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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is Pauline Fiona Aston (MA Cambridge University, England, M.Phil 

Town Planning, University College London, MNZPI, MRMLA).  I have 31 years 

resource management and planning experience. I am Principal of Aston 

Consultants Resource Management and Planning.  

1.2 I work extensively in the Greater Christchurch area, with numerous clients with 

interests in subdivision, land development and land use planning matters.  I am 

very familiar with the Greater Christchurch planning environment, including the 

operative Christchurch City Plan and the LURP (Land Use Recovery Plan).  

1.3 Cathedral City Developments (‘CCDL’) has asked me to provide planning 

evidence in relation to the CCDL submission on the pRDP which was prepared 

by Aston Consultants.  I also provided evidence in relation the CCD submission 

on the pRDP Residential Chapter.  

1.4 I confirm that I have prepared this evidence in accordance with the Code of 

Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note, 

November 2011). The issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within 

my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the evidence or 

advice of another person. 

1.5 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my 

opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. 

1.6 I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions I have expressed. 

1.7 The key documents which I have relied upon in preparing my evidence are the 

following: 

(a) the Recovery Strategy; 

(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

 (c) the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

 (d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 
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 (e) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Ministers' Statement of 

 Expectations (SOE); 

(f) the Hearing Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter including 

 the   overarching Objectives; and 

(g) the notified Rural and Natural and Cultural Heritage Chapters of the 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

1.8.  I have read those parts of the evidence of Deborah Hogan relevant to the 

matters raised in the submission by CCDL.  

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence focusses on the key matters raised in Cathedral City 

Developments submission (‘CCDL’) and further submission on Stage 2 of the 

Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) relating to the Rural Chapter.  

 Principle relief 

2.2 Of particular note, my evidence focuses on narrowing the relief sought in the 

 CCDL submission as lodged in relation to the Rural Chapter, to apply to the 

 development of a Residential Unit on an undersize site in the Rural  Port Hills 

 zone (RuPH) greater than 1 ha but less than 10ha in existence as of the 2 May 

 2015 ( the date of notification of Stage 2 of the pRDP). This Rule would not 

 apply to those sites located within an Outstanding Natural Landscape. It is 

 proposed that this be provided for as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. The 

 relief sought is generally consistent with the  approach adopted for the Rural 

 Urban Fringe zone, where one Residential unit on a site in existence as at 2 

 May 2015 with a net site area greater than 1ha but less than 4ha is a 

 Discretionary activity1.  The Restricted Discretionary status is consistent with 

 the Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 (a) i.e minimize transaction costs and 

 resource consent processes and the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

 development controls.  

 

 

                                                

 

1
 Rule 17.3.2.4 D4 
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 Secondary relief 

2.3 As a secondary alternate relief, Cathedral City Developments seek that one 

 Residential Unit on a site greater than 1 ha but less than  of 10ha which are not 

 held under the same ownership as other adjoining titles at the date of public 

 notification of Stage 2 of the pRDP (i.e. 2nd May 2015) is a Restricted 

 Discretionