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Introduction  

Qualifications and experience 

1. My name is Robert Charles Nixon.  I am a Director with Planz Consultants Limited, a planning 

consultancy based in Christchurch. 

2. I hold a Diploma in Town Planning from Auckland University and am consultant planner and 

an accredited Commissioner, and have acted as an this capacity for Environment Canterbury 

and a number of South Island territorial authorities.  I have been employed in the practice of 

Planning and Resource Management for 37 years. 

3. I have previously worked for the Housing Corporation and the former Ministry of Works, and 

then the former Paparua County Council and the Selwyn District Council between 1986 and 

1991. In 1991 I joined the Christchurch City Council (“the Council”) as Team Leader City 

Plan.  In 2002 I left the Council to join Planit Associates (now Planz Consultants). 

4. My experience as Team Leader (City Plan) included both policy and rule development for 

the Operative Christchurch City Plan (“the Operative Plan”).  

5. In preparing my evidence I have noted the evidence prepared by Ms Sarah Oliver relating to 

the site specific rezonings sought in rural area. 

6. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court 

Practice Note (dated 1 December 2014) and I agree to comply with it. My qualifications as 

an expert are set out above. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence 

are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me 

that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

7. Throughout this evidence I refer to the Proposed Replacement District Plan as “the pRDP” 

and to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement as “the CRPS”. 

8. The three stage process adopted by the Council for the review of the pRDP has made it 

difficult, particularly for BDF Trust to present a coherent case. The submitter has sought in 

order of preference rezoning from Rural Urban Fringe to General Industrial, alternatively 

Residential Suburban, and as least preferred option, amendments to the rules for the RUFZ.  

9. It is my current understanding that the hearing of submissions seeking rezoning of land from 

rural to industrial are to commence on 5 October 2015 (BDF Trust #2088.4) and those 

seeking rezoning of rural land to residential commence on 16 November 2015 (BDF Trust 

#2088.2 and JDH No. 1 Holdings #2328.3). The Hearings Panel has indicated its desire to 
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avoid repetitive evidence, so the intention of this evidence is to cover all matters that will be 

raised in any separate hearings relating to rezonings to either industrial or residential 

purposes. 

Executive Summary 

10. This evidence concerns two separate blocks of land – one in Templeton and one in Belfast. 

These will be referred to respectively as the “Templeton Site” and the “Belfast Site”. In my 

view, the issues associated with these two sites primarily concern matters of policy 

implementation, rather than any potential adverse effects that might arise from the relief 

sought. 

Executive Summary 

(1) The Templeton site is a 2.45 ha parcel of land which is not within the defined urban area, 

comprising 10 developed residential properties, and one industrial property towards the 

northern end of a narrow strip of land between the Main South Road and the railway. At the 

southern and narrowest end of this strip is a 1.06 ha parcel of undeveloped land owned by 

the submitter. The land is proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe in the pRDP, and the 

submitter is seeking Industrial General as a first preference, Residential Suburban as a 

second preference, and amendments to the rural rules as a least preferred option. 

(2) The Belfast site involves 9066 m² of land which is also not within the defined urban area, 

and which adjoins the Belfast Tavern. The land is proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe 

in the pRDP, and the submitter is seeking that it be zoned Residential Suburban. 

(3) Neither site is rural in character. There are urban industrial zonings immediately to the 

east and west of the Templeton site along the Main South Road. The Belfast site is enclosed 

on three sides by land zoned residential suburban, and on the fourth by a protective stop 

bank beyond which is a sawmill. There is no realistic prospect of either site being used for 

rural purposes in the foreseeable future. 

(4) Both sites have very secure and defined boundaries. The Templeton site is located 

between the Main South Road, Barter’s Road and the railway, which would not create a 

springboard for additional development in the rural area. Similarly the Belfast site is bounded 

by existing residential zoned land and a large stopbank and an existing and consented timber 

mill. 

(5) At a broad level, the proposed zoning of both sites does not reflect the ‘facts on the 

ground’, in terms of the submitter’s property forming part of the Templeton site, the proposed 
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zoning does not provide for either industrial or residential development, which would be 

entirely consistent with the pattern of development along this entire stretch of the Main South 

Road. On the Belfast site, the land area involved is very small and rural zoning is completely 

inconsistent with the otherwise residential zoning in this location between the stop bank and 

the Main North Road. 

(6) Any additional development that the rezonings will allow will be very modest and of 

negligible significance to the overall pattern of urban containment as provided for under the 

Land Use Recovery Plan. 

(7) Under the rules framework within the Rural Urban Fringe Zone, it would be very difficult 

to develop either site for any useful purpose.  

(8) Both sites are fully capable of being serviced, as accepted by the Council. Providing for 

a very small amount of additional development on the each of these narrow and constrained 

sites, would represent sustainable development. 

(9) I consider that rezoning of both sites for urban purposes would not conflict with or 

undermine the objectives and policies in Chapter 6 of the CRPS, or the Strategic Directions 

chapter of the pRDP on the basis that: 

 both sites are urban in character, rather than rural, and either are part of an adjoining 

pattern of urban land use, or in the case of the Templeton site are partly taken up by 

urban activities; and for this reason represent anomalies in terms of their proposed 

zoning. 

 both sites are very small, and with well defined boundaries, such that their rezoning 

for urban purposes would not potentially create a precedent for further growth in the 

vicinity and undermine the integrity of the planning documents described above. 

 The proposed rural zoning applying to each site does not reflect current or potential 

future land use, and would make the use or development of at least parts of each site 

very difficult under the onerous rules regime which would apply. 

Background – Templeton Site 

11. On 7 October 2014, the submitter lodged a submission (#395) on Phase 1 of the pRDP with 

respect both to this land, which is bounded by another block further to the north between 

Hickory Place and Main South Road, Hornby. The submission as it relates to this latter piece 

of land was subsequently resolved with the Council.  
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12. With respect to that part of submission #395 concerning the land subject to this evidence, 

between Islington and Templeton, the submitter subsequently lodged a new submission 

(#2088) which replaces that originally lodged with respect to the Templeton site. 

Subsequently under Phase 2 of the pRDP, this site has was zoned Rural Urban Fringe. 

13. This land comprises a narrow wedged shape portion of land bounded by the Main South 

Road, Barter’s Road, and the railway. It covers approximately 2.45 ha and comprises Lots 1 

– 10 DP 1215 and Lot 2 DP 9274. It is zoned Rural Urban Fringe, an extensive zoning which 

is proposed to include much of the flat rural area to the west and south west of the city. The 

whole area shown for rezoning is shown on the plan attached as Appendix 1 to this evidence. 

14. The northern end of the block contains 11 small residential sized allotments containing 

dwellings and one small industrial operation on the corners of Barter’s Road, at 738 to 756 

Main South Road. The submitters land at 762 to 782 Main South Road comprises an area of 

1.0674 ha, a narrow strip of land at the southern end, varying in depth between 17m and 

43m, with sole access from Main South Road. It is vacant apart from a telecommunications 

tower on the site.  

15. An unusual feature of this strip of land is that it was initially part of the Selwyn District at the 

time of amalgamation in 1989. Subsequently this land, and a small portion of land adjacent 

to the “Cookie Time” business short distance to the south, was incorporated into the city. The 

land subject to the submission currently has a Selwyn District Council zoning applying to it 

of Rural (Inner Plains). 

16. Submission #2088 seeks the following relief for the entire block of land including the 

submitters own property: 

(1) that as most preferred relief, the land be zoned Industrial General;  

(2) that as second most preferred relief, the land be zoned Residential Suburban;  

(3) that as third most preferred relief, and should the land retain a Rural Urban Fringe 

zoning ,and -  

(a)  Rule 17.3.3.3 be amended such that for existing allotments of less than 2ha in 

the zone, the minimum building setback from a road be reduced to 6m;  

(b)  That Rule 17.3.3.4 be amended such that for existing allotments of less than 2ha 

in the zone, the minimum building setback from an internal boundary be reduced 

to 3m;  
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(c)  That Rule 17.3.3.8 be amended such that site coverage in the zone on allotments 

of less than 2ha be amended to 35%.  

(These amendments are not intended to apply to any allotment within the 55 dBA noise 

contour around Christchurch International Airport). 

(4)  such further relief as may be appropriate to give effect to this submission. 

Assessment 

17. The proposed zoning of Rural Urban Fringe appears to be an anomaly in this location. A 

similar strip of land to the north between the Main South Road and the railway is proposed 

to be zoned Industrial General, and the land immediately to the south in Templeton has a 

mixture of residential, commercial and industrial zonings on both sides of the Main South 

Road and railway, including the ‘Cookie Time’ factory. 

