of the regional 

and district councils under the RMA. However, I believe provision to ensure 

urban development does not create a demand for discharges of waste 

directly to water in the first place, does fall within the functions of the district 

council.  

104. In coming to this conclusion, I am relying on the function of district councils 

in section 31 of the RMA relating to achieving the integrated management 

of the effects of the use, development or protection of land and associated 

natural and physical resources of the district. For example, there are 

settlements on Banks Peninsula where there is no land area available to 

treat sewage now. To allow that situation to worsen would not, in my view, 
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achieve the purpose of the RMA, give effect to the National Policy 

Statement for Freshwater (Objectives A 1 and A2) or the CRPS (Chapter 7, 

objectives 7.2.1 and 7.2.4(3)) nor be consistent with the proposed CLWRP 

in relation to a matter which is the responsibility of the regional council 

under section 30 of the RMA. 

105. To avoid any confusion around relative functions of the regional and district 

council in this matter, I suggest an amendment to the submitter’s proposed 

Policy 3.6.4.1(d) as shown in strikeout and bold below: 

“Over time eliminate urban design development which results in 

the discharge of sewage, industrial or trade water or other waste 

products directly into water by: 

- Ensuring all urban development is served by a reticulated 

sewage system; 

- New urban development is designed to avoid creating potential 

sewage or industrial waste overflow into the Ōtākaro/Avon or 

Opawaho/Heathcote rivers;  

- Ensuring with new development or expansion of 

settlements on Banks Peninsula there is provision to 

enable land treatment prior to discharge; 

- Progressively eliminating current sewage overflows into rivers 

from existing urban development; and 

- Managing the design and siting of waste storage facilities to 

avoid discharges or accidental spillages into waterways.” 

Policy 3.6.4.1(e) – Access 

106. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have requested that Policy 3.6.4.1(d) in the 

Proposed Plan be deleted and replaced with a new policy to retain and 

enhance opportunities for access to waterways for both Ngāi Tahu whānui 

and the public.  

107. I prefer the policy requested in the submission to Policy 3.6.4.1(d) in the 

Proposed Plan as the former is much broader in its scope and I believe 

better achieves the purpose of the Act. Section 6(d) of the RMA requires 
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the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the 

coastal marine area, lakes and rivers. The current policy relates only to the 

acquisition of esplanade reserves and strips but does not link that action 

with the provision of public access. 

108. Mr Eman (para 17.5, p.26) also supports the amended policy but considers 

the second part relating to Ngāi Tahu access is not necessary as the issue 

is already covered in Policy 3.6.3.3 in the Proposed Plan. However, if other 

amendments requested by Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga are accepted 

Policy 3.6.6.3 is deleted. If the Proposed Plan is to be a truly integrated 

document then those Ngāi Tahu values in resource management should 

be integrated into the general objectives and policies of the Proposed Plan, 

not addressed only in a Ngāi Tahu section. 

Policy 3.6.4.1(f) 

109. Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga have requested a new policy 3.6.4.1(f) 

which relates to encouraging urban design that uses water efficiently and 

reduces demand for water and sewage and stormwater disposal from the 

outset. Mr Eman considers those matters to be largely covered by Policy 

3.6.1.5(viii). I agree and if that policy and policies 3.6.4.1(c) and (d) written 

as suggested in my evidence are adopted; I do not think there is a need for 

this policy as well. 

Policy 3.6.4.1(g)  

110. Finally in this section of the Proposed Plan, Te Rūnanga and ngā rūnanga 

have requested the addition of a new set of policies to recognize the 

biodiversity and amenity values of rivers and streams and to manage the 

effects of land uses on them. At paragraph 17.7 (p.26) of his evidence Mr 

Eman states these matters will be dealt with at Stage 2 of the plan review. 

111. This policy is an example of the issue discussed in paragraph 88 of my 

evidence around the scope of matters being addressed in the Strategic 

Directions Chapter and to what extent that chapter will be reviewed as part 

of Stage 2. However, I do note that the activities and effects identified 

within the new Policy 3.6.4.1(g) are matters that apply as much to activities 

within the sections reviewed as part of Stage 1 of the Proposed Plan as 

they will to the land areas covered by Stage 2.  
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112. If the Hearings Panel is of a mind to include in the Proposed Plan the new 

Policy 3.6.4.1(g) requested in the submission then I would suggest the 

following minor changes to the wording a shown in strikeout below. I 

recommend the amendment so the policy is focused on the environmental 

effect to be managed and not limiting how that can be achieved. 

