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1. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

1. My name is Rochelle Kim Hardy, I am a Senior Strategic Planner with Aurecon Group 

Limited.  My qualifications and experience have been set out in previous appearances 

before the Hearings Panel. 

2. I have been by engaged by Church Property Trustees (CPT) to assist in its review of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the Replacement Plan) Proposals. In this 

capacity for Stage 2 (and 3) I have assisted with the preparation of CPTs submission.   

3. I am familiar with CPTs roles and responsibilities, providing ongoing planning advice to 

their Recovery Programme Manager on the redevelopment and rebuilding of CPTs 

portfolio in Greater Christchurch.  

4. CPT were unable to attend the prehearing on Proposal 6, however, I have had informal 

discussions via email with CCC staff following the circulation of CCC evidence. I also met 

with Andrew Willis (Planner) for CERA (24 August 2015) to discuss its further submission 

on Proposal 6 and to clarify that CPT is not seeking to schedule any facilities developed 

after 1995. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

5. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note. I have complied with the Practice Note when 

preparing my written statement of evidence and will do so when I give oral evidence 

before the Hearings Panel.  

6. My evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state otherwise. I have not 

knowingly omitted to consider material facts or information that might alter or detract from 

the opinions that I express.  

7. The information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions are set 

out in my evidence. The reasons for the opinions expressed are also set out in the 

evidence.  

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

8. I have been asked to present planning evidence on behalf of CPT on its submission to 

Proposal 6, General Rules of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“the 

Proposal”) with regard to Scheduling. 

9. In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following: 
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a. Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order in Council 

2014; 

b. Chapter 6; General Rules and Procedure Section 32 Evaluations; 

c. Further submissions from the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority; 

d. General Rules and Procedures Proposal (as notified) and the track-change version 

dated 4 February 2016. 

10. I have read the evidence of:  

a. Ms Alison McLaughlin, Policy Planner for Christchurch City Council; and 

b. Mr David Compton-Moen, Urban Designer / Reg. Landscape Architect, Kamo Marsh 

Limited, for CCC. 

 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

11. CPT is responsible for the ownership and management of properties owned by the 

Anglican Diocese of Christchurch.  CPT is responsible for 136 properties throughout 

Christchurch and Banks Peninsula.   

12. CPT is generally supportive of the planning framework providing for Scheduled Activities. 

The scheduling of activities recognises that an activity is not provided for by the zone, 

but formalises the existing and continuing operation of these activities. The importance 

of this planning tool has come to the fore in the recovery environment where the use of 

existing use rights cannot be relied upon.  

13. CPT sought an amendment to the date of reference for Scheduled Facilities, to reflect 

the timing of the Plan and existing facilities that existed at the time of the first damage 

inducing quake of the Canterbury series. CCC has accepted CPT’s submission with 

regard to amending the date of Scheduled Facilities to September 2010.  

14. CCC has accepted in part CPT’s submission on Objective 6.5.1.1. CCC’s proposed 

amendments do not fully address the concerns of CPT.  In my opinion, the inclusion of 

an additional Policy that recognises and provides for Spiritual Facilities is appropriate, 

particularly in light of the evidence presented at hearings on other proposals (e.g. 

Residential and Heritage), which highlighted how unique these facilities are and that  

continued operation needs to be enabled. 

15. CPT do not wish to pursue amendment of heights for spires and towers in the Schedule 

given the proposed amendments to related definitions of heights contained in separate 
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proposals.  Subject to the inclusion of an exemption in the definition, I consider it would 

be appropriate to delete height standards for spires and towers from the Schedule.  

 

5.   GENERAL RULES AND PROCEDURES PROPOSAL  

16. S I have set out in previous submissions and appearance before the Hearings Panel the 

role of the Anglican Dioceses churches and facilities in the community.   

17. Spiritual facilities are well established and represent significant investment in building 

and site development, providing a service to the community beyond the Parishes. CPT 

supports the retention of Scheduling of Spiritual Facilities.   I consider this consistent with 

the need to enable and continue utilisation of these physical resources and to enable 

existing activities that provide a community function.   

18. CPT is in the unprecedented position of having to rebuild facilities - and take into account 

the planning framework - for activities that were already lawfully established.  Due to the 

necessary demolition of a number of buildings existing use rights cannot be relied on for 

these activities. In my opinion this reinforces the need for Scheduling to ensure lawfully 

established activities recover and / or continue to function.   

19. I also support the revised proposal set out in Ms McLaughlin’s evidence to amend the 

Schedule of sites up to the September 2010 earthquake. 

