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EVIDENCE ON SITE SPECIFIC REZONINGS 
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BANKS PENINSULA REZONING REQUESTS 

 

Submitter Lewelyn Davis [#2033]   

Site Specific Submission:   

71 Hawkhurst Road, Lyttelton  

Planning Map 52 

Notified Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula  

Requested Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula  

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The operative zoning of the majority of 71 Hawkhurst Road, Lyttelton is Rural Banks Peninsula. A 

small portion has been zoned as Residential Banks Peninsula in Phase 2.  Lewelyn Davis [#2033] 

has indicated that the area proposed to be zoned residential remains part of the working farm and 

has requested that it remain zoned rural.  The geotechnical evidence of Mr Wright notes that this 

site is susceptible to a rockfall hazard. No other issues have been raised by the Council’s technical 

witnesses in relation to this site.  Given the site is part of the submitter’s farm, I do not consider the 

notified residential zoning imposed is appropriate, particulartly in light of the potential rockfall hazard 

over the site.   

This property is outside of the Existing Urban Area shown on Map A of Chapter 6 of the CRPS and 

therefore the Rural zoning sought, is considered appropriate from a policy perspective.   

Accordingly I consider that enabling the site to retain a rural zoning is appropriate and I accept the 

submitter’s request. 
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Submitter Tom Bates Trust [#2048] 

Site Specific Submission:   

9 Wainui Valley Road  

Planning Map 75 

Proposed Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Tom Bates Trust [#2048] has requested that the site at 9 Wainui Valley road be rezoned as 

Small Settlement.  The site is presently zoned Rural Banks Peninsula, and is adjacent to an area 

currently zoned in the operative Plan as Open Space Community Park.  There are a number of 

Small Settlement Zones in the vicinty of the site, all of which include a number of small titles, as 

opposed to the subject site, which is shown on Planning Map 75 as comprising one large area and 

could potentially, if zoned Residential Small Settlement, support additional dwellings.  

The key issue with this property in my view is whether the rezoning will maintain a consolidated 

urban form.  In my view it will, as whilst not directly adjoining one of the pockets of Residential Small 

Settlement zoned land (as separated by a road), it does visually sit within the existing settlement.  

Mr Norton considers there are no stormwater issues that preclude the rezoning of the land. 

Ms O'Brien advises there are solutions for wastewater disposal and the site can be serviced with 

water. 

Mr Craig advises that there are no landscape features within the site that would prevent rezoning. 

Mr Wright advises that there are no slope stability issues, but is possible liquefaction risk. 

Mr Milne advises that the calculated trip generation during peak times will cause a minimal increase 

in traffic. 

Accordingly I do support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter: Virginia Anne McRae Simcock [#2053]  

Site Specific Submission:   

31 Quail Crescent, Takamatua  

Planning Map 76 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Virginia Anne McRae Simcock [#2053] has requested that land adjacent to 31 Quail Crescent that 

has been approved for subdivision also be included within the Residential Small Settlement Zone, 

as opposed to the notified Rural Banks Peninsula Zone.  

The area has been approved for subdivision by way of resource consent RMA9202840.  The 

Council’s witnesses have not identified any geotechnical, infrastructure or landscape constraints to 

the site being rezoned Residential Small Settlement. Servicing matters have been addressed 

already through the subdivision process.  The rezoning of the site is very unlikely to result in any 

additional dwellings given the topography of the land.  

This is a very minor extension to the Residential Small Settlement boundary and the rezoning is not 

affected by the existing urban area boundary shown on CRPS Chapter 6 Map A.  

I support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter Alison Cox [#2077]  

Site Specific Submission:   

5773 Christchurch Akaroa Road, Barry’s Bay  

Planning Map 73 

Current Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Alison Cox [#2077] has requested that the site at 5773 Christchurch Akaroa Road, Barry’s Bay be 

rezoned from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Small Settlement, the effect of which would be 

to significantly increase the area of the adjacent Residential Small Settlement Zone.  

Being well connected to the existing Residential Small Settlement Zone, the site has not been 

identified as having any effects on the transport network.  No landscape issues have been identified 

that would indicate a rezoning of the site would adversely affect the character or amenity of the 

surrounding area.  No geotechnical issues have been identified that would indicate the site may be 

unsuitable for accommodating residential activity. Ms O’Brien has noted that a private water supply 

and an on-site waste water disposal system would be required to service this development.  

Mr Norton advises that the site does not have a stormwater outfall to a Council outlet and 

accordingly the submission should be rejected. 

Overall I consider that the request is consistent with consolidation objectives but there are servicing  

that may not be able to be adequately addressed.   

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

84 Park Terrace, Lyttelton  

Planning Map 52, 58 , R1 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula  

Requested Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula  

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123]1 has submitted in relation to the boundary between the Rural Banks Peninsula 

and Residential Banks Peninsula zones.  Only part of the residential zone was zoned through the 

Stage 1 process, and the remainder of the site has been zoned Rural Banks Peninsula through 

Stage 2. The rural zone boundary does not reflect the Operative Banks Penisula Plan, and has 

resulted in the rezoning of part of the site that was previously zoned residential, as rural.  While I 

agree that the zone boundary could be corrected to ensure that the zoning matches the Operative 

Banks Peninsula District Plan.  Mr Wright notes the site is subject to numerous rock falls.   

I note that this zone change is located within the existing urban area identified on Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A.  

I recommend that the submission be rejected unless geotechnical evidence is presented in respect 

of this matter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

1 The Council, #2123.115,  #2123.116, #2123.117   
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Submitter JM and MJ Van Der Wal [#2167] 

Site Specific Submission:   

8 Glas Brae, Lyttelton 

Planning Map 57 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula  

Requested Zoning: Rural Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

JM and MJ Van Der Wal [#2167.1) have requested that Planning Map 57 be amended by moving 

the boundary between the Residential Small Settlement Zone and Rural Banks Peninsula Zone so 

that the whole of the site at 8 Glas Brae ( Lot 3 DP301623) is zoned Residential Small Settlement.  

At present, approximately one quarter of the site sits within the Residential Small Settlement Zone.  

The area that the submitter wishes to be rezoned is partly within Rockfall Hazard Management Area 

1. There are no stormwater or other servicing effects that would preclude the site from a Residential 

Small Settlement zoning. Mr Milne has not identified any traffic issues associated with the rezoning 

of the site, however a number of the neighbouring property owners have opposed the submitter's 

request largely on access grounds.  A solution to the access issue may be resolvable.  

Overall however, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c), 

which only provides for urban activities within existing urban areas and Greenfield Priority Areas 

under the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter Mason Family Holding Ltd [#2228]  

Site Specific Submission:   

28 Governors Bay - Teddington Road  

Planning Map 60 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Mason Family Holding Ltd [#2228.1] requests that the area of 28 Governors Bay 

- Teddington Road below the Outstanding Natural Feature or landscape area be rezoned from 

Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Large Lot. 

The area subject to the submission covers a large area, and much of the land is steep.  Mr Norton 

has raised concerns that the development would not be able to effectively mitigate the stormwater 

effects of residential subdivision on the site.  No geotechnical issues have been identified.  Ms 

O’Brien has identified that the area is beyond the reach of the existing Council infrastrucutre and the 

owner would need to provide a private water supply and waste water treatment and disposal 

system.  Mr Milne also raised some concerns in respect to transport. 

Mr Craig advises that housing be concentrated toward the road then rezoning would be in keeping 

with current residential patterns. 

Whilst I consider that there are some merits to the proposed rezoning of the site, I consider that 

further work is required to assess the wider development potential of the area for rural-residential 

development.  The site sits between the Residential Small Settlement Zone of Governors Bay and 

the rural-residential development of Alandale (Residential Large Lot Zone).  If this rezoning request 

was granted, it could set a precedent for further rural-residential development proposal either side 

of the subject land.   

Overall it is my recommendation that this submission be rejected as it is contrary to Strategic 

Direction Objective 3.3.7(c), which only provides for urban activities within the existing urban areas 

and greenfield priority areas as set out in the RPS Chapter 6, Map A. Furthermore, in accordance 

with Policy 6.3.9 of the RPS, the Council is required to prepare a rural-residential strategy prior to 

consideration of any such rezoning request. The Council has not undertaken this work, however this 

could be carried out in the future. 

 

.
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Submitter Phil Garing [#2233.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

45 Park Terrace Lyttelton  

Planning Map 52 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Phil Garing [#2233.1] seeks the rezoning of a small portion of his site at 45 Park 

Terrace Lyttelton from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Banks Peninsula in order to provide for 

170m
2 
 of land for residential development. This strip is essentially sandwiched between a road 

reserve and the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone. 

Ms O’Brien’s evidence notes that the site would require a private water supply and an on-site waste 

treatment and disposal system, and overall, given the size of the site, would not affect the Council’s 

networks. Mr Norton has noted that while stormwater issues would not preclude the rezoning of the 

site, residential activity on the land would need to establish an access to an as yet unidentified 

stormwater outfall. Mr Milne has not identified any traffic issues. Mr Wright has identified that the 

site is subject to a rockfall hazard.  

I consider that there are some merits to the rezoning of the site as it is a very minor extension of the 

Residential Banks Peninsula Zone. However, I recommend that it be rejected on the grounds that it 

is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c), which only provides for urban activities within 

existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas in accordance with RPS Chapter 6, Map A.   
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Submitter Akaroa Civic Trust [#2285]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone land in the "Residential Character Zone" to "Banks Peninsula Commercial Zone" 

Planning Map 77 

Notified Zoning: Residential Character Zone 

Requested Zoning: Banks Peninsula Commercial  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation 

The Akaroa Civic Trust [#2285.32] requests that the area previously zoned as Commercial Banks 

Peninsula in the Akaroa Town Centre should retain a commercial zoning rather than a residential 

zoning.  As identified by Ms O’Brien, the properties subject to the submission are assumed to be 

130 – 136 Rue Jolie, 1 Rue Pompallier and part of 25 Rue Lavaud, and are zoned Town Centre in 

the Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan.   

In stage 2 Council notified the zoning of these properties as Residential Banks Peninsula/ 

Residential Conservation. In stage 1, these properties were proposed as Commercial Banks 

Peninsula. Once the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Commercial Chapter is released, the sites will 

have an operative zoning (as sought by the Trust). 

The Council is unable to re-notify the zoning of land and therefore the matters are beyond what the 

Council can propose. On this basis I consider that the relief sought to retain commercial zoning 

should be accepted.   
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Submitter Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Boards [#2354.2]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone Diamond Harbour Gullies between Marine Drive and Bay View Road from Residential to 

Open Space 

Planning Map 61 

Notified Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Requested Zoning: Open Space 

Recommendation:  Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community Board [#2354] 2 request that the zoning of land in three 

Diamond Harbour gullies between Marine Drive and Bayview Road (Maps 58, 59, 61, 62, R1) be 

changed from Residential to Open Space. The gullies are located within the Council owned land at 

27 Hunters Road which was zoned Residential Banks Peninsula at Stage 1 of the review. For that 

reason the submission is out of scope and I recommend it be rejected.  

 

 

 

                                                      

2 Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board, , # 2354.20,  #2354.21,  #2354.22 
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Submitter Blue Lady Trust [#2355] 

Site Specific Submission:   

84 Park Terrace, Lyttelton  

Planning Map 52, 58 , R1 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula  

Requested Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula  

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Blue Lady Trust [#2355] (noting that the Council #2123 has made the same submission) has 

submitted in relation to the boundary between the Rural Banks Peninsula and Residential Banks 

Peninsula zone.  Only part of the residential zone was zoned through the Stage 1 process, and the 

remainder of the site has been zoned Rural Banks Peninsula through Stage 2. The rural zone 

boundary does not reflect the Operative Banks Penisula Plan, and has resulted in the rezoning of 

part of the site that was previously zoned residential, to rural.  While I consider that the zone 

boundary could be corrected to ensure that the residential zoned part of the site matches the 

Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan, Mr Norton advises that the site does not have access to 

an adequate stormwater outfall and recommend the submission be rejected.  In addition there is no 

geotechnical report for the site. 

Accordingly at this stage I recommend the submission be rejected unless the submitter can satisfy 

the stormwater and geotechnical concerns.   

I note that this zone change is consistent with the rural urban boundary identified in the RPS and 

therefore recommend that the submisison be accepted.  
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Submitter Neil and Julie McPhail and John Joseph [#2356.1] 

Site Specific Submission:   

116 Allandale Lane, Governors Bay 

Planning Map 60 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Neil and Julie McPhail and John Joseph [#2356.1] request that part of 116 Allandale Lane be 

rezoned from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Banks Peninsula to facilitate the construction of 

an additional dwelling.   

The proposed site for rezoning is located outside the existing urban area, and is located within an 

Outstanding Natural Feature and Banks Peninsula Significant Landscape area (Stage 3 matters).  

Ms O’Brien has noted that as the Council’s water and waste water  schemes do not extend as far as 

this site, private services will be required to service the development. Mr Norton has not identified 

any stormwater issues, and no landscape or traffic issues have been identified by Mr Craig or Mr 

Milne respectively.  However, Mr Wright identifies that the site may be subject to local slope 

instability. 

Whilst I consider that the proposed rezoning does have some merit, it is located outside the existing 

urban area and therefore contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c), which only provides for 

urban activities within existing urban areas and Greenfield Priority Areas in accordance with RPS 

Chapter 6, Map A.  

I therefore do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter Mark Shadbolt [#2375.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

5 Tikao Bay Road   

Planning Map 74 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Reject but review this recommendation subject to consideration of a 

geotechnical report to address geotechnical risks. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Mark Shadbolt [#2375] requests that the site at 5 Tikao Bay Road be rezoned 

from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Small Settlement.  The site is adjacent to an existing 

Residential Small Settlement Zone, essentialy being a strip of houses overlooking the bay. 

Ms O’Brien has identified that development on the site could elect to connect to the Council’s 

reticulated Tikao Bay wastewater system, or install a private treatment and disposal system. No 

water reticulation is available so a private water supply would be required to support the 

development of the site. Mr Norton has identified that the site is not adequately serviced by 

stormwater infrastructure, and there is no identified stormwater outfall. Mr Milne has not identified 

and traffic effects that would arise from the requested rezoning, and Mr Craig has not identified any 

landscape concerns. Mr Wright has identified that the site is large, with potential land instability 

issues.  

Whilst I consider that the rezoning of this site may have merit, I cannot support it in its entirety until 

a geotechncial assessment has been undertaken. It is possible that the results from such an 

assessment may result in some of the land not being suitable for development. 

I have at this stage rejected this submission until a geotechncial assessment is provided which may 

require a review of the requested Residential Small Settlement Zone boundary line.  
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Submitter Mark Shadbolt [#2375.4, .5]   

Site Specific Submission:   

283 Wainui Main Road, French Farm  

Planning Map 73, 74 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject but review this recommendation subject to consideration of a 

geotechnical report to address geotechnical risks and further information to resolve 

stormwater management issues. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Mark Shadbolt [#2375.5, 2375.5] has requested that the site located  283 Wainui Main Road be 

rezoned from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Large Lot.  

Ms O’Brien has identified that development on the site could elect to connect to the Council’s 

reticulated Tikao Bay wastewater system, or install a private treatment and disposal system. No 

water reticulation is available so a private watersupply would be required to support the 

development of the site. Mr Norton has identified that the site is not adequately serviced by 

stormwater infrastructure.  

Mr Milne has not identified any traffic effects that would arise from the requested rezoning, and Mr 

Craig has not identified any landscape concerns.   

Whilst I consider that the rezoning of this site may have merit, I cannot support it in its entiriety until 

a geotechncial assessment has been undertaken. It is possible that the results from such an 

assessment may result in some of the land not being suitable for development. I also consider that 

some additonal work should be undertaken in regard to stormwater management servicing to 

ensure future development of the site will not adversely impact on neighbouring properties. 

I have at this stage rejected this submission until geotechncial and stormwater management 

assessments have been undertaken.  
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Submitter: Mark Shadbolt [#2375.8]   

Site Specific Submission:   

6027 Christchurch Akaroa Road, Duvauchelle  

Planning Map 74 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula  

Requested Zoning: Residential Banks Peninsula Zone 

Recommendation: Reject but review this recommendation subject to consideration of a 

geotechnical report to address geotechnical risks. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Mark Shadbolt [#2375.8] seeks to extend the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone at Duvauchelle by 

rezoning 4,000m
2
 of land presently zoned Rural Banks Peninsula. The subject land is adjacent to a 

small area of land zoned Residential Banks Peninsula.  

Ms O’Brien has identified that there are water and waste water mains at the boundary of the site 

and there is capacity in the wastewater network. Water supply is however limited, necessitating a 

restricted water supply with on-site tanks for any dwellings created on the land. Mr Norton has 

noted that the site is not adequately serviced by stormwater infrastructure.  Mr Milne’s evidence 

does not identify any transportation related issues for this request. Mr Craig has advised that there 

are no major landscape issues arising from this proposal.   

Whilst I consider that the rezoning of this site may have merit, I cannot support it in its entiriety until 

a geotechncial assessment has been undertaken. It is possible that the results from such an 

assessment may result in some of the land not being suitable for development. I also consider that 

some additonal work should be undertaken in regard to stormwater management servicing to 

ensure future development of the site will not adversely impact on neighbouring properties. 

I have at this stage rejected this submission until geotechncial and stormwater management 

assessments have been undertaken.  
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Submitter Mark Shadbolt [#2375.8]   

Site Specific Submission:   

6025 Christchurch Akaroa Road, Duvauchelle  

Planning Map 74 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation  

Mark Shadbolt [#2375.8] seeks to rezone 1.5ha of land zoned Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential 

Large Lot. The rezoning of this land would sit as a pocket of Rural Large Lot on a prominent spur 

surrounded by the Rural Banks Peninsula Zone.  

Ms O’Brien has identified that there are water and waste water mains at the boundary of the site, 

and while there is capacity in the wastewater network, the water supply is limited, necessitating a 

restricted water supply with on-site tanks for any dwellings created on the land. Mr Norton has 

noted that the site is not adequately serviced by stormwater infrastructure.  Mr Milne’s evidence 

does not identify any transportation related issues for this request.  The evidence of Mr Craig raises 

concerns in regard to landscape effects. No geotechnical assessments have been undertaken on 

this site. 

As the Notified Zoning will not achieve a consolidated urban form and given there are significant 

landscape issues arising, I do not support this submission.   
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Submitter The Crown [#2387] 

Site Specific Submission:   

13 Church Lane, Governors Bay  

Planning Map 60 and R1 

Notified Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Requested Zoning: Open Space Natural 

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Crown seeks [#2387]3 to remove the Residential Small Settlement zoning from The Sage 

Recreation Reserve in Diamond Harbour at 13 Church Lane, Governors Bay (Maps 60 and R1) and 

rezone it to Open Space Natural.  This is Department of Conservation land, known as Sage 

Arboretum Scenic Reserve, which has flora conservation, scenic and recreational values. I consider 

it appropriate to rezone the reserve to the Open Space Natural zone and therefore recommend that 

the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

3 The Crown, p.236, #2387.930 - 2387.932 
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Submitter Sunny Point Estates Ltd [#2406.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

6528 Christchurch Akaroa Road, Robinsons Bay  

Planning Map 76 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement Zone 

Recommendation: Reject but review this recommendation subject to consideration of a 

geotechnical report to address geotechnical risks and further information to resolve 

stormwater management issues. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Sunny Point Estates Ltd [#2406] seeks the rezoning of 1.6ha of the site adjacent 

to the Takamatua Small Settlement Zone, which is presently zoned Rural Banks Peninsula,  to 

Residential Small Settlement. 

Ms O’Brien has noted that a private waste water treatment and disposal system and private water 

supply will be requried as the Council has no plans to extend services beyond the existing 

termination point some 800 metres from the boundary of the site.  Mr Norton has identifed that the 

site is steep and there is no effective means by which to manage stormwater on the site.   

Mr Milne has not identified any traffic related concerns with the request, and Mr Craig’s evidence 

does not identify any landscape effects with the proposal, although he does recommend colour and 

reflectivity controls.  The geotechnical evidence notes, however, that the site is large, and there are 

potential coastal erosion and/or slope stability issues.  

Whilst I consider that the rezoning of this site may have merit, I cannot support it in its entirety until 

a geotechncial assessment has been undertaken. It is possible that the results from such an 

assessment may result in some of the land not being suitable for development. I also consider that 

some additonal work should be undertaken in regard to stormwater management servicing to 

ensure future development of the site will not adversely impact on neighbouring properties. 

I have at this stage rejected this submission until geotechncial and stormwater management 

assessments have been undertaken.  
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Submitter Purau Properties Ltd [#2461.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

16 Camp Road, Purau  

Planning Map 62 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Purau Properties Ltd [#2461.1] request that 16 Camp Road be rezoned from Rural Banks Peninsula 

to Residential Large Lot. 

There are no reticulated Council services available in Purau, and Ms O’Brien has noted that any 

rezoning would need to be supported by private water and waste water.  Mr Norton has not raised 

any stormwater issues that would preclude rezoning, but Mr Wright identifies that the site has slope 

stability and possible rock fall issues      

Mr Milne has not identified any transportation related concerns with the request. The area subject to 

the request is large, and Mr Craig has identified that there are significant landscape issues 

associated with the rezoning.   

No geotechnical assessment has been provided to support this rezoning.   

The site does not directly adjoin the existing Residential Small Settlement Zone and in my view will 

result in undesirable ribbon development along the coastline. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter on the basis of unknown 

geotechncial risks and adverse landscape effects. 
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Submitter Frederick Zweis [#2467]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Little River  

Planning Map 69 

Notified Zoning: Papakainga  

Requested Zoning: Residential Small Settlement 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Fred Zweis [#2467] has requested that the land within the Papakainga Zone at Little River that is 

not in Crown or Maori ownership be rezoned to Residential Small Settlement.  Discussions are 

ongoing with the submitters on the Papakainga zone at Little River.  I understand that it is likely that 

the proposed Papakainga zone is to be changed to an overlay, with the new underlying zoning to be 

Rural Banks Peninsula. This is because these zones are adjacent to the Rural Banks Peninsula 

Zoning and not the Residential Small Settlement Zone.  

Ms O’Brien has noted that the Little River water supply scheme is a restricted water supply, and 

houses require on-site storage. There is also no waste water scheme for Little River, which would 

require on site treatment and disposal systems to support residential development.  Mr Wright 

identifies that the site may be subject to slope instability and further investigation is required. 

I consider that the extent of land requested by the submitters to be zoned Residential Small 

Settlement is not appropriate. Such rezoning would almost double the amount of Residential Small 

Settlement land within and around Little River.  This will introduce a level of development potential 

that will change the existing character of the area considerably by providing for an increased density 

of development.  While the extent of the Papakainga zone is to be amended through the 

Papakainga specific hearing, I do not agree that a Residential Small Zone is the appropriate 

solution, and I do not support the submitter’s request.   
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Submitter Christopher Gardiner [#2468.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

14 Camp Bay Road 

Planning Map 62 

Notified Zoning: Rural Banks Peninsula 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject but review recommendation subject to a geotechnical assessment 

confirming there are no land instability issues.  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Christopher Gardiner [#2468] requests that 14 Camp Road be rezoned from Rural Banks Peninsula 

to Residential Large Lot. 

There are no reticulated Council services available in Purau, and Ms O’Brien has noted that any 

rezoning would need to be supported by private water and waste water.  Neither Mr Norton or Mr 

Craig has raised any stormwater or landscape issues that would preclude rezoning.      

Mr Milne has not identified any transportation related concerns with the request, and neither has Mr 

Craig in relation to landscape matters.  

No geotechnical assessment has been provided with the submission, although Mr Wright identifies 

that the site may be subject to slope instability and rock fall. 

This zoning request directly adjoins the existing Residential Small Settlement Zone and is a 

relatively minor extension of the existing settlement.  I however consider that a geotechnical 

assessment should be provided to confirm no life-safety risks will arise as a consequence of 

rezoning this property.  I have consequently at this stage rejected this submission but would review 

should a geotechnical assessment report be provided through evidence. 
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PORT HILLS REZONING REQUESTS 

 

Submitter: Michael Tolmay [#2018]   

Site Specific Submission:   

26 Peninsula View  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Living Zone 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Michael Tolmay [#2018.1] seeks the rezoning of 26 Peninsula View from 

Rural Port Hills to a residential zone.  

The landscape, traffic, and servicing requirements of the rezoning request have been assessed 

by the Council’s technical witnesses, and have been addressed in their evidence.  None of 

these witnesses have identified any constraints in their respective disciplines that might 

preclude this site being included within a residential zone.  An initial geotechnical appraisal has 

identified that there may be some local instability on the site; however, the submission does not 

include an in-depth assessment to enable any geotechnical issues to be resolved.  

Although the site would only represent a small extension to the existing Residential Port Hills 

Zone and has some merits, overall I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c). This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter Stuart and Hazel Miller [#2049]  

Site Specific Submission:   

20 & 22 Sanscrit Place, 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Open Space/Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Port Hills 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

I refer to my reasons in response to submission #2320 below. 
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Submitter: SA Johnston [#2051]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Richmond Hill Road  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of S A Johnston [#2051] seeks the rezoning of the top of the spur of Richmond 

Hill from Rural Port Hills to Residential Hills. The site presently sits between the Rural Port Hills 

Zone and the Open Space Zone.  

The request has been assessed by the Council’s technical witnesses, and is addressed in their 

evidence. In brief, the site is considered unsuitable for development from a services 

perspective. Ms O’Brien does not support the rezoning from a services perspective as 

modelling of the wastewater from the increased residential yield of the site has shown a 

significant increase in the overflow from the existing pump station.    In addition, I note that Mr 

Milne has identifed that there will be potential traffic effects should the residential area be 

extended.  Council’s landscape architect, Mr Craig, has also identified that there will be 

significant landscape issues arising from the requested rezoning.  There is also no 

geotechnical report supplied for the site 

In addition to these matters, the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  

This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield 

Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter: David and Caroline Stockman [#2056] 

Site Specific Submission:   

296, 298 and 304 Worsleys Road  

Planning Map 45 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

David and Caroline Stockman [#2056] have sought the rezoning of land located at 296, 298 

and 302 Worsleys Road from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential Large Lot Zone.   

