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Montgomery Spur 

 

The specific provisions that my submission relates to is: 

1. Opposing the reinstatement of a Rural urban Hills (RuH) zoning by Christchurch 

City Council (CCC) on Map No 46 and 47 of the remaining portion of our property. 

2. That no  special designation for larger lot low density residential sites has been 

placed on this same land (As was recommended by Environment Canterbury (Ecan)  

as part of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Proposed Change No1 -Map 1). 

 

My submission is that: 

1. The reinstatement of RuH zoning as shown on the proposed Replacement District 

Plan on this relatively small parcel of marginal farm land sandwiched between 

Living Hills (LH) and a large Christchurch City Council reserve on Montgomery 

Spur is inappropriate and undesirable for all stakeholders- Land owners, CCC and 

local community. 

2. Either the urban limit should be lifted up this hill to include this parcel of land or it 

remains outside the urban line and is given a special designation for low density 

larger lot rural residential sites typically 3,000m2 to 1Ha in size.  

  

Background 

Montgomery Spur is approximately 177Ha in area and the upper portion some 132Ha (75% 

of the total area), is now a CCC Port Hills reserve. 

The remainder and lower slopes is a combination of Residential, Living Hills, or Rural 

zonings in private ownership. 

Montgomery spur has been a familiar Port Hills feature for many years readily identified by 

3 distinctive rows of pine trees which had been planted up the hill at about 300 metre 

centres across the upper slopes. These aging pines rows have progressively been reduced 

following significant storm events and fires.  Our land is all below these three tree rows. 

The northern faces of the Spur were nominated by the Heathcote County Council (local 

body prior to amalgamation) as a special development area for 330 residential lots.  

The owners at that time, the Montgomery brothers, who were farmers, initiated layout 

planning but did not proceed with any development. 



With the death of one of the brothers the land was sold to a superannuation fund and then on 

sold to an Asian company.  

After unsuccessfully applying for rezoning for a large residential subdivision which 

extended to near the summit (280m contour approx.) the Asian company gifted their entire 

block of 132Ha to the council in 2005. 

 

The Armstrong Property 

In 1983 we purchased three titles of a total area of 32Ha (see the attached aerial Plan 1) and 

then in 1989 we built a family home on the property. 

We were party to the unsuccessful large subdivision proposal for the spur but in the process 

did gain 6.8Ha of RuH zoning.  

In February 2005 we wrote and offered the majority of our property (which included all of 

the rural land) to both the CCC and ECan to purchase to amalgamate and increase their 

reserve. Neither council gave any formal response but we were advised informally that our 

land was too valuable to purchase with reserve monies.  

In 2009 we appeared before an ECan panel of independent commissioners for Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement Proposed Change No1 

 

They gave the following decision: 

 

734. The land at Montgomery Spur to the east of the Rapaki reserve area which was the 

subject of the-Armstrong submission comprises a large elevated terrace above steep slopes 

which have been quarried in some areas' The Environment Court has already decided that 

typical dense urban development is not appropriate given the important landscape values of 

this part of the Port Hills. The land also has further possible constraints arising from the 

difficulties of achieving practical and safe access to upper areas, particularly in a manner 

that is not intrusive when viewed from below. Some areas within the property, however, in 

our view may be capable of sympathetic low intensity urban related development without 

causing significant visual or other adverse effects, and this may contribute to the 

maintenance of the present high landscape amenity this area provides. We have included 

this land within the Urban Limits to enable further consideration of its sustainable future, 

but again on the basis that the appropriate intensity and form of development are matters 

for the City Council to determine in conjunction with the landowners' 

 

We note that the lower slopes are steep and generally unsuitable for Subdivision, but some 

restricted lower parts of the upper terrace area may be suitable for some form of low 

intensity development, subject to careful planning and sensitive design. Once again at this 

locality, the density requirements for Greenfield development are considered inappropriate 

for this land. 

 

It is now disappointing to find that this latest review for the future growth of Christchurch 

has not identified the last residual private rural land on this spur for some form of residential 



development given the contacts land owners have had with the council over many years and 

the Ecan decision. 

The existing Living Hills zoned land which we own is on the lower, steeper, rockier 

escarpment areas of the Spur. This land is only marginally viable for residential 

development because of the high ratio of development cost verses saleable value of the lots 

created. 

Following the February earthquake we made available a section of our LH land for remedial 

work to remove the CERA red zone designation on approximately 10 neighbouring 

properties located on Lucas Lane. As a result the number of lots that can be created is likely 

to be reduced because of this remedial work and the increased geotech constraints following 

the earthquake.  

If the adjoining rural land could be granted some form of low density residential zoning, 

this would allow some better aspect and higher value lots to be created and in turn improve 

the viability of total development. 

The attached plan No2 gives an indication of how the rural land could be developed. The 

road alignments shown are pretty much along existing farm tracks and are in keeping with 

previous consultant designs.  

This land could create at least an additional 30 house lots and also provide waterway 

reserves, smaller recreational reserves, access to the land locked council reserve and 

roading.  Since we have been preparing this evidence we have received copies of Council 

officers reports which I acknowledge have been prepared against a short submission from 

us and a very tight time frame for their responses.   

If the council officers could have researched their own records of the site they would have 

found volumes of evidence from expert witness (both internal and external). 

