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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Mark David Stevenson.  I hold the position of Senior 

Planner at Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been in this 

position since August 2011. 

 
1.2 I hold a Master of Planning Practice from the University of Auckland and a 

Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University.  I have 12 years of 

experience in planning and resource management in New Zealand and the 

United Kingdom.  I am also a Full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute.  

 

1.3 My previous experience includes positions in local government and private 

consultancies.  I have experience in the review of a District Plan and 

section 32 report for Ashburton District Council, the processing of plan 

changes, and the preparation and processing of resource consent 

applications for a range of activities.  I have also led the preparation of a 

policy document, known as a Development Plan Document, to manage the 

distribution and supply of commercial and industrial activities in the London 

Borough of Hounslow. 

 

1.4 I have led the preparation of Proposal 15 Commercial and Proposal 16 

Industrial of the pRDP since its inception in July 2013. I have been 

providing the Council with my expertise on resource management and 

planning matters since August 2011.  As a part of my role at the Council I 

have been asked to provide evidence on the specific relief sought by 

submitters on the commercial and industrial aspects of the Strategic 

Directions Proposal of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (pRDP). 

 
2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it.  I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 
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and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

3. SCOPE  

 

3.1 My evidence focuses on the specific relief sought by submitters on the 

Commercial and Industrial aspects of Strategic Outcomes to the 

Introduction and Strategic Directions Proposals of the pRDP.  I confirm that 

I am able to give that evidence. The parts of the Strategic Directions 

Proposal that address commercial and industrial are 3.4.1 (Providing for 

the different needs of the community, 3.4.1.2 (Commerce and Industry), 

3.4.3 (Improving the quality of the urban environment), Objective 3.6.1, 

Policies 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.3 - 3.6.1.5, Objective 3.6.2, Policies 3.6.2.1 – 

3.6.2.4, and 3.6.2.7.  These provisions and the amendments to them that 

in my view, after consideration of the primary submissions on the Proposal, 

are appropriate, are outlined in Attachment A to my evidence.  These 

changes are also incorporated in the full copy of the Strategic Directions 

Proposal that is Attachment A of the evidence of Mr Peter Eman.   

 

3.2 A comprehensive list of the specific submissions evaluated in this 

statement are attached as Attachment B.  My evaluation of those 

submissions considers all aspects of the submissions that focus on 

commercial and industrial issues within the Strategic Outcomes in the 

Introduction Proposal and the Strategic Directions Proposal, unless 

specified otherwise.  The list of submissions that are in support of 

commercial and industrial issues on the Strategic Directions Proposal are 

attached to my evidence as Attachment C. 

 

3.3 The submissions opposing the Strategic Outcomes in Section 9.2 of the 

Introduction Proposal and Strategic Directions Proposal in respect of 

commercial and industrial matters generally seek: 

  

(a) recognition of and provisions to support business activity and 

opportunities, in order to accommodate existing and future needs; 

(b) planning to ensure sufficient and suitable capacity;  

(c) explicit recognition and clarity of the centres-based approach; 
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(d) amendments to achieve the purpose of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 and better achieve/link to the Statement of 

Expectations; 

(e) recognition of operational/ functional requirements in urban 

design;  

(f) provisions to support the redevelopment of brownfield sites;  

(g) protection of industry from reverse sensitivity effects; 

(h) policy support for community facilities; and  

(i) other amendments including terminology and definitions.  

 

3.4 I have been involved in informal mediation with officials from CERA where 

the changes recommended in the Crown submission were discussed on a 

without prejudice basis.  The changes that relate to Commercial and 

Industrial matters that the Council agreed to, are included in Attachment A 

to this evidence (and also to Attachment A of Mr Eman's statement of 

evidence).  

 

3.5 Section 5 of my evidence begins by presenting an overview of the statutory 

context and how the Strategic Directions chapter has regard to/is not 

inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy and Plans and does give effect to 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.  Following this, my evidence is 

structured according to the issues raised in submissions and relief sought 

eg Section 5.3 is titled "Ensuring sufficient capacity", which deals with relief 

sought by a submitter to give greater emphasis to "ensuring sufficient and 

suitable development capacity and land for commercial, industrial and 

residential activities".  

 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

4.1 My statement of evidence responds to the submissions opposing or 

seeking amendments to the Strategic Outcomes in Proposal 1 Introduction 

and Proposal 3 Strategic Directions, on Commercial and Industrial matters.  

In doing so, there are a number of issues raised including (but not limited 

to) the recognition of the role that business activities play in the recovery of 

the City, the importance of centres as the primary location for commercial 

activities, and the need to enable and support community facilities and 

brownfield redevelopment.  
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4.2 Amendments are put forward in response to a number of the issues raised. 

Subject to these amendments, in my view the Proposal is the most 

appropriate in achieving the purpose of the Resource Management Act 

1991 (RMA) and has had sufficient regard to the Statement of 

Expectations.  

 

4.3 Key changes that I agree are appropriate in response to the matters raised 

in submissions include: 

  

(a) amendments to acknowledge the opportunities that exist for 

commerce and industry (Issue 3.4.1.2); 

(b) recognition of the functional and operational requirements of 

business (Issue 3.4.3); 

(c) recognition of the role of commerce and industry in meeting 

current and future needs (Objective 3.6.1); 

(d) explicit reference to the locations that commerce and industry is 

anticipated in (Policy 3.6.1.3); 

(e) consistency in terminology with reference to commercial centres 

(Objective 3.6.2); 

(f) recognition of Neighbourhood centres in policy on "Community 

focal points" (Policy 3.6.2.7); 

(g) a new policy providing for the "establishment of community 

facilities" (Policy 3.6.2.9); and 

(h) a new policy on the "Redevelopment of brownfield sites" (Policy 

3.6.2.XX). 

 

5. EXPERT EVALUATION / ASSESSMENT 

 

5.1 I describe below the Strategic and Statutory Context which has informed 

the Strategic Directions Proposal, following which I assess the specific 

relief sought by submitters (sections 6-29 below).  

 

5.2 The Strategic Directions Proposal sets the high level direction for other 

Proposals including the Commercial and Industrial Proposals (Proposals 

15 and 16 respectively), which reflects the strategic context of statutory 

documents that guide decision-making in the sub-region (Greater 



 

25569658.DOC  7 
 

Christchurch area).  Those 'higher level' documents of most relevance to 

the Commercial and Industrial aspects of the Proposals include: 

  

(a) The Recovery Strategy; 

(b) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

(c) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); and  

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. (CRPS)  

 

5.3 The relevant parts of these documents, which provide direction and inform 

the Strategy Directions Proposal are described below.  

 

The Recovery Strategy  

 

5.4 The Recovery Strategy guides the programme of work including recovery 

plans under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act) and 

applies to the districts of Christchurch City Council, the Selwyn District 

Council and the Waimakariri District Council.  

 

5.5 The components of the Recovery Strategy of most relevance are 

'Economic Recovery' and 'Built Environment Recovery', each with a set of 

goals. The Strategic Directions Proposal is aligned with these goals as 

summarised below (text in italics is a goal from the Recovery Strategy). 

 

Economic Recovery  

 

Planning for a well-functioning Christchurch central city, thriving suburban centres, 

flourishing rural towns and a productive rural sector1 

 

5.6 The outcome sought in Objective 3.6.2 of the Strategic Directions Proposal 

are a "well-functioning urban form" that "supports the role of the central city 

and suburban and town centres as community focal points" and "restores 

and enhances the role of the central city as the principal community focal 

point for greater Christchurch". 

 

                                                   
1
 Recovery Strategy, page 9 
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Restoring the confidence of the business sector and the insurance and finance 

markets to enable economic recovery and growth2 

 

5.7 Objective 3.6.1 in the Strategic Directions Proposal is for the City to 

recover and develop as a dynamic and internationally competitive city with 

(amongst other matters) diverse opportunities for business to establish and 

prosper. 

 

Built Environment Recovery  

 

Supporting innovative urban design, buildings, technology and infrastructure to 

redefine greater Christchurch as a safe place built for the future3 

 

5.8 An outcome under Objective 3.6.1 of the Strategic Directions Proposal is a 

"distinctive identity and quality urban environment that is attractive to 

business, residents and visitors". 

 

Zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within settlement patterns consistent with 

an urban form that provides for the future development of greater Christchurch4 

 

5.9 Objective 3.6.1(i) of the Strategic Directions Proposal is for sufficient land 

to meet the community's immediate recovery and longer term needs for 

(amongst other things) economic development. 

 

 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan 

 

5.10 The CCRP is a document that the pRDP cannot be inconsistent with and 

which has the following over-arching objective on the role of the Central 

City:  

 

 To restore and enhance the Central City as Christchurch's 

principal focus for a diversity of business, accommodation, 

community and cultural activities, while managing adverse effects 

arising from the intended mix of activities.  

 
                                                   
2
 Recovery Strategy, page 9 

3
 Recovery Strategy, page 11 

4
 Recovery Strategy, page 11 
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5.11 This is reflected in Objective 3.6.2 (a. ix) of the Strategic Directions 

Proposal. The primacy given to the Central City ahead of other centres is 

also reflected in Objective 15.1.1 of the Commercial Proposal, with policies 

and methods for the Central City to be notified in Phase 2 of the District 

Plan Review. 

 

 Land Use Recovery Plan 

 

5.12 In providing direction to support recovery, the LURP has an outcome that 

"Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres provide for commercial 

activity needs and support rejuvenation of damaged areas". Objective 3.6.2 

(a. viii) of the Strategic Directions Proposal is not inconsistent with this 

outcome in supporting the role of suburban and town centres as focal 

points for commercial activity amongst other activities. Providing for the 

needs of business as sought in the LURP is addressed under the amended 

version of Objective 3.6.1 (a)(iii) of the Strategic Directions Proposal as 

indicated in Attachment A, which seeks "diverse opportunities for 

business to establish and prosper to meet the current and future needs 

of the district",   

 

5.13 Action 11 (To enable "community facilities in KACs and neighbourhood 

centres") and Action 24 (To enable "mixed-use development within KACs") 

are reflected in Objective 3.6.2 (a. viii.) and Policy 3.6.2.7, which recognise 

the role of centres as focal points for a range of activities including 

community uses. Actions 11 and 24 also require "clarity and certainty 

about urban design requirements". Policy 3.6.1.5 provides direction in this 

respect, which is applied in other chapters as is appropriate to the context. 

 

5.14 In respect of industrial land and activities, the LURP has an outcome that 

"sufficient industrial land is available to accommodate relocations and 

industrial sector growth", which Objective 3.6.1 (a. i.) is not inconsistent 

with by seeking "sufficient land to meet the community’s immediate 

recovery and longer term needs for housing, economic development, rural 

activities and community facilities".  
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 Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement  

 

5.15 Chapter 6 sets clear direction on the distribution of commercial activity and 

the role of centres and industrial areas in Greater Christchurch.  The 

following excerpts from Chapter 6 (in italics) provide policy direction, which 

the Strategic Directions Proposal must give effect to, as explained below 

each excerpt. 