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses. Mr 

Norton notes that the site has been subject to extensive flooding from Cashmere Stream, and 

the filling of land to protect more housing cannot be mitigated by compensatory storage. Mr 

Milne has identified that access may be available to the area, but only after an upgrade to 

Worsleys Road / Cahsmere Road is undertaken.  Ms O’Brien has not identifed any concerns 

regarding water supply, but notes that wastewater services will need to be provided for by the 

developer.  Mr Wright also states that the site may be subject to liquefaction. 

In addition to these matters, the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  

This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield 

Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter: Harvey Robert Armstrong [#2060]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone land from Rural Port Hills to Residential Hills 

Planning Map 46 , 47 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Harvey Armstrong [#2060] relates to a 30 hectare area of land presently 

zoned as Rural Port Hills on Planning Maps 46 and 47.  No further detail is provided within the 

submission to enable an accurate identification of the land, although it is assumed that the 

submission relates to 75 Alderson Avenue as this is the only area owned by the submitter that 

is zoned Rural Port Hills.  

Based upon this assumptiopn, Ms O’Brien has considered the serviceability of the property, 

and has identified that wastewater modelling undertaken of the potential yield on the site 

shows that there would be a significant increase in overflow from the existing pump station 

servicing the area. Ms O’Brien does not support the rezoning from an infrastructure 

perspective.  Mr Norton also raises stormwater concerns in respect of stormwater storage on 

site. 

No geotechnical assessment has been provided with the submission. 

In addition to these matters, the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  

This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield 

Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

 

Accordingly I do not support this submission.  
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Submitter: Christoph and Wendy Schacherer [#2061]  

Site Specific Submission:   

200 Huntsbury Avenue  

Planning Map 46 

Notified Zoning: Residential Hills/Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Christoph and Wendy Schacherer [#2061] have requested that 200 Huntsbury Avenue be 

rezoned entirely Residential Large Lot as opposed to the notified split Residential Hills and 

Rural Port Hills Zones.  

The site has been assessed by the Council’s technical witnesses. Mr Craig has not identified 

any significant landscape issues. No traffic issues have been identifed by Mr Milne, but Mr 

Wright identifies that there may be localised instability issues requiring additional investigation. 

Ms O’Brien has considered the potential of the site to be serviced with water and waste water 

reticulation.  She has identified that the site is in a wastewater constraint area, and that there is 

insuffient water pressure in the water main at the boundary of the site to service the site 

without a booster pump or reservoir.  On this basis, Ms O’Brien does not support the rezoning 

In addition, I note that Mr Norton has identified a lack of stormwater network availability at this 

location. 

I consider that the rezoning sought by the submitters, whilst is a minor extension to the existing 

urban area, does have infrastructure servicing constraints.  I also note that the request is 

contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban 

activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter: Kenneth and Beverly Loader [#2063]   

Site Specific Submission:   

27B Revelation Drive  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills  

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Kenneth and Beverly Loader [#2063] seeks the rezoning of 27B Revelation 

Drive, part of the top of the spur of Richmond Hill, from Rural Port Hills to Residential Hills. The 

site presently sits between the Rural Port Hills Zone and the Open Space Zone.  

The request has been assessed by the Council’s technical witnesses, and is addressed in their 

evidence. In brief, the site is considered unsuitable for development from a services 

perspective in Ms O’Brien’s evidence due to upgrades required for water supply.   

Mr Norton identifies the stormwater network is not designed to cope with the additional 

proposed development.  

Mr Wright identifies that there may be local instability issues.  In addition, I note that Mr Milne 

has identifed that there will be potential traffic effects should the residential area be extended. 

Council’s landscape architect, Mr Craig, has identified that there will be no landscape issues 

arising from the requested rezoning.  

In addition to these matters, I also note that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter: Paul Alexandra and Margaret Ann Larking [#2081] 

Site Specific Submission:   

28 Morgans Valley  

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning:  Residential Large Lot and Rural Port Hills  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Paul Alexandra and Margaret Ann Larking [#2081] seeks to rezone a small 

portion of their site at 28 Morgans Valley. Presently the site has a split zoning. The majority of 

the site is zoned Residential Large Lot, with a small portion zoned Rural Port Hills. The Rural 

Port Hills area acts as a buffer between the Residential Large Lot Zone and the Open Space 

Natural Zone within which the southern portion of Morgans Valley is contained.   

No water, waste water or stormwater issues have been identified by the Council’s witnesses in 

relation to the proposed rezoning given that the site is already serviced.  If the small area is 

rezoned, the additional land will not increase the total area such that it can be further 

subdivided. No transportation issues have been identified.  However, Mr Wright notes the site 

is on the limit of rock fall hazard. 

Notwithstanding the above, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes. 

Accordingly, I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter: Cathedral City Development Ltd [#2129]   

Site Specific Submission:   

End of Harry EII Drive.  

Planning Map 46 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Cathedral City Development Ltd [#2129] owns a 6.8 portion of land on the Port Hills that is 

accessed off the end of Harry Ell Drive.  The site is presently zoned as Rural Port Hills, and sits 

on a broad spur.  The submitter seeks that the site be rezoned to Residential Large Lot to 

enable the development of low density residential housing.  Despite the location on a spur, Mr 

Craig has not identified any significant landscape issues that would result from the 

development of the site for residential uses.  Similarly, Mr Milne has not identified any 

transportation issues that would preclude the rezoning of the land.  Mr Wright notes that while 

the site may be subject to loess issues, these can possibly be mitigated. 

Council’s technical witnesses have considered the availability of services to the site.  Mr Norton 

has identified that the site is not suitable for development from a stormwater perspective as he 

does not consider the adverse effects of stormwater from the site could be mitigated.   

Ms O’Brien has noted that although additional development could be provided with adequate 

water from the existing supply, the site is located within a waste water constraint area, and 

overall Ms O’Brien does not support the rezoning of the site.  

I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective 

only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.   

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter Mark Porter [#2139]   

Site Specific Submission:   

296, 298 and 304 Worsleys Road  

Planning Map 45 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submitter [Mark Poerter, #2139] seeks that the southern portions of 296, 298 and 304 

Worsleys Road  that are not located within the floor level, fill management or flood ponding 

areas be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential Large Lot. 

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  Ms 

O’Brien has identified that additional waste water flows from the development of the area could 

be accommodated within the existing wastewater network, and similarily that the site could be 

serviced with appropriate water from the Council’s network. There are no servicing constraints 

therefore that would preclude the development of this site for residential purposes.  

I note, however,  that the site has been identified, by Mr Norton, as subject to extensive 

flooding from Cashmere Stream, which cannot be mitigated by compensating storage. Mr 

Milne has identified that access may be available to the area, but only after an upgrade to 

Worsleys Road / Cashmere Road is undertaken.  No geotechnical report has been provided. 

Mr Wright has noted possible liquefaction at the site. 

I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective 

only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter:  Rock Hill Ltd [#2170.13]   

Site Specific Submission:   

685 Cashmere Road (Redmond Spur). 

Planning Map 50 

Notified Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills Mixed Density 

Recommendation:  

Reject the rezoning of land located within an Outstanding Natural Landscape Overlay as 

identified in Stage 3 Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage.   

Accept in part the establishment of a Residential Mixed Density Zone over the land 

currently zoned Living Hills A Zone deferred under the Operative City Plan. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Rock Hill Ltd [#2170.13] request that their land at 685 Cashmere Road (Redmond Spur) be 

rezoned from Residential Large Lot to a new Residential Hills Mixed Density Zone.  The 

submitter has indicated that the proposed new zone would result in a similar net yield to the 

Residential Large Lot.  

Ms O’Brien has reviewed this request from a servicing perspective and has advised that there 

are no waste water issues with the proposed rezoning, as the area will be serviced by the 

South East Halswell wastewater scheme.  Water can be provided to lots below the 60m 

contour, whole a new reservoir will need to be constructed above the 210 metre contour to 

ensure water is availabe to the remainder of the site. Mr Norton has advised that there are no 

stormwater issues that would preclude the rezoning over the site. Mr Wright notes that loess 

issues associated with the site can probably be mitigated. 

I do not support the rezoning of that part of the site located within an Outstanding Natural 

Landscape Overlay as identified in Stage 3 Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage.  Subject 

land located within the ONL Overlay is outside the existing urban area and therefore contrary 

to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c), which only provides for urban activities within existing 

urban areas and on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area identified in 

accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

Chapter 6, Map A.  

In regard to that part of the proposal located within the existing urban area, I consider the 

proposed Residential Mixed Density zoning, or a version of, to be appropriate.  However I 

consider that further work is required to resolve the final details of the associated built form and 

subdivision standards.  I am continuing to work through the details with the submitters at the 

time of filing this evidence, and have therefore accepted this part of the submission in part.   
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Submitter: Shelagh Bassett and Lindsay Talbot [#2171.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

86 Bridle Path Road  

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills Mixed Density 

Recommendation: Accept in part  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Shelagh Bassett and Lindsay Talbot [#2171.1] request that the property at 6 Bridle Path Road 

be rezoned from Residential Large Lot to Residential Hills Mixed Density. 

Ms O’Brien has assessed this request from a water and waste water perspective, and has 

confirmed that water and waste water issues do not preclude the site from being rezoned.  Mr 

Norton has advised that stormwater quality and quality treatment should be mitigated on-site.  

However, there are no stormwater issues that would preclude rezoning of this site. 

Mr Craig considers the mixed density approach will achieve a more abrupt and preferred 

transition between the urban and rural environments. 

Mr Milne does not have any traffic concerns. 

 Mr Wright has identified that the site is at the limit of the rockfall hazard and there may be 

slope instability issues but these can be mitigated.  Overall, no constraints have been identified 

by the Council witnesses that would suggest that rezoning the site is inappropriate.  

I consider the proposed Residential Mixed Density zoning, or a version of, to be appropriate.  

However I consider that further work at the time of writing this evidence is required to resolve 

the final details of the associated built form and subdivision standards.  I have therefore 

accepted this part of the submission in part.   
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Submitter: Grant Poultney [#2190.1]  

Site Specific Submission:   

353 Worsleys Road  

Planning Map 50 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Grant Poultney [#2190.1] request that their property at 353 Worsleys Road be rezoned from 

Rural Port Hills to Residential Large Lot.   

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  No 

issues have been raised in relation to water supply.  However, Ms O’Brien has noted that 

waste water services are limited, and the existing pressure main that was installed in 2014 was 

only sized to service the current properties.  The Council does not intend to upgrade this pipe, 

and Ms O’Brien’s evidence therefore does not support a rezoning of this site for these reasons 

unless the submitter demonstratse that the service can be provided. The evidence of Mr 

Norton identifies that the site has no effective means of controlling stormwater discharge, or 

mitigating the adverse effects of increased runoff and erosion.  

Mr Milne does not support this rezoning on the grounds that there is little infrastructure to 

support access to the site and multi-moda travel. 

Mr Craig only supports new dwellings being located on the upper slopes. 

Mr Wright has identified that there may be some slope instability issues. 

The rezoning of this site will also significantly change the pattern of residential development 

and create a precedent for more urban development to occur downslope.  In my opinion, 

before any single site is considered for rezoning, an assessment of the development potential 

of the wider area (including rural zoned land located between the existing urban area and the 

Outstanding Natural Landscape Overlay) should be undertaken.  

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes. 

 Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter KI Commercial Limited [#2215.1] 

Site Specific Submission:   

51 Heberden Avenue  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills and Residential HIlls 

Requested Zoning: Residential HIlls 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

KI Commercial Limited [#2215.1] has requested that the site at 51 Heberden Avenue be 

rezoned so that the entire site is located within the Residential Hills Zone. At present the site is 

split zoned, with a portion of the site located within the Rural Port Hills Zone.   

The site has been assessed by the Council’s technical witnesses. Mr Craig has not identified 

any significant landscape issues. The site can be supplied with water and wastewater services.  

No stormwater concerns have been identified by Mr Norton.  No getoechnical assessment has 

been provided and therefore slope instability issues are not known.  

Whilst the requested rezoning is only a minor extension to the existing urban area and may 

have merit, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This 

objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority 

Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

I therefore do not support the relief sought by the submitter. 
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Submitter Larissa and Andrew Hamilton [#2320.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

20 & 22 Sanscrit Place, 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Open Space and Residential Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Port Hills  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Larissa and Andrew Hamilton [#2320.1] have submitted in relation to five properties, all of 

which are split zoned Open Space and Residential Port Hills.  The submitters note that all of 

the properties, being 20 and 22 Sanscrit Place, and 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill have 

been developed and are occupied as residential properties.  The submitters accordingly 

request that the sites be rezoned Residential Port Hills in their entirety.  The rezoning would 

represent a minor extension to the existing urban area and would align the zone boundaries 

with the cadastral boundaries of the properties.  

