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MAY IT PLEASE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL: 
 
Personal background 

 
1. My name is Clive Paris. I am employed in the insurance industry 

as a Loss Adjuster. I have lived in Avonhead and worked in 
Christchurch for the past 26 years. I have raised my family in this 
place and they in turn are raising their families here.  I am 
passionate about the community, the cultures and surroundings 
in my area. I am here today representing the Avonhead 
Community Group Inc (the ACG) as an executive member of the 
Committee.  

 
Introduction 

 
2. The ACG is a residents’ organisation registered under the 

Incorporated Societies Act 1908. We represent more than 8,000 
households within the north-west of Christchurch, including 
residents in Avonhead, Burnside, Bryndwr, Ilam and Russley. 
The ACG has approximately 2,000 financial members. The 
Christchurch International Airport Limited (the CIAL), Kids First 
Kindergarten and Hotel Commodore are our associate members.  
 

3. The ACG is opposed to the proposal to rezone the Memorial 
Avenue Investments Limited land (the MAIL site) to an Industrial 
Park Zone under Stage 2 of the Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan (the CRDP). Our evidence outlines the following: 
 
i. Part A: The ACG’s reasons for regarding the MAIL site as 

unsuitable for an industrial zoning; 
ii. Part B: The safeguards we seek to remedy some of the 

detrimental impact on the infrastructure, environment and 
amenity in the event that the Panel allows the industrial 
zoning of the MAIL site. 

 
Part A: Opposition to “Industrial Park” zoning of the MAIL 
site 

 
4. The ACG considers that a combination of several factors makes 

an Industrial Park zoning unsuitable for the MAIL site.  
 
Russley Road as demarcation between industry and residential 

5. In [19]-[21] of our submission on the MAIL site proposal, we 
stated our view that Russley Road provides a suitable 
demarcation between industrial activity on the western side on 
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the CIAL land and residential living on the eastern side. Ms 
Janice Carter on behalf of the Council rejects this in [7.2] of her 
evidence by pointing to the “Industrial General” land on Wairakei 
Road and other lands to the east of Russley Road that have 
been identified as greenfield priority business areas. The ACG 
feels that Ms Carter’s point ignores the fundamental difference 
between the sites she mentions and the MAIL site, since the 
latter lacks an adequate separation between residential living 
and industrial activity in the absence of Russley Road as a 
natural barrier. It would not be possible to allow industrial activity 
on the MAIL site without imposing severe externalities on the 
surrounding residents, for the reasons outlined in [22] – [29] of 
our submission and in [6] – [25] below.  
 
Traffic 

6. At the outset, the ACG would like to note before the Panel that 
we attempted to seek expert opinion from traffic engineers, as we 
are aware of the standard and formality of the hearing process. 
Unfortunately, we were unable to find any traffic engineer who 
was not already contracted by the other parties, and who could 
advise us without a conflict of interest. As a result, our evidence 
on traffic is drawn from our personal experience as residents of 
the affected community.  
  

7. The Council’s Outline Development Plan (the ODP) shows that 
two access points to the MAIL site will be from Avonhead Road 
and two will be from Memorial Avenue. The Avonhead Road 
access points are expected to bear a significant proportion of the 
traffic to and from the MAIL site in view of common position of 
the Crown at [20.6] and the CIAL in Annexure 2, section H, that 
traffic from the MAIL site must not disrupt the flow of traffic on 
Memorial Avenue. Vehicles that access the MAIL site from 
Avonhead Road are likely to use Roydvale Avenue, Merrin Street, 
Withells Road, Waimairi Road and Grahams Road to reach 
Avonhead Road (see Attachment 1: Map of Avonhead).  
 

8. It was forecast in pp. 22-24 of MAIL’s Transport Assessment 
under the private plan change request that the Industrial Park 
zone will attract 28,818 trips per day, of which 32.5% (9,365.85) 
would use Avonhead Road to enter the MAIL site and 28.7% 
(8270.76) would use the road to exit it. The total number of daily 
trips on Avonhead Road would therefore amount to 17,637 (to 
the nearest whole number). The Council has not contradicted 
these estimates in its evidence. Expert conferencing is expected 
to provide revised figures prior to the hearing. However, as of the 
date of writing this evidence, these figures are unavailable. We 
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do not expect that there will be a significant difference in 
numbers in this respect. 
 

