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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Julie Anne Comfort.  I am a planner with Davie Lovell Smith where I have worked 

for the past 18 years. 

1.2 I have a Masters of Arts in Geography from the University of Canterbury.  I am an Associate 

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have practised in the field of resource 

management for 18 years.  During this time I have assisted private, public and corporate 

sector clients on a wide range of planning and resource management issues and projects.  

Specifically in relation to the land in question, I have prepared subdivision and landuse 

applications including the Assessments of Environment Effects for the development of the 

submitter’s land.  I have also prepared numerous s127 applications associated with those 

consents. 

1.3 I presented a short statement of evidence with regards to the Stage 1 zoning of the 

submitter’s land at the Residential hearing in April 2015.  

 

2 CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I confirm that I have considered all material facts 

that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions I express, and that this 

evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on evidence of 

another person. 

 

3 SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence addresses the matters raised in the submission of Fulton Hogan Land 

Development Limited.  I also provide comment in relation to the evidence of Sarah Oliver for 

the Christchurch City Council, and submissions lodged by other parties that relate directly to 

land owned by Fulton Hogan Land Development Limited.1 

3.2 Attachments to my evidence are: 

 Attachment A – Completed stages of the Longhurst and Knights Stream residential 

developments. 

                                                

1 Antony Pan and San Tsun Yu (#2474), RJ and CB Sissons (#2475), Bromac Lodge Limited (#2476), Martin Harcourt (#2477), Mercantile 
Trust (#2478) 
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 Attachment B – Close-up of Halswell West LURP area from the Canterbury Maps 

website. 

 Attachment C – Updated ODP for inclusion in Subdivision Appendix 8.6.6. 

 Attachment D – Aerial photograph from Canterbury Maps of the Halswell West area 

3.3 Abbreviations that I have used within my evidence are: 

CMS2  Christchurch Southern Motorway Stage 2 

FHLD  Fulton Hogan Land Development Limited 

LURP  Land Use Recovery Plan  

NZTA  New Transport Agency 

ODP  Outline Development Plan 

RDP  Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

RPS  Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

3.4 I am also relying on the evidence of the following witnesses of: 

 Mr Andrew Hall - Infrastructure; and 

 Mr Alexander Familton – Animal Health; and 

 Mr Gregory Dewe – Fulton Hogan Land Development Ltd representative. 

3.5 I have read the statements of evidence of Council witnesses, in particular those prepared by 

Ms Sarah Oliver and Mr Brian Norton.   

 

4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 My evidence considers the zoning the Halswell West area as shown on Planning Maps 44 

and 49 and in particular the submitter’s land, the ODP by which the final stages are to be 

developed, and the removal of a waterway notation from an area of the submitter’s land.   

4.2 I consider the zoning in terms of the RPS and LURP, operative Strategic Directions objectives 

in Chapter 3 of the RPD and the latest version of the Residential objectives and policies in 

Chapter 14.   
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4.3 I conclude that the zoning gives effects to the RPS and fulfils the requirements of the LURP.  

The zoning is consistent with and gives effect to the outcomes sought by the Strategic 

Directions objectives and those with Chapter 14. 

4.4 I address concerns raised by adjoining landowners through their submissions seeking 

rezoning of their own land, and conclude that the physical and visual separation to be 

provided by buffers along these boundaries addresses the concerns raised in these 

submissions. 

4.5 The ODP for the Halswell West area requires updating to reflect provide for the Significant 

Habitat Corridor & Waterway along the remaining portion of Knights Stream and the 

requirement to provide a 10m wide buffer that will be fenced and planted along the shared 

southern boundary with the rural area, between the NZTA road and Knights Stream.   

4.6 There is agreement between the submitter, Council and a second submitter, that the 

notation of a waterway to north of Richmond Avenue should be removed.2 

 

5 SUBMISSION OF FULTON HOGAN LAND DEVELOPMENTS LTD 

5.1 FHLD lodged a submission that in relation to three matters, which I address in this evidence. 

These matters are: 

 Support for the zoning as notified of the land that it is developing in an area 

identified in the RDP as Halswell West and shown on Planning Maps 44 and 49.  The 

FHLD developments are known as Longhurst and Knights Stream Park. 

 Corrections to the Outline Development Plan for the Halswell West area, contained 

in Subdivision Appendix 8.6.6. 