The rezoning requests have been considered by the Council’s technical witnesses, who have 

identified that the properties are already adequately serviced, and that the services could be 

extended to the areas proposed for rezoning. Ms O’Brien has noted that the topography of 

some of the area would necessitate the installation of private pressure sewer systems, but 

overall Ms O’Brien did not oppose the submission on servicing grounds.    

Whilst the requested rezoning is only a minor extension to the existing urban area and may 

have merit, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This 

objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority 

Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



38 

 

Submitter Howard Hobson [#2322.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

79 Shalamar Drive  

Planning Map 45, 46 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills with Density Overlay 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Howard Hobson [#2322.1] has requested that 79 Shalamar Drive be rezoned from Rural Port 

Hills to Residential Hills. The site is adjacent to the Residential Hills Zone.  

Mr Norton has identified in his evidence that there is no effective means of controlling 

stormwater from this site. The site is steep, and there would be little ability to provide on-site 

stormwater management.  Stormwater from this site would likely be a contributor to sediment in 

the Cashmere Stream.  

Ms O’Brien has identified difficulties providing water and wastewater services for this property, 

and opposes the rezoning on these grounds unless the developer can demonstrate and 

construct a workable solution. 

Mr Milne has advised there are no traffic issues.  

Mr Wright has advised that there may be slope instability issues but these could be mitigated. 

I note that the site is outside the existing urban area. Overall I consider that the request is 

contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban 

activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter Leonard John Roberts Suckling [#2324.1] 

Site Specific Submission:   

20 & 22 Sanscrit Place, 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Open Space/Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Port Hills 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

I refer to my reasons in response to submission #2320.  
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Submitter Anthony James Bennett [#2325.1]  

Site Specific Submission:   

20 & 22 Sanscrit Place, 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Open Space/Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Port Hills 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

I refer to my reasons in response to submission #2320.  
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Submitter Robert Bruce Taylor [#2326.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

20 & 22 Sanscrit Place, 138, 138A and 138B Richmond Hill  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Open Space/Rural Port Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Port Hills 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

I refer to my reasons in response to submission #2320.  
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Submitter Justin and Tracey Purdie [#2361.2]   

Site Specific Submission:   

355 (actually 335) Worsleys Road   

Planning Map 50 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills and Residential Large Lot 

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Justin and Tracey Purdie [#2361.2] request that 355 (actually 335) Worsleys Road be rezoned 

from from Rural Port Hills to Residential Large Lot.  

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  Ms 

O’Brien has noted that waste water services are limited, and the existing pressure main that 

was installed in 2014 was only sized to service the current properties.  The Council does not 

intend to upgrade this pipe, and Ms O’Brien’s evidence therefore does not support a rezoning 

of this site for these reasons.  The evidence of Mr Norton identifies that the site has no 

effective means of controlling stormwater discharge, or mitigating the adverse effects of 

increased runoff and erosion.  

Mr Wright has identified there may be slope instability issues. 

Mr Craig has raised some concerns the the proposal will be inconsistent with the existing 

pattern of development. 

Mr Milne does not support the proposal from a transport perspective as there is little 

infrastructure to support access and multi-modal travel options. 

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A.  

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter Graeme Alan McVicar and Joy Yvonne McVicar [#2362.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Lots 10 – 15 15 DP 26575 (353-363 Worsleys Road)  

Planning Map 50 

Notified Zoning: Rural Port Hills  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Graeme Alan McVicar and Joy Yvonne McVicar [#2362.1] request that 353 – 363 Worsleys 

Road be rezoned from from Rural Port Hills to Residential Large Lot.  

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  Ms 

O’Brien has noted that waste water services are limited, and the existing pressure main that 

was installed in 2014 was only sized to service the current properties.  The Council does not 

intend to upgrade this pipe.   A booster pump or reservor would also be required to ensure on 

going water supply to properties above the 190m contour, and Ms O’Brien’s evidence therefore 

does not support a rezoning of this site for these reasons.  The evidence of Mr Norton identifies 

that the site has no effective means of controlling stormwater discharge, or mitigating the 

adverse effects of increased runoff and erosion.  

Mr Milne has raised concerns that the proposal will not support multi-modal travel options. 

Mr Craig onlly supports the proposal on the grounds that new dwellings are located near to 

Worsleys Road. 

Mr Wright has indicated there may be slope instability issues. 

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A.  

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters. 
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Submitter: Bridle Path Estates Ltd [#2415.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

22 Bridle Path Road  

Planning Map: 52 

Notified Zoning: Residential Large Lot and Residential Hills 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills  

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission of Bridle Path Estates Ltd [#2415.1] relates to 22 Bridle Path Road.  The site is 

split zoned, with the lower half of the site sitting within the Residential Hills Zone, and the upper 

half being zoned Residential Large Lot.  The submitter has requested that the entire site be 

rezoned Residential Hills.  

Ms O’Brien has noted that the submissison has proposed a total of 11 lots on the site, which 

would offset somewhat the reduction in houses in the nearby ‘residential red zone’. Ms O’Brien 

has confirmed that the site can be adequately serviced with water and waste water reticulation, 

and concludes that water and waste water issues do not preclude the property being rezoned.  

Mr Norton has identified that there are no concerns arising from the management of 

stormwater from the site.   

Mr Wright has advised there may be slope instability issues. 

Mr Milne has not raised any transport issues. 

Mr Craig supports the proposal as it will reinforce the contrast between the rural and urban 

land. 

Whilst the requested rezoning may have merit, I consider that the request is contrary to 

Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within 

the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters. 
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Submitter: Susan Mary Piercey [#2420.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

201 Bridle Path Road  

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Susan Mary Piercey [#2420.1] requests that 201 Bridle Path Road be rezoned from from Rural 

Urban Fringe to Residential Large Lot.  

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  Ms 

O’Brien has noted that the development contemplated by then submission would offset 

somewhat the reduction in houses in the nearby ‘residential red zone’. Ms O’Brien has 

confirmed that the site can be adequately serviced with water and waste water reticulation, and 

concludes that water and waste water issues do not preclude the property being rezoned.  Mr 

Norton has identified, however, that the site is located witin the Heathcote Valley flood plain, 

and that filling of the land for development would have an adverse effect on other low lying 

properties in the floodplain.  Mr Wright has identified that the site is located on the extreme 

margins of the rockfall area and MM2 area.  

Mr Milne has not raised any transport issues. 

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter John Phillips and Troy Stewart [#2433.1 & .4 ]  

Site Specific Submission:   

102 and 192 Worsleys Road  

Planning Map 45, 50 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

John Phillips and Troy Stewart [#2433.1 & .4] request that 102 and 192 Worsleys Road be 

rezoned from from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential Large Lot.  

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses. Mr Milne 

advises that given no connections or upgrades are indicated for this area in the Council's Long 

Term Plan it is not suitable for development.  Ms O’Brien has concluded that there are no water 

or waste water issues with the property being rezoned to Residential Large Lot provided that 

any development is subsequent to an upgrade to Pump Station 92. Mr Norton has identified 

that the site is subject to extensive flooding from Cashmere Stream, and that filling land to 

protect new housing cannot be mitigated by compensatory storage.  Mr Wright has identified, 

based upon a desktop analysis, that there may be some liquefaction risks to the site.  

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban 

area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, 

Map A. 

I also consider that the request is contrary to Policy 6.3.9 of the Regional Policy Statement, 

which requires that no further rural residential development is to be provided for within the 

Christchurch City Plan area beyond those areas already zoned for rural residential purposes.  

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter: Andrew Stewart Thomas [#2439.1, .2]   

Site Specific Submission:   

234 – 318 Kennedy’s Bush Road  

Planning Map 49, 50 

Notified Zoning: Residential Large Lot  

Requested Zoning: Residential Large Lot (remove density overlay limiting site size to 3000m
2
) 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Andrew Stewart Thomas [#2439.1, .2] has requested that the density overlay be removed from 

the land at 234 – 318 Kennedy’s Bush Road.  This would result in the minimum lot size being 

1,500m
2
 as opposed to 3,000m

2
.    

Ms O’Brien’s evidence confirms that there is sufficient supply capacity in the Council’s water 

network to provide for the increased density of development. She has also noted that provided 

any development within the zone occurs after the completion of the South East Halswell Waste 

Water scheme, there will be no water or waste water issues associated with removing the 

density overlay.  

Mr Norton has not identified any stormwater issues associated with the removal of the overlay 

and resultant increase in the development density of the area.  Mr Milne has noted that there 

are no significant transportation issues, although Kennedy’s Bush Road has public transport 

access, but it is remote from the urban area with poor pedestrian access to schools and shops.  

Mr Wright advises that there are possible loess slope stability and rock fall issues. However 

those issues should be able to mitigated. 

The subject area is within the existing urban area and therefore no issues arise with Strategic 

Direction Objective 3.3.7.c.  The proposal will in my view result in a more efficient use of land. 

Accordingly I support this submission.  

 

 

  



48 

 

Submitter Avoca Valley Ltd [#2473.3]  

Site Specific Submission:   

241 Port Hills Road  

Planning Map: 47 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Avoca Valley Ltd [#2473.1] request that 241 Port Hills Road be rezoned from Rural Urban 

Fringe to Residential Suburban.  Adjoining the site to the east is the Open Space Community 

Park Zone, with the remainder of the site being surrounded by the Rural Urban Fringe Zone to 

the south and east. A portion of Residential Hills Zone sits to the north of the site buffering it 

from Port Hills Road.  

The merits of the proposed rezoning have been assessed by the Council’s witnesses.  No 

issues have been raised in relation to the transport network.  Ms O’Brien has confirmed that 

the site can be adequately serviced with water and waste water reticulation, and concludes that 

water and waste water issues do not preclude the property being rezoned.  Mr Norton’s 

evidence has  confirmed that there are no stormwater impediments to the rezoning of the site.  

Mr Wright advises the geotechnical report identified potential liquefaction, but no slope stability 

issues. 

Whilst the requested rezoning may have merit, I consider that the request is contrary to 

Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within 

the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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RESIDENTIAL FLAT LAND REZONING REQUESTS 

 

Submitter J Anderson [#2023] 

Site Specific Submission:   

23 Thornycroft Street  

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Water and Margins Zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

J Anderson [#2023]
 4

 has submitted in relation to a private property at 23 Thornycroft Street. 

This property is adjacent to Wairarapa Stream which is classified as an upstream river. In error 

the Open Space Water and Margins Zone has been extended over part of a land parcel in 

private ownership. The zoning in this part needs to be changed to Residential Suburban to 

accurately reflect the river corridor boundary. 

 

I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

4 J Anderson, p.2, #2023.1, #2023.2 and p.2, #2030.1, #2030.2 
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Submitter Jennifer Anne and Russell Vaughan Crooks [#2028]   

Site Specific Submission:   

25a Greenhaven Drive  

Planning Map 26 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Jennifer Anne and Russell Vaughan Crooks [#2028] request that the site at 25a Greenhaven 

Drive be rezoned Residential as opposed to Rural Urban Fringe.  At present, the site adjoins 

the Open Space Community Park Zone and the Rural Urban Fringe Zone.  

Ms O’Brien has confirmed that there is capacity in the Council’s water and waste water 

networks to accommodate residential development on the site. Mr Norton has indicated that 

some onsite stormwater mitigation may be possible with a discharge to the Clare Park wetland 

for secondary treatment.   

Mr Milne has not identified any significant transport issues.  There may be some minor 

geotechnical issues as identified in the evidence of Council’s geotechnical expert.   

Mr Wright advises the site is subject to liquefaction but does not raise any issues. 

Whilst the requested rezoning may have merit, I consider that the request is contrary to 

Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within 

the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter Julian Sanderson [#2045.1] 

Site Specific Submission:   

21 Beresford Street, New Brighton  

Planning Map 27 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition  

Requested Zoning: Commercial Core 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Julian Sanderson [#2045.1] opposes the Residential Suburban Density Transition zoning over 

21 Beresford Street in New Brighton, and it is noted that other submitters oppose this zoning 

on other sites in the New Brighton area. 

The Council has proposed the consolidation of the area zoned for commercial activities in New 

Brighton to support the recovery and growth of the centre in the long term. Areas currently 

zoned Business 2 west of Shaw Avenue, Business 1 and Business 2P in the operative City 

Plan are proposed as Residential Suburban Density Transition in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan  

Submissions
5
 have sought a change from the notified residential zoning to Commercial Core, 

seeking retention of a business zoning.  

The current operative City Plan zoning is Business 2P (Parking) however should the land not 

continue to be used for this purpose, under the operative City Plan it reverts to a residential 

use (Living 2 Zone).  The RSDT zoning is therefore not a significant change from the current 

operative zoning.  Furthermore, the change to RSDT will not support the objectives in the 

Commercial proposal as outlined above.  