9. The ACG submits that Avonhead Road and the connecting roads, 
Roydvale Avenue, Merrin Street, Withells Road, Waimairi Road 
and Grahams Road, are incapable of sustaining such a high 
number of vehicles per day in addition to their existing traffic flow. 
The Transport Chapter classifies Avonhead Road, Roydvale 
Avenue, Merrin Street and Withells Road as “collector” roads and 
Waimairi Road and Grahams Road as minor arterials. The 
Transport Chapter defines urban collectors as roads that have a 
typical average of at least 2,000 vehicles per day, and minor 
arterial roads as those that are expected to have at least 8,000 
vehicles per day. This is in contrast to arterial roads, which have 
an average daily traffic volume of at least 15,000 vehicles. The 
ACG cannot comprehend how the proposed Industrial Park on 
the MAIL site, which would cause designated collector roads to 
carry the same number of vehicles as an arterial road, can be 
even feasible, let alone sustainable.	  

	  
10. The traffic that the proposed Industrial Park would generate on 

these roads would lead to gridlocks in the early mornings and 
evenings, when vehicles travelling to and from the MAIL site 
would share the road with residents dropping their children at 
school and heading to their workplace. The ACG has received 
numerous calls from residents living on Roydvale Avenue, 
Waimairi Road and Grahams Road, expressing their dismay at 
the proposed Industrial Park Zone, as they feel that these roads 
are already over-congested in the early mornings. It is our 
personal experience that cars on average withstand delays of 
between 6 and 10 minutes to travel a stretch of 800 m on 
Grahams Road and Waimairi Road at peak hours, and up to 8 
minutes to travel 100 m to the Roydvale-Memorial intersection 
from Avonhead Road. It is frightening to imagine the situation 
when part of the additional traffic to the MAIL site will use these 
roads to access Avonhead Road.  

 
11. Further, there are a number of schools along the roads to the 

MAIL site: Roydvale School on Roydvale Avenue, Westburn 
School on Waimairi Road, and Burnside High School on 
Memorial Avenue are the ones directly on the route (see 
Attachment 1: Map of Avonhead). Oncoming heavy traffic such 
as trucks and vans, travelling to the MAIL site, would pose a 
safety hazard for the school-going children. Other schools in 
vicinity, such as Merrin School, Avonhead School and Christ the 
King, will also be affected because of the greater number of 
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vehicles on the roads, which will make it more difficult for children 
and their parents to negotiate the traffic.  

 
12. These points reflect the ACG’s concern that the traffic network in 

Avonhead and Burnside is utterly inadequate to sustain the 
proposed Industrial Park on the MAIL site.  

 
Parking 

13. The ACG is deeply worried by the prospect of a drastic increase 
in on-street parking on Avonhead Road and surrounding 
residential streets as a result of the Industrial Park on the MAIL 
site. The reason for our fear is the living example of the Airport 
Business Park on 92 Russley Road (the Russley Business 
Park). The Russley Business Park is a business complex that, 
like the proposed Industrial Park, has an access through a 
residential road called Fenhall Street. However, residents in 
Fenhall Street, the adjacent Bentley Street, Pinehurst Crescent 
and nearby Penwood Street have to suffer the effects of staff 
parking their cars on either sides of these roads throughout the 
day (see Attachments 2(A)-(D): Map and photograph of area 
affected by the Russley Business Park). The parking 
congestion is such that an emergency vehicle cannot pass 
through if the need arises. Residents have informed us of near-
fatalities as a result of the poor visibility when turning corners or 
coming out from driveways, caused by the rows of cars parked 
along each side.  
 

14. A delayed effort on the Council’s part to mitigate the issue by 
implementing a 120-minute parking limit has exacerbated the 
problem, since it has led to the situation that residents or their 
visitors themselves cannot park their cars outside their own 
properties. The result is a saddening drop in the living standards 
and social lives of the residents (see Attachment 3: Affidavit of 
Mr Ken Legat; Attachment 4: Affidavit of Mrs Marilyn 
Duncan; Attachment 5: Letters from concerned residents). 
 