5.1. Scheduling Objective and Policy 

20. CPT sought amendments to Objective 6.5.1.1 to better reflect the established nature of 

scheduled spiritual facilities.   

21. The s32 report states that the purpose of the Scheduled Activities section is to “recognise 

and provide for the appropriate and limited expansion of historic activities” (p.107).  It 

considers these activities are “generally well integrated into their current environment” 

(op. cit). 

22. Spiritual facilities provide a diverse range of services to a wide range of people and are 

an activity that is typically accepted within living environments. Spiritual facilities are well 

established facilities and represent significant investment in building and site 

development.  Churches and associated infrastructure provide a service to the 

community and require distribution around the city – typically in residential areas where 

the parish resides. Many have heritage value demonstrating a long-standing existence. 

In its submission, CPT sought a more enabling objective to recognise the unique role of 

churches and the long establishment of these facilities across residential (and other) 
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zones. Ms McLaughlin has proposed minor amendments to recognise the need to rebuild 

and redevelop many of these assets.  As indicated in the s32, scheduling of activities 

recognises that existing, long standing (“historic”) activities are not readily provided for 

by current zones.  Scheduling formalises the existing and continuing operation (“and 

limited expansion”) of these activities.  

23. In my opinion, the Policy framework should better recognise the integration of scheduled 

spiritual facilities into the existing environment. The Residential Chapter includes a 

specific policy to provide for existing community facilities which by their nature and 

character typically need to be located in residential zones.  I consider spiritual facilities, 

which have existed at their current location for many years, fall into this category.   

24. Given that this part of the Residential Chapter is now operative, I consider Objective 

6.5.1.1 and supporting policy should be revisited to ensure it is consistent with 14.1.6 

Objective – Non-residential activities and 14.1.6.3 Policy – Existing non-residential 

activities.   

25.  Having considered evidence presented on Spiritual Facilities during the Heritage 

hearings and decisions made so far, I consider the relief sought in the submission of the 

Catholic Diocese seeking a specific Policy a more effective approach, compared with 

further amendments to the redlined Objective 6.5.1. I support Mr. Nixon’s proposal set 

out in his submission on behalf of the Catholic Diocese et. al., or similar, as follows: 

6.5.1.1.X Scheduled Spiritual Facilities 

To recognise Spiritual facilities and activities on existing sites, particularly in Residential 

Zones, and provide for their redevelopment and expansion, subject to the mitigation of 

adverse effects on local character and amenity. 

6.  Built form standards 

26. In its submission CPT supported the inclusion of a separate height limit for church spires 

or towers in residential zones.   

27. The allowance for additional height reflects the unique features associated with many 

churches.  However, CPT sought consistent height of 14 metres for spires or towers in 

all residential zones.  I considered this appropriate given that these are existing facilities 

integrated into the environment. 

28. Subsequently, it was proposed in Mr Thomson’s (CCC) EIC on Proposal 14, that church 

spires and towers would be exempt from the definition of height.   This approach is 

supported by CPT. However Ms. McLaughlin has retained the built height standards for 

these features and it is now unclear which height applies to Scheduled Spiritual Facility 
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spires or towers. I appreciate that matters regarding definitions are yet to be heard, but 

there are direct implications for decisions on Proposal 6. 

29. I understand that the most current red-lined proposal includes an exemption for spires or 

towers of spiritual facilities that exceed the allowed zone height by no more than 3m or 

20% of the building height (whichever is greater).  

30. I have sought clarity from CCC on this matter. Ms McLaughlin has stated in an email 

(dated 11 February 2016) that there was some uncertainty about whether CCC would be 

able to add the exemption for spires to the Stage 1 notified definition so CCC “took a 

"belt and braces" approach in the rules”. Ms McLaughlin agreed that given the definition 

now does include the exemption, it would be clearer to delete the reference in the rules 

to spires. I support this approach.   

31. CPT does not wish to pursue the height of 14m across zones. The exclusion contained 

in the proposed definition reflects current scheduling provisions, which CPT considers 

satisfactory.   

7. CONCLUSION 

32. CPT is generally supportive of the provisions contained in Proposal 6 for Spiritual 

Facilities. However, I consider the inclusion of an additional policy would provide greater 

consistency with decisions made thus far on the Replacement District Plan, while going 

some way to recognising the unique role and facilities provided by Churches across 

Christchurch. 

33. Pending the hearing and decisions on the Definitions affecting this chapter, I support the 

removal of height standards for Spiritual Facilities spires and towers from Chapter 6.  

 

 

Rochelle Kim Hardy 

17 February 2016  
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