On this basis, I do not support the relief sought by the submitters.  Furthermore, I consider that 

the relief sought is best considered as part of the Commercial Stage 2 hearing. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

5 Julian Sanderson, #2045.3; Every Import Ltd, #2052.3; Geoffrey Childers Saunders on behalf of Reginald 

Ronald James Storer and Geoffrey Childers Saunders as Trustees of The Storer Family Trust, #2138; John 

Simpson on behalf of The Maerewhenua Trust #2195.3. 
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Submitter: Every Import Limited [#2052]   

Site Specific Submission:   

23 Beresford Street, New Brighton  

Planning Map 27 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition 

Requested Zoning: Commercial Core 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Every Import Ltd [#2052] opposes the Residential Suburban Density Transition zoning over 23 

Beresford Street in New Brighton, and it is noted that other submitters oppose this zoning on 

other sites in the New Brighton area. 

The Council has proposed the consolidation of the area zoned for commercial activities in New 

Brighton to support the recovery and growth of the centre in the long term. Areas currently 

zoned Business 2 west of Shaw Avenue, Business 1 and Business 2P in the operative City 

Plan are proposed as Residential Suburban Density Transition in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan  

Submissions
6
 have sought a change from the notified residential zoning to Commercial Core, 

seeking retention of a business zoning. The current operative City Plan zoning is Business 2P 

(Parking) however should the land not continue to be used for this purpose, under the 

operative City Plan it reverts to a residential use (Living 2 Zone).  The RSDT zoning is 

therefore not a significant change from the current operative zoning.  Furthermore, the change 

to RSDT will not support the objectives in the Commercial proposal as outlined above.  

On this basis, I do not support the relief sought by the submitters.  Furthermore, I consider that 

the relief sought is best considered as part of the Commercial Stage 2 hearing. 

                                                      

6 Julian Sanderson, #2045.3; Every Import Ltd, #2052.3; Geoffrey Childers Saunders on behalf of Reginald 

Ronald James Storer and Geoffrey Childers Saunders as Trustees of The Storer Family Trust, #2138; John 

Simpson on behalf of The Maerewhenua Trust #2195.3. 
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Submitter Christchurch Central Methodist Mission [#2082.1]  

Site Specific Submission:   

91 Harewood Road   

Planning Map 24 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition and Residential Suburban (Stage 1) 

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose Hospital/ Residetial Medium Density 

Recommendation: Accept the submission in relation only to that part of the site notified 

as Residential Suburban Density Transition under Stage 2. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Christchurch Central Methodist Mission [#2082.1] owns and operates the "WesleyCare" 

facility at 91 Harewood Road, and seek that it be rezoned from Residential Suburban to 

Specific Purpose Hospital and Residential Medium Density
7
.   

 

Part of the site (approximately two thirds) was notified under Stage 1 of the DPR and proposed 

as Residential Suburban Zone.  The balance being that part of the site with frontage to 

Harewood Road is notified under Stage 2 and proposed as Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zone.  Only this part of the site can be considered as part of the Stage 2 Residential 

hearing. 

 

The submission states: 

"26.  It is noted that the Residential Chapter provides a specific policy for the "Provision of 

retirement villages" (Policy 14.1.1.4)
8
. The policy seeks to: "Provide for comprehensively 

designed and well located higher density accommodation options and accessory 

services for older people and those requiring care or assisted living throughout all 

residential zones" 

27.  It is considered that the scale of hospital activities on site preclude the operation from 

being "accessory services". Therefore, whilst elderly care and residential accommodation 

is provided on site, it is considered that the site cannot be considered "accessory 

services". Therefore, whilst elderly care and residential accommodation is provided on 

site, it is considered that the site cannot be considered a "retirement village".
9
" 

                                                      

7 The areas in the rezoning request are shown in Appendix 1 of #2082 

8 Policy 14.1.1.6 in Attachment A of the Council's final legal submissions on the Stage 1 Residential Hearing. 

9 Paragraphs 26 and 27 #2082. 
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I note the Stage 2 definition of Hospital means: 

"…land and/or buildings used for the provision of medical or surgical treatment of, 

and health services for, people, including: 

a.  helicopter landing and ambulance facilities; 

b. medical research and testing facilities; 

c. first aid and other health-related training facilities; 

d. rehabilitation facilities, including gymnasiums and pools; 

e. palliative facilities; 

f. supported residential care; 

g. hospital maintenance and service facilities; 

h. mortuaries; 

i. accessory offices and retail activities, including pharmacies, food and 

beverage outlets and florists; and 

j. accessory commercial services, including banks and dry cleaners." 

  

   

I consider that the 'hospital' portion of the activities on the site as described in the submission 

fit within the Stage 2 definition of ‘Hospital’. I understand that the "hospital" is open to a wider 

range of patients than "the elderly".  

In my opinion the northern portion of the site notified as Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zone should be rezoned Specific Purpose Hospital. 
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Submitter Pegasus Health (Charitable) Limited [#2085.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

929-937 Colombo Street and 8-16 Caledonian Road  

Planning Map 32 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose Hospital Zone 

Recommendation: Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Pegasus Health (Charitable) Ltd [#2085.1] requests that their site at 929-937 Colombo Street 

and 8-16 Caledonian Road be rezoned to Specific Purpose (Hospital) zone. The site adjoins 

the Specific Purpose Hospital zone Southern Cross site on Bealey Avenue on the western 

boundary, and the southern boundary adjoins Bealey Avenue which is an arterial road.  

Whilst I consider that this submission may have merit in terms of being consistent with the 

definition of a "hospital" under the Stage 2 definitions, the land was zoned under Stage 1 of the 

DPR.   
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Submitter Hillview Christian School [#2087.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

132 and 136 Wilsons Road  

Planning Map 39 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Rezone from Residential Suburban to Special Purpose School Zone  

Recommendation: Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Hillview Christian School occupies two sites on either side of Wilsons Road, St Martins. The 

school has expanded significantly in recent years and the Specific Purpose School Zone 

boundaries do not now include all of the land owned by the school.  

 

The submission seeks to rezone two residential properties recently acquired by the School at 

132 and 136 Wilsons Road from Residential Suburban (it was notified in Stage 1 of the pRDP) 

to Specific Purpose (School) zone in Stage 2.  These two properties are also included in the 

land owned by the school which it is seeking to have designated in Stage 3 of the pRDP.  

 

Whilst I consider that this submission has merit, the land was zoned under Stage 1 of the DPR 

and therefore the assessment of the residential zoning is not within the scope of the Stage 2 

Residential hearing.   
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Submitter BDF Family Trust [#2088.4]  

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential Suburban (second most preferred relief) 

Planning Map 36 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban (second most preferred relief) 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submission from BDF Family Trust seeks the rezoning of land between Main South Road, 

Barters Road and the railway line as Industrial General, or alternatively, as Residential 

suburban (if the primary relief is not accepted).  The request for Industrial zoning will be 

addressed in the Industrial hearing.  

Ms O'Brien has advised there are no wastewater or water supply servicing constraints. 

Mr Norton considers that there are not stormwater issues that would preclude residential use of 

the site. 

Mr Milne has not identified any transport issues. 

I accept that rural use of this land is limited due to the small size of the land holdings and that 

some form of urban zoning may be appropriate.   

However, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This 

objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority 

Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter: Catholic Bishop of Christchurch [#2089]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Marian College, North Parade Shirley  

Planning Map 32 

Notified Zoning: Special Purpose School Zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The future of Marian College's home site at North Parade, Shirley has been in doubt since the 

Canterbury earthquakes, as the land and the school buildings were significantly damaged. 

Houses around the College have a TC3 classification under MBIE liquefaction potential 

mapping for the residential areas of Christchurch. For some time now, the College has 

operated from temporary buildings at the southern end of the Catholic Cathedral College site in 

the Central City. A decision has now been made that the Diocese will not repair the school's 

home site land and buildings.  They seek rezoning of the land to Residential Suburban, which 

is the zoning of the land around it.  

 

While the school land could be used for residential purposes as of right under both the 

operative City Plan and pRDP, it does make sense that the opportunity is taken to formally 

rezone the land to Residential Suburban through the pRDP (including removing this site from 

the list of state-integrated schools at Appendix 21.6.4.2 in Chapter 21). Geotechnical issues 

will need to be resolved when the land is subdivided, including possibly setbacks from Dudley 

Creek for avoidance of lateral spread.  

 

Mr Milne has not raised any major transport issues. 

 

Ms O'Brien has advised that there is adequate water supply and wastewater services available. 

 

I note that in Council's application to the Panel to set aside land from Stage 1 proposals, dated 

17 June 2015, item 9 of Attachment C is 37 Poulton Road, one of the parcels of the land 

owned by the Diocese at the southern side of Marian College. This parcel is currently proposed 

to be zoned Residential Suburban in Stage 1 of PRDP. The listing at item 9 should be removed 

from the Council's application to set aside land, as this part of the request has now been 

overtaken by events, and Residential Suburban zoning should remain on that property.  

 

Overall, I recommend that the submission be accepted.  
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Submitter: Catholic Bishop of Christchurch [#2089]   

Site Specific Submission:   

14 Puriri St, Riccarton – St Teresa’s School  

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Requested Zoning: Special Purpose School Zone 

Recommendation: Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Catholic Bishop of Christchurch [#2089]
10

 identifies that the lot is already owned by the 

Diocese and the buildings are used for the offices in association with the adjoining school and 

church.  

 

Whilst I consider that this submission has merit, 14 Puriri Street was zoned Residential 

Suburban under Stage 1 of the pRDP. As such the assessment of the residential zoning is not 

within the scope of the Stage 2 Residential hearing.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

                                                      

10 Catholic Bishop of Christchurch, #2089.17,  #2089.18,  #2089.19 
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Submitter:  Julia Burbury [#2100] 

Site Specific Submission:  

83 Clyde Road  

Notified Zoning: Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition  

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Julia Burbury [#2100] seeks that the house and grounds of Kate Sheppard House, at 83 Clyde 

Road are rezoned from SP (Tertiary Education) in the pRDP to Residential Suburban Density 

Transition zone. This is because the property is privately owned and has no connection to the 

adjoining University of Canterbury.  

 

The University does own the land adjoining and to the south of this property, and the land 

behind it. The houses to the north of this property at 85, 87, 95 and 97 Clyde Road have RSDT 

zoning and I consider it is sensible for 83 Clyde Road to be zoned in the same way as these.  

 

Accordingly I recommend that the property be rezoned to RSDT as requested.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



61 

 

Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]   

Site Specific Submission:   

69 Crofton Road. 

Planning Map 18 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Water and Margins Zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123]
11

 has identified that 69 Crofton Road has the upper reaches of Styx River 

running through it, which have been zoned Open Space Water and Margins (OWM). This part 

of the river is classified as an Environmental Asset Waterway. The OWM Zone is applied to 

upstream and downstream rivers but not Environmental Asset Waterways unless they have 

adjacent esplanade reserves.  

The zoning is a roll-over from the operative City Plan Conservation 3 Zone.  However, due to 

the status of the waterway and lack of adjacent public esplanade reserves the OWM Zone is 

not considered appropriate on this property.  

I therefore agree that the OWM Zone should be uplifted from the property at 69 Crofton Road 

and the Residential Suburban Zone applied instead to match the zoning of the remainder of the 

property.  I note that the waterway setback rules (refer Chapter 6) will still apply.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

11 The Council, #2123.262,  #2123.90,  #2123.263 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123.95]   

Site Specific Submission:   

129 Grahams Road  

Planning Map 23 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Community Park 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123] has identified that the Open Space Community Park zoning of a Council 

recreation reserve in Grahams Road was in error extended to part of an adjacent private 

residential property at 129 Grahams Road (Map 23).  

 

I consider it appropriate that the land be rezoned to Residential Suburban to align with the 

zoning of the rest of the property and its residential use
12

, and on this basis recommend that 

the submissions be accepted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

12 The Council, page 22, #2123.270, #2123.271, #2123.95 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123.103]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Amend the zoning of 60 Bridle Path Road (the area marked with red line on Planning map 47) 

from open space natural to Residential Hills as per the attached map 47 (page 9 of Attachment 

2 to Chapter 18 submissions). 

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Natural 

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123
13

] has identified that privately owned land of the Heathcote Rifle Club at 60 

Bridle Path Road  (Map 47) which is adjacent to a scenic reserve has been zoned Open Space 

Natural in error. This appears to be a roll-over from wrong zoning in the Operative City Plan. I 

consider that this site should be zoned  Residential Hills to reflect the zoning of the private 

properties in the vicinity and to allow for use/redevelopment of the site for residential purposes 

should the use of the property as a club cease in the future.   

 

The area is within the existing urban area, and I consider that the zoning is more appropriate 

for the site and surrounding area than Open Space zoning.  

 

I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

13 The Council, p.23, #2123.286, 2123.103, 2123.287 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]   

Site Specific Submission:   

62 Major Hornbrook Road (Mt Pleasant School) 

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Residential Hills 

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose School zone  

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council submission [#2123]
14

 has identified that the site at 62 Major Hornbrook Road was 

appropriately zoned prior to the earthquakes, but the house on it has been subsequently 

demolished due to earthquake damage. The land was purchased by the Minister of Education, 

who lodged a requirement for an alteration to the designation for the Mt Pleasant School to 

include this site. This was agreed to by Council on 31 July 2015 to provide for off street car 

parking. I consider that it is appropriate to rezone this land to SP (School) as it is now part of 

the school property and the existing "Primary School" designation has been extended over it. 