18. In addition, the rules under the Rural Urban Fringe Zone severely inhibit any realistic 

development options on the submitters land - or indeed that of the neighbouring residential 

properties. These rules are complex and difficult to interpret, to an even greater extent than 

those under the Operative District Plan. Rule 17.2.3.1 (P5) allows a residential activity as a 

permitted activity on a site greater than 4 ha in area. Rule P4 provides for “rural produce 

manufacturing” as the only example of an industrial activity, but this must be linked to produce 

grown on the site or on land owned/leased by the owner of the site. This is not a realistic 

prospect for the submitter’s property. 

19. Rules include a proposed building setback under Rule 17.3.3.3 of 30m under subclause (c) 

as the land has frontage to what is a state highway or arterial road. Similarly, the setback 

from an internal boundary under Rule 17.3.3.4 is required to be 10m. Site coverage only 

allows a maximum of 1000m² of both impervious surfaces and buildings, even if the setback 

requirements did not apply, which in combination with other rules would an unsurmountable 

impediment to the development of the submitters land. 

20. Rule 17.3.2.3 specifies under RD1 that any activity listed under 17.3.2.1 that does not meet 

any one or more of the built form standards in 17.3.3 as a restricted discretionary activity. A 

residential activity is listed under 17.3.2.1, but an industrial activity is not. In terms of this 

Rule 17.3.2.3 D4, a residential unit on a site in existence as at 2 May 2015 with a net site 

area greater than 1 ha but less than 4ha is a discretionary activity. On that basis it would 

appear that a new residential unit on the submitter’s site would be a discretionary activity, 

and anywhere else on the small residential allotments to the north will be noncomplying 

activity because the sites are less than 1 ha in area (leaving aside existing use rights). 
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21. Subdivision is proposed to be a prohibited activity under the pRDP, Chapter 8, Rule 8.3.1.4. 

22. From what I ascertain an industrial activity would be a noncomplying activity; and in 

combination with failing to meet the setback and site coverage standards by a wide margin, 

this suggests that obtaining consent for development on the submitter’s site would be difficult. 

23. I note that the proposed rules for the Rural Urban Fringe zone include a prohibited activity 

rule “PR1” which states as follows; 

“New residential activities and minor residential units on any site in existence as at 2 May 

2015 with a minimum net site area of 1 ha or less”.  

While the submitter’s site is just sufficient to enable a rural dwelling to avoid prohibited activity 

status, it would still be a fully discretionary activity. 

 

24. This submitter’s land has no realistic prospect of being used for rural purposes, as was 

demonstrated by a previous failed attempt at such an activity. I consider that an General 

Industrial zoning is preferable to residential zoning because of the existing pattern of land 

use to the east and west along the Main South Road. In the longer term, while ongoing urban 

use is virtually inevitable, the site’s location between the Main South Road and the railway 

(which carries all rail traffic both to and from the lower South Island and the West Coast) 

suggests a level of amenity which is somewhat compromised. Even with the completion of 

the Southern Arterial, the Main South Road in this location is likely to remain a major transport 

route. The submitters land would only provide for very limited building activity given its narrow 

dimensions but would provide for some light industrial activities such as farm equipment 

sales for example.  

25. However if the Hearings Panel did not favour General Industrial zoning, then I am of the 

opinion that Residential Suburban zoning would still be appropriate given the cluster of 

houses already in existence, and is certainly preferable to rural zoning which I consider to be 

no longer realistic. 

26. As less favoured relief, the submitter has sought amendments to the Rural Urban Fringe 

Rules which would provide for a buildings to be constructed on his site. The land area 

concerned is severely limited by the setback dimensions which would be required, even at 

the ‘deeper’ eastern end of the site. However as discussed below, even with such 

amendments there are difficulties with the proposed objective and policy framework for the 

rural area in the pRDP. 
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27. In terms of the effects on the environment of rezoning for either General Industrial or 

Residential Suburban, I feel confident in concluding that either would fit comfortably with the 

pattern of development that already exists along this will section of the Main South Road. 

Since at least the 1950s a pattern of ribbon residential development with interspersed 

industrial activity and commercial has evolved. Additional businesses including farm vehicle 

sales, a kitset building company, and a motor camp, which have been added to the 

established housing, Templeton shops, service station and tavern 

28. Council evidence1 has confirmed that there are no servicing, stormwater, or transport 

reasons as to why the site should not be rezoned, with Council’s objection limited to concerns 

as to whether a rezoning gives effect to Objective 3.3.7(c) and by implication Objective 

6.2.1(3) and Policy 6.3.1(1) of the CRPS. 