 

5.16 Objective 6.2.5 of the CRPS states: 

 

 Support and maintain the existing network of centres as the focal 

points for commercial, community and service activities during the 

recovery period:  

(1)  The Central City;  

(2)  KACs;  

(3)  Neighbourhood Centres.  

These centres will be high quality, support a diversity of business 

opportunities including appropriate mixed-use development, and 

incorporate good urban design.  

The development and distribution of commercial activity will avoid 

significant adverse effects on the function and viability of these 

centres. 

 

5.17 Objective 3.6.2 (a. viii) of the Strategic Directions Proposal gives effect to 

this objective from the CRPS by seeking a "pattern of development and 

well-functioning urban form that…supports the role of the central city and 

suburban and town centres as community focal points". 

 

5.18 Policy 6.3.6(4) of the CRPS states: 

 

 Recognises that new commercial activities are primarily to be 

directed to the Central City, KACs and Neighbourhood Centres 

where these activities reflect and support the function and role of 

those centres, or in circumstances where locating out of centre will 

not give rise to significant adverse distributional or urban form 

effects. 
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5.19 Policy 3.6.1.3 of the Strategic Directions Proposal as amended in 

Attachment A gives effect to this objective in the CRPS by 'enabling' 

development primarily within a network of commercial centres to support 

their function, vitality and the accessibility of goods and services to 

communities. 

 

5.20 Policy 6.3.6 (6), Chapter 6 of CRPS states: 

 

(To ensure that provision, recovery and rebuilding of business 

land in Greater Christchurch maximises business retention, 

attracts investment, and provides for healthy working 

environments, business activities are to be provided for in a 

manner which)…(6) recognise that existing business zones 

provide for a range of business activities depending on: 

(i)  the desired amenity of the business areas and their 

surround; and 

(ii)  the potential for significant distributional or urban form 

effects on other centres from new commercial activity. 

 

5.21 Policy 3.6.1.3 of the Strategic Directions Proposal gives effect to Policy 

6.3.6(6) of Chapter 6 to the CRPS in 'enabling' development primarily 

within a network of commercial centres to support their function, vitality and 

the accessibility of goods and services to communities.  

 

6. SUPPORT AND PROMOTE BUSINESS ACTIVITY (INTRODUCTION 

PROPOSAL) 

 

Submitter 

Peebles Group Ltd (1195, Document 1, page 3) 

Tailorspace Investments (1079, Document 1, page 3; Document 2, pages 2 – 3; 

Document 3, page 3)  

880 Main North Road Ltd (1081, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Cranford 484 Ltd (1084, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

7990 Ltd (1086, Document 1, page 3) 

Marriner Investments Ltd (378, Document 1, page 3) 

Avonhead Mall Ltd (379, Document 1, page 3) 
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Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd (380, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (385, Document 1, page 3) 

Carter Group Ltd (386, Document 1, page 3) 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (814, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

TEL Property Nominees Ltd (816, Document 1, page 3) 

Scentre (New Zealand) (742, Document 1, Pages 3, 7) 

 
6.1 The general submission under this issue is that the Strategic Outcomes 

are amended "to better recognise and support business activity and 

development" on the basis of the economic and social wellbeing this 

contributes to the City and its communities.  Scentre Ltd's relief is similar in 

seeking "greater emphasis on the importance of the contribution of 

business activity and development to the recovery and long-term future of 

the City and communities". 

 

6.2 Following mediation with officials from CERA on the Crown's submission, 

the Council agreed that it would be appropriate to delete the Strategic 

Outcomes from Proposal 1.  This is addressed in Mr Peter Eman's 

evidence5  I support Mr Eman's view on this point as in my view, the 

Outcomes are, to the extent necessary, clearly articulated in the objectives 

and policies in the Strategic Directions chapter.   

 

6.3 Notwithstanding this, if the Hearings Panel were to decide that the 

Strategic Outcomes should remain in the Introduction Proposal, I consider 

that the relief sought in the submissions6 is appropriate.  

 

6.4 The recognition and support of business activity is explicit in Objective 

3.6.1 which seeks 'diverse opportunities for business to establish and 

prosper'. However, the outcomes under section 9.2 of the Introduction 

Proposal do not address this and a new outcome is proposed as follows in 

the event that the Hearings Panel decide that the Strategic Outcomes 

should be retained.  My recommended new outcome is: 

                                                   
5
 Peter Eman's evidence in chief, dated 18 November 2014,. 

6
 Submissions by Peebles Group Ltd (1195, Document 1, page 3), Tailorspace Investments (1079, Document 1, page 3; 

Document 2, pages 2 – 3; Document 3, page 3)880 Main North Road Ltd (1081, Document 1, pages 3 – 4), Cranford 484 Ltd 
(1084, Document 1, pages 3 – 4), 7990 Ltd (1086, Document 1, page 3), Marriner Investments Ltd (378, Document 1, page 3), 
Avonhead Mall Ltd (379, Document 1, page 3), Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd (380, Document 1, pages 3 – 4), Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust (385, Document 1, page 3), Carter Group Ltd (386, Document 1, page 3), AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (814, 
Document 1, pages 3 – 4), TEL Property Nominees Ltd (816, Document 1, page 3), and Scentre (New Zealand) (742, 
Document 1, Pages 3, 7). 
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 Outcome X – Business 

A diversity of opportunities exist to enable business to establish 

and prosper, which support the recovery and long-term future of 

the City. 

 

7. PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR GROWTH 

 

Submitter 

Bunnings (725, Document 1, pages 4 – 6) 

Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5 – 7) 

Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd (742, Document 1, pages 3, 9) 

The Crown (495, Document 1, page 55) 

 

7.1 Bunnings and Kiwi Property Management Ltd seek that the Strategic 

Directions Proposal enables commercial opportunities to meet current and 

future needs of a growing population, by amending Issue 3.4.1.2 and 

Objective 3.6.1.  

 

7.2 The submissions from Bunnings and Kiwi Property Management Ltd state 

that the content "fails to adequately recognise and provide for the ongoing 

provision of commercial opportunities to meet population and household 

growth".  

 

7.3 Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd seek similar relief by inclusion of an issue to 

"recognise and enable commercial opportunities to meet the wellbeing of a 

growing population".  The Crown also seek that direction is provided in 

3.4.1.2 on the significant opportunities for commercial and industrial activity 

in a post-earthquake climate. 

 
7.4 Section 3.4.1.2 (commerce and industry) sits under key issue 3.4.1 

(Providing for the different needs of the community).  The section 

describes the need to provide both capacity and flexibility to accommodate 

new patterns of activity as an issue.  The relief sought by Bunnings, Kiwi 

Property Management Ltd and, Scentre Ltd is in my view already 

appropriately addressed in Issue 3.4.1.2 and I do not consider it is 
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necessary to add a new issue to recognise and enable commercial 

opportunities to meet the wellbeing of a growing population.    

 

7.5 The recognition of opportunities for business through amendments to 

3.4.1.2 as sought by the Crown are acceptable for the most part.  

However, amendments to set out the direction of the District Plan are not 

appropriate in the same section, which is intended to identify the 

challenges and opportunities.  Therefore I have agreed to amendments to 

3.4.1.2 to recognise the opportunities for business in a post-earthquake 

environment – please see my amendments in Attachment A.   

 

7.6 With regard to Objective 3.6.1, the amendment put forward by Bunnings 

and Kiwi Property Management Ltd is supported in order to provide clarity 

that the opportunities for business are to enable 'current and future needs' 

to be met.  This is consistent with Outcome 10 in section 3.3 of the LURP.  

I consider that Objective 3.6.1 should be amended as shown in 

Attachment A of my evidence. 

 
8. ENSURING SUFFICIENT CAPACITY   

 

Submitter 

Maurice R Carter Ltd (377, Document 2, page 3) 

 
 

8.1 Maurice R Carter seek that greater emphasis should be placed in the 

Strategic Outcomes (9.2 of Introduction) on "ensuring sufficient and 

suitable development capacity and land for commercial, industrial and 

residential activities…". 

 
8.2 If the Panel retains the Strategic Outcomes in Proposal 1, my view is that 

Outcome 1 (second point) addresses the importance of a sufficient supply 

of land for housing, industry, commercial and other urban activities.  

However, it is acknowledged that land identified for growth should also be 

'suitable' for its intended purpose, consistent with the issue described in 

paragraph b. of 3.4.1 and the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of 

the Order.  It is therefore proposed that amendments are made to 

Outcome 1 (second point) to read: 
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Sufficient and suitable land for housing, industry, commercial and 

other urban activities in accordance with the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (through to 2028). 

 

9. PLANNING FOR URBAN ACTIVITIES  

 

Submitter 

Foodstuffs (South Island Properties) Ltd (705, Document 1, page 20)  

 

9.1 Foodstuffs submits that the Proposal be amended to acknowledge that 

planning for urban activities should continue in advance of infrastructure 

being in place.  An integrated approach to the planning of development 

and infrastructure is anticipated in Objective 3.6.1 a. iv of the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, which reflects Outcome 1 in section 3.3 of the LURP.  

In order to achieve an integrated approach, Foodstuffs submit that 

planning should occur before development and/or infrastructure is in place.  

It is unclear what the specific reasons are for the amendments sought, with 

reference to their submission nor the issue that the relief is seeking to 

address. 

 

9.2 Planning for development and the associated infrastructure required to 

serve that development inevitably occurs before infrastructure is in place, 

particularly in greenfield areas, reflecting an integrated approach to the 

planning of both components.  If it is the submitters point that provision 

should be made to enable development ahead of infrastructure being in 

place, this is generally not appropriate on the basis that it could place 

demands on infrastructure that may lead to adverse effects.  For example, 

the lack of capacity in the wastewater network to accommodate additional 

flows is a constraint, which may necessitate restrictions on further 

development until upgrades occur.  To allow for future development in an 

area with a lack of wastewater capacity could result in overflows from the 

network, which may affect existing and future communities and the 

environment. 

 

9.3 On the basis that the relief is seeking an integrated approach to the 

planning of development and development, Objective 3.6.1. a. iv. 
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addresses this and no amendments are considered necessary . If the relief 

sought is to allow for urban activities ahead of infrastructure being in place, 

the submission point is rejected for the reasons explained above. 

 

10. PLANNING HORIZON  

 

Submitter 

AMP Capital (1187, (j) page 7) 

 

10.1 AMP Capital seek that a 20 year planning horizon be adopted as the 

planning period for the pRDP and appropriate planning provision made to 

match growth projections for that period.  The submission is not clear as to 

how the pRDP should be amended to satisfy the relief sought, nor is there 

any explanation in the rest of the submission as to why a 20 year planning 

horizon should be specified.  