 

Accordingly I recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

14 The Council, #2123.255,  #2123.256,  #2123.257 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone 56 Shirley Road (Shirley Intermediate)  

Planning Map 25, 32 

Notified Zoning: Specific Purpose School zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council’s submission
15

 [#2123] relates to a piece of land at 56 Shirley Road which has 

been zoned SP (School) in Stage 2 of the pRDP. In recent years it was occupied by the offices 

of the Special Education Service of the Ministry of Education, but the property has now been 

sold to private owners and is used for offices by Pegasus Health. The property is no longer 

designated by the Ministry of Education under L90 in Chapter 12.  The offices have a 

residential appearance, and I consider it appropriate that the appropriate zoning of this land is 

Residential Medium Density, as for the surrounding area.  

 

I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

15 #2123.245,  #2123.246,  #2123.247 
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Submitter: Christchurch City Council [#2123] and the Crown [#2387]. 

 

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone 16-26 Hei Hei Road (Hornby Primary School) from Specific Purpose School to 

Residential Suburban  

Planning Map 36 

Notified Zoning: Specific Purpose School 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Christchurch City Council
16

 and the Crown
17

 have sought that the properties at 16-26 Hei 

Hei Road be rezoned from SP (School) zone to Residential Suburban. The land has been 

developed for housing and a private pre-school which does not form part of the school.  The 

Crown submission confirms that the Ministry of Education has no legal interest in these sites, 

and that they are not designated. In these circumstances I agree that the land should be 

rezoned to Residential Suburban, which is the zoning of the surrounding area. 

 

I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

                                                      

16 #2123.249, #2123.250 and #2123.251 
17 #2387.1054,  #2387.1052,  #2387.1053 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123.217]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone 26 Nash Road, the large area to the east of Halswell Residential College  

Planning Map 44 

Notified Zoning: Specific Purpose Schools Zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential Medium Density 

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123]
18

 considers that the site adjoining and to east of Halswell Residential 

College at 26 Nash Road should be rezoned from Specific Purpose School to Residential 

Medium Density. This site is not part of a school, but rather is the southern half of the St John 

of God Hospital.  It appears this site was caught up in confusion around changes in zoning in 

this part of Aidanfield in the operative City Plan. The designation for Halswell Residential 

College to the east (L43 in Chapter 10) does not extend to this land.  

 

The St John of God Hospital is a residential care facility for disabled adults. I consider it should 

not be zoned as a school and is more appropriately rezoned to Residential Medium Density 

zone, as this is the zoning of the balance of the site.  

 

I therefore recommend the submission be accepted.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

18
 #2123.252,  #2123.253,  #2123.254 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]   

Site Specific Submission:   

112, 120 Englefield Road and 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 Springwater Avenue  

Planning Map 11 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Community Park 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Council [#2123] has identified that private residential properties at 112, 120 Englefield 

Road and 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 Springwater Avenue (Map 11) were zoned Open Space Community 

Park due to a cartographical error
19

. The sites are used for residential purposes and are 

currently zoned Living 1 in the City Plan. The Residential Suburban Zone sought in the 

submission will more appropriately recognise the land use to which the properties are put. 

 

Accordingly I recommend that the submissions be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

19 The Council, page19, #2123.264, #2123.265, #2123.87 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123] 

Site Specific Submission:   

35 Springwater Avenue  

Planning Map 11 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council [#2123
20

] has identified that part of Kaputone Springs Reserve, a Council park 

located at 35 Springwater Avenue (Map 11) was zoned Residential Suburban in error. This 

parcel should be zoned Open Space Community Park (OCP) in reflection of its function as a 

local community park.  I agree with this submission, as it is appropriate that the zoning reflect 

the community use of the site.  

 

I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

20 The Council, page 19, #2123.259, #2123.258 and #2123.88 
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Submitter Chrsitchurch City Council [#2123] and DM Milne [#2570] 

Site Specific Submission:   

20-24 Cameron Street and 7 Austin Street  

Planning Map 39 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council [#2123]
21

 and DM Milne [#2570]
22

 have identified that a private property at 7A 

Austin Street adjacent to Cameron Reserve (at 20-24 Cameron Street and 7 Austin Street) was 

zoned Open Space 1 in the Operative City Plan. During the review the zoning was amended to 

Residential Medium Density (RMD) in reflection of its residential use. However, in error, the 

entire Council owned Cameron Reserve at 20-24 Cameron Street and 7 Austin Street (Map 39) 

has been rezoned to RMD. I agree that as the reserve is used as a local community park, its 

zoning should be amended to Open Space Community Park to reflect its function and to 

enable its appropriate management.  

 

I therefore recommend that the submissions be accepted.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

21 The Council,  #2123.266,  #2123.267,  #2123.91; 

22 D M Milne  #2570.1, #2570.2, #2570.3 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

409 New Brighton Road, 10 Schumacher Place, 36 Chimera Crescent and 33 Atlantis Street 

(Anzac Drive Reserve) 

Planning Map 26 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council [#2123]
23

 and the Crown [#2387]
 24

 have submitted that large portions of the 

Council's Anzac Drive Reserve (409 New Brighton Road, 10 Schumacher Place, 36 Chimera 

Crescent and 33 Atlantis Street) are dedicated to stormwater treatment and retention. The 

Council's approach to the zoning of stormwater facilities has typically been to retain the zoning 

of the area they service e.g. residential unless the stormwater function is combined with 

recreational uses and/or conservation values. In this case, I note that Anzac Reserve (Living 1 

Zone in the operative City Pan) is not only a stormwater reserve but also a scenic, wildlife and 

in part recreation reserve.  While the residential zoning (Residential Suburban) was carried 

over during the review in accordance with the Council ‘s typical approach, I consider that in this 

case the Open Space Community Park Zone (OCP) is more appropriate, as that better 

recognises the scenic, wildlife and recreational values the area supports.  

 On this basis, I recommend the submissions be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

23 The Council, page 21, #2123.269, #2123.268, #2123.94 

24 The Crown, page 179, #2387.638, #2387.639 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

37 Cridland Place & 57 William Britain Ave, and 31 Six Silvers Ave & 71 William Britain Ave 

Planning Map 26 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council [#2123]
25

 has identified that the zoning of two small local reserves at 37 Cridland 

Place and 57 William Britain Ave, and at 31 Six Silvers Ave and 71 William Britain Ave has 

been rolled over from the Living 1 zone in the Operative Plan to Residential Suburban zoning 

in the Replacement Plan.  I note that these Council reserves form part of the network of local 

community parks and links between them, and on that basis consider that the Open Space 

Community Park Zone is more appropriate to recognise the function of these reserves. 

 

Accordingly I recommend that the submissions be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

25 The Council, page 23, #2123.284, #2123.285, #2123.102 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

7F and 26A Aotea Terrace (Ramahana Reserve) 

Planning Map 46 

Notified Zoning: Residential Hills  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council submission [#2123]
26

 has identified that while a local community park at 7F and 

26A Aotea Terrace (Ramahana Reserve) forms part of the network of local parks and links 

between them, the Park has been zoned Residential Hills in error. I consider that the Open 

Space Community Park Zone is more appropriate to recognise the park’s function as a 

recreation reserve. 

 

Accordingly I recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

26 The Council, page 24, #2123.293, #2123.292, 2123.106 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

23B Taylors Mistake Road  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Residential Hills  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council submission [#2123]
27

 identifies that the land at 23B Taylors Mistake Rd is a park 

link between Nicholson Park and Whitewash Reserve in the coastal area. This parcel has been 

zoned Residential Hills in error in the Replacement Plan. I agree that a zoning of Open Space 

Community Park will better reflect the site’s local recreational function, and recommend 

therefore that the submission be accepted.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

27 The Council, page 25, #2123.295, #2123.294, 2123.107 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

401, 423 and 465 Sparks Rd  

Planning Map 49 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Zone  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council [#2123]
 28

 has identified that properties at 401, 423 and 465 Sparks Rd form the 

Sparks Road Landscape Reserve and are classified as a local community park. I agree with 

the submission that an Open Space Community Park Zone would better reflect the amenity 

and recreational function of the properties than the Residential Suburban Zone that has been 

carried over into the Replacement Plan from the operative Living 1 zoning.  I recommend that 

these submissions be accepted as the Open Space zoning more appropriately reflects the land 

uses of the sites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

28 The Council, page 25, #2123.296, #2123.297, 2123.108 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

29R Provincial Road 

Planning Map 49 

Notified Zoning: Residential New Neighbourhood  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council submission [#2123]
 29

 identifies that property at 29R Provincial Road is vested as 

a recreation reserve in a recent residential subdivision, and serves as a local community park.  

I consider that the Residential New Neighbourhood zoning does not reflect the park’s function, 

and I agree that the zoning should be amended to Open Space Community Park, which is 

consistent with the zoning given to other parks in the City.   I therefore recommend that the 

submissions be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

29 The Council, page 25, #2123.298, #2123.299, 2123.109 
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Submitter Christchurch City Council [#2123]  

Site Specific Submission:   

10 Virginia Lane 

Planning Map 49 

Notified Zoning: Residential Hills  

Requested Zoning: Open Space Natural  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation  

The Council submission [#2123]
30

 in relation to the land at 10 Virginia Lane identifies that it is 

part of the Council’s Drayton Reserve, which is zoned Open Space Natural. However, 10 

Virginia Lane has been zoned Residential Hills in error, and the submission seeks that the 

zoning be amended to Open Space Natural to better reflect the land's function. I agree with this 

submission, and consider it appropriate that the zoning of the reserve recognise its existing use 

and function. I therefore recommend that the submission be accepted.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

30 The Council,  #2123.288, 2123.104, 2123.289 
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Submitter Geoffrey Childers Saunders [#2138]  

Site Specific Submission:   

New Brighton Commercial Zone 

Planning Map 27 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition 

Requested Zoning: Commercial Core  

Recommendation: Accept in Part 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Geoffrey Childers Saunders [#2138.1, .2, .3, .4] opposes the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition zone imposed over the block bounded by Union Street, Beresford Street, Hardy 

Street and Seaview Road, New Brighton, and requests that the area be rezoned as 

Commercial Core.  

The Council has proposed the consolidation of the area zoned for commercial activities in New 

Brighton to support the recovery and growth of the centre in the long term. Areas currently 

zoned Business 2 west of Shaw Avenue, Business 1 and Business 2P in the operative City 

Plan are proposed as Residential Suburban Density Transition in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan  

Notwithstanding the objectives in the commercial proposal, the change of zoning from 

Business 2, west of Shaw Ave and Business 1 zoning (Operative zoning) to RSDT does not 

recognise the primary use of the block bordered by Union Street, Beresford Street, Hardy 

Street and Seaview Road for business and community activities. Having regard to Council's 

notified proposal in Stage 3 which identifies the subject land as within a Coastal Inundation 

Area 1 and manages new buildings as non-complying activities, a change in land uses is 

constrained in the future and will not realise aspirations for primarily residential development. 

Having regard to these factors, zoning that recognises the existing uses while restricting future 

commercial activities in this area provides an appropriate balance between supporting existing 

activities and the wider commercial objectives of consolidating growth to the east, 

On this basis I recommend accepting the relief in part. 
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Submitter The Avonhead Community Group [#2164]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Hawthornen Road, Christchurch 

Support the Residential Suburban Zone but conditional on a lower density of development. 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning:  Residential Suburban Zone 

Requested Zoning:  Residential Suburban Zone but larger minimum site sizes. 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

This submitter is concerned that the rezoning the site to provide for residential development at 

the Residential Suburban Zone density would give rise to environmental and infrastructure 

issues. A comprehensive assessment of infrastructure constraints was undertaken on the 

proposed rezoning, refer Appendix 34 of the Stage 2 Residential Chapter 14 section 32.  This 

assessment supports the proposed Residential Suburban zoning and confirms that the site can 

be adequately serviced.   

 

On this basis I recommend that the submission be rejected.  
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Submitter Castle Rock Limited [#2168] 

Site Specific Submission:   

125 Scruttons Road, Heathcote  

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Medium Density and Residential Suburban  

Recommendation – Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Castle Rock [#2168] request that their land at 125 Scruttons Road be rezoned from Rural 

Urban Fringe to  an unspecified mix of Residential Medium Density and Residential Suburban. 

The area subject to the submission is 7.7 hectares.   

Ms O’Brien has identified that Council services are not available to this site and that this would 

have to be provided by the developer. Mr Norton identifies that development on the site will 

have an adverse effect on other low lying properties within the floodplain. Compensatory 

storage is not available due to the high groundwater in this location. I accept this advice, and 

note that Mr Wright has also identified that the site is subject to liquefaction and flooding.   

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  this objective only provides for urban activities within existing urban areas 

and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter Castle Rock Limited [#2169.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

195 Port Hills Road  

Planning Map 47 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Hills and Industrial General 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Castle Rock Ltd [#2169] seek to rezone 195 Port Hills Road from Rural Urban Fringe to a 

mixture of Residential Hills (southern portion of site) and Industrial General (Northern part of 

site).  The request to zone part of the site Industrial wil be addressed in the Industrial hearing. 

