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Introduction. 

1. This rebuttal evidence is submitted by Peter Harding (Chairman) on behalf of 

the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association (“IURRA”) in response to 

the rebuttal evidence of Mark David Stevenson and David Ian Falconer both 

on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (CCC), and both dated 2nd July 

2015  

2. This rebuttal evidence also reflects the mediation discussions held on 3rd July 

2015 between Messer’s Thomson and Falconer of Christchurch City Council 

and Harding and English representing IURRA. 

3. IURRA wishes to record its gratitude to the relevant CCC staff for their 

willingness to enter into discussions on these matters. 

 

Evidence of Mark David Stevenson – “Ancillary”. 

4. At para 3.1 Mr Stevenson notes that ‘ancillary’ “comprises three elements of 

scale (small), relationship to the primary activity (interrelated) and location (to 

be on the same site as the primary activity). Mr Stevenson further notes that 

“[T]he latter two elements are addressed in a definition of ‘ancillary’ I have 

previously recommended.”  

5. Mr Stevenson’s proposed definition is copied below (refer para 3.2 of Mr 

Stevenson’s rebuttal evidence): 

Ancillary activity 

Any activity that is incidental to, and a part of, the principal activities and 

business permitted or consented on the same site as the primary activities. 

[A principal activity for the purpose of this definition is the dominant activity on 

the site in terms of the proportion of the site and/or the quantum of floor space 

used for that activity.] 

 



 
 

______________________________________________________________ 

IURRA                                                                                                                                   7
th
 July 2015 

 

2 

6. Unfortunately whilst Mr Stevenson notes that “scale” is an integral element of 

“ancillary”, (Para 3.1 of his evidence) his proposed definition does not in fact 

include such. Accordingly where a “primary activity” is large in scale the 

“ancillary” component could potentially be commensurately large.  

7. For large “sites” this could in turn lead to concentrations of “ancillary activities” 

out of scale with the surrounding environment. 

8. Mr Stevenson suggests that this issue could be resolved by the introduction 

of a suitable suite of “rules”. However IURRA finds it difficult to envisage the 

form, or indeed the efficacy of the postulated rules and therefore continues to 

prefer its proposed definition which is copied below for ease of the Panel’s 

reference. 

“Ancillary 

means small scale, intimately inter-related and on the same site as the 

primary activity.” 

9. In order to address Mr Stevenson’s concerns over “small scale”, IURRA 

proposes the following addition to its proposed definition. 

“Any ancillary activity shall be of such a scale that its impacts on the 

surrounding environment are less than minor.” 

10. It is noted that the definitions of “ancillary”, “site” and, in the case of the 

University of Canterbury, “tertiary education and research activity” are 

intimately inter-related. IURRA may therefore, in line with the mediation 

discussions on 3rd July 2015, request leave to re-address the matter of 

“ancillary”, “site” and “tertiary education and research activity” when issues 

relating to Chapter 21 - Special Purpose Zones are brought before the Panel. 

 

Evidence of David Ian Falconer – “Available”. 

11. At para 3.8 of his evidence Mr Falconer alludes to issues relating to parking in 

the vicinity of the University of Canterbury. Whilst IURRA’s particular concern 

relates to this topic its concerns are not solely restricted to that example. The 

Panel will no doubt be aware from other submissions of not dissimilar actual 

and potential issues elsewhere within the City.  
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12. It is easy to envisage for example the impact on surrounding residential 

streets of currently established shopping malls such as Riccarton introducing 

charges for their car parks. 

13. At para 3.0, Mr Falconer states that IURRA’s “proposed definition is 

proposing a rule that prohibits the charging of car parks within a definition.” In 

the following paragraphs of his rebuttal evidence Mr Falconer provides 

argument as to why parking provided under the requirements of the pCRDP 

should not necessarily be without charge. 

14. In developing its proposed definition IURRA was in fact already mindful of the 

issues raised by Mr Falconer and had for those very reasons included the 

words “or at a charge that does not deter its use by those for whom it was 

provided.” (i.e. IURRA is not proposing that parking provided as a 

requirement of the pCRDP should necessarily be free of charge. It is noted 

that requirements for the provision of parking under the auspices of the 

pCRDP are distinct from the commercial activity of the provision of car 

parking, for example in the central city. ) 

15. An underlying principle of the provision of car parking, as a requirement under 

the pCRDP, is to ensure that the efficiency and safety of the transport 

network is not reduced by the establishment of an activity. It is re-submitted 

that this principle is nullified if the parking so provided is at a charge which 

induces its erstwhile users to park on the street. 

16. IURRA submits that the purported uncertainties, as outlined by Mr Falconer, 

in the proposed IURRA definition do not in fact exist. The physical evidence of 

streets choked with parked cars whilst adjacent car parks lie empty would 

provide ample evidence of deterrence brought about by charging. (refer 

photographs in the Appendix of IURRA evidence in chief of 23rd June 2015 for 

an illustration of this point.) 
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17. During mediation discussions on 3rd July 2015, Mr Falconer suggested that 

the matter may be better addressed by the introduction of either on-street 

parking restrictions and / or the introduction of residents parking permits.  

18. IURRA has discussed these possibilities with CCC on many previous 

occasions in the past but have found that the Council is unwilling to introduce 

such schemes, which in fact are not without there own issues.  IURRA 

therefore continues to prefer to address the matter through its proposed 

definition.     

 

 

Peter Harding                                                       

Chairman 

Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association. (Inc) 

                                        

7th July 2015. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