 

10.2 In terms of a 20 year planning horizon generally for the pRDP, I do not 

consider that it is appropriate to specify a fixed planning horizon that 

would apply to all aspects of the pRDP.  Different issues are likely to 

require different horizons, although the provisions need to address issues 

for at least the 10 year life of the Plan.  I  note, for example, that Chapter 6 

of the RPS uses 2028 as the planning horizon for the issues it covers.  A 

20 year planning horizon would therefore not give effect to Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS.  

 

10.3 The plan provides for growth over the next 10 years, reflecting the life of 

the District Plan, which better aligns with the LURP horizon of 2028.  

Amendments to make this clear are not considered necessary on the basis 

that the timeframe of the District Plan is engrained in legislation.  
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11. RECOGNITION OF THE CENTRES BASED APPROACH  

 

Submitter 

Tailorspace Investments (1079, Document 2, page 3) 

Marriner Investments Ltd (378, Document 1, page 3) 

Avonhead Mall Ltd (379, Document 1, page 3) 

Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd (380, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (385, Document 1, page 3) 

Carter Group Ltd (386, Document 1, page 3) 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (814, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

TEL Property Nominees Ltd (816, Document 1, page 3) 

NPT Ltd (707, Document 1, page 4) 

Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5 – 6) 

Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd (742, Document 1, pages 3, 9) 

The Crown (495, Document 1, pages 16 – 17) 

 
11.1 Generally these submissions have sought that the Strategic Outcomes 

(Proposal 1) are amended to explicitly recognise the centres-based 

approach to providing for and distributing commercial activity throughout 

the city, reflecting their contribution to the economic and social wellbeing of 

communities.  Similarly, NPT Ltd submit that amendments are required to 

Outcome 2 to adequately reflect the centres-based approach to 

commercial development set out in related planning documents.   

Greater emphasis to supporting and promoting business activity is sought 

within centres and the Central City in the Carter Group Ltd submission.  

 

11.2 Scentre Ltd and Kiwi Property Management Ltd seek the inclusion of a 

strategic direction and associated objectives and policies that encourage 

and emphasise the importance of a centres-based approach, and Scentre 

Ltd seek greater enablement of commercial activities in centres, with 

reference to 3.4.3 and 3.6.1 of the Strategic Directions Proposal. 

 

11.3 The Crown supports the centres-based strategy, providing for a hierarchy 

of centres.  However, the Crown opposes the Proposals on the basis that 

"they do not go far enough to enable and encourage recovery and future 

growth including provisions for temporary activities and growth in 
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commercial and industrial activity".  

 

11.4 If the Panel retains the Strategic Outcomes in Proposal 1, my view is that 

the Outcomes should be amended to explicitly recognise the centres-

based approach, reflecting the LURP and Chapter 6 of the CRPS for the 

reasons described below. 

 

11.5 The first point below "Outcome 2 – Urban Form (Christchurch Urban)" in 

section 9.2 recognises the Central City as the principal focus for the District 

and Greater Christchurch.  However, the centres-based approach of 

directing commercial activity to centres does not come through in the other 

outcomes.  The third bullet below Outcome 2 (as notified) reads "A network 

of commercial and industrial areas through the urban area to provide for 

existing and emerging industries, research and innovation".  This does not 

convey that centres are the focus for commercial activities and it is 

therefore proposed that this outcome is split with amendments as follows – 

 

 A network of commercial centres are a focus for intensification 

for a range of commercial, community and residential 

activities serving the existing and future needs of the City 

and surrounding communities and. 

 

 A range of industrial areas throughout the urban area to provide 

for existing and emerging industries, research and education. 

 

11.6 To ensure clarity in the Outcomes of a centres-based approach, 

amendments are also required to the second point under "Outcome 2 – 

Urban Form (Christchurch Urban)".  The wording in the notified Proposal 

implies that residential neighbourhoods surrounding suburban centres 

provide for commercial activities, which is not the case.  Amendments are 

therefore proposed as follows: 

 

 A network of residential neighbourhoods focussed around 

suburban centres to provide housing, and small-scale  

commercial activities and recreation/ community facilities within 

each locality.  

 



 

25569658.DOC  19 
 

11.7 In respect of the submissions seeking explicit direction of the centres 

based approach in the Strategic Directions chapter, Objective 3.6.2 a. viii. 

and Policy 3.6.2.7 provide high-level direction, which is expanded on in the 

Commercial Proposal (Objective 15.1.1 and Policy 15.1.1.1). 

Recommended amendments to Policy 3.6.1.3 in response to submissions 

from Bunnings (725) and Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761) also  

reflects the centres based approach (see paragraphs 12.3 and 12.4 of this 

statement). 

 

11.8 Notwithstanding the points above, the maintenance of the function and 

viability of 'Neighbourhood centres' should in my view be recognised in 

Policy 3.6.2.7 in addition to the Central City and KACs, to ensure greater 

alignment between the Strategic Directions Proposal and Commercial 

Proposal.  This recognises the centres that act as focal points in the 

network and addresses part of the Crown’s general submission on the 

Proposals (pages 15-16).  The amendment to include reference to 

'Neighbourhood centres' would also be consistent with Outcome 10 of the 

LURP (Section 3.3), which refers to KACs and neighbourhood centres as 

providing for commercial needs, and would give effect to Objective 6.2.5 of 

Chapter 6 to the CRPS, which refers to the Central City, KACs and 

Neighbourhood centres as focal points.  

 

11.9 In my view Policy 3.6.2.7 of the Strategic Directions Proposal should be 

amended as marked in Attachment A to my evidence. 

 

 
12. CLARITY SOUGHT IN POLICY REGARDING LOCATIONS FOR COMMERCIAL 

ACTIVITIES 

 

Submitter 

Bunnings (725, Document 1, pages 6 – 7) 

Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5, 6 and 8) 

 
 

12.1 These submissions seek that Policy 3.6.1.3 be amended to be more 

specific with clarification provided of 'appropriate' locations for commercial 

activities.  This includes provision to "consolidate commercial activity 

primarily in and around centres". 
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12.2 The objectives and policies in Proposal 3 of the pRDP provide strategic 

direction for the management of resources within the district, and other 

Proposals set out additional objectives and policies, which provide more 

specific direction on the matters raised in the respective chapter.  Objective 

15.1.1 of the Commercial Proposal sets this more detailed direction in 

stating: 

 

 Commercial activity is primarily focussed within a network of 

centres (comprising the Central City, District, Neighbourhood, 

Local and Large Format centres), through intensification …  

 

12.3 Notwithstanding this, in my view, Policy 3.6.1.3 could be more explicit in 

expressing the locations that business development is anticipated within by 

replacing "in appropriate locations" with "a network of commercial centres" 

and separately "industrial areas".  This acknowledges the places that 

business development and growth is anticipated while retaining an 

overarching policy on businesses and their place in the City. 

 

12.4 Amendments are also proposed to Policy 3.6.1.3 in Attachment A of my 

evidence to briefly set out why commercial centres are where business 

activities are enabled ie to support the function and vitality of centres and 

ensure goods and services are accessible to communities, and the way in 

which business development is to be enabled in industrial areas.  

 

12.5 The submission (by Bunnings and Kiwi Property Management Ltd) seeks 

amendments "to provide greater specificity into the provision and clarity 

‘appropriate’ locations for commercial activity and provide for community 

well-being". The specific wording sought is effectively criteria of where 

development is considered to be appropriate, which aside from clause (ii) 

"(consolidate commercial activity primarily in and around centres)" does not 

provide greater clarity or is more specific than the amendments proposed 

by Council to address the submission point.  For example, the relief sought 

is for "commercial and industrial growth to occur in locations where this 

would i. promote sustainable and ongoing economic development".  This in 

itself does not provide any clarity or specific outcome. 
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12.6 The objectives and policies of the Strategic Directions Proposal and 

Commercial Proposal identify commercial centres as community focal 

points where commercial activity is directed, as required by Objective 6.2.6 

of Chapter 6 to the RPS.  

 

12.7 In addition to the point above, the relief sought to "enable commercial and 

industrial growth to occur in locations where this would i. promote 

sustainable and ongoing economic development;…iii. meet the economic 

needs of businesses and provide for community well-being" is considered 

unnecessary as the Proposals adequately address this.   

 

12.8 Objective 3.6.1(a) (vii) of the Strategic Direction Proposal seeks 

revitalised communities where people enjoy a high quality of life, therefore 

providing for their wellbeing, as well as  sub-objective (viii) seeking the 

sustainable use of resources and (iii) the diverse opportunities for business 

to establish and prosper.  In addition, Objective 15.1.1 of the Commercial 

Proposal seeks a "sustainable and compact urban form" in the context of 

directing commercial activity primarily to centres. 

 

12.9 Amendments to Policy 3.6.1.3. to refer to efficient use of buildings, land 

and infrastructure as sought in the submission are considered unnecessary 

on the basis that other objectives and policies adequately address this as 

explained below.  Enabling commercial activity primarily in centres (as 

proposed in Policy 3.6.1.3) promotes the efficient use of land in those 

locations by ensuring the use and/or development of that land.  This is 

particularly important in centres that sustained damage in the earthquakes 

and which now have a number of vacant sites.  This is not inconsistent with 

section 4.3.1 of the LURP, which states:  

 

 The Recovery Plan requires councils to define the extent of each 

key activity centre and ensure district plans enable recovery of 

commercial businesses within key activity centres and 

neighbourhood centres, including redevelopment of damaged 

centres .. 
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12.10 Objective 3.6.1 a. viii seeks the "long term sustainable and efficient use of 

resources" and Objective 3.6.2 "promotes  the  efficient  provision  and 

 use of infrastructure". 

 

12.11 In the relief sought by Bunnings and Kiwi Property Management, an 

amendment to Policy 3.6.1.3 seeks that "commercial development is 

consolidated in and around centres" (bullet point (ii) of relief sought in 

respect of Policy 3.6.1.3).  In my view, the Commercial Proposal is the 

appropriate location for consideration of whether consolidation or 

intensification is the more appropriate outcome.  Notwithstanding this, the 

Commercial Proposal promotes intensification within centres rather than 

consolidation in and around centres . To allow for the expansion of 

development beyond the defined extent of a centre is potentially 

inconsistent with an outcome in the LURP that KACs and Neighbourhood 

centres provide for commercial activity (Section 3.3). Section 4.3.1 of the 

LURP also states "The Recovery Plan requires councils to define the 

extent of each key activity centre and ensure district plans enable recovery 

of commercial businesses within key activity centres and neighbourhood 

centres, including redevelopment of damaged centres." (underlining is my 

emphasis).  To allow for commercial development beyond a centre could 

undermine the objective of aiding the recovery of businesses within the 

centre.  