The site adjoins an Open Space Community park to the west, with the remaining adjoining land 

also zoned Rural Urban Fringe. The proposal will not in my opinion maintain a consolidated 

urban form.  

Ms O’Brien does not oppose this request from a water and waste  water perspective, although 

she notes that the developer would need to construct their own pipeline, and obtain approval 

from the NZ Transport Agency to install it within SH 74 to service the site.  Mr Norton notes that 

from a stormwater perspective the site can be rezoned with careful engineering design. 

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within existing urban areas 

and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter Commodore Airport Hotel Ltd [#2174.3]   

Site Specific Submission:   

449 Memorial Avenue  

Planning Map 23 

Notified Zoning: Industrial Park 

Requested Zoning: Guest Accommodation Zone 

Recommendation – Reject and consider the matter as part of the MAIL hearing  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The MAIL plan change is ongoing and it is considered that the outcome of zoning for this site is 

best determined through this process.  This submission will be considered as part of the MAIL 

hearing. 

This submission seeks an extension of the Guest Accommodation zone over land occupied by 

the hotel manager's residence which is currently zoned Rural 5 but has been proposed as 

Industrial Park zone in the Stage 1 Industrial Hearing.  This site is also incorporated within land 

subject to the MAIL plan change. 
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Submitter John Simpson [#2195.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

53 – 61 Beresford Street, New Brighton  

Planning Map 26 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition  

Requested Zoning: Commercial  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

John Simpson [#2195.1] seeks the rezoning of 53 – 61 Beresford Street, New Brighton, to 

Commercial. The Council has proposed the consolidation of the area zoned for commercial 

activities in New Brighton to support the recovery and growth of the centre in the long term. 

Areas currently zoned Business 2 west of Shaw Avenue, Business 1 and Business 2P in the 

operative City Plan are proposed as Residential Suburban Density Transition in the proposed 

Replacement District Plan  

Submissions
31

 have sought a change from the notified zoning as residential to Commercial 

Core, seeking retention of a business zoning. I understand that this property is currently used 

for commercial activities, including a bank and youth hostel.   

Council, as part of the Stage 2 Commercial Chapter 15, has been in discussions with this 

submitter and have agreed to the rezoning of this land as Commercial Core. This is to 

recognise the existing uses on the site and as the site is contiguous with the notified 

Commercial Core Zone. Inclusion of the subject land also provides a continuation of the 

western boundary to the commercial core zone as notified north of Brighton mall and 

recognises the environment either side of Union Street which forms an integral part of the 

existing centre. The inclusion of the subject land provides for a strong north south link through 

the commercial area, sheltered from the easterly. 

There are no issues in terms of infrastructure services. 

I therefore accept the relief sought by the submitter.   

 

                                                      

31 Julian Sanderson, #2045.3; Every Import Ltd, #2052.3; Geoffrey Childers Saunders on behalf of Reginald 

Ronald James Storer and Geoffrey Childers Saunders as Trustees of The Storer Family Trust, #2138; John 

Simpson on behalf of The Maerewhenua Trust #2195.3. 
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Submitter Papanui Club [#2219.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

310 Sawyers Arms Rd 

Planning Map 18 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Rural 

Recommendation: Reject  

The Papanui Club [#2219] opposes being included in the Residential Suburban Zone, and 

wishes to retain the rural zoning that it has under the operative District Plan.  

The site is located adjacent to a Specific Purpose Zone (School) to the west, and is surrounded 

by the Residential Suburban Zone to the South and East, and the site to the north is zoned 

Open Space Community Park.  Retaining a rural zoning would create a small island of Rural 

land with no relationship to any other rural zoned land in the vicinity.  

The submitter notes that they have previously relied upon resource consents and scheduling 

for their ongoing operations.  

It is my understanding that Chartered clubs were a Class 3 scheduled activity in the operative 

Plan, which meant that even with scheduling, they still required a discretionary activity consent.  

In the proposed Plan, the Residential Suburban zoning considers that where clubs are "places 

of assembly", and require a discretionary activity consent under those rules. I therefore 

consider that there is no greater benefit for the submitter in retaining a rural zoning.    

I also note that the site is within the existing urban area, and I therefore consider that the 

residential zoning is appropriate.   

Accordingly, I recommend that the submission be rejected. 



85 

 

Submitter Kauri Lodge Rest Home [#2222]  

Site Specific Submission:   

'Rezone' Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay on Northside of Riccarton Road to 

RMD 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

Requested Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Kauri Lodge Rest Home Ltd [#2222]
32

 requests that Planning Map 31 be amended by rezoning 

the Kauri Lodge site and other sites in the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

on the north side of Riccarton Road to Residential Medium Density zone.  The underlying zone 

for this area was, except for the Kauri Lodge site, considered as part of the Stage 1 residential 

hearings and is therefore out of scope for Stage 2 matters. 

An order was however granted by the Panel (13
th
 March 2015) in respect of the Kauri Lodge 

site which directed that all the zoning on the Kauri Lodge property could be dealt with as part of 

Stage 2.  As such the underlying zone can be addressed on this site. 

In principle I accept that rezoning the site as Residential Medium Density makes sense, as the 

site is close to a centre, has good public transport links and comprises higher density housing.  

However, the site is in an area with infrastructure constraints, which is the reason that wider 

medium density residential zoning has not been applied.  In view of the need to accord with 

this more strategic approach to rezoning in this locality, the relief is not supported, and only 

those land parcels with arterial corridor frontage will be supported as part of the ACF Overlay. 

As such the request to extend the zone to include rear land parcels without arterial corridor 

frontage is not supported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

32 #2222.2, #2222.4, #2222.8 
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Submitter: John R Hutton and Graham Lillian Franks [#2238.3, .4]   

Site Specific Submission:   

214 Russley Road  

Planning Map 23 

Notified Zoning: Rural and Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

John R Hutton and Graham Lillian Franks [#2238.3,.4] seek to rezone some 900m
2 

of land at 

Russley Road. This land is presently excluded from the ODP for Hawthornden Road.  At 

present, the site is split zoned Rural Urban Fringe and Residential Suburban.   

The site is located within the Greenfield Priority Areas identified in accordance with the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A.  

Generally servicing issues can be overcome as identified by Council's witnesses, and there are 

no traffic or landscape issues of concern.  

The area the submitter seeks to rezone is locatyed outside the 50 dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Contour Line.  At the time that Stage 2 was notuified, there were unresolved concerns that a 

stream which runs through the subject land may compromise the development of the land for 

residential purposes.  However upon reconsideration of the matter and taking the rules that 

control subdivision into account, I consider any issues can be adequately resolved through the 

subdivision consent process.  On this basis I support the rezoning sought by the submitters.  
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Submitter Brent Falvey [#2250.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

9021 Rothesay Road  

Planning Map 20 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Brent Falvey [#2250.1] requests that 9021 Rothesay Road be rezoned from Rural Urban 

Fringe to Residential Suburban. The site presently located within a small enclave of Rural 

Urban Fringe zoned land surrounded by the Open Space Natural Zone.  The Council’s 

technical witnesses have assessed the proposal. No transportation concerns have been 

raised, and Mr Norton has identified that there are no stormwater issues that would preclude 

the site from being rezoned.   

Ms O’Brien has noted that the site is some distance from the existing water and waste water 

mains, and has noted that she does not oppose the rezoning on servcing grounds provided the 

costs of providing the services are borne by the owner.  

In addition to these constraints, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction 

Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban activities within existing urban areas 

and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



88 

 

Submitter Nurse Maude Association [#2280.13]  

Site Specific Submission:   

28 Mansfield Avenue and 24 McDougal Avenue  

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density 

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose (Hospital) 

Recommendation: Accept in Part  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Nurse Maude Association [#2280.13] seeks that 28 Mansfield Avenue be zoned Specific 

Purpose (Hospital). This part of the submission is outside the scope of the Stage 2 hearing as 

the land was zoned Residential Medium Density under Stage 1 of the DPR.    

 

Nurse Maude also seek that the underlying or default zone for its Specific Purpose Hospital 

Zoned site at 24 McDougal Avenue be Residential Medium Density and not Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone. Given the surrounding zoning is Residential Medium 

Density, I agree that it is be appropriate for the default zoning to be RMD, and I recommend 

that this part of the submission be accepted.  
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Submitter Peter Robert and Kathleen Skelton [#2295]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone land at 45 Wai-iti Terrace from Open Space Waterways Margin Zone to Residential 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Open Space Waterways Margin Zone 

Requested Zoning: Residential 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

P and K Skelton
33

 request that the Open Space Water and Margins zoning applied to that part 

of private property at 48 Wai-iti Terrace which is located in the Wai-iti Stream be removed and 

replaced with Residential Suburban (Map 31). The Proposed District Plan applies the OWM 

zoning to all upstream and downstream rivers (except Banks Peninsula at this stage) and 

lakes. Wai-iti Stream is classified as an Upstream Waterway therefore the OWM Zone has 

been applied to this waterway. No esplanade reserve requirement applies to this waterway 

(see the proposed Appendix 8.6.1 in Chapter 8). The width of the OWM zone affecting the 

property at 48 Wai-iti averages 3.3m. It is measured from the south-east legal property 

boundary (which is located in the stream) towards the land and house. The zone covers the 

river corridor and, in places, a narrow strip of riparian margin. It does not affect private garden 

areas or the building platform.  

 

Overall, I consider that the extent of the OWM zone appears appropriate and should remain as 

notified, and I therefore recommend that the submission be rejected. I understand that the 

submitter is no longer pursuing their submission. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

33 P & K Skelton, p.2, #2295.1, #2295.2, #2295.3  
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Submitter St Georges Hospital [#2296.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone properties at 130, 132,138.140,142, 144, 146, 150, 154, 158, 162, 166 and 170 

Heaton Street within Specific Purpose Hospital Zone. 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: to be confirmed 

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose Hospital Zone 

Recommendation: Accept in part. 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

St Georges Hospital [#2296.1] requests that eight residentially zoned properties at 130, 132, 

138, 140, 142, 144, 146, 150, 154, 158, 162, 166 and 170 Heaton Street be rezoned Specific 

Purpose Hospital Zone
34

. The land is also within proposed Character Area 13, which is a 

Category 1 Character area.  

 

The submitter states that numbers 138, 140, 142, 144, 146, 150, and 154 are already used for 

hospital purposes, and discusses the importance of the St Georges Facility and some of the 

history of the site, including the consenting of activities on the site. The submission indicates 

that St George’s Hospital can work within the rules package for the Special Purpose Hospital 

Zone as publicly notified by the Council
35

. 

 

There are two main issues with regard to this submission.  The first being whether the subject 

land should be rezoned to provide for the redevelopment of St George's Hospital.  The second 

issue is whether the Category 1 Character Area should remain in place over these properties, 

aside from the underlying zoning, therefore incentivising St Georges hospital to retain these 

character buildings.  The matter of the character area addressed in Ms Schroder's evidence 

but must be considered as part of this rezoning request.    

 

The submitter states
36

 that it recognises the importance of the Heaton Street frontage and the 

amenity of the facing residential neighbours. It considers that additional provisions under the 

Special Purpose Hospital Zone (should the site be supported for rezoning) could street amenity 

issues. Further that general urban design rules may well be appropriate, subject to clarification 

of what those provisions may be. 

 

In my opinion given the current use of these properties for hospital purposes and the 

importance of this facility and the services it offers, that the subject land should be rezoned 

Special Purpose Hospital Zone.  I however consider that the appropriateness of the Special 

                                                      

34 The area requested to be rezoned is shown hatched  in Attachment 2 of submission #2296. I note that Map 

31 shows these properties as 130, 132, 138, 150, 154, 158, 162, 166 and 170. 

35 #2296 paragraph 14. 

36 # 2296 paragraph 15. 
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Purpose Zone provisions, taking account of the Category 1 Character Area, should be a matter 

addressed within the Special Purpose Hospital Zone hearing. 

 

Accordingly I have accepted this submission in part. 
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Submission:  JDH Holdings No 1 Limited [#2328]  

Site Specific Submission:   

899 Main North Road and 9A Dickeys Road  

Planning Map 12 

Notified Zoning: Rural Urban Fringe  

Requested Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Recommendation: Reject 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

JDH Holdings No 1 Limited [#2328] seek the rezoning of the Peg access Lot (899 Main North 

Road) and the Peg Rural lot (9A Dickeys Road, Belfast) from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential 

Suburban.  

I note that the adjacent site is a  timber/logging distribution yard, and the land on the eastern 

side is housing.    

Ms O'Brien has advised there is adequate water supply and wastewater services to support the 

proposal. 

Mr Norton does not consider there to be any stormwater issues. 

Mr Milne has not raised any transport issues. 