15. The Council’s inability to rectify this situation over the past four 
years gives us little confidence that the situation would be any 
better vis-à-vis the proposed Industrial Park on the MAIL site. 
Many residents on Avonhead Road and Roydvale Avenue have 
contacted the ACG to express their fears about the 
consequences for their area if the Industrial Park is permitted 
(see Attachment 6: Affidavit of Mr Geoff Judge).  

 
16. This is another reason why the ACG believes that allowing an 

Industrial Park, which requires access through residential streets 
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such as Avonhead Road, would lead to an unsustainable 
development that permanently damages residential amenity and 
poses severe risks to the safety of residents. 

 
Sewerage  

17. In [27] of the ACG’s submission on the MAIL site proposal, we 
pointed to the Council’s evidence before the Environment Court 
in 2003-2005 that a proposed residential development of 200 
properties that required access to the Riccarton Interceptor was 
untenable because of the capacity constraints of the Riccarton 
Interceptor. On the strength of the Council’s evidence, the 
Environment Court had ruled in National Investment Trust v 
Christchurch City Council ENC Christchurch C41/2005, 30 March 
2005 at [92] that “the Riccarton Interceptor is already overloaded 
and would not be able to handle the flows at peak times even 
from a further 200 properties…” and that any development would 
require the “upgrading of the entire line and treatment system.” 
While we understand that the Panel is not bound to follow the 
Environment Court judgment, we feel that the Council’s altered 
stance in relation to the ability of the Riccarton Interceptor to 
sustain the additional discharge from the proposed Industrial 
Park on the MAIL site deserves extra scrutiny in light of the 
Court’s findings.  
 

18. Much of the evidence of Mr Simon Collin on behalf of the Council 
corroborates with the Environment Court’s findings. Mr Collin 
states at [3.2] of his evidence that the Avonhead Road sewer and 
the downstream Riccarton Interceptor, into which the proposed 
Industrial Park would discharge, “do not currently have the 
capacity to accept any additional flow without increasing the risk 
of downstream surcharging and manhole overflows during wet 
weather.” He also notes at [6.2] that “[u]pgrades to the Avonhead 
Road sewer and upper Riccarton Interceptor would be required 
to accommodate wastewater flows from the [MAIL] site if these 
were to be in line with design flows in the Council’s [Infrastructure 
Design Standard, i.e. the] IDS.” However, he acknowledges that 
the necessary upgrades cannot be carried out within at least the 
next ten years because of the Council’s financial constraints.  

 
19. The only basis on which Mr Collin gives his approval to the 

proposed Industrial Park is that the current lower Riccarton 
upgrade works, which are expected to be completed in 2017, will 
permit limited additional flows of 33.7 L/s to the Avonhead Road 
sewer during a storm event. A close reading of Mr Collin’s 
evidence, particularly [6.2], [6.7] and Table A, makes it clear that 
the lower Riccarton upgrade is not adequate to comply with the 
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IDS; the IDS would only be met if the Avonhead Road sewer and 
upper Riccarton Interceptor are also upgraded. Given that these 
upgrades are not in the Council’s Long Term Plan, and Mr Collin 
says at [6.2] that there is “no certainty” that these upgrades will 
be made even in the next Long Term Plan, rezoning the MAIL 
site to “Industrial Park” would amount to allowing a development 
that has no scope to meet the IDS in the foreseeable long-term 
future.  

 
20. Further, even the additional 33.7 L/s discharge enabled by the 

lower Riccarton upgrade does not resolve the capacity constraint. 
The Council and the CIAL have a pre-existing understanding as 
part of Plan Change 84 that the CIAL will be able to discharge 
into the Avonhead sewer from Dakota Park once an additional 30 
L/s capacity is available after the lower Riccarton upgrade. This 
leaves the scope for only a 3.7 L/s discharge from the MAIL site. 
Mr Collin appears to think that this discharge will be inadequate 
to sustain the proposed Industrial Park, as he advocates at [6.4] 
a “more equitably divided” allocation that allows up to 6.7 L/s 
discharge from the MAIL site and 27 L/s from Dakota Park. It is 
unclear whether the CIAL will agree to this lesser discharge 
allocation, or whether it would be adequate for Dakota Park. As a 
result, it is highly probable that allowing the proposed Industrial 
Park in addition to the development in Dakota Park would place a 
total discharge demand in excess of the additional 33.7 L/s that 
will be available after the lower Riccarton upgrade. The additional 
sewerage capacity allows either Dakota Park or the proposed 
Industrial Park on the MAIL site to be developed, but not both.  
 