 

12.12 Furthermore, there is not a demonstrated need for expansion of centres 

over the period to 2026.  With reference to Appendix 8.3 of the Commercial 

section 32 (Property Economics Report), "there is ample in-centre 

development capacity to cater for forecast demand over the assessed 

period. Therefore the proposed District Plan should not be so focused on 

providing additional net capacity over and above the existing and 

strategically planned centres, as that already exists in the appropriate 

locations (centres) (albeit some GFA redistribution to address undersupply 

in some pockets of the city as already identified may be beneficial) but 

providing a policy framework that steers new retail development in the right 

direction (centres)". 
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13. PROVIDING FLEXIBILITY AS TO THE LOCATIONS FOR ACTIVITIES 

 

Submitter 

The Crown  (495, Document 1, page 53)  

 

13.1 The Crown  submit that amendments are made to 3.4.1(b): 

 

13.2 Christchurch's communities have a range of needs — for housing, places 

of business and employment, cultural practices, community facilities and 

recreational spaces — all of which rely on the availability of suitable and 

serviced land. A key issue for the district is providing certainty and flexibility 

about where different activities and supporting infrastructure may be 

located to provide a strong foundation for the city's long term future.   

 

13.3 The word 'flexibility'  is not considered necessary on the basis that the 

preceding sentence refers to the 'availability of suitable and serviced land', 

which in effect , provides for those activities (ie reference to flexibility is not 

required in my view).  There is a need to provide certainty on appropriate 

locations rather than a flexible approach, which may lack clarity to enable 

businesses and organisations to make decisions. 

 

14. PROVISION OF LAND IN DESIRABLE LOCATIONS 

 

Submitter 

The Crown  (495, Document 1, page 54)  

 

14.1 The Crown submits that  recovery relies on  enabling a range of activities 

to occur in suitable locations  by recognising that locations should not only 

be suitable and serviced but also desirable.  It is accepted that locations, 

which are suitable and serviced must also be desirable and therefore 

amendments are considered appropriate to 3.4.1 to refer to land that is 

suitable, sufficient and desirable.  As marked in Attachment A to my 

evidence, it is proposed that the third line of clause b. is amended as 

follows. The sentence is turned around by shifting the word "land" to 

ensure that the intent is clear that any location must meet all three 

components i.e. It must be suitable, desirable and serviced: 
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 b.  Christchurch’s communities have a range of needs – for 

housing, places of business and employment, cultural 

practices, community facilities and recreational spaces – 

all of which rely on the availability of land which is 

suitable, desirable, and serviced land".  

 

15. ACHIEVING THE ACT'S PURPOSE AND CONSISTENCY WITH THE 

STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS 

 

Submitter 

Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5 – 6) 

 
15.1 Kiwi Property submit that the objectives, policies and 'other text' are:  

 

a…amended to more appropriately achieve the purpose of the 

RMA, and to better achieve the statement of expectations in 

Schedule 4 to the Order in Council; and in particular  

 

b. …to better reflect the hard-fought outcomes of previous 

Christchurch planning processes, such as those that were 

thoroughly tested and determined by the Courts in respect of 

Variation 86 to the Christchurch Operative District Plan.  

 

15.2 No specific relief is provided.  

 

15.3 The relief to amend the objectives, policies and other text to ‘better achieve 

the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Order' is discussed in 

paragraphs 17.4 – 17.6, where it is concluded that the Proposal has 

sufficient regard to the Statements.  

 

15.4 The submission also seeks, as general relief, amendments to "more 

appropriately achieve the purpose of the RMA".  The specific amendments 

sought to address the general relief are not apparent in the submission 

although it is stated in paragraph 12 that "The remainder of this submission 

includes specific examples of relief that would address appropriately 
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matters raised in this submission…". It is assumed from this that 

amendments to specific provisions will address the general relief sought. 

 

15.5 It is my opinion that the objectives and policies achieve the purpose of the 

Act.  As stated in the Section 32 analysis supporting the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, the objectives are equivalent to the directions in the 

CRPS and there are no district issues that makes any other objective more 

appropriate.  Similarly, the policies appropriately achieve the objectives.  

 

15.6 Variation 86 as referenced in the relief sought by Kiwi Property 

Management was made operative in November 2009 with amendments to 

objectives, policies and other provisions of the City Plan.  Variation 86 

sought (amongst other matters) to ensure existing commercial centres are 

not undermined by ad hoc retail development outside of centres to the 

degree that they can no longer maintain their function and amenity.   

 

15.7 It is unclear from the relief sought what specific parts of Variation 86 the 

submitter is seeking to have included in the Proposal.  However, the 

operative provisions do not, in my view, "have regard to the Statement of 

Expectations", nor achieve the required level of consistency with the Land 

Use Recovery Plan nor give effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS, all of which 

have been made operative since Variation 86.  In particular, Variation 86 is 

inconsistent with the 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.  

 

15.8 Variation 86 does not have regard to the Statement of Expectations, given 

the timing of when the documents were prepared.  In particular, Statement 

(c) of the Ministers' expectations states that the "Replacement District Plan 

…provides for the effective functioning of the urban environment of the 

Christchurch District, reflecting the changes resulting from the Canterbury 

earthquakes, including changes to population, land suitability, 

infrastructure, and transport". 

 

15.9 I consider that the operative provisions are not the most effective in 

addressing the issue of dispersed commercial activity and its relocation 
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from temporary premises back to centres. In my view the approach taken 

in the pRDP is the appropriate for addressing this issue . 

 

16. APPROPRIATENESS OF GOALS TO A POST-EARTHQUAKE CONTEXT 

 

Submitter 

Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd (840, Document 1, pages 6, 12) 

Patrick David Sloan (934, Document 1, page 4) 

 
16.1 Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd opposes the entire Strategic Directions Proposal  

and seeks its deletion on the basis that "many of the goals are not 

appropriate in a post-earthquake related context and/or fail to incorporate 

and provide for other equally important goals such as those relating to 

business retention, attracting investment, creating a business friendly 

regulatory environment and a supportive regulatory environment".  

 

16.2 Patrick David Sloan's submission reflects this although his relief is to grant 

the relief set out in the rest of the submission and/or delete the Strategic 

Directions Proposal and reconsider it as part of Phase two.  

 

16.3 While Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd seeks deletion of the entire Strategic 

Directions Proposal, as a secondary form of relief it seeks that  "all of the 

submission points in all of the tables that comprise this submission" are 

granted.  This extends to cover Proposals 3 (Strategic Directions), 5 

(Natural Hazards), 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks), 14 

(Residential), 15 (Commercial) and 16 (Industrial).   

The relief sought with respect to a specific submission point on Policy 

3.6.1.3 (Business development)) is also that all of the submission points in 

the tables accompanying the submission are granted, being amendments 

to all 6 Proposals referred to above  

 

16.4 The Strategic Directions Proposal has an objective for "the recovery and 

development of Christchurch as a dynamic and internationally competitive 

city with…iii. diverse opportunities for business to establish and prosper".  

This gives effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS and is not inconsistent with the 

LURP, which seek prosperous outcomes for the City and reflects the 

issues facing the City post-earthquake.  
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16.5 Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd and Patrick David Sloan seek to make 

amendments to other Proposals including objectives, policies and rules to 

address their submission points on the Strategic Directions Proposal.  

These submission points in my view need to be considered as part of the 

specific chapters that the submissions related to.  

 
17. LACK OF DIRECTION, CLARITY ON OUTCOMES IN THE OBJECTIVES AND 

POLICIES 

 

Submitter 

Peebles Group Ltd (1195, Document 1, page 4) 

Tailorspace Investments Ltd (1079, Document 1, pages 3 – 4; Document 2, page 

3; Document 3, page 3) 

880 Main North Road Ltd (1081, Document 1, page 4) 

Cranford 484 Ltd (1084, Document 1, page 4) 

7990 Ltd (1086, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Maurice R Carter Ltd (377, Document 1, pages 3 - 4; Document 2, pages 3 – 4) 

Marriner Investments Ltd (378, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Avonhead Mall Ltd (379, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd (380, Document 1, page 4) 

Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (385, Document 1, pages 3 – 4) 

Carter Group Ltd (386, Document 1, pages 3 -4) 

AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (814, Document 1, page 4) 

TEL Property Nominees Ltd (816, Document 1, page 4) 

Scentre Ltd (742, Document 1, pages 3, 8) 

 
 

17.1 Generally these submitters seek that the Strategic Directions Proposal be 

amended to include clear objectives and policies that link to the Statement 

of Expectations in the Order in Council and which reflect the matters of 

priority outlined in the Strategic Outcomes.   

 

17.2 Greater prioritisation is sought of relevant matters and a concise statement 

of expectations to provide 'clarity and certainty'.  Scentre (New Zealand) 

Ltd seeks "general amendments …in order to better prioritise matters and 
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ensure the directions are consistent with Schedule 4 of the Order in 

Council". 

 

17.3 A group of these submissions7 are in the context of a failure to recognise 

buildings and activities that are lawfully established in industrial zones, and 

the Commercial Retail Park zone (in respect of Cranford 484 Ltd).  

 
17.4 In my view, the objectives and policies in the Strategic Directions Proposal 

reflect the Statement of Expectations in the Order and reflect the matters of 

priority in the Strategic Outcomes.  The following table shows the links 

between the three documents in this respect.  

 

                                                   
7
 Submissions from Peebles Group Ltd, Tailorspace Investments, Cranford 484 Ltd, 7990 Ltd, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd. 
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Statement of Expectation Outcomes in Introduction 

Proposal 

Objective, policy of the 

Strategic Directions 

Proposal 

(b) contains objectives and policies that 

clearly state the outcomes that are 

intended for the Christchurch District: 

9.2 Outcomes 3.6 Objectives and 

Policies 

"(c) provides for the effective functioning 

of the urban environment …" 

  Objective 3.6.2 a.  

(d) facilities an increase in the supply of 

housing… 

Outcome 1 – "Sufficient land 

for housing…" 

Outcome 4 – "A range and 

sufficient supply of housing 

types…" 

Policy 3.6.2.2 

Policy 3.6.2.3 b. 

"(e) ensures sufficient and suitable 

development capacity and land for 

commercial, industrial and residential 

activities" 

Outcome 1 – "Sufficient land 

for housing, industry, 

commercial and other urban 

activities" 

Outcome 4 – "A range and 

sufficient supply of housing 

types…" 

Objective 3.6.1 a. i. 

Policy 3.6.2.2 

"(f) Provides for a range of temporary 

and construction activities as permitted 

activities…" 

Phase 2, rRDP Phase 2, pRDP 

"(g) contains, as appropriate, transitional 

provisions for the future of temporary 

activities established under the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Resource 

Management Permitted Activities Order 

2011)…" 

Outcome 2 – "Recognise the 

needs for some temporary 

recovery activities in the short 

term" 

Policy 3.6.1.4 

(h) sets a clear direction on the use and 

development of land for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating natural hazards: 

Outcome 6 Objective 3.6.2 a. ii. 