However, I consider that the request is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This 

objective only provides for urban activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority 

Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitter.  
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Submitter Canterbury District Health Board [#2360]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Rezone land opposite Hillmorton Hospital from RS to Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone 

Planning Map 38 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Specific Purpose (Hospital) 

Recommendation – Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing.  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Canterbury District Health Board [#2360.110] requests that a site they own opposite Hillmorton 

Hospital be rezoned as Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone.  This site was zoned as Residential 

Suburban in Stage 1 of the Plan, and I consider that it is beyond the scope of Stage 2 to 

address the zoning of this site as requested by the submitter.  
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Submitter Fortress Services Limited [#2370.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

121 Papanui Road  

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Requested Zoning: Commercial Core 

Recommendation: Accept in Part  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The relief sought by Fortress Services Limited [#2370.5] is to rezone land at 121 Papanui 

Road, located on the corner of Papanui Road and Merivale Lane to Commercial Core. The site 

is occupied by commercial activities, established under a resource consent granted in 2014 for 

a retail development with associated landscaping and car parking.  

Rezoning the subject land as commercial would recognise the existing activities on the site, the 

character of the location and the expectation that the site will not revert to residential use. It 

would provide greater certainty, enabling activities to evolve beyond what has been consented 

while being constrained by the defined area so as to not have adverse effects on the 

surrounding residential environment.  

It is not inconsistent with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and objectives and policies of 

the Commercial proposal to the proposed Replacement District Plan. These give primacy and 

support to recovery of the Central City and the role of District and Neighbourhood centres as 

focal points for the community. 

While a commercial zoning is appropriate, rezoning of the site to Commercial Core is not 

consistent with the outcomes of this zone for a range of activities, comprising one or more 

anchor stores. The established commercial development is currently and anticipated to serve a 

local function for the surrounding community of a scale akin to a local centre in terms of size 

and form. I therefore recommended that the submission be accepted in part such that site be 

rezoned as Commercial Local, which is consistent with the approach taken by the Council on 

the Stage 1 Commercial proposal.   
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Submitter John Gregory Keith Olive [#2374.1]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Amend Planning Map 44 to show correct position of Knights Stream 

Planning Map 44 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Show correct position of Knights Stream 

Recommendation: Accept in part 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

John Gregory Keith Olive [#2374.1] requests that the position of Knight’s Stream be correctly 

identified on the relevant planning map. The changes better reflect the context of the site and 

better enable the development of the site. In particular this relates to clarifying the location of 

Knights Stream. The Stream is largely ephemeral and no stream bed or depression is visible 

towards the west of the site. The ODP proposes it would not cross the proposed sports field 

shown on the ODP but follow the proposed internal collector road shown on the ODP to 

Halswell Junction Road. This corresponds with a current application for subdivision but will be 

addressed as part of the Stage 2 Subdivisions hearing.   

I therefore have only accepted this submission in part.   
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Submitter: The Crown [#2387]  

Site Specific Submission:   

Hornby High School Extend the Special Purpose Zone to cover the land shown as designated 

in the Stage I Planning Map 36 Hornby Primary School ( involves residential land). 

Planning Map 37 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Special Purpose Zone Education 

Recommendation: Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Crown [#2387]
37

 seeks the rezoning of an area of land designated by the Minister of 

Education as part of Hornby High School.  

 

This site was zoned as Residential Suburban in Stage 1 of the Plan, and I consider that it is 

beyond the scope of Stage 2 to address the zoning of this site as requested by the submitter. 

                                                      

37 The Crown,  #2387.1047,  #2387.1048,  #2387.1049  
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Submitter The Crown [#2387]   

Site Specific Submission:   

19 Kirkwood Avenue, Christchurch 

Amend the Special Purpose Zone to exclude an area of land not part of the school 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: The land subject of this submission zoned Special Purpose School 

Requested Zoning:  Amend the Special Purpose Zone boundaries and rezone the subject 

land to Residential Suburban Zone. 

Recommendation: Accept  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The Crown [#2387]38 has submitted in relation to inaccuracies in the Kirkwood Intermediate 

School zone boundaries as mapped in Stage 2 of the pRDP.  A rectangle of residential land 

adjoining Kirkwood Intermediate near Kirkwood Avenue is included within the Special Purpose 

School zone but is not part of the school and is used for residential purposes.   

 

I recommend that the submission be accepted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

38 The Crown, #2387.1055,  #2387.1056,  #2387.1057 
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Submitter:  University of Canterbury [#2464]  

Site Specific Submission:   

112 Waimairi Road (west of Ilam Road site)  

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban Density Transition 

Requested Zoning: Special Purpose Tertiary Education  

Recommendation: Out of scope for consideration in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

Reasons for Recommendation  

The University of Canterbury [#2464]39 seeks that the property at 112 Waimairi Road, owned 

by the University and backing onto the Ilam Fields. This site was zoned as Residential Suburban 

in Stage 1 of the Plan, and I consider that it is beyond the scope of Stage 2 to address the 

zoning of this site as requested by the submitter.  

                                                      

39 University of Canterbury, #2464.96,  #2464.97, #2464.98,  #2464.99, #2464.100 
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Submitter Paul Zaneen [#2465.3]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Opposes rezoning of Commercial to RMD at New Brighton 

Planning Map 26, 27, 33 and 34 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Requested Zoning: Commercial 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Paul Zaneen [#2465.3] opposes the reduction of the Commercial Core zone in New, and it is 

noted that other submitters oppose this zoning on other sites in the New Brighton area. 

The Council has proposed the consolidation of the area zoned for commercial activities in New 

Brighton to support the recovery and growth of the centre in the long term. Areas currently 

zoned Business 2 west of Shaw Avenue, Business 1 and Business 2P in the operative City 

Plan are proposed as Residential Suburban Density Transition in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan  

Submissions
40

 have sought a change from the notified zoning as residential to Commercial 

Core, seeking retention of a business zoning. As identified above, the basis for the changes to 

the zoning at New Brighton are to support the objectives in the Commercial proposal and it is 

on this basis that the relief sought for a change from residential to commercial is appropriate to 

consider in the Commercial Stage 2 hearing. 

The zoning of the subject land as residential is considered appropriate in reducing the land 

available for commercial activities, while also providing the opportunity for intensification 

around the centre, increasing the population that the centre serves. This supports objective 

3.3.7(d) and (e) of the Strategic Directions chapter and gives effect to Objective 6.2.2 and 

Policy 6.37 of chapter 6 to the CRPS  in increasing housing development opportunities in and 

around a KAC. I therefore oppose the relief sought. 

                                                      

40 Julian Sanderson, #2045.3; Every Import Ltd, #2052.3; Geoffrey Childers Saunders on behalf of Reginald 

Ronald James Storer and Geoffrey Childers Saunders as Trustees of The Storer Family Trust, #2138; John 

Simpson on behalf of The Maerewhenua Trust #2195.3. 
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Submitter The Advanced Holdings Limited [#2470.2]   

Site Specific Submission:   

Include the sites at 106 and 110 Papanui Road, and 10 Webb Street, within the 

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay. 

Planning Map 31 

Notified Zoning: to be confirmed 

Requested Zoning: Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

Recommendation: Accept in Part 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

The submitter [#2470.2] requests that the sites at 106 and 110 Papanui Road, and 10 Webb 

Street, within the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay.  The location criteria 

upon which inclusion in the overlay is based are found in Policy 14.1.7.6.   

I have earlier addressed the submitter’s request in my evidence where I considered the 

appropriateness of the ACF overlay.  I consider it is appropriate to include 110 and 106 

Papanui Road within the overlay, as they are located in a block that meets the locational 

criteria in Policy 14.1.7.6 as they have frontage to an arterial road, are within walking distance 

of a commercial centre, and the block having a lack of residential coherence due to the 

presence of guest accommodation, offices, restaurants and residential activity.  

I do not consider it appropriate to include 10 Webb Street in the overlay, however, as this site 

does not have frontage to an arterial road.  As I discussed earlier in my evidence, extending 

the overlay to this site would enable non-residential development to leak into an existing 

residential area that has a lack of non-residential development presently.  

For these reasons, and those I have expressed earlier, I recommend that the submission be 

accepted in part such that 106 and 110 Papanui Road are included within the overlay, but that 

10 Webb Street is not.   
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Submitter A Pan and S T Yu [#2474], R and C Sissons [#2475]; Bromac Lodge Ltd [#2476], M 

Harcourt [#2477]; Mercantile Trust [#2478]    

Site Specific Submission:   

Amend Planning Map 44 to show correct position of Knights Stream 

Planning Map 44 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban 

Requested Zoning: Open Space Community Park 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

As an alternative relief sought in several submissions
41

, the Open Space Community Park 

Zone is sought for the John Patterson Drive block forming part of the Knights Stream 

subdivision at 387 Halswell Junction Road. The block is proposed to be zoned Residential 

Suburban (area marked with red hatching on Map 44 attached to the submission). The land 

was originally allocated for a recreational reserve on the original City Plan ODP and prior to 

LURP was outside of the Greenfield Priority Area. However the boundary of the Greenfield 

Priority Area was reviewed and extended over the subject land as part of the LURP and 

consequential changes to the RPS Chapter 6, Map A.   

As the relocation of the new park to alongside Halswell Junction Road, has been agreed to by 

the Council, I consider that the subject land is most appropriately zoned Residential Suburban.  

I therefore recommend the submission be rejected. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

41 A Pan and S T Yu, p.6, #2474.1, #2474.3-.5, #2474.6; R and C Sissons, p.6, #2475.1, #2475.1, #2475.3-.5, 

2475.6; Bromac Lodge Ltd, p.6 #2476.1, #2476.1, #2476.3-.5, 2476.6; M Harcourt, p.6, #2477.1, 2477.3-.5, 

2477.6; Mercantile Trust, p.6 #2478.1, 2478.3-.5, 2478.6; 
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Submitter Denis Harwood [#2486.2]  

Site Specific Submission:   

Include the sites at 58 Marriner Street and 52 The Esplanade within the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay.  

Planning Map 48 

Notified Zoning: Residential Medium Density  

Requested Zoning: Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

Recommendation: Reject  

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Denis Harwood [#2486.2] requests the inclusion of the sites at 58 Marriner Street and 52 The 

Esplanade, within the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay. 

The sites are not located on an arterial corridor, or even in conjunction with other commercial 

activity and does not offer frontage onto a core public transport route.  The need for street 

frontage is a core principle behind the ACF Overlay, and supports the concept of achieving a 

critical mass of activity on the arterial routes, including pedestrian use and movement, public 

transport use, and buffers residential activity while avoiding adverse impacts on established 

residential environments.      

 

In my view enabling development of non-residential activities on sites with no immediate 

frontage onto an arterial corridor is unlikely to meet the intent of the corridor and could reduce 

the integrity of residential environments and increase the potential for adverse impacts on the 

residential zone. 

 

The site was identified in the Sumner Master Plan (a community initiated plan for the recovery 

of the Sumner Village Centre) as a site appropriate for mixed use development. Stage 1 zoned 

the site as Residential Medium Density which does not fulfil the aspirations of the site owner.  

Rezoning of these sites with the ACF Overlay is still not appropriate in my view, however, as it 

would allow for full commercialisation of the site and not meet the locational criteria approach 

set out in Policy 14.1.7.6. For these reasons, I recommend that the relief sought is rejected.  
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Submitter Ernest Glad [#2587.1] 

Site Specific Submission:   

170, 180, 180A Johns Road 

Planning Map 11 

Notified Zoning: Residential Suburban  

Requested Zoning: Commercial Local 

Recommendation: Accept 

Reasons for Recommendation: 

Ernest Glad [#2587.1] seeks the rezoning from Residential Suburban to ‘Business Local’ for 

land on the western side of the intersection of Johns Road and Groynes Drive.  The land is 

currently occupied by a motel (170) and restaurant and function centre (180 Johns Road), with 

a resource consent held for an early childcare centre (180A).  

The operative zoning of the site is Rural 5, which is considered to be inappropriate on the basis 

of the existing use of the land, and will constrain its future use for activities anticipated in the 

Rural Urban Fringe zone. Similarly, the zoning of the site as Residential suburban in the 

notified proposal is not appropriate, having regard to the anticipated amenity of the location 

arising from changes to the road network. The Western Belfast Bypass forming part of New 

Zealand Transport Agency’s Western Corridor project is proposed to run to the immediate 

north west of the subject land while Groynes Drive, to the immediate east of the site, will 

provide access to Belfast for traffic exiting SH1 on the north bound off-ramp at the Groynes. 

Johns Road bordering the site to the south will continue to carry local traffic, particularly 

vehicles travelling south bound to join SH1. 

Mr Milne has not raised any transport issues. 

Ms O'Brien has not raised any water supply or wastewater servicing issues. 

Mr Norton supports the proposal as he considers there to be insufficient stormwater 

management facilities to support residential development. 

The current and consented uses on the site are not anticipated as permitted activities in the 

Residential suburban zone and typically attract people and associated with this, traffic and 

noise. The scale of buildings is more akin to a commercial zone and given the location 

surrounded by three proposed roads, could serve commercial needs in the future. Rezoning 

the land to commercial is not inconsistent with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and 

objectives and policies of the Commercial proposal to the proposed Replacement District Plan 

that give primacy and support to recovery of the Central City and the role of District and 

Neighbourhood centres as focal points for the community. 

Having regard to the size of the subject land and potential use for commercial activities serving 

the local catchment, I consider that the proposed Commercial Local zoning is appropriate, and 

I support the submitter’s relief.  