21. The ACG is also concerned about the impact of the proposed 
Residential Suburban zoning of a 6 ha land at 77 Hawthornden 
Road (which is off Avonhead Road) on the discharge allocation 
to the MAIL site. The proposed residential development 
contemplates 85 – 90 houses on the Hawthornden Road site. 
Council evidence states that these houses will need an on-site 
wastewater storage to time and regulate discharge into the 
Avonhead Road sewer and upper Riccarton Interceptor. 
However, the proposed residential development does not feature 
into the Council’s assessment of how the additional 33.7 L/s 
capacity following the lower Riccarton upgrade will be allocated 
between Dakota Park and the MAIL site. This indicates that the 
Council has underestimated the total discharge demand following 
the development of the proposed Industrial Park on the MAIL site.  
 

22. Mr Collin states at [6.5]-[6.8] that the inability to upgrade the 
Avonhead Road sewer and upper Riccarton Interceptor means 
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that on-site storage would also be required on the MAIL site to 
keep wet weather increases in flow to “an absolute minimum” 
and avoid exceeding the 33.7 L/s capacity. The ACG questions 
the appropriateness of on-site wastewater storage on a land that 
has an unconfined aquifer and that is in such close proximity to 
residential areas. A publication from the Ministry for the 
Environment cautions that the use of on-site storage tends to 
contaminate groundwater in the long-run, particularly shallow, 
unconfined aquifers (see Attachment 7: Excerpt from Ministry 
for the Environment Proposed National Environmental 
Standard for On-site Wastewater Discussion Document: 
Chapter 3: What is the Problem?). The publication, which is 
aimed at on-site storage in private residences, but is also 
applicable by inference to wider plan changes, similarly warns 
that in case of a failure of the on-site storage, there is a high 
health risk to those nearby from bacteria and parasites such as 
mosquitoes. Should the storage in the MAIL site overflow 
because of capacity issues, heavy rainfall or even in the event of 
damage caused by an aftershock, the adverse health effects 
would be difficult to contain because of proximity to residential 
areas.  
 

23. It is unlikely that a mishap of this nature will not occur in the ten-
year period during which the MAIL site has to rely on on-site 
storage of wastewater. The longer the on-site storage is used, 
the higher the risk of a mishap. In view of the fact that the 
upgrades that would enable the MAIL site to shift from on-site 
storage to the Avonhead Road sewer and upper Riccarton 
Interceptor have no certainty of proceeding even after ten years, 
the proposal to use such storage places the entire community at 
risk. For these reasons, the ACG believes that on-site storage is 
an unacceptable way of mitigating the capacity constraint over 
such a long period of time.  

    
Aquifer 

24. As stated in [22] above, an unconfined aquifer flows through part 
of the MAIL site. The ACG understands from the evidence of Mr 
Collin that the risk of contamination to the aquifer from 
stormwater is remediable, and that the risk of contamination from 
industrial activities is low because Rule 16.1.1.3 of the CRDP 
states that an Industrial Park zone has “negligible effects” in 
terms of “the use and storage of hazardous substances.” 
Nonetheless, we consider that there is a high risk of 
contamination from the on-site sewerage storage.  
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25. The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the CRPS) states in 
Objective 6.2.1(6) that the “Recovery, rebuilding and 
development [must be] enabled within Greater Christchurch 
through a land use and infrastructure framework that…maintains 
or improves the quantity and quality of water in groundwater 
aquifers…” Policy 18.3.1 of the CRPS also requires “avoid[ing] 
actual or potential adverse effects, resulting from the use, 
storage or disposal of hazardous substances, in…areas of 
unconfined or semi-confined aquifer, where the depth to 
groundwater is such that there is a risk of contamination of that 
groundwater.” The Panel has ruled at p. 15 of the Strategic 
Directions decision that the CRDP “must give effect” to the CRPS. 
Sewage is a hazardous substance vis-à-vis groundwater 
because of its bacteria and parasite-infested nature. The fact that 
the proposed industrial use of the MAIL site necessitates the on-
site storage of sewage on an aquifer zone indicates that such 
industrial use does not give effect to the CRPS.   