 Correction to Planning Map 44 by the removal of a notation for a watercourse to the 

north of the Richmond Avenue, as the historical portion of the watercourse no 

longer exists. 

5.2 It would appear that Ms Oliver’s evidence has overlooked addressing FHLD’s submission in 

support of the residential zoning of their land. These are submission points 2097.6 and 

2097.7. 

 

                                                

2 John Gregory Keith Olive (#2374) 
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6 ZONING OF THE HALSWELL WEST AREA  

6.1 As I discussed in my Stage 1 Residential evidence, the submitter’s land was included in the 

City Plan by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery in November 2011 as the 

Living G (Halswell West) Zone, following a full hearing on Proposed Plan Change 60.  The 

Minister’s purpose for the inclusion of the FHLD land in the City Plan was to facilitate 

residential recovery.   

6.2 Since that time, FHLD has developed its portion of the Halswell West area, being the 

majority of zoned land (approximately 117ha).  As of August 2015, approximately 86% of the 

FHLD land has been developed, as is shown in Attachment A.  To date, this has resulted in 

1014 lots generating a total of 1107 residential units, the difference being the medium 

density sites that have been developed.  Several reserves, two commercial sites, two 

preschools sites and a site for the Ministry of Education designated primary school have also 

been developed.  There is only one area still under construction (41 lots), and the remaining 

area to be developed is the western portion of Knights Stream Park, which is anticipated to 

provide for 136 lots.  The result of this is that the Halswell West area is one of the few Living 

G zones that is almost complete.   

6.3 As outlined in Mr Hall’s evidence the infrastructure necessary to support the Halswell West 

zoning has been provided, and this infrastructure has the capacity to provide for the area 

still to be developed.   

6.4 Prior to the notification of Stage 2, I undertook a comparison of the Residential Suburban 

and Residential Medium Density rules with those of the Living G (Halswell West) Zone. That 

examination showed that the Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density zones 

were closely aligned to the Living G (Halswell West) zone and the different density rules. 

Given the near completeness the area, there was no need to carry forward the Living G 

(Halswell West) Zone rules into Stage 2 as a Residential New Neighbourhood Zone.  This 

meant that there was one less ‘zone’ that needed to be included in the RDP, aiding in the 

simplification of the new Plan.  This information was conveyed to Sarah Oliver for the 

Council. As a result the zoning of the residential area of Halswell West area as notified in 

Stage 2 is a mix of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density. This zoning, 

including that over the area still to be developed, reflects the physical development that has 

occurred or is planned to occur.  I support the zoning as shown on Planning Maps 44 and 49. 
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7 HIGHER ORDER DOCUMENTS 

7.1 The Halswell West area was identified as a Greenfield Priority Area in Chapter 6 of the RPS 

introduced through the LURP.  The area identified included all of the land owned by FHLD.  

Mr Dewe has discussed in his evidence some background to this. This area is shown on Map 

A in Chapter 6 of the RPS and in Figure 4 of the LURP.  As these two plans are of a relatively 

poor quality, I attach a plan from the Canterbury Maps website (run by Environment 

Canterbury) that shows a close up of this area. (Attachment B) 

7.2 In Ms Oliver’s Strategic Overview evidence she provides a useful discussion on the relevant 

objectives and policies of Chapter 6 of the RPS (pages 6-7). As I am generally in agreement 

with her evidence, I will not provide another assessment.   

7.3 There is however one area of disagreement and this is in relation to the ‘Projected 

Infrastructure Boundary’.  This boundary line is shown on Map A within Chapter 6. This 

boundary line is also included in Figure 4 of the LURP.  I disagree with Ms Oliver that this 

boundary is relevant to the consideration of whether land can be rezoned for residential 

purposes.  Whilst the history of the boundary may have been as an urban limit, this has not 

been translated into any policy or discussion within either Chapter 6 of the RPS.  The use of 

the word ‘projected’ in its title, indicates that it is not a line that is ‘set in stone’.  Given the 

lack of reference to this boundary within the RPS, I do not consider that any significance 

should be placed on this boundary.  It may assist in determining whether a growth area can 

be efficiently and effectively serviced, but it is not determinative on whether land should or 

should not be zoned for residential purposes.   

7.4 Similarly, in terms of the LURP, there is no reference to the ‘Projected Infrastructure 

Boundary’ in the general discussion within the LURP or any of specific actions that must be 

undertaken.  Figure 4 which is a copy of Map A from the RPS, is used to illustrate discussion 

on matters such as Greenfield Priority Areas and Key Activity Centres.  In term of the actions 

required under the LURP, those actions (for example Action 19) refer instead back to the 

identified Greenfield Priority Areas on Map A of the RPS. 