Objective 3.6.5 

 Outcome 1 – "Well defined 

urban edges…" 

Objective 3.6.2 a. i. and 

iii, Policy 3.6.2.3 

 Outcome 2 – "The Central 

City is the principal…focus" 

Objective 3.6.2 a. ix, 

Policy 3.6.2.7 
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 Outcome 2 – "A network of 

residential 

neighbourhoods…" 

Objectives 3.6.1 a. i. 

 3.6.2 a. iv. 

Policy 3.6.2.3 b. i. 

 Outcome 2 – "A network of 

commercial and industrial 

areas" 

Objective 3.6.1 a. i. 

Policy 3.6.1.1 

Policy 3.6.1.3 

 Outcome 3  Phase 2, pRDP 

 Outcome 4 – "Higher density 

housing within and adjoining 

larger commercial centres…" 

Objectives 3.6.1 a. i. & ii. 

 3.6.2 a. iv. 

Policy 3.6.1.1 

Policy 3.6.2.3 

 Outcome 4 – "Increased 

housing opportunities …" 

Objectives 3.6.1 a. i.  

 3.6.2 a. iii. 

 Outcome 5 – "Strategic 

transport infrastructure…" 

Objective 3.6.2 a. vi. 

Policy 3.6.2.8 

 Outcome 5 – "An integrated 

transport network…"  

Objective 3.6.1 a. iv. 

Objective 3.6.2 a. iv. 

Policy 3.6.2.1 

 Outcome 7 Objective 3.6.6 

 Outcome 8 Objective 3.6.1 a. v. 

Policy 3.6.1.5 

 Outcome 9 – "The ecological, 

landscape…" 

Objective 3.6.4 

 Outcome 9 – "A higher profile 

of indigenous flora and 

fauna…" 

Objective 3.6.4 

 

17.5 Those matters in the Statement of Expectations that are not addressed in 

the objectives and policies of the Strategic Directions Proposal relate to 

procedural matters and format/ usability of the plan including the following, 

which are not considered to be appropriate for inclusion in the objectives. 

 

(a) clearly articulates how decisions about resource use and 

values will be made; 

… 

 (i)   uses clear, concise language and is easy to use. 
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17.6 The relief sought to include clear objectives and policies that link to the 

Statement of Expectations in the Order in Council is not considered 

appropriate on the basis that the Proposal adequately addresses the 

Statement of Expectations. 

 

17.7 In respect of the relief to reflect the matters of priority outlined in the 

Strategic Outcomes in the objectives and policies, the proposed objectives 

and policies adequately address all the matters in the Strategic Outcomes 

(as presented in the table on pages 26 and 27) notwithstanding their 

deletion being sought in the evidence of Peter Eman.  

 

17.8 With regard to the relief for a concise statement of expectations to provide 

'clarity and certainty', the objectives and policies provide high-level 

direction with more specific directions dealt with in other Proposals 

(Paragraph a. of 3.6 to the Strategic Directions Proposal).  To provide a 

‘concise’ statement could result in some of the outcomes and meaning 

sought through objectives and policies to be lost.  On this basis, I do not 

consider the relief is necessary or appropriate.  

 

17.9 With regard to the point in the submission that greater priority is given to 

relevant matters, there is a need to balance competing interests to arrive at 

an appropriate outcome.  There are a range of proposals that will come 

forward to be assessed and there is a need for a high level framework that 

is not prescriptive to the extent that the objectives and policies are not 

relevant to all proposals, nor be too specific or directive when this is 

provided in other proposals.  For some matters to be given greater priority 

over other matters as sought in submissions is not appropriate in my 

opinion.  
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18. URBAN DESIGN - RECOGNITION OF OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

 

Submitter 

Bunnings (725, Document 1, pages 5 – 6) 

Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5 – 7) 

Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd (742, Document 1, pages 3, 9) 

The Crown (495, Document 1, page 58) 

Foodstuffs (South Island Properties) Ltd (705, Document 1, page 20) 

 
18.1 Generally these submitters have sought that urban design controls should 

be tempered where such controls are unnecessary or would act to the 

detriment of economic growth and recovery.  Bunnings and Kiwi Property 

Management seek a "balanced approach" to section 3.4.3 that recognises 

the operational and functional requirements of activities.  Similarly, 

Foodstuffs seek greater recognition of operational constraints in Policy 

3.6.1.5. Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd raise concerns with the strong focus on 

urban design and seek greater enablement of commercial activities in 

centres with reference to 3.4.3 and Objective 3.6.1, while the Crown also 

seek recognition of the locational and operational requirements of 

infrastructure in section 3.4.3. 

 
18.2 I agree in part with the points made in the submissions8 in respect of 

section 3.4.3 to recognise the functional requirements of business.  

However, the relief sought by Scentre and Foodstuffs to Objective 3.6.1 

and policy 3.6.1.5 respectively is not accepted for the reasons described 

below. 

  

18.3 The last sentence of section 3.4.3 in the Strategic Directions Proposal 

acknowledges that "different issues will be relevant to different areas 

depending on the environment and function of those areas".  This 

recognises that an industrial area, for example, has a lower level of 

amenity than other areas.  While the operational and functional 

requirements of business are recognised in Policy 8 b. of the Commercial 

Proposal ("Ensure the design of development makes a positive contribution 

                                                   
8
 Bunnings (725, Document 1, pages 5 – 6), Kiwi Property Management Ltd (761, Document 1, pages 5 – 7), Scentre (New 

Zealand) Ltd (742, Document 1, pages 3, 9), Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA") for and on behalf of the 
Crown (495, Document 1, page 58)  
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to the streetscape and character of its surroundings, while having regard to 

the functional requirements of activities) this is not reflected in Issue 3.4.3.  

 

18.4 To ensure consistency through the plan, it is appropriate that the following 

additional text is added to the end of 3.4.3  [as per the submissions from 

Bunnings, Kiwi Property Management, Scentre and the Crown] as marked 

in Attachment A of my evidence. The functional and operational 

requirements of business and infrastructure are also important 

considerations, which are part of developing good urban design 

outcomes to achieve a high quality urban environment.    

 

18.5 Amendments sought to Objective 3.6.1 (by Scentre) and Policy 3.6.1.5 (by 

Foodstuffs) are not considered appropriate for the reasons described 

below.  

 

18.6 Scentre seeks "greater enablement of commercial activities in centres by 

amending and/or deleting the proposed urban design and transport 

provisions". T his is on the basis that the strong focus on urban design is 

"…not balanced with the need to provide for the enablement of activities". 

Objective 3.6.1 a. v of the Strategic Directions Proposal seeks a "distinctive 

identify and quality urban environment…", which is not inconsistent with 

the LURP (page 39), which states that "Urban design is important to 

provide safe, accessible, well-designed, good-quality housing, 

neighbourhoods, businesses and industrial areas across metropolitan 

greater Christchurch" and "New and repaired buildings, and the spaces 

around them, should …promote a distinctive sense of character and 

identity informed by local history" (underlining is my emphasis).  

 

18.7 Objective 3.6.1 also recognises the need to provide opportunities for 

business to establish and prosper.  The objective therefore provides a 

balanced approach in seeking an outcome that enables business to 

prosper and a ‘quality urban environment’, without giving priority to one 

matter over another.  

 

18.8 In respect of Policy 3.6.1.5, there is considered to be sufficient recognition 

of the operational constraints of activities including supermarkets.  This is 

reflected in the wording of clause iv of the policy, which provides for 
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"choice and diversity in layout, built form, land use …to adapt to the 

changing needs and circumstances of the population", and clause vii, 

which provides for "developments and spaces (that) are fit for purpose but 

also adaptable and resilience to meet changing needs, risks and uses over 

time".  In addition, the operational requirements of large format activities 

including supermarkets are addressed in Policy 8b of the Commercial 

Proposal. 

 

18.9 Reference to operational requirements is therefore unnecessary and in my 

view the relief is not considered appropriate nor necessary .  

 

19. PROMOTE BROWNFIELD SITE REDEVELOPMENT 

 

Submitter 

The Crown (495, page 67) 

 
19.1 The Crown seeks that a new policy is included to implement Objective 

3.6.1 in the Strategic Directions Proposal to support the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites for residential or mixed use activities, including land in 

residential areas. 

 
19.2 The policy direction in Chapter 6 of the CRPS is "to encourage and provide 

for the recovery and regeneration of existing brownfield areas" (Policy 

6.3.8), which Policy 3.6.2.3 of the Strategic Directions Proposal gives effect 

to by referring to 'brownfield sites' as locations for 'increasing housing 

development opportunities'.  

 

19.3 Having regard to the definition of Brownfield in the LURP, which includes 

"abandoned or underused business or industrial land" (underlining is my 

emphasis) and the explicit support for brownfield redevelopment in the 

CRPS, I consider there is merit in a specific policy to encourage housing 

and/or mixed use on brownfield sites as worded below (also refer to 

Attachment A of my evidence). 

  

a. Encourage and provide for the regeneration of brownfield 

sites for residential and/or mixed-use activities, where the 

effects of development are consistent with the function and 
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context of the surrounding environment including reverse 

sensitivity effects". 

  

19.4 The policy is considered to be best placed under Objective 3.6.2 of the 

Strategic Directions Proposal.  The policy as proposed would support the 

achievement of outcomes in Objective 3.6.2 including providing certainty 

about where development can occur (3.6.2 a. i.) and consolidation of 

development for urban activities (3.6.2 a. iii.). Policy 3.6.2.3 which refers to 

brownfield sites as locations for increasing housing opportunities is 

consistent with this approach.  

 

19.5 As a policy in the Strategic Directions Proposal, it provides high level 

direction, which is amplified in other proposals, where criteria can be 

tailored to the environment/ zone that the brownfield site is within.  For 

example, Policy 16.1.1.7 of the Industrial Proposal currently has a policy 

"to support the redevelopment of brownfield sites", with criteria to evaluate 

proposals against.  

 

19.6 Consideration of the merits of an objective and policy in the Residential 

Proposal to support brownfield redevelopment is more appropriate to 

consider as part of hearings on the Residential Proposal, which a separate 

submission has been made on. 

 
 
20. PROTECTION OF INDUSTRY AND REVERSE SENSITIVITY EFFECTS  

 

Submitter 

Gelita NZ (1014, Document 1, pages 7, 10, 11)  

 

20.1 Gelita NZ (page 10) seeks minor amendments to paragraph a. of Issue 

3.4.12 to state "…The District Plan provides for rebuilding and recovery 

activities on existing sites". While the statement is supported and reflects 

Action 31 of the LURP, section 3.4.12 is an overview of the issues and 

opportunities rather than a summary of what the District Plan is proposing. 

In my view Policy 3.6.1.1 of the Strategic Directions Proposal and Policy 

16.1.1.2 of the Industrial Proposal adequately covers the relief sought, as 

discussed below.  
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20.2 Gelita NZ (pages 7, 11) seek that Policy 3.6.2.3 be amended to only 

provide for housing in suitable brownfield areas outside of industrial zones. 