29. I consider that in taking a long-term view, given the proximity of the parallel Main Road 

corridor and the railway, and the reduced amenity associated with rail and road traffic, a 

General Industrial zoning would be preferable to Residential Suburban. 

Background – Belfast site 

30. JDH Holdings No. 1 Ltd (‘JDH’) own several parcels of land in northwest Belfast, as shown 

on Attachment 2. The site is comprised of four lots as follows: 

 Lot 1 DP76408 (4,742m2) – ‘The Peg’ bar and bottle store; 

 Lot 1 DP334238 (1,891m2) – ‘The Peg access’; 

 Lot 1 DP331273 (1,153m2) – ‘the residential lot’; and 

 Lot 2 DP334238 (7,175m2) – ‘the vacant lot’ 

The land concerned is shown on the attached Appendix 2 to this evidence. I consider it 

shares many factors in common with the Templeton site. 

31. These landholdings currently contain ‘The Peg’ bar and bottle store, associated access and 

parking (from both Main North Road and Dickeys Road), and a vacant residentially zoned lot 

fronting onto Main North Road associated with the business. The Peg and the residential lot 

are both proposed to have a Residential Suburban zoning, whilst the Dickeys Road access 

lot has a Rural Urban Fringe Zone. The site also incorporates a rural zoned vacant lot to the 

rear of the site that is accessed from Dickeys Road. The site is bordered by residential 

dwellings to the north and south, Main North Road to the east, and the Waimakariri River 

secondary stop bank to the west. Further to the west on the outside of the stop bank is a 

long-established timber mill operation. The timber mill is also owned by the submitter and is 

                                                
1 Sarah Oliver Attachment B, page 92 
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operating under the necessary resource consents. The site is therefore surrounded by urban 

activities. 

32. The Peg is currently identified in the operative City Plan as a scheduled activity. The proposed 

Plan likewise identifies The Peg site and rear access as a scheduled activity on Planning Map 

12 (Overlay GA12). The scheduling is supported as providing certainty regarding the ongoing 

operation of the business and providing scope for modest changes and additions to the 

property. 

Assessment – Belfast site 

33. As with the Templeton site discussed above, the Belfast site is something of an anomaly, 

being a small rural-zoned piece of land that is surrounded on all sides by urban activities. 

That part of the Belfast site which has a Rural Urban Fringe zoning comprises a total area of 

only 9066m2. In terms of urban form and function, the site is part of the existing urban area. 

The access lot to The Peg site is proposed to be scheduled in recognition of its existing non-

rural use. This access lot is inextricably linked to The Peg business operation and is unusable 

for any functional rural activity.  

34. The rear vacant lot is likewise proposed to have a Rural Urban Fringe Zone. The proposed 

zone and associated rule package are considered to render the site incapable of any efficient 

use. The site is too small to be commercially viable for rural activities. Given the immediately 

adjacent residential neighbours intensive farming is not considered to be appropriate due to 

the potential to generate unacceptable effects on the amenity of neighbouring dwellings.  

35. The proposed RUFZ rule package imposes the following restrictions: 

 The erection of a dwelling is prohibited (17.3.2.6 (PR1)); 

 Subdivision of the property is prohibited (8.3.1.4 (PR2)); 

 Intensive farming is Fully Discretionary (17.3.2.4 (D5)) however as noted above given 

the immediate proximity to residential neighbours is unlikely to obtain consent; 

 Any retail, commercial, or industrial activity is non-complying (17.3.2.5 (NC1)), apart from 

limited rural produce sales or manufacturing.   

36. The prohibited status for residential and subdivision is considered to be especially 

problematic as it does not enable the site’s unique circumstances to be considered through 

a resource consent process.  
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37. Council evidence2 has confirmed that there are no servicing, stormwater, or transport 

reasons as to why the site should not be rezoned, with Council’s objection limited to concerns 

as to whether a rezoning gives effect to Objective 3.3.7(c) and by implication Objective 

6.2.1(3) and Policy 6.3.1(1) of the CRPS. 