 
  Procedural lapses by the Council 

26. The ACG believes that given the issues outlined above, the MAIL 
site should never have been identified as a priority greenfield 
business zone in the Land Use Recovery Plan (the LURP). As 
outlined in [5] – [16] and footnote 10 of our submission on the 
MAIL site proposal, the Council recommended the inclusion of 
the MAIL site in the LURP without proper consultation with the 
community. Council officials attempted to fast-track the rezoning 
of the MAIL site by insisting that it be included in Stage 1 of the 
CRDP, on the basis of an “understanding” between Council 
officials and planners that this would be the fastest way to 
achieve a zone change (see Attachment 8: Supplementary 
agenda for Council meeting on 26 June 2014, item 2.1.1). 
This would have caused MAIL’s Industrial Park proposal to be 
heard in the absence of an integrated assessment with the other 
north-west priority greenfield business areas, and not revealed 
the full extent of the infrastructural constraints. When the 
Councillors unanimously resolved to move the MAIL site to Stage 
2 after giving a hearing to both the ACG and the MAIL site 
representatives, Council officials again attempted to have the 
MAIL site rezoned prior to the hearings on the other priority 
greenfield business areas by notifying a private plan change 
request by MAIL in late 2014. These actions reveal an attitude in 
the Council of accommodating the interests of landowners at the 
expense of the wider community.  
 

27. The ACG acknowledges that the Council’s willingness to consult 
the community has improved markedly in the course of Stage 2. 
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Council officials have now actively sought and recorded our 
views. We are therefore reluctant to dwell on past procedural 
shortcomings. However, it remains our view that the proposed 
Industrial Park on the MAIL site would not have been before the 
Panel had the Council consulted the community with an open 
mind from the outset, rather than after the inclusion of the site in 
the LURP.   

 
Consistency with Land Use Recovery Plan and giving effect to 
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

28. In its draft recommendations on the LURP Review, Environment 
Canterbury determined that not rezoning a greenfield priority 
business area to industrial use can nonetheless be consistent 
with the LURP and amount to “giving effect” to the CRPS (see 
Attachment 9: Excerpt from Environment Canterbury’s Draft 
Recommendations on the LURP Review). The reason is that 
there is an adequate supply of industrial land for up to the next 
fifteen years without rezoning several of the identified priority 
greenfield business areas in North-West Christchurch. Further, 
rezoning sites that leads to infrastructural or environmental 
inefficiencies is itself contrary to CRPS 6.2.1(6), (9)-(11), 6.3.5, 
18.3.1(3), and LURP Outcomes 1, 2, 11 and 12. This indicates 
that it is open to the Panel to not rezone the MAIL site (and other 
north-west greenfield priority business zone sites) to industrial. 
  

29. The ACG believes that the infrastructural constraints and 
environmental factors stated above make it appropriate to reject 
an Industrial Park zoning for the MAIL site without inconsistency 
with the LURP and while giving effect to the CRPS.  

 
Objection to office, retail and hotel 

30. The ACG is opposed to MAIL’s proposal to bring 15,000 m2 of 
office space, 11,700 m2 of retail space and a 200-bed guest 
accommodation on the MAIL site. 
 

31. Our objection to office arises from the fact that it is likely to be 
characterised by a higher human density than even an Industrial 
Park zone, leading to greater traffic and parking problems and 
more pressure on the sewerage network. Moreover, we support 
the Crown’s position in [3.2] of its submission that a centres-
based approach is desirable, whereby offices are relocated to the 
Central City to enable its economic prosperity and encourage a 
compact urban form. We agree with the evidence of Mr Phil 
Osborne on behalf of the Council at [7.5], where he 
acknowledges that even 5,000 m2 of office space “has the 
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potential to limit the effectiveness and overall benefits of the 
Council’s objectives to consolidate commercial activity.”  