7.5 Finally I note based on the expert evidence of Mr Hall, that there are no infrastructure 

constraints for the remaining part of the FHLD development located west of Knights Stream. 

7.6 In terms of whether a site should be rezoned for residential purposes, I consider that it is the 

area highlighted as an identified Greenfield Priority Area that is most relevant.  In the case of 

the FHLD land, the area zoned on Planning Maps 44 and 49 accords with the Greenfield 

Priority Area boundary within both the RPS and the LURP. On this basis, I consider that the 
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zoning proposed on Planning Maps and 49 gives effect to the RPS and the required actions in 

the LURP to zone such areas. 

 

8 CHAPTER 3 STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS  

8.1 Several objectives in Chapter 3 Strategic Directions are considered relevant to the rezoning 

of Halswell West area.  Objective 3.3.1 seeks amongst other things, the expedited recovery 

of Christchurch in a manner that meets the community’s immediate and longer terms for 

housing.  This was the reason why the Minister originally provided for this area to be 

developed in November 2011.  The zoning as proposed on Planning Maps 44 and 49 

supports this objective. 

8.2 Objective 3.3.4 seeks to ensure that adequate housing capacity and choice is provided for to 

enable an additional 23,700 dwellings to be established through a combination of different 

forms of residential development including Greenfield areas.  The zoning as shown on 

Planning Maps 44 and 49 assists in meeting this objective.  To zone the area to the west of 

the waterway to Rural Urban Fringe or Open Space as requested by the other submitters 

would not assist in achieving this objective. 3  Further the zoning of this area as Rural would 

not give effect to the RPS.  I discuss this matter later within my evidence. 

8.3 Objective 3.3.7 seeks a well-integrated pattern of development and consolidated urban form 

that provides for urban activities and increased housing opportunities in a variety areas 

including within the Greenfield Priority Areas identified in Chapter 6, Map A.  This objective 

also seeks to ensure that such development promotes the safe, efficient and effective 

provision and use of infrastructure.  The zoning provided for on Planning Maps 44 and 49 

and the completed development achieves this objective.  The infrastructure required to 

serve this area is in place, having been established as part of the development of the 

Halswell West block over the last four years. 

8.4 Objective 3.3.14 seeks to ensure that the location of incompatible activities is controlled, 

primarily through zoning, to minimise conflicts and avoid significant effects on the health, 

safety and amenity of people and communities.  The zoning of the Halswell West area as 

notified ensures that residential activities are undertaken within residential zones and 

provides for the continued rural use of the surrounding area.  I note that Mr Familton does 

not consider that the presence of residential activities on FHLD’s land to be incompatible 

                                                

3 Antony Pan and San Tsun Yu (#2474), RJ and CB Sissons (#2475), Bromac Lodge Limited (#2476), Martin Harcourt (#2477), Mercantile 
Trust (#2478) 
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with the grazing of horses on adjoining properties.  I consider that this zoning and resultant 

permitted activities that can establish in each zone is unlikely to give rise to significant 

adverse effects.  The zoning as shown on Planning Maps 44 and 49 therefore supports this 

objective.   

 

9 CHAPTER 14 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

9.1 The zoning of the Halswell West area as notified is supported by the Residential objectives 

and policies set out in Chapter 14.  In this section of my evidence the version of Chapter 14 

used is that dated 24 August 2015. 

9.2 Objective 14.1.1 Housing Supply seeks an increased supply that provides for a range of 

houses in a manner consistent with the Strategic Directions objectives discussed above.  This 

objective is supported by Policy 14.1.1.1 Housing Distribution and Density which provides for 

a distribution of different densities, including a mix of low and medium residential density 

development in greenfield neighbourhoods.  The zoning of the Halswell West area as 

proposed supports and gives effect to this objective and policy, as it provides the different 

densities sought in Policy 14.1.1.1 and is consistent with the Strategic Directions objectives 

as discussed. 

9.3 Objective 14.1.2 Short Term Residential Recovery Needs and Policy 14.1.2.1 Recovery 

housing aim to meet the short-term recovery needs by providing opportunities for housing 

in new neighbourhood areas within greenfield priority areas.  This is exactly the reason why 

the Minister originally included the Halswell West area in the City Plan in November 2011.  