38. I consider that both the access lot and the rural lot should be rezoned to Residential 

Suburban, in keeping with all the surrounding land on the eastern (safe) side of the secondary 

stop bank. The site already functionally comprises part of the existing urban area and is 

considered to be sufficiently small and discrete that such rezoning does not threaten the 

wider urban form objectives of Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. The 

site is sufficiently small as to be indistinguishable from the existing urban area on Map A of 

the CRPS. Rezoning will enable the efficient use of a small block of land for urban purposes 

in the context of that block being unsuitable for rural activities and where the effects of 

rezoning and subsequent low density residential development will be minimal. 

Objectives and Policies (both sites) 

39. At this point in my evidence, I consider the issues relating to the relevant objectives and 

policies are to a very large extent common to both sites. In considering the zoning provisions 

sought through this submission, I have been conscious at all times of the provisions of 

Chapter 6 of the Operative Regional Policy Statement, and more particularly Objective 6.2.1 

”Recovery framework” subclause (3) and Policy 6.3.1 “Development within the Greater 

Christchurch area”. Those parts of this policy having relevance to this submission are as 

follows: 

“In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch: 

(1) give effect to the urban form identified in Map A, which identifies the location and extent 

of urban development that will support recovery, rebuilding and planning for future growth 

and infrastructure delivery; 

(3) enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas, including the 

intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports the recovery of Greater 

Christchurch; 

(4) ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield 

priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the 

CRPS; 

                                                
2 Sarah Oliver Attachment B, page 92 
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(6) avoid development that adversely affects the function and viability of, or public investment 

in, the Central City and Key Activity Centres”. 

40. I also note that this policy direction is reflected in the provisions of the pRDP, chapter 3 Policy 

3.3.7(c), which in turn is specifically referred to in the reporting officer’s recommendation on 

this submission. 

41. I acknowledge at this point that the CRPS is beyond challenge and the Hearings Panel has 

made its decision on the Strategic Directions chapter of the pRDP. I am not seeking to argue 

that this is a case of balancing the benefits of allowing the site to be developed, against the 

provisions of the CRPS and the objectives of the Strategic Directions Chapter of the pRDP.  

42. Rather, it is my contention that the rezonings sought are consistent with these regional and 

district plan provisions, because they respect the objective of containing the urban area of 

the city. At a detailed level, the continued rural zoning of both of these sites is an anomaly, 

and only of very localised significance, for the following reasons: 

 the current use of the majority of this land on the Templeton site is clearly urban, and 

both sites adjoin or are surrounded by urban development, and there is little or no 

prospect of the situation changing in the foreseeable future; 

 There is no realistic prospect of either site being used for rural purposes; 

 The Templeton site forms part of a strip between Islington and Templeton, with urban 

zoned land on either side to the east and west which is clearly urban in character, 

while the Belfast site is adjoined on three sides by residential or urban land use and 

a protective stopbank on the western boundary; 

 the additional ‘urban’ development that would be enabled by rezoning these two sites 

is so small in the context of the city’s urban development, as to have no discernible 

effect on the supply and allocation of urban land; 

 The land sought for rezoning on both sites has been conceded by the Council as 

entirely suitable with respect to the provision of services; 

 the Templeton site concerned is effectively ‘sandwiched’ between the Main South 

Railway line and the Main South Road, and the Belfast site between the protective 

stop bank and adjoining residential/urban development, meaning both have 

boundaries clearly defined by fixed physical features.  
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 The restrictive rules framework means it would be difficult to obtain a resource 

consent to use either site for any rural or urban land use if the current rural zoning is 

to be retained. 

43. My conclusions are therefore that the character and location of these sites can be readily 

distinguished from the rezoning land in the rural area generally, and that the rezoning sought 

would not undermine the provisions of the CRPS. In terms of pRDP Policy 3.3.7c.i. I note 

that urban activities are to be provided for only within existing urban areas. In this case I do 

not believe this is a case of providing for urban activities in a rural area, because both sites 

subject to this evidence are not rural and are surrounded by urban zoned land or contain 

existing urban activities.  

44. I note that subclause (4) of CRPS Policy 6.1.1 seeks to “ensure new urban activities only 

occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, 

unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS”. In my opinion the Templeton 

site is part of a continuous strip of urban development along the Main South Road which 

extends in both directions to the east and the west. It is in many respects an example of 

‘ribbon development’, which in ‘traditional’ planning terms is undesirable. Nevertheless, this 

form of development is now well-established between Islington and Templeton, and has 

largely been recognised by the Council with respect to zoning along this section of State 

Highway 1 with the notable exception of this one strip of land in the centre between 

Templeton and Islington. The only other distinguishing factor is that most (but not all) of the 

land on the opposite side of the Main South Road is still in rural use. 