 
32. We also object to retail on the grounds that there are already two 

major retail centres in the community. One is Avonhead Mall and 
the second is the newly developed Spitfire Square on the CIAL 
land. The existence of these two retail centres makes a third 
retail centre, right in the middle of the two, superfluous. Rather 
than provide greater choice to local consumers, the third centre 
would simply replicate the function of the other two and lead all 
three centres to under-perform economically. We agree with Mr 
Timothy Heath’s evidence on behalf of the Council at [8.8] that 
allowing retail activity on the MAIL site “would only serve 
to…undermine market and centre efficiency.” 

 
33. The ACG also objects to a 200-bed hotel because of the traffic it 

would generate and the additional pressure on the sewerage 
system, especially in conjunction with the office and retail 
proposals.  

 
More suitable uses of the MAIL site 

34. The ACG is not averse to the idea of economically utilising the 
MAIL site in the interests of the landowners. There is a 
misconception that the ACG is anti-development. We are not. 
However, we believe that any land use must be infrastructurally 
and environmentally sustainable and respect the character of the 
neighbourhood and wider community. It must not interfere with 
the living environment of Avonhead and its surroundings suburbs. 
The ACG is open to receiving alternative proposals from the 
Council and MAIL. In our view, recreational facilities such as a 
velodrome would not only allow the landowners to profit from the 
MAIL site but also enhance the amenity of the local area, without 
imposing the externalities of an industrial or commercial zone. 
Alternatively, the land could be used for agricultural research and 
development to enable low-density and environmental friendly 
activities. Such usage would also leave enough open land to 
enable the recharge of the unconfined aquifer. Daytime 
healthcare facilities are also an option that would not be 
prohibited by the CIAL’s noise contour zone.  
 

35. These are merely suggestions; we believe that a satisfactory 
outcome is possible for all parties involved if only the Council and 
MAIL are prepared to consult the community with an open mind, 
without predetermining that the land must be used for industry or 
commercial activity. 
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Part B: Safeguards sought to remedy any detrimental impact 
 

36. Due to the reasons stated in Part A above, we believe that an 
industrial zoning of the MAIL site would cause irreparable 
damage to the environment, infrastructure and amenity for the 
community. However, in case the Panel allows the rezoning, we 
request that the safeguards outlined in [37] – [47] below be 
implemented to remedy such detrimental impact that can be 
addressed.  

 
No access through Avonhead Road 

37. The ACG seeks that there should be neither vehicular nor 
pedestrian access to the MAIL site from Avonhead Road. This is 
important to us because it will prevent a repetition of the Russley 
Business Park scenario, as visitors to the MAIL site will have no 
reason to park along Avonhead Road and neighbouring 
residential streets if there is no pedestrian or vehicular access. 
Further, denying access through Avonhead Road will reduce the 
likelihood of overburdening the collector roads and creating 
gridlocks on Roydvale Avenue, Merrin Street, Waimairi Road and 
Grahams Road. It would also avoid the risk to local 
schoolchildren from heavy vehicles. 
 

38. We appreciate that a development on the MAIL site that has no 
access from Avonhead Road would have to be much smaller in 
scale to avoid overburdening Memorial Avenue. This may be 
seen as inefficient use of the MAIL site and an unfair opportunity 
cost on the landowners. Nonetheless, one of the benefits of a 
smaller-scale development could be that it might not need a 
discharge capacity of more than 3.7 L/s, and thereby avoid 
overburdening the sewerage network in conjunction with Dakota 
Park. A smaller-scale development could also mean that there is 
no need for on-site storage of sewage, so that the quality of the 
groundwater is not threatened in a manner contrary to the CRPS 
and there is no risk to public health and safety from overflows.  
  