That relief is inconsistent with the LURP and does not give effect to 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS.  The former defines "Brownfield" as "Abandoned 

or underused business or industrial land…", which Action 2 of the LURP 

requires Council to enable the comprehensive development of for 

residential or mixed use activities.  Chapter 6 of the CRPS has a similar 

definition of "Brownfield" ("means abandoned or underutilised business 

land, or land no longer required by a requiring authority for a designated 

purpose").  By reference to ‘business land’, it is anticipated that brownfield 

sites may be within industrial zones.  Policy 6.3.7 (2) of Chapter 6 to the 

CRPS states the locations that intensification is to occur within including 

"suitable brownfield land".  To amend the policy to exclude the 

consideration of brownfield sites in industrial zones for housing or mixed 

use would therefore be inconsistent with the LURP and not give effect to 

Chapter 6.  On this basis, the relief sought by Gelita is not considered 

necessary or appropriate. 

 

20.3 Gelita also seeks an addition to Objective 3.6.2 (1014, Attachment A, page 

5), which states "(An integrated pattern of development and well-

functioning urban form that): xi. Is not compromised through the 

establishment of activities which could lead to reverse sensitivity effects".  

 

20.4 The issue of reverse sensitivity is identified in Section 3.4.12 of the 

Strategic Directions Proposal and Policy 6.3.6 of Chapter 6 to the RPS.  

While reverse sensitivity effects on infrastructure are dealt with in Policy 

3.6.2.8, I agree that there is a need for further direction in the objectives 

and policies to ensure development is not compromised by reverse 

sensitivity effects.  Gelita's relief to add to Objective 3.6.2 is therefore 

accepted and amendments are proposed in Attachment A of my 

evidence. 

 

20.5 In addition to the above, Gelita (1014, Document 1, page 11) seeks the 

avoidance or mitigation of reverse sensitivity effects through amendments 

to Objective 3.6.6.  The objective is concerned with protecting the health 

and safety of residents and the amenity values they enjoy.  Clause (iii) 
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deals with the issue of potential effects on residents of sensitive activities 

in proximity to industry, while amendments to Objective 3.6.2 (refer to 

above paragraph) adequately address the reverse sensitivity effects on 

industry.  The relief sought by Gelita is therefore not considered necessary 

or appropriate.  

 

21. POLICY SUPPORT FOR COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

 

Submitter 

The Crown (495, page 52 and 60) 

 

21.1 The Crown seeks amendments to Strategic Direction 3.5.2.6a to make 

reference to community facilities as important components of a well-

designed urban environment.  Section 3.5.2.6 relates to the design of new 

development with reference made to streetscapes, open spaces and 

buildings. If the Panel is minded to amend the Strategic Directions, in my 

view, the inclusion of community facilities is not appropriate in this context 

as it is not concerned with the type or nature of the activity but rather the 

physical form of the City.  Community facilities can include open space 

and/or buildings and are therefore covered by the existing wording. 

 

21.2 The Crown9 also seek amendments to Policy 3.6.1.1 to make reference to 

community facilities and Policy 3.6.2.5 to include provision for education 

activities in urban areas.  Policy 3.6.1.1 refers to 'urban activities', which by 

definition includes community facilities and education activities.  Therefore 

in my opinion, amendments are not considered appropriate. 

 

21.3 Recognition in Strategic Direction 3.5 of the role of community facilities 

outside urban areas is also sought by the Crown10.  If the Panel decides 

not to delete the Strategic Directions (as has been agreed by the Council 

following a mediation with officials from CERA), it is my view that section 

3.5 is concerned with the strategic directions from other documents and is 

therefore not the appropriate place for such a statement.  Policy 3.6.2.5 

adequately deals with education activities outside urban areas.  In terms of 

                                                   
9
 Submission 495, Document 1, page 63. 

10
 Submission 495, Document 1, Page 60. 
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other community facilities, these will be considered in the objectives and 

policies of the Rural Proposal in phase 2 of the pRDP. 

 

21.4 The Crown11 also seeks new policies to: 

 

(a) provide for community and education facilities to meet needs 

across the City rather than being limited to existing and new 

greenfield urban areas; and 

 

(b) provide for education activities in response to the demand created 

by the resettling and redevelopment of urban land. 

 

21.5 This is on the basis that the existing policies, particularly Policies 3.6.1.4 

and 3.6.2.5, do not adequately recognise the requirements of community 

and education facilities.  

 

21.6 Community facilities (including by definition education activities) are 

provided for in urban and rural areas in Policy 3.6.1.1, which refers to 

community needs.  Notwithstanding this, I consider that a new policy under 

Objective 3.6.2 would give more explicit support to community facilities, 

including education, health and spiritual facilities, given their importance in 

the recovery and recognition in the LURP (Outcomes in 3.3 and Action 11).  

That new policy is included in Attachment A to my evidence. 

 

22. AMENDMENTS TO REFLECT THE DIVERSE NATURE OF COMMUNITY 

FACILITIES  

 

Submitter 

The Crown (495, page 56) 

 

 

22.1 The Crown seeks minor amendments to 3.4.1.4 to acknowledge that 

community facilities and public open space are not only required by, but 

are also for, the community.  Reference to community groups and 

organisations is also sought in the context of bodies that are yet to secure 

                                                   
11

 Submission 495, Document 1, pages 62 and 65. 
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alternative premises due to damage.  In my view these amendments are 

wholly appropriate and add clarity to 3.4.1.4 in describing the issues and 

opportunities affecting community groups.  Changes to Issue 3.4.1.4 to 

reflect this are set out in Attachment A of my evidence. 

 

23. AREAS FOR TEMPORARY ACTIVITIES TO RELOCATE TO 

 

Submitter 

The Crown (495, pages 52 and 63) 

 

23.1 The Crown submits that amendments should be made to Policy 3.6.1.4 (c) 

as follows: 

 

c. Ensure that most activities in temporary locations and 

accommodation following the Christchurch earthquakes ultimately 

relocate into areas specifically identified for that land use or other 

appropriate areas, to support the longer term prosperity and 

sustainability of Christchurch.  

 

23.2 The reference to 'areas specifically identified for that land use' are locations 

where the land use activity in question is provided for and are therefore 

appropriate.  I consider that to include the words "or other appropriate 

areas" is therefore unnecessary and creates uncertainty as to the locations 

that the activity is appropriate beyond identified areas. 

 

24. TERMINOLOGY USED TO DESCRIBE CENTRES  

 

Submitter 

Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd (742, Document 1, page 9) 

 

24.1 Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd submits that the terminology used in Objective 

3.6.2 should be consistent with that used in Policy 15.1.1.1.  In my opinion  

that consistency is appropriate and it is therefore proposed that Objective 

3.6.2 (a)(viii) be amended to read "supports the role of the central city, 

District, Neighbourhood and Local centres and suburban and town centres 
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as community focal points …".  This change is also shown in Attachment 

A to my evidence. 

 

25. DEFINITION OF "BROWNFIELD" (a core definition) 

 

Submitter 

Name (Submission no, doc, page no) 

The Crown (495, Document 1, page 40) 

Gelita NZ (1014, Document 1, page 7 ) 

Christchurch City Council (310, Document titled "Chapter: Definitions –

 New Submissions", page 10 

 
25.1 The Crown seek that the definition of 'Brownfield' in the pRDP be replaced 

with the definition of 'Brownfield' from the LURP.  Gelita seek that the 

definition be amended to exclude "industrial land".  The Council seeks that 

the definition be amended to read "means land previously used for 

industrial land or commercial land activity, or land no longer required by a 

requiring authority for a designated purpose" to align it with other proposed 

definitions and to improve its readability. 

 

25.2 The relief sought by the Crown to replace the definition with the one used 

in the LURP creates uncertainty in determining whether land is 

underutilised or not.  In determining the suitability of brownfield sites for 

residential or mixed use development, a factor to consider is whether the 

land is required to meet a need as reflected in Policy 7 of the Industrial 

Proposal.  The extent to which the land is vacant, or not fully utilised, is a 

matter best considered in determining whether the land is meeting a need 

but it should not be the basis of a definition.  In my view, the definition of 

Brownfield as notified is not inconsistent with the LURP definition. 

 

25.3 The relief sought by Gelita is inconsistent with the LURP and does not give 

effect to Chapter 6 of the RPS.  The former defines "Brownfield" as 

"Abandoned or underused business or industrial land…", which Action 2 of 

the LURP requires Council to enable the comprehensive development of 

for residential or mixed use activities.  
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25.4 The relief sought by the Council is not considered necessary or appropriate 

in hindsight on the basis that the recommended wording changes the 

meaning of what was intended ie brownfield sites comprise 'industrial land' 

or 'commercial land', which is not necessarily the same as land previously 

used for industrial or commercial activity.  Therefore, in my view, the most 

appropriate approach is for the definition of Brownfield to remain as drafted 

in the pRDP.  

 

26. DEFINITION OF "INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY" (a reliant definition) 

  

Submitter 

Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (886, Document 1, page 4) 

Rockgas Ltd (397, Document 1, page 7) 

The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (704, Document 1, page 8) 

Higgins Contractors Ltd (827, Document 1, page 4) 

Gelita (1014, Document 1, page 7) 

Tegal Foods Ltd (766, Document 1, page 3),  

Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd (772, Document 1, pages 8- 10) 

 

26.1 The following submissions are made on the definition of Industrial Activity: 

 

(a) that the definition be retained as notified (Canterbury Aggregate 

Producers Group);  

(b) that the definition be amended to include warehousing and 

distribution (Rockgas Ltd);  

(c) that the definition be amended to include "businesses that support 

rural land use activities" (The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife 

Trust); and   

(d) that the definition be amended to remove "Noxious or offensive 

activities" from the exclusions contained in the definition (Higgins 

Contractors Ltd, Gelita NZ).  

 

26.2 The following submissions are made opposing the term Noxious or 

Offensive activity, which consequential amendments to the definition of 

Industrial Activity are required to address: 
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(a) Tegal Food (766); and 

(b) Lowe Corp and Colyer (772). 

 

26.3 Except for the relief sought by Tegal Foods Ltd (766, Document 1, page 3), 

and Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd (772, Document 1, pages 8- 

10), I do not agree with the changes sought to the definition of Industrial 

Activity by these submitters.  

 

26.4 The relief sought by Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust is not necessary 

on the basis that the scope of the definition is not limited to an urban or 

rural environment.  Notwithstanding this, the wording proposed creates 

uncertainty as to the scale and form of business that 'supports' a rural 

activity rather than being treated as an activity in its own right.  The degree 

to which an activity is provided for including its function (ie whether it 

supports another activity), scale and form will be dealt with in the 

provisions for the Rural zone (a Phase 2 issue).  

