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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 These submissions comment on: 

 Ms Janice Carter's supplementary evidence on behalf of the Council (a)

dated 22 July 2015 regarding infrastructure related definitions; and 

 Mr Ivan Thomson's supplementary evidence on behalf of the Council (b)

dated 23 July 2015 regarding residential related definitions. 

2. INFRASTRUCTURE DEFINITIONS 

2.1 The Crown confirms that it has no concerns with Ms Carter's supplementary 

evidence regarding the definitions of "strategic infrastructure", "critical 

infrastructure" and "infrastructure". 

3. RESIDENTIAL DEFINITIONS 

3.1 The Crown's comments on Mr Thompson's supplementary evidence  

comment are limited to the following definitions: 

 "addiction services"; (a)

 "early childhood education facilities" and "pre-school"; and (b)

 "greenfield". (c)

3.2 The Crown considers that Mr Thompson's proposed amendments to the 

other definitions address potential anomalies and ambiguities resulting in a 

Proposal that is clearer and more user-friendly. 

"Addiction services" 

3.3 The Crown notes that this definition only applies to the Salvation Army site in 

Addington and could potentially be rationalised.  Mr Stephen Timms 

addressed this definition in his evidence1 and said that, in his opinion, "rules 

should be adapted to existing definitions rather than including additional 

definitions to address specific issues".2   

"Early childhood education facilities" and "Pre-school" 

3.4 The Hearings Panel has queried why a definition of "early childhood 

education facilities" is required on the basis that "pre-school" is the term used 

                                                
1
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown dated 23 June 2015 at paragraph 5.26. 

2
 Evidence of Stephen Timms on behalf of the Crown dated 23 June 2015 at paragraph 5.28. 
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in the rules.3  Mr Thomson has given evidence that this term should be 

deleted and "pre-school" used on the basis that this term has been used in 

Christchurch since 1995 and is well understood by the public.4 

3.5 Mr Matthew McCallum-Clark gave evidence on behalf of the Crown for the 

Residential Proposal on the definitions of "early childhood education 

facilities" and "pre-school".5  At that time, the Crown had understood that use 

of the term "pre-school" in the Residential Proposal was to be replaced by 

use of the term "early childhood education facilities".  Accordingly, Mr 

McCallum-Clark had suggested amendments to make it clear that "early 

childhood education facilities" was intended to have the same meaning as 

the definition of "early childhood education and care centre" in section 310 of 

the Education Act 1989.6  Similar amendments have been sought by the 

Crown in its submission on the Stage 2 Proposals. 

3.6 The Crown agrees that the inclusion of defined terms for both "early 

childhood education facilities" and "pre-school" is unnecessary duplication, 

and is comfortable with Mr Thomson's suggestion. 

"Greenfield" 

3.7 The Crown does not support the definition of "greenfield" as set out in Mr 

Thomson's supplementary evidence.7  After consideration of the Hearings 

Panel's questions at the hearing,8 the Crown considers that the proposed 

definition does not give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

("RPS"), and would be inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7(c)(ii) of the Strategic 

Directions decision which “provides for urban activities only… on greenfield 

land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area identified in accordance 

with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A”. 

3.8 The Crown considers that the definition of "greenfield" should only apply to 

the Greenfield Priority Areas identified on Map A of the RPS.  Greenfield 

development should refer to new residential development in the Greenfield 

Priority Areas rather than extensions to existing settlements or rural 

residential development.  

                                                
3
 Transcript, page 82, lines 21-35. 

4
 Supplementary evidence of Ivan Thomson on behalf of the Council dated 23 July 2015 at paragraph 9.2. 

5
 Evidence of Matthew McCallum-Clark on behalf of the Crown on the Residential Proposal dated 20 March 2015 

at paragraphs 5.5 to 5.6. 
6
 Evidence of Matthew McCallum-Clark on behalf of the Crown on the Residential Proposal dated 20 March 2015 

at paragraph 5.6. 
7
 Supplementary evidence of Ivan Thomson on behalf of the Council dated 23 July 2015 at paragraph 12.4. 

8
 Transcript, page 85, lines 8-22; page 87, lines 5 to 46; page 88, lines 1-20. 
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3.9 As identified by Ms Sandra McIntyre in her evidence on the Residential 

Proposal,9 policy support for greenfield development outside the existing 

urban area is limited by the RPS to identified Greenfield Priority Areas.10  In 

particular, for the Greater Christchurch area, Policy 6.3.1 of the RPS only 

allows for the development of existing urban areas and Greenfield Priority 

Areas.  Outside of the Greater Christchurch area (which includes Banks 

Peninsula), Policy 5.3.1 of the RPS provides for extensions to urban areas 

and rural residential development, but does not refer to these types of 

developments as "greenfield" development. 

3.10 The Crown is concerned that the definition proposed in Mr Thomson’s 

supplementary evidence has wider implications for the district and can create 

confusion as to where "greenfield" development should occur. 

3.11 The Crown submits that any definitions or other provisions dealing with 

extensions to urban areas and/or rural residential development outside of 

Greater Christchurch are more appropriately addressed as part of Stage 2 of 

the Replacement Plan process, including in particular Proposal 17 (Rural).   

4. CONCLUSION  

4.1 Subject to the amendments to definitions addressed above, the Crown is 

satisfied that the current iteration of Proposal 211 is consistent with Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter and better achieves the purpose of 

the RMA than the notified version. 

 

DATED 23 July 2015 

 
 
………………………………………………. 
Cedric Carranceja and Emma Moore  
Counsel for the Crown 

                                                
9
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre on behalf of the Crown on the Residential Proposal dated 20 March 2015 at 

paragraph 7.8. 
10

 Policy 6.3.1 and Map A of the RPS. 
11

 The current version being attached to the memorandum of counsel regarding the Definitions Proposal on behalf 
of the Council dated 14 July 2015 having regard to the amendments proposed in the Council's supplementary 
evidence dated 16 July 2015, 22 July 2015 and 23 July 2015.   