“Enhance the indigenous biodiversity and amenity values of 

Ōtautahi (Christchurch City) and improve water quality by: 

(i) Promoting the development of artificial wetlands and 

riparian planting as an integral part of urban development; 

(ii) Ensuring remedial works required for bank stability or to 

prevent inundation are  designed and sited in sympathy with 

the natural character of rivers and streams the waterway; 

and  

(iii) Requiring buildings, structures and earthworks to be 

appropriately designed and sited to avoid or mitigate 

adverse effects on biodiversity or habitat values and the 

natural character of streams, springs, hāpua and wetlands 

and their margins.” 

Coastal Provisions 

113. The submission from Te Rūnanga and nga rūnanga requests a third 

objective and associated policies be added to Objective 3.6.4- Natural and 

Cultural Environment to deal with the effects of land uses in the coastal 

environment; in particular the coastal suburbs which form part of Stage 1 of 

the plan review. As with freshwater, the provisions seek recognition of the 

coastal environment as an asset to be valued as part of the rebuild and 

future development of Ōtautahi/Christchurch and the greater Christchurch 

area. 

114. There are no provisions in the Strategic Directions Chapter dealing with the 

integrated management of the coastal environment as part of the rebuild of 

Christchurch. It is not clear whether the chapter will be reviewed to provide 

for this as part of Stage 2 of the City Plan review and if so whether those 

provisions will apply to land in the coastal areas which are covered in 

Stage 1.  
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115. In my opinion, the Proposed Plan will need to address the management of 

the coastal environment landward of mean high water springs to achieve 

the purpose of the RMA and give effect to the New Zealand Coastal Policy 

Statement and the CRPS. Doing this as part of Stage 2 of the City Plan 

review provides the best opportunity, in my view, for a comprehensive 

management approach, as long as it can apply to coastal areas subject to 

Stage 1.  

116. If not then, in my view, the objective and policies sought by the submitter 

are a better alternative than having no provisions. If these provisions are 

included in Chapter 3 now, I would suggest the following minor wording 

changes shown in paragraph 118.  

117. In particular I would delete the requested Policy 3. I understand the 

submitter is trying to ensure the density of residential development along 

the coast remains low, but given the zonings are already confirmed for 

those areas included in Stage 1 of the City Plan review I believe the issue 

is probably more relevant to Stage 2. 

118. Add a new Objective 3.4.6(c): 

“The rebuild and further development of Ōtautahi (Christchurch 

City) respects and reflects the significance of the coastal 

environment to Ngāi Tahu and the ecological, recreational and 

amenity values of the coastal environment to eastern Christchurch 

and Te Pātaka o Rakaihautu/Banks Peninsula.” 

119. Add the following new policies: 

1. Encourage an approach to urban design and development that 

considers impacts of location, urban form and services, 

including sewerage, wastewater and stormwater, on the coastal 

environment from the outset. 

2. Ensure the Development or redevelopment of urban areas 

along the coast recognises and maintains or enhances the 

recreational, ecological and amenity values and Ngāi Tahu 

cultural significance of the coast.  
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3. Avoid high density development and limit the location and scale 

of land which is zoned for medium density residential 

development (Living 3)  in the area from Brooklands to 

Southshore. 

4. Retain and where opportunities exist enhance public access to 

and along the coast when coastal areas are rebuilt, unless 

public access would be inappropriate due to the ecological or 

cultural sensitivity of a site or for public safety; and  

5. Retain and where opportunities arise enhance Ngāi Tahu 

whānui access to sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural significance in the 

coastal environment. 

6. Recognise the potential impacts of climate change and sea 

level rise on coastal access and ensure provision is made in 

urban design to provide alternative public access to and along 

the coast in the event that current access is lost as a result of 

coastal erosion or inundation. 

Māori Urban Design Protocols 

120. Policy 3.6.1.5 of Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions and section 14.9.6 of 

Chapter 14 both make reference to Māori urban design principles. Some of 

those principles are defined in section 2 – Definitions and have been 

requested by the submitter to be deleted from this section. The reasons 

are: 

(a) The proposed plan provisions are vague on what the urban design 

principles are and how they will apply;  and 

(b) There is a project in place to develop Ngāi Tahu Urban Design 

protocols. 

121. The submission states that Ngāi Tahu would prefer to complete the Ngāi 

Tahu Urban Design Protocols and include them in the Proposed Plan in 

due course. The submission seeks the reference to Māori Urban Design 

Principles and tūrangawaewae in Policy 3.6.1.5(a)(i) be deleted and 

replaced with an explanation of this process. 
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122. I agree that the references to Māori urban design principles in the 

Proposed Plan are uncertain. Currently, it is unclear exactly what those 

urban design principle mean or to whom they apply. Therefore, I agree the 

approach suggested by the submitter is more appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

Lynda Murchison 

25th November 2015 