 

26.5 The relief sought by Rockgas to include warehousing and distribution in the 

definition of Industrial Activity is not considered necessary on the basis that 

the notified definition captures these activities by use of the terms 

"processing", which may include "sorting", and "storage".  The "distribution" 

of products involves the transportation  of goods and as such, is beyond 

the site of the activity and what could be generally interpreted as "Industrial 

activity".  

 

26.6 The exclusion of "Noxious or Offensive activity" from the definition of 

"Industrial Activity", as opposed by Gelita and Higgins Contractors Ltd, is 

on the basis that: 

 

(a) no provision is made for Noxious or Offensive activity as a 

permitted activity, which is unnecessary or inappropriate;  

(b) the effects of such activities should be addressed through 

appropriate development controls or by Regional Council 

provisions (Gelita); and 

(c) Higgins Contractors Ltd suggested that the Council is going 

beyond its jurisdiction. 
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26.7 In my view it is not appropriate to remove the exclusion of some activities 

from the definition of Industrial Activity that have the potential to generate 

potentially significant effects and which may be inappropriate in proximity 

to more sensitive land uses including residential.  In respect of the point 

that Council is going beyond its jurisdiction, an integrated approach is 

required between district and regional councils to managing the location of 

such activities as well as their discharge to avoid the potential for activities 

to establish in a location, where any discharge is inappropriate or should 

be limited. 

 

26.8 Related to this issue, submissions from Silver Fern Farms Ltd (686), Tegal 

Foods Ltd (766), Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd (772) and Gelita 

(1014) oppose the definition of "Noxious or Offensive activity".  Tegal 

Foods and Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets specifically oppose the use 

of the term "Noxious or Offensive activity" (amongst other matters).  The 

relief they are seeking is as follows: 

 

(a) the term "Noxious or offensive activity" should be replaced with 

"Heavy Industrial Activities" or similar (Tegal Foods Ltd).  This is 

on the basis that activities are not necessarily noxious or offensive 

in the context of a heavy industrial environment; 

 

(b) as alternative relief (being deferral of the relevant provisions to 

phase 2), the term "Noxious or Offensive activity" be replaced with 

a "descriptor that is at least neutral and does not have the effect of 

‘branding such industry in a manner which reinforces public bias 

against such industry" (Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd 

(772)). 

 

26.9 The term "Noxious or Offensive activity" and the definition as proposed are 

based on the Health Act 1953.  It has been a term used in other District 

Plans eg Hamilton City’s proposed district plan and the terms "noxious" 

and "offensive" are used in the context of the Resource Management Act 

1991 (eg section 314).  However, the submission from Tegal makes a valid 

point that the extent to which an activity is noxious or offensive depends on 

the context.  Having regard to the relief sought, it is acknowledged that a 
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more appropriate term to use would be "Heavy Industrial Activity".  This 

also requires an amendment to the definition of "Industrial Activity". 

 

26.10 Other matters opposed in respect of the definition of Noxious or Offensive 

activity including the activities it includes, and its activity status in industrial 

zones are not covered in this report and are more appropriate to consider 

as part of the Industrial Proposal. 

 

26.11 It is recommended that the term "Noxious or Offensive activity’ is replaced 

with "Heavy Industrial Activity" in the definition of "Industrial Activity". 

 

27. DEFINITION OF "KEY ACTIVITY CENTRE" 

 

Submitter 

Name (Submission no, doc, page no) 

John Road Horticultural Ltd (1156, first document, page 8) 

 
27.1 The submitter seeks that reference to Belfast in the definition of "Key 

Activity Centre" be amended to refer to Northwood.  

 
27.2 I agree that local people are more likely to recognise the area in which this 

KAC is located as Northwood and are more likely to recognise the name of 

Belfast as applying to the much smaller centre further north on Main North 

Road.  However, Belfast is the name used in Chapter 6 of the CRPS, both 

within the definition of KACs and on Map A of that document.  Therefore, 

changing the name to Northwood could potentially create confusion 

between the two documents.  Neither name is ideal in these circumstances 

and it is therefore recommended that both names are used as indicated in 

Attachment A to my evidence.  This necessitates amendments to other 

parts of the pRDP including the Commercial Proposal.  

 

28. DEFINITION OF "MIXED-USE" (a reliant definition) 

 

Submitter 

The Crown (495, Document 1, page 43) 

Christchurch City Council (310, Document titled "Chapter: Definitions –

 New Submissions", page 6) 
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28.1 The Crown seeks amendments to the definition of 'mixed-use' to remove 

restraints in the type and form of mixed use development.  The Council in 

its submission seeks to amend the wording to reflect the outcome 

anticipated in the rules. The two definitions sought are very similar in 

wording and it is recommended that the wording proposed by The Crown is 

adopted on the basis that it avoids unnecessary words ("and/or") while also 

recognising that mixed use can occur in a building or buildings or 

development area.  This change is set out in Attachment A to my 

evidence. 

 

29. DEFINITION OF "REVERSE SENSITIVITY" (a core definition) 

 

Submitter 

Gelita NZ (1014, Document 1, page 9) 

Radio New Zealand (596, Document 1, page 8) 

Transpower NZ Ltd (832, Document 1, page 3) 

 
29.1 Gelita seeks that the definition of "Reverse sensitivity" is amended as 

follows:  

 

Reverse sensitivity - means the effect on existing activities from the 

introduction of new activities into the same environment, where the 

new activities may raise concerns or complaints regarding the effects 

of existing activities which could lead to restrictions being placed on 

the existing activities.  

  

An example of a reverse sensitivity effect in relation to an airport, is 

where a new sensitive activity, such as a dwelling, child care centre or 

visitor accommodation, locates in close proximity to the airport and 

then objects to noise generated by the airport.  

 

29.2 Radio NZ and Transpower submit that the definition be retained as notified. 

 

29.3 Reverse sensitivity has evolved as a concept through case law to consider 

existing activities as components of the "Natural and Physical environment" 

when assessing the effects of a new and 'potentially conflicting' activity into 
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the environment.  While the definition in the notified Proposal creates an 

element of uncertainty as to what constitutes the "same environment", the 

deletion of the text "into the same environment" could result in a broader 

interpretation such that effects across a wider could be construed as 

relevant eg odour spreading some distance from the location.  It is not 

intended that reverse sensitivity effects arise beyond the same 

environment as the activity.  This relief is therefore, in my view, not 

appropriate. 

 

29.4 Gelita's relief, to the extent that it provide an example in the definition is not 

appropriate for consistency with other definitions in the pDPR.  In my view, 

there is also a risk that the example could be interpreted in a way that 

means reverse sensitivity effects are only in relation to the airport.  Having 

regard to the above points, the relief sought by Gelita is also not 

considered appropriate. 

 
 
30. CONCLUSION 

 

30.1 There have been a number of submissions on the business/ commercial 

aspects of the Strategic Outcomes in Proposal 1 Introduction and Proposal 

3 Strategic Directions, which I have evaluated in my Statement of 

Evidence, having regard to the statutory framework and the merits of what 

has been sought.  The submissions that have been accepted in part 

provide greater clarity, which ensures a clear direction on how the supply 

and distribution of commercial and industrial land and activities are to be 

managed to meet future needs and the outcomes anticipated.  This 

includes the following (amongst other matters):  

 

(a) amendments to acknowledge the opportunities that exist for 

commerce and industry (Issue 3.4.1.2); 

(b) recognition of the functional and operational requirements of 

business (Issue 3.4.3); 

(c) recognition of the role of commerce and industry in meeting 

current and future needs (Objective 3.6.1); 

(d) explicit reference to the locations that commerce and industry is 

anticipated in (Policy 3.6.1.3); 
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(e) consistency in terminology with reference to commercial centres 

(Objective 3.6.2); 

(f) recognition of Neighbourhood centres in policy on "Community 

focal points" (Policy 3.6.2.7); 

(g) a new policy providing for the "establishment of community 

facilities" (Policy 3.6.2.9); and 

(h) a new policy on the "Redevelopment of brownfield sites" (Policy 

3.6.2.XX). 

 
30.2 In terms of the other matters that have been addressed in this evidence I 

consider that:  

 

(a) the Proposal is not inconsistent with the LURP, gives effect to 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS and achieves the purpose of the RMA; 

and 

(b) it is unnecessary to provide a planning horizon in the Proposal, 

nor amend or add to the Proposal, where there is sufficient 

recognition and clarity.  

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

18 November 2014 
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Attachment A  

Proposal 3 Strategic Directions 

 

3.4.1 Providing for the different needs of the community 

 

a.  Christchurch is the second largest city in New Zealand, is the gateway to the 

South Island and the most significant economic centre in the South Island. A 

timely recovery of Christchurch is critical not just for the district, but for New 

Zealand. Provisions needs to be made for short to medium term recovery needs, 

while also achieving the long term outcomes and needs for the district.  

 

b.   Christchurch's communities have a range of needs — for housing, places of 

business and employment, cultural practices, community facilities and recreational 

spaces — all of which rely on the availability of land which is suitable, 

desirable, and serviced land .  A key issue for the district is providing certainty 

about where different activities and supporting infrastructure may be located to 

provide a strong foundation for the city's long term future. [The Crown, #495, 

page 54] 

 

c.  The needs of the community are changing due to a range of factors including 

changes in the population structure, and changing technology which provides 

opportunities for such activities as working from home. 

 

3.4.1.2 Commerce and industry 

 

a.   There has been a redistribution of commercial and industrial activity following the 

earthquakes, particularly movement of retail and commercial services from 

eastern and central Christchurch to the north and west of the city. Relocation has 

presented opportunities for some but has been a major hurdle for others. 

b.  The hospitality and tourism sectors have suffered following the earthquakes due 

to the loss of accommodation, city heritage and other attractions and key venues 

such as the convention centre and town hall. This presents opportunities for the 

sector on the back of strong economic growth, the influx of a larger number 

of workers and a sustainable upward trend in visitor numbers. Through the 

District Plan, opportunities for activities and facilities within the Central City 

and suburban centres can be enabled to support this growth.  
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 [The Crown, #495, page 55] 

 

c.  Industries that create large volumes of wastewater (wet industries) face particular 

issues as there is limited infrastructure capacity in the city for their specific 

wastewater requirements, thereby restricting the scope for growth or the 

relocation of existing damaged businesses in the east. The movement of 

nonindustrial activities into industrial areas has highlighted the risk of reverse 

sensitivity complaints affecting established activities (for example due to industrial 

odours or noise). There is an opportunity to support business growth in 

industrial areas and the protection of strategic infrastructure while 

providing certainty for investors. [The Crown, #495, page 55] 

 

d.  In addressing the future needs of commerce and industry, the District Plan needs 

to provide both capacity and flexibility to accommodate new patterns of activity, 

in appropriate locations, while recognising the important community focus of 

the central city as the primary destination for commerce and industry and 

importance of  other centres, and effectively managing the effects on the 

environment.  [The Crown, #495, page 55] 

 

3.4.1.4 Community facilities and public open space 

 

a.   Postearthquake movement of households, increasing residential density and the 

future development of new urban areas all have implications for the nature and 

location of community facilities and public open space required by, and for, the 

community. A growing, ageing and more diverse population will also affect the 

quantity and types of places and spaces required in the longerterm. Many 

existing facilities were damaged in the earthquakes and some community groups 

and organisations have yet to secure alternative premises. Opportunities need 

to be available to allow appropriate and accessible facilities to be provided. [The 

Crown, #495, page 56] 

 

3.4.3 Improving the quality of the urban environment 

 

a.  The way in which places and spaces are designed affects how people use and feel 

about them. 