That zoning and the resultant development has assisted in meeting this short-term need 

through the provision of some 1100 residential sites, with well over half already occupied.  

The completion of the development as provided for by the notified zoning will further assist 

in the short-term recovery of the City. 

9.4 Objective 14.1.4 anticipates that high quality residential environments will be provided that 

are well designed, provide a high level of amenity, enhance local character and reflect the 

Ngāi Tahu heritage of the city.  This objective and its policies, in particular 14.1.4.1 

Neighbourhood Character, Amenity and Safety and Policy 14.1.4.3 Character of Low and 

Medium Density Areas, seek to ensure that resulting environment in any residential area is 

of a high quality and reflects the level of amenity anticipated for low and medium density 

areas.  The development completed so far within the Halswell West area is consistent with 
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the outcomes sought by this objective and its policies, and I anticipate that will also be the 

case for the area still to be completed.   

9.5 Overall, I consider that the zoning of the Halswell West area as shown on Planning Maps 44 

and 49 and its development for residential purposes is consistent with the Residential 

objectives and policies of Chapter 14 of the RDP. 

 

10 SUBMISSIONS OF OTHER PARTIES 

10.1 Five submitters have requested, as an alternative relief to their main submissions requesting 

rezoning of their own properties, that land owned by FHLD to the west of the waterway and 

zoned Residential Suburban on Planning Map 44, be rezoned to either Rural or Open Space.4  

These parties own land within John Paterson Drive, which adjoins the FHLD land to the 

southwest.  The zoning of these submitters’ properties is not the subject of this hearing.  

These parties will eventually gain access from the road to be built over the FHLD land, as 

works associated with the CMS2 will block the John Paterson Drive intersection with Springs 

Road. 

10.2 The submitters identify the zoning of the FHLD land as a reason why their land should be 

rezoned for residential purposes.  The reasons given are:  

 Being unable to sustain rural farming activities due to stock disturbance, vandalism 

and reserve sensitivity effects. 

 Rural character and amenity effects being eroded. 

 Sharing road access with Knights Stream/Halswell West subdivision resulting in 

significant traffic generation and an almost complete loss of remaining rural amenity 

values. 

10.3 In looking at the submitters’ reasons, I can understand the concerns relating to stock 

disturbance. I gather that this can arise from either sudden noises or domestic pets 

encroaching on rural properties.  I am aware of situations where residential development 

has occurred adjoining a rural area and there was a requirement for the residential 

properties to have open style fencing along the shared boundary.  I understand that this has 

caused issues for the rural neighbours, as domestic pets, especially dogs, can easily cross 

such boundaries at leisure.   

                                                

4 Antony Pan and San Tsun Yu (#2474), RJ and CB Sissons (#2475), Bromac Lodge Limited (#2476), Martin Harcourt (#2477), Mercantile 
Trust (#2478) 
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10.4 As discussed by Mr Dewe, in response to the issue being raised by these parties, it is now 

proposed to establish a 10m buffer along the shared boundary with 26 John Paterson Drive.  

This buffer will provide for a solid fence along the residential boundaries with a landscaped 

strip on the southern side of the fence.  Included in the 10m buffer is a 5m wide easement in 

favour of the Council over the existing stormwater drain along this boundary.  The proposed 

buffer is shown in an amended ODP attached to my evidence. (Attachment C)  Operative 

Subdivision rule 8.3.9 requires that the development of this area be in accordance with the 

ODP. As such the provision of this buffer area will be a requirement of the subdivision of this 

land, and its retention enforced through consent notices on the resulting titles. 

10.5 I note that fencing has already been established along one submitter’s property where a 

large hedge is not present on the western side of the NZTA road. This fence is demonstrated 

in Photo 3 of Mr Familton’s evidence.  

10.6 I note that in his evidence Mr Familton considers that the buffers to be provided through the 

existing and proposed fencing and planting and separation distances will ensure that stock 

on adjoining rural properties are well protected.  Given Mr Familton’s opinion I consider that 

the proposed buffer to be provided along the shared boundary with 26 John Paterson Drive 

and that provided by NZTA road, stock disturbance from normal residential activities is 

unlikely to occur. 