 Provision of adequate on-site parking 
39. If there is to be access from Avonhead Road, we seek that on-

street parking must be avoided at all costs. We strongly object to 
Mr Compton Moen’s statement at [8.3] of his evidence, where he 
states that “the main difference between Avonhead Road and 
Memorial Avenue in terms of accessibility is that it is possible for 
vehicles to park on Avonhead Road without any limitations to 
access.” This is exactly the situation that we are striving to 
prevent.  
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40. We are aware that the Panel has ruled against the undersupply 
of car parks in the Transport decision in view of the detrimental 
impacts of on-street parking. On the strengths of this decision, 
we request the Panel to ensure that the Russley Business Park 
scenario is not repeated at the MAIL site.  
 

41. There is a risk that MAIL could shift the responsibility to the 
Council. MAIL could claim that it is for the Council to implement 
an efficient parking policy that discourages or prevents on-street 
parking by non-residents. However, the community has little 
confidence in the Council’s ability to do so effectively because of 
our experience with the Russley Business Park. It is therefore of 
prime importance to us that MAIL itself provide the requisite 
quantum of parking space that will avoid on-street parking. This 
must be an enforceable precondition to the rezoning of the MAIL 
site as an Industrial Park.  

 
42. The ACG notes that the segment of land on the MAIL site that 

falls under the Runway End Protection Area (the REPA) is 
considered suitable for car parking by both the CIAL and MAIL. 
The ACG seeks that the REPA land (and, if needed, additional or 
alternative land) be used to provide a number of on-site car parks 
that corresponds to the number of daily estimated vehicles to the 
MAIL site. The “Landuse capacity” map attached to the evidence 
of Mr David Compton-Moen on behalf of the Council does not 
currently recognise the REPA land as a car park; instead, it 
suggests that there will be an industrial building on that corner. 
We seek that the ODP be amended to recognise the REPA land 
as a carpark.  

 
43. Nonetheless, we remain concerned that on-site parking fees may 

be a deterrent to workers and visitors to use the parking spaces 
available and prefer on-street parking. We seek some form of 
enforceable agreement between MAIL, the Council and the local 
community that the parking policies regulating any development 
on the MAIL site must encourage on-site parking.  
 
Stormwater 

44. The ACG understands from the evidence of Mr Robert Norton on 
behalf of the Council that despite the inadequacy of the surface 
water infrastructure network, the stormwater can be adequately 
disposed into the ground following treatment to avoid any 
adverse impact on the aquifer and eliminate the risk of flooding, 
even in the case of severe rain. We have no objection to the 
proposed stormwater management on the MAIL site, provided 
that the treatment undertaken is adequate to decontaminate the 
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stormwater, that any stormwater pond must be drained within 24 
hours to avoid mosquito breeding, and that there is no risk of bird 
strike for the CIAL. Mr Norton’s evidence on each of these points 
indicates to us that these measures will be taken.  
 
Water supply 

45. The ACG also notes from the evidence of Mr Simon Collin on 
behalf of the Council that the water supply pipes in Avonhead 
Road and Memorial Avenue are inadequate to service the MAIL 
site. The Council’s inability to fund the necessary loop between 
these two pipes means that MAIL will have to pay for the loop in 
order to ensure that there is adequate water pressure to service 
the MAIL site. We do not object to this arrangement, provided 
that MAIL undertakes that it will complete the loop before availing 
of the water supply in order to avoid the situation where it taps 
into the Avonhead Road and Memorial Avenue pipes and 
thereby causes a drop in the water pressure for the entire 
community.  
 
High amenity interfaces with residential areas 

46. We seek that MAIL provide a high amenity interface to ensure 
that the surrounding residential properties do not suffer from a 
drop in property values from the loss of visual amenity or the 
character of the neighbourhood. To this end, we oppose the 
evidence of Mr Compton-Moen at [8.1] insofar as he rejects 
MAIL’s proposal to provide a 15 m setback and 7.5 minimum 
landscape strip from Avonhead Road, instead of the 6 m setback 
and 1.5 m landscape strip stipulated by the Council. We also 
oppose Ms Carter’s stance at [14.22] of her evidence that a 6 m 
setback should be implemented because it is uniform across 
Industrial Park zones. It is our view that a setback less than 15 m 
will cause high industrial buildings to visually and spatially 
overwhelm bordering residential dwellings, resulting in the 
blocking of sunlight and a loss of the sense of personal space.  