 

25569658.DOC  50 
 

Good urban design, in terms of the location of activities relative to other 

activities and the links between places, can improve the connections between 

people and places, ensure accessibility for all people, encourage healthy 

lifestyles, and attract people, commerce and industry to an area. At the local 

scale, good urban design can improve the amenity and quality of the 

environment through integration of local green spaces and open areas, and 

reduce reliance on private motor vehicles. At the individual level it can enable 

more healthy, comfortable, and sustainable homes and buildings. The payback 

from incorporating sustainable design is likely to be significant, particularly when 

future generations are taken into account. 

 

b.  The rebuild provides a unique opportunity to improve the quality of the urban 

environment in Christchurch. This includes recognising the relationship of Ngāi 

Tahu with freshwater/wai, improving cultural well being, and the opportunity to 

improve customary use opportunities. The challenge for the district is to 

capitalise on this opportunity while also meeting the immediate needs of 

households, commerce and industry for a timely recovery. Although design 

issues are important throughout the City, it is recognised that different issues 

will be relevant to different areas depending on the environment and function of 

those areas. The functional and operational requirements of business and 

infrastructure are also important considerations, which are part of 

developing good design outcomes to achieve a high quality urban 

environment  

[Bunnings #725, submission point 3; Kiwi Property, #761, submission point 

3; Scentre , #742,  page 9 submission point 11;  the Crown, #495, page 58]  

 

3.6.1 Objective  Recovery and longterm future of the district 

 

a.   The recovery and development of Christchurch as a dynamic and internationally 

competitive city with: 

i. sufficient land to meet the community's immediate recovery and 

longer term needs for housing, economic development, rural 

activities and community facilities 

ii. a range of housing options, including affordable housing and 

papakainga  

iii. diverse opportunities for business to establish and prosper to meet 
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the current and future needs of the district; transport and other 

infrastructure that is coordinated and integrated with land use and 

supports sustainable development and economic growth 

[Bunnings, # 725, submission point 4; Kiwi Property 

Management Ltd, #761, submission point 5] 

iv. a distinctive identity and quality urban environment that is attractive 

to business, residents and visitors 

v. recognition of the ancestral and contemporary relationship between 

Ngāi Tahu and the land  

vi. revitalised communities where people enjoy a high quality of life 

longterm sustainable and efficient use of resources, including those 

that contribute to the wellbeing of manawhenua. 

 

3.6.1.3 Policy  Business development 

 

b.   Enable business development and growth primarily within  

i. a network of commercial centres to support their function, vitality, and the 

accessibility of goods and services to communities, and  

ii. industrial areas across the City in a way that supports their role and 

capacity for industry. in appropriate locations.  [Bunnings, # 725, submission 

point 5; Kiwi Property Management Ltd, #761, submission point 6] 

 

3.6.2 Objective  Development form and function 

 

a.  An integrated pattern of development and wellfunctioning urban form that: 

 

i. provides certainty provides certainty about where development can occur 

 

ii. avoids natural hazards or adequately remedies or mitigates the risk 

iii. consolidates development for urban activities 

iv. improves people’s connectivity and accessibility to employment, transport, services 

and community facilities 

v. links green and open spaces to enhance indigenous biodiversity and flora and fauna 

corridors, and recreational and access opportunities 

vi. promotes the efficient provision, and use of infrastructure, particularly strategic 

infrastructure  

http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41759
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742
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vii. improves energy efficiency and provides for renewable energy and use 

viii. supports the role of the central city, District, Neighbourhood and Local 

centres and suburban and town centres as community focal points for housing, 

commercial, service, community and transport activity [Scentre (New Zealand) 

Ltd , #742, document 1, page 9. Submission point 12] 

ix. restores and enhances the role of the central city as the principal community focal 

point for greater Christchurch and supports the major role of Key Activity Centres 

(as identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement) as community focal 

points for significant areas of Christchurch and for adjoining districts 

x. recognises the landscape, recreational and environmental values of rural areas 

xi.  Is not compromised through the establishment of activities which could lead to 

reverse sensitive effects [Gelita, #1014, Attachment A, page 5] 

 

3.6.2.7 Policy  Community focal points 
 

a.  Maintain and enhance the function and viability of, and public investment in, the 

Central City and Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement), and Neighbourhood  Centres [The Crown, #495, pages 15 

- 16], and ensure those centres provide a high quality urban environment as key 

community focal points. 

b.  Restore and reinforce the role and attractiveness of the Central City as the 

primary community focal point for the district. 

 

[NEW] 3.6.2.X Policy  Community Facilities 

 

Provide for the establishment of community facilities in existing and planned 

urban areas to meet the needs of the community while encouraging the co-

location and shared use of facilities between different groups to aid their 

recovery  

[The Crown, #495, page 62] 

 

[NEW] 3.6.2.XX Policy  Brownfield sites 

 

a. Encourage and provide for the regeneration of brownfield sites for residential 

and/or mixed-use activities, where the effects of development are consistent 

with the function and context of the surrounding environment including 

reverse sensitivity effects. [The Crown, #495, page 67] 

http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41519
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41613
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41519
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Proposal 15 - Commercial 

 

15.1.1.7 Policy 7 – Brownfield sites 

a. To support the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential and 

mixed-use activities where:  

i. the use of the ground floor with frontage to the street facilitates pedestrian 

activity and convenient access to goods and services for shoppers and 

visitors; 

ii. it contributes to the efficient and effective use of land and/or community 

and transport investment in centres; 

iii. The safety and efficiency of the current and future transport system is not 

significantly adversely affected;  

iv. There is good walking and cycling access to public transport routes, 

commercial and community services, and open space; 

vi. If necessary, contaminated land is remediated in accordance with 

national and regional standards.  

 [The Crown, #495, page 67] 

 

 

Proposal 2 - Definitions  

 

Industrial Activity 

means the use of land and/or buildings for manufacturing, fabricating, processing, repairing, 

assembly, packaging, wholesaling or storage of products. It excludes high technology 

industrial activity, mining exploration, mineral extraction activity, quarrying and noxious or 

offensive activityHeavy Industrial Activity  [Tegal Foods Ltd, #766, Document 1, page 

3 paras 12 to 14;  Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd, #772, Document 1, pages 8- 

10] 

 

Key Activity Centre 

means the following key existing and proposed commercial centres identified as focal points 

for employment, community activities and the transport network, and which are suitable for 

more intensive mixed-use development, as identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement, Chapter 6, on Map A. The Key Activity Centre in each location includes land 

http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/Default.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/Default.aspx
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zoned Commercial Core and, where applicable, Commercial Fringe and Commercial Retail 

Park. 

(a)     Papanui; 

(b) Shirley; 

(c) Linwood; 

(d) New Brighton; 

(e) Belfast/ Northwood; [John Road Horticultural Ltd, #1156, first 

document, page 8] 

(f) Riccarton; 

(g) North Halswell; 

(h) Spreydon; and 

(i) Hornby. 

 
 

Mixed-use 

 

Mixed Use means development which combines, in a building or buildings, or development 

area, density residential activity with commercial activities and/or community facilities with 

residential activities located at ground level and fronting the street or public access 

waysReverse sensitivity [The Crown, #495, first document, page 43] 

 

 

Trade and Industry Training facility 

means land and/or buildings used for occupational training in the skills of engineering, 

building, aviation, manufacturing and other industrial activities. and includes 

administrative, cultural and recreation activities ancillary to the activity. [CPIT, #1014, 

first document, page 4] 
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Attachment B 

 

List of submissions considered when writing this brief of evidence: 

 

(a) Submission 310 (Christchurch City Council) in respect of the 

submissions on the definition of "Brownfield" and "Mixed-use"  

(b) Submission 377 (Maurice R Carter Ltd) 

(c) Submission 378 (Marriner Investments Ltd)  

(d) Submission 379 (Avonhead Mall Ltd)  

(e) Submission 380 (Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd)  

(f) Submission 385 (Maurice Carter Charitable Trust) 

(g) Submission 386 (Carter Group Ltd) 

(h) Submission 495 (Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority 

(CERA) for and on behalf of the Crown) in respect of the provision 

for community facilities, brownfield redevelopment, and other 

commercial and industrial aspects to Strategic Outcomes in the 

Introduction Proposal and Strategic Directions Proposal 

(i) Submission 705 (Foodstuffs (South Island Properties) Ltd 

(j) Submission 707 (NPT Ltd) 

(k) Submission 725 (Bunnings Ltd) 

(l) Submission 742 (Scentre (New Zealand Ltd) 

(m) Submission 761 (Kiwi Property Management Ltd) 

(n) Submission 814 (AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd) 

(o) Submission 816 (TEL Property Nominees Ltd) 

(p) Submission 840 (Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd) 

(q) Submission 934 (Patrick David Sloan) 

(r) Submission 1014 (Gelita NZ) 

(s) Submission 1079 (Tailorspace Investments Ltd) 

(t) Submission 1081 (880 Main North Road Ltd) 

(u) Submission 1084 (Cranford 484 Ltd) 

(v) Submission 1086 (7990 Ltd) 

(w) Submission 1187 (AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Ltd 

(x) Submission 1195 (Peebles Group Ltd)   
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Attachment C 

Specific submissions in support of pRDP 

 

1 Carter Group Ltd (386, Document 1, page 4) supports the Proposal in respect of the 

following provision –3.6.1.1. 

 

2 Patrick David Sloan (934, Document 1, page 4)  supports the retention of Objective 

3.6.1(a)(i) and Policy 3.6.1.1.  

 

3. Foodstuffs (705, Submission 11, page 2, Submission 12, page 2) supports the 

definition of "Key Activity Centre" on the basis that it includes properties in the following 

locations within the definition.  

 

1. PAK'n SAVE food warehouses in: 
a. Westfield Mall at 129 Riccarton Road; 
b. The Hub Hornby at 418 Main South Road; and 
c. Northlands at 55 Main North Road.  

 
2. New World supermarket and associated activities at 8 Mounter Avenue, Belfast, 

Christchurch 

 

4. Terrace Development Services Ltd, Foxton Properties Ltd, Hallgrow Farms Ltd 

(966, Part 2, page 10) supports the definition of "Key Activity Centre" on the basis that it 

includes North Halswell. 

 

 

 