45. The Belfast site has been left as an anomalous rural enclave adjoining urban development 

and contained on its western side by the protective stopbank. 

46. I appreciate that the policy prescription in the CRPS is strongly directive. This raises the 

question of whether the policy has the same effect as a “prohibited activity” as understood in 

terms of Section 77A(2)(f) of the Act. That is not a question that I can answer, but I would 

reiterate that the consequential effects of rezoning this land on a policy basis would not have 

the effect of undermining the policy provision, because of the readily distinguishable location 

and existing use of the land concerned. 

47. The objective and policy framework in chapter 3 of the pRDP also contain an “Interpretation” 

clause under “3.3 Objectives”. This states that for the purposes of preparing, changing, 

interpreting and implementing this District Plan, all other objectives within chapter 3 and “are 

to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2”. 

Objective 3.3.1 provides for meeting the community’s immediate and longer term needs for 
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housing and economic development, fostering investment certainty and sustaining the 

important qualities and values of the natural environment. Obviously the rezoning of these 

two small parcels of land will hardly make any significant difference to residential or industrial 

land supply, but it would provide greater investment certainty. 

48. Objective 3.3.2 seeks among other things to reduce the transaction costs and reliance on 

resource consent processes, and the number of extent and descriptiveness of development 

controls and use clear concise language so the District plan is easy to understand and use. 

I believe from the description above that the rules applicable to the two sites are complicated 

and difficult to interpret, and impose a draconian regime which would have no measurable 

benefit in terms of the sustainability of the city and its development. 

49. In determining the urban growth strategy for the city, the LURP/ CRPS focus was 

understandably on large greenfield sites which raise significant issues in terms of matters 

such as transport, provision of services, and overall land supply. I believe it is understandable 

that small parcels of land on the margins were overlooked as part of what was otherwise a 

‘big picture’ planning process. 

50. Rural objective 17.1.1 in the pRDP emphasises the rural working environment and the 

productive capacity of rural land.  

51. Policy 17.1.1.1 states: 

“Ensure that the range of activities on rural land is limited to those that have a: 

(i) direct relationship with, or are dependent on, the natural resource, natural features or the 

rural activity: or: 

(ii) functional necessity for a rural location”.  

52. Policy 17.1.1.2 notes that the zone should contain a “general absence of urban scale or type 

of infrastructure”.  

53. It is clear that these sites do not exhibit rural character. Perhaps more importantly, neither 

site has a general absence of urban infrastructure, given the presence of existing and 

adjoining urban development, and in the case of the Templeton site residential and industrial 

development thereon. I believe that the restrictive wording of the objective and policies would 

make the use of the Templeton site for industrial or residential development, or the Belfast 

site for residential development, difficult as this would appear to be directly contrary to the 

relevant objectives and policies under the current zoning.  
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In my opinion, having regard to the complexities of the rules, and the character of the land 

concerned, the Rural Urban Fringe zoning is quite inconsistent with what would be expected in the 

zone. I consider that the rezonings described in this evidence would more properly reflect the actual 

pattern of land use on and adjacent to the two sites. Furthermore, the simplified regulatory 

framework that would be achieved by way of rezoning, would accord much better with Subclauses 

(a) and (c) of the Statement of Expectations accompanying the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014.  

CONCLUSIONS 

I am of the view that the zoning of both of the sites is a detailed anomaly, being in reality parcels 

of urban land associated with adjoining urban zoned land. They are not isolated urban enclaves in 

surrounded by an otherwise rural area. For this reason I believe the two sites can be distinguished 

in location and character from what might otherwise be seen as an attempt to develop general rural 

land for urban purposes, and for that reason the rezonings sought are not contrary to the objectives 

and policies of the CRPS and the Strategic Directions chapter of the pRDP, and would not 

compromise their integrity.  

I do not consider that the rezonings sought would have an adverse effect on the environment, but 

would rather recognise the environment as it already exists on and adjacent to both sites, and 

provide for very limited additional development which would be entirely consistent with that already 

existing in the vicinity.  
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 2 

Support Scheduling as shown 

Rezone both the rural lot and the access lot (obscured under the scheduling overlay) from Rural 

Urban Fringe Zone to Residential Suburban Zone 

 