10.7 For reverse sensitivity effects to arise there must first be an effect from a permitted activity 

that would give cause for complaints to occur that could impact on the ability for that 

permitted activity to operate.  Aerial photography of the submitters land indicates that the 

primary use of this area is for the rural living and pastoral use, primarily the grazing of sheep 

and horses. (Attachment D)  Pastoral farming is typically not an activity associated with 

reverse sensitivity effects.  A search of the property records for the immediately adjoining 

properties also does not indicate any resource consents for any intensive farming or 

horticultural type activities, which is typically where reverse sensitivity effects arise.   

10.8 In terms of issues of impact on rural character and amenity, I consider that with the inclusion 

of the proposed buffer along the southern boundary west of Knights Stream, this provides 

for a clear visual separation between the residential area and the adjoining rural property to 

the south along the full length of this boundary.  This creates a visual separation through a 

mix of existing and proposed plantings, the former on the submitter’s and the latter on the 

FHLD land on the banks of Knights Stream itself and within the adjoining residential 

properties.  A similar buffer is provided on the western boundary through the fencing and 
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hedging on the submitter’s property and the NZTA road. Whilst no reliance can be had on 

the retention of the hedge plantings on the submitters’ land, any removal of these hedges 

would be their choice.   

10.9  A Section 32 report prepared by Ms Debbie Hogan for the Christchurch City Council, entitled 

The Rural Environment of Christchurch District, describes on page 66 the Rural Urban Fringe 

zone as: 

A rural-urban fringe location is regarded as the transition between urban and rural 

areas providing for activities typically associated with a peri-urban area while 

retaining its lower density of buildings and extent of vegetation. The areas are 

valued for their amenity, which differs from the more open traditional working 

landscapes, however still relies upon a high degree of naturalness. 

10.10 This aptly describes the character of the neighbouring area to the FHLD land.   

10.11 The inclusion of the FHLD land to the west of the waterway within the Residential Suburban 

Zone is an extension of the existing residential area, as such any potential impacts on rural 

character are less widespread than would occur for an isolated residential rezoning that sat 

fully within a rural setting.  It is therefore only the immediate environment where there is 

any potential for an impact.  In this regard I consider that provided the interfaces between 

the rural and residential areas are appropriately addressed then the impacts on rural 

character are limited.  I consider that the visual separation to be created along both the 

southern and western boundaries between the residential and rural areas will appropriately 

address this interface.  As such, it is my opinion that any potential adverse effects on the 

character and amenity of the immediate rural area will be appropriately mitigated. 

10.12 Mr Dewe’s evidence provides a background on the inclusion of the land to the west of the 

‘waterway’ within the Greenfield Priority Area at Halswell West, and the designation of land 

by both the New Zealand Transport Agency and Ministry of Education.   

10.13 One aspect that arose from the NZTA designation as a result of a Christchurch City Council 

submission was the provision of full access ramps for Halswell Junction Road.  It is my 

understanding that with the approval of these access ramps and the resulting roundabout 

with Halswell Junction Road, the Christchurch City Council had concerns about the 

connection point for the Knights Stream Park development at the McTeigues Road 

intersection identified in the current operative ODP.  If this connection was made it would 

result in four roundabouts in a 1.8km stretch of road, with a separation distance of only 

350m between the access ramp roundabout and that from Knights Stream Park.  Given that 
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the NZTA designation encompassed the western most end of the Knights Stream Park 

development, it was recommended that the main road (Richmond Avenue) in the Knights 

Stream Park development connect with the NZTA road instead.   

10.14 The shifting of the Richmond Avenue intersection with Halswell Junction Road, provides for 

the relocation of the sports park to a position that provide a more regular shape and better 

road frontage.  No road frontage to the park was provided for in the original ODP. It would 

only have occurred through the NZTA designated road on the western boundary of Knights 

Stream Park.   

10.15 The new location ensures better road frontage enabling access from a wider area and the 

likelihood that the park will be on a bus route.  It also enables the co-use of facilities by the 

new primary school, which I understand was one of the reasons why the school’s location 

was chosen by the Ministry of Education.  It also ensures that usage of the park does not 

adversely impact on local streets, such as would have been the case if the NZTA road along 

the western boundary was the only road connection.   

10.16 I am uncertain how the shared connection to the NZTA road for properties within John 

Paterson Drive and from Knights Stream Park is likely to give rise to significant traffic 

generation that would adversely impact these properties.  John Paterson Drive will remain a 

cul-de-sac that only serves the submitters’ properties. 