During our ownership of this land we have been party to 5 hearings before 2 Local councils 

(HCC, CCC), Environment Court, and ECan and we still retain the majority of evidence 

submitted (many boxes!). 

Basically all the practical issues like infrastructure can be addressed for this total 

development, particularly now with the low number of lots proposed and the reduction of 

red zoned houses below the Rocky Point Reservoir no longer requiring services. 

The most contentious issue is the landscape values which we are very aware of. We hold 

our own home and garden as an example of what can be achieved on the type of lots 

proposed. 

  

Benefits of allowing some residential development of this rural land would include: 

1. Providing multiple public access points to the CCC reserve above. We have 

been approached by CCC officers from reserves and subdivision planning 

departments to encourage us to advance residential development of our land 

to help facilitate access to their reserve above. At present the reserve is only 

accessed off Rapaki track (approximately 1 kilometre  up this dirt road);  

2. Better utilization of existing city infrastructure currently servicing this area. 

From the evidence presented by the relevant council officers (at hearings we 



have attended) there is agreement there is adequate or under utilized 

infrastructure in terms of roading, sewerage and storm water systems which 

would serve this area; 

3. Improved recreational opportunities for local residents. The development of 

our properties would allow the creation of linked walk ways and mountain 

bike trials and provide sealed road access to the council reserve (none of 

which exist at present); 

4. Increase the viability of existing public transport systems. This land is in a 

band 4 to 5km from the centre of the city, is within easy cycling distance, 

would increase the catchment for local buses and possibly a passenger rail 

system (at Woolston); 

5.  Lower siltation run-off into the Heathcote River catchment. At present runoff 

from this area pass through numerous bands of loess deposits in a rather 

random fashion. This in turn has caused surface slumping in some places and 

potentially places some existing housing on the lower slopes / flats at risk. 

Development with hard surfacing (roading roofs etc.), in ground storage 

tanks, captured water channels and planted water way reserves would all 

substantially reduce the sediments deposited in the Heathcote River system 

from this area. In any residential development we would be asking for in 

ground, water storage tanks on every lot  for gardens and fire fighting back up 

(which we do on our own home site); 

6. Providing excellent stable hill residential sites close to the central city. This 

site would be one of the largest areas of low level un- developed Port Hills 

land in close proximity to the CBD. All would be within 100 – 170m contour 

range. The geology of the land proposed for residential is solid volcanic rock 

covered in a relatively thin layer of loess deposits.  There are no rock fall 

issues in the housing site areas and gullies / water coarse areas would be 

extensively planted out with large tree species; 

7. Reduced fire risk and increased access to adjoining properties and reserves for 

improved damage control. In the 32 years we have owned the property we 

have experienced 4 major fires. These fires have all crossed property 

boundaries damaged pasture, trees /plantings, farming infrastructure and 

threatened adjoining residential housing. In each case the fires spread rapidly 

and were difficult to fight because of the very limited access and lack of water 

supplies on the Spur. Fires on this Spur have the ability to put at risk 

extensive areas of public reserves and residential properties on adjoining hills 

(similar to what we saw at the Wither Hills (Blenheim) and recently in USA; 

8. Better utilization of poor quality “greenfields land” and there by reducing 

pressure to develop housing on good fertile soils or within low lying wet land 

areas. We have attempted to farm this property for some 32 years but because 

of the poor quality soil, north facing drought prone faces, weed infestation 

and illegal activities of our fellow citizens it is difficult to make sufficient 

revenue to cover the local body rates;  



9. Opportunities for citizens to live in a healthy environment with probably 

better outcomes with global warming. We live on the property at 

approximately the 100m contour and are above the smog, in a climate 

probably 1-2 degrees warmer than the city below. There is no risk from rising 

sea level, aircraft approaches, contaminating the city aquifers and yet is very 

close to the CBD and large areas of recreational reserves; 

10. Provide access reserves/ corridors for bird life and encourage bio diversity 

between the city flat land and Port Hills. Since we have lived on the property 

and developed considerable tree plantings/ gardens around our house we have 

seen the bird species increase from initially 22 to now 33 (the most recent 

being wood pigeons in the last few years). A similar affect would be created 

with additional residential gardens up the Spur and the creation of planted 

waterway reserves as part of the development. 

 

Every year we plant numerous amenity trees progressively moving up the hill and 

consolidate what has been established. It is a very good creative endeavor.  Large scale 

planting is planned for the rural block in the next few years.  We believe planting should be 

a mixture of exotics and natives which are attractive to look at, and have good survivability 

(for drought, snow, wind and fire). 

It is unfortunate that the panel or council officers have not had the opportunity to visit the 

site and experience the amazing vista but this can be arranged at any time in the future. 

It is appreciated that if any rezoning is approved, a comprehensive proposal will need to 

developed by professional advisors in conjunction with council officers and the land 

owners.   

In Summary after spending some 32 years of our lives tending this land  we are interested in 

creating an environment that is a good utilization of this unique piece of marginal land, 

attractive to view and experience, and benefits to us all (owners, neighbors, citizens and 

future generations).  

 

 
H Armstrong 
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Plan 1 Montgomery Spur – Aerial with Boundaries 



 

 

Plan 2 Montgomery Spur – Conceptual Layout 