 
Russley Road interface appropriate to function as “Gateway to 
Christchurch” 

47. We disagree with Mr Compton-Moen’s evidence at [7.1] that the 
Russley Road interface has “less visual importance given it is a 
high speed road with existing industrial buildings on the western 
side and no pedestrian or cyclist provision.” We consider that the 
MAIL site should present a visually appealing frontage to Russley 
Road as it is part of the view that those travelling past 
Christchurch will see. To this end, we seek that instead of a 
fence, a row of trees or a hedge be planted along a landscaped 
strip on the Russley Road interface to add to the image of a 
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“garden city”. Moreover, the buildings that are visible should have 
an attractive façade that does not create the impression of a 
“concrete jungle”.  
 
Conclusion 

48. The ACG primarily seeks that the Panel decline to rezone the 
MAIL site into an Industrial Park because of the environmental, 
infrastructural and amenity issues outlined above. Should the 
Panel grant the rezoning for industrial, we seek that no access 
be permitted to the MAIL site from Avonhead Road, and that the 
development only be allowed on a smaller scale than what is 
currently proposed to avoid burdening the sewage infrastructure 
beyond its capacity. Failing this, we ask that adequate on-site car 
parking be provided on the REPA land to eliminate the need for 
on-street parking. We also seek that no potentially contaminated 
stormwater be permitted to be released to the ground prior to 
adequate treatment, and that MAIL undertake to complete the 
loop between the Avonhead Road and Memorial Avenue pipes 
prior to accessing the water supply. Further, the ACG requests 
high amenity interfaces with the residential boundary on 
Avonhead Road and an attractive frontage and greenery on the 
Russley Road side to enable Christchurch to live up to the image 
of the “garden city.”  
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Attachment 2(A): Map of area affected by Russley Business Park
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Attachment 2(B): View of Fenhall Street at entrance to Russley Business Park
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Attachment 2(C): View from further end of Fenhall Street 
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Attachment 2(D): View of Pinehurst Crescent
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Attachment 3: Affidavit of Mr Ken Legat
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Attachment 4: Affidavit of Mrs Marilyn Duncan
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Attachment 6: Affidavit of Mr Geoff Judge
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3. What is the Problem?

3.1 Overview
Water quality in New Zealand is still comparatively good by international standards. However, there
is evidence that quality is declining in areas that are dominated by agricultural and urban land use.
Monitoring results from New Zealand’s rivers over the past 15 years indicate a long-term trend
towards increasing nutrient levels that are likely to have a negative impact on river ecosystems.
Rivers and streams in urban and pastoral areas in particular have high levels of nutrient and faecal
pollution. High levels of nitrates and bacteria in groundwater make water unsafe to drink and are
particularly common in shallow, unconfined aquifers that are very vulnerable to pollution from land-
use activities (Ministry for the Environment, 2007).

Although on-site wastewater systems are usually not seen as the main cause of pollution, they can
and do contribute significantly to the deterioration in water quality in areas with sensitive
environments or high densities of on-site systems. Apart from the environmental effects caused by
the discharge of partially treated or untreated wastewater, failing on-site systems also pose a health
risk to people through direct contact with untreated wastewater. This commonly results in gastro-
intestinal upsets (enteric illnesses), but can also lead to more serious conditions caused by viruses
and parasites. Children inadvertently playing in polluted areas are particularly at risk (see Figure 3 –
note children’s footprints and toys amongst the effluent).

Figure 3: A failed system with sewage effluent discharging onto a flower bed

Source: Photo courtesy of Far North District Council.

Text description of figure

It is estimated that in some regions at least 20 per cent of homes rely on on-site systems to treat
and dispose of their domestic wastewater. In Southland, for example, 61 of 80 settlements treat
their wastewater using septic tanks. With the current trend of subdividing farmland into lifestyle
blocks, the number of on-site systems is likely to increase.
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Attachment 7: Excerpt from Ministry for the Environment Publication
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Attachment 9: Excerpt from Environment Canterbury’s Draft Recommendations on the LURP Review