10.17 I consider that with the visual and physical separation provided through the buffer proposed 

and the NZTA road that the concerns of the submitters are able to be satisfactorily 

addressed. 

 

11 OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

11.1 The Outline Development Plan contained in Subdivision Appendix 8.6.6 of the RDP reflects 

the changes that have occurred since the original Living G (Halswell West) Zone was made 

operative.  This ODP does not however provide for an open space area around the upper 

reaches of what was Knights Stream.  This reflects agreements with Ngai Tauhuriri and 

Taumutu Rungana, as this waterway has cultural significance for them.  The open space area 

is shown on Planning Map 44 as being zoned “Open Space Water and Margins”.  The 

replacement ODP sought by FHLD will ensure that the ODP is consistent with the zoning and 

ensure that the ultimate development of this area reflects the agreements in place. 
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11.2 Density is not shown on this ODP as it included in the RPD through the different zoning of 

the area as Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density.  Similarly, given that all of 

the necessary infrastructure is in place it is unnecessary to provide for this on the ODP. 

11.3 As previously discussed, a further amendment to the ODP for the Halswell West area has 

been made in response to the submissions opposing the rezoning and is reflected in the ODP 

attached to my evidence.  The amendment is a notation that requires a 10m wide buffer 

that is to be landscaped and have a solid boundary fence erected on the residential lot 

boundaries between the NZTA road and the waterway.  As noted previously, the RDP 

contains a provision requiring all subdivision to be in accordance with an ODP appended to 

the Plan (Rule 8.3.9).  This rule is now operative as a result of the Stage 1 decision on Multi-

Unit Residential rebuilds.  This rule can give confidence that the matters shown on the ODP 

will be provided for through any subdivision process.   

 

12 KNIGHTS STREAM WATERWAY NOTATION ON PLANNING MAP 44 

12.1 Planning Map 44 contains a notation for the waterway known as Knights Stream.  This 

notation shows the waterway originating at a position close to Halswell Junction Road, 

traversing land adjoining that owned by FHLD and then passing through the FHLD land until 

it passes beyond to the south.  This watercourse is identified in the RDP as an ‘upstream 

river’. 

12.2 As some point in the past, a drain was installed along the northwestern and south-western 

edge of FHLD’s land, resulting in the watercourse being diverted from its course.  I have 

been advised that the top portion of the watercourse within the FHLD’s property has been 

ploughed and farmed even before the abovementioned drain was established.  This top 

portion is not identified on topographical maps as being a natural watercourse, as is shown 

in the Attachment 2 of FHLD’s submission.   

12.3 FHLD obtained consent from Environment Canterbury in December 2014 to fill in the 

historical portion of this watercourse.  I am aware also that the NZTA holds consent to fill in 

the portion that traverses their designation.  Both FHLD and the adjoining neighbour5 have 

made submissions seeking the removal of the top portion of this watercourse from Planning 

Map 44. 

                                                

5 John Gregory Keith Olive (#2374) 
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12.4 This matter is addressed in both the evidence of Ms Oliver (Second Statement, Attachment B 

Site Specific Zonings, page 96) and Mr Norton (para 7.56-7.57, page30) for the Council.  

Within Mr Norton’s evidence he agrees that notation should be removed for the top portion 

of the watercourse.  Given this agreement I consider that this matter can be addressed as 

part of this hearing. 

 

13 CONCLUSION 

13.1 In conclusion I consider that the zoning of the Halswell West and the FHLD land in particular 

as shown on Planning Maps 44 and 49 is consistent with and gives effects to Chapter 6 of the 

RPS and enables the Council to fulfil its obligations under the LURP.  The zoning is also 

supported by the Strategic Direction Objectives in Chapter 3 and the Residential objectives 

and policies within Chapter 14 of the RDP. 

13.2 The proposed modification to the ODP through the inclusion of the buffer along a portion of 

the southern boundary of the Halswell West area will provide for a visual and physical 

separation between the residential and rural areas.  This separation is considered to 

appropriately mitigate the concerns raised by adjoining rural land owners.  The provision of 

the Significant Habitat Corridor & Waterway along the waterway supports the Open Space 

Waterway and Margins zoning give to this area.   

13.3 The removal of the waterway notation over a historical section of a waterway to the north of 

Richmond Avenue is generally agreed to by all parties, as this portion has been cultivated for 

many years and is subject to consents from Environment Canterbury which enabled it to be 

filled.  

 

 

Julie Comfort 

27 August 2015 

 


