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BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL    

 

  

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 ('the Act') and the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 

AND  

IN THE MATTER of the Definitions (Chapter 2) Proposal 

AND  

IN THE MATTER a submission (Submission Number 874) by Jarras 

Holdings Limited in relation to the definition of site 

 

 

MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL ON BEHALF JARRAS HOLDINGS LIMITED  

Dated: 2 June 2015 
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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

1 This memorandum is filed on behalf of Jarras Holdings Limited 

(Jarras) who have lodged a submission (#874) on the definitions 

proposal (Chapter 2) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (PCRDP). 

2 The purpose of this memoranda is to record the discussion between 

Jarras and the Christchurch City Council (the Council) in relation to 

the interpretation of the definition of site in the PCRDP. 

3 We note that no other party has lodged a further submission in 

respect of Jarras’ submission (#874) on the PCRDP. 

4 No directions are sought in response to this memorandum. 

JARRAS’ SUBMISSION 

5 Jarras owns land at 379 Brougham Street, 70-74 Coleridge Street 

and 6-16 Gasson Street, Sydenham which is proposed to be rezoned 

Industrial General through Chapter 16 of the PCRDP. 

6 Jarras sought the following amendments in respect of the Definitions  

proposal – Chapter 2: 

(a) In the instance, that the submitters interpretation of ‘site’ is 

not accepted and instead of three sites, the Council considers 

this as one site, we request that the definition of site/and or 

Rule 16.2.2.1 be amended to provide for a 500m2 ancillary 

office activity on each of the submitters three properties, 

being 379 Brougham street, 70-74 Coleridge Street and 6-16 

Gasson Street, Sydenham. 

(b) Any additional or consequential amendments, deletions, or 

additions that are necessary or appropriate to give effect to 

the intent of this submission. 

EVIDENCE OF CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL – 13 APRIL 2015 

7 Mark Stevenson on behalf of the Council filed evidence on the 13 

April 2015. Included at page 42 of Attachment E was Mark 

Stevenson’s discussion of the definition of site.  

8 In light of Jarras’ submission he concluded: 
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The submission of Jarras Holdings raises concern that if their three properties 

in Sydenham area treated as one site, then the maximum permitted 

floorspace for offices on each site will be a total of 500 m2 or 30% whichever 

is the lesser. If each property is treated as an individual site, then the 

maximum permitted is 500m2 or 30% of the total floor area on each 

individual property. 

My interpretation of the definition of ‘site’ is that each property would be an 

individual site. Therefore, the submitters relief does not seem appropriate to 

consider further. However, further discussions during mediation may assist. 

FURTHER DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN PARTIES 

9 Following the release of the Council evidence, Jarras discussed its 

concerns with the definition of site further with Mark Stevenson. 

Jarras’ sought clarification as to whether if all three of its Sydenham 

properties were used in conjunction, would the Council still consider 

them to be individual sites in respect of permitted activity rules, and 

would this position be the same when considering resource consent 

applications that sought to breach these permitted activity rules. 

10 Following discussion with the Council, the interpretation of the 

definition of site in respect of Jarras’ Sydenham properties was 

clarified as followed: 

(a) All three Sydenham properties are considered as individual 

sites under the PCRDP, and therefore an ancillary office 

activity can be located on each property in compliance with 

the permitted activity standard for the Industrial General 

Zone. 

(b) If Jarras sought to breach those permitted activity rules under 

the PCRDP, and applied for a resource consent across all three 

properties, the three properties would be considered as one 

site. However, if there was a separate business on each site, 

an ancillary office could be located on each site to that 

business, and an increase in the ancillary office activity could 

be sought through a resource consent application. In addition, 

the permitted baseline argument would also be available. 

However, all parties are aware that each resource application 

would be decided on a case by case basis. 
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JARRAS’S POSITION 

11 Jarras accepts the interpretation of the definition of site, in so far as 

it applies, to its properties in Sydenham as set out in Mark 

Stevenson’s evidence and the parties’ further discussions referenced 

above at paragraphs [9] and [10]. 

CONCLUSION 

12 Jarras’ submission regarding the interpretation of the definition of site 

has been settled through this agreement with the Council. 

13 Accordingly, Jarras does not intend to lead evidence or make legal 

submissions in support of its submission on Chapter 2. 

 

Dated this 2nd day of June 2015 

 

 

__________________ 

Paul Rogers 

Legal Counsel for Jarras Holdings Limited 

 

 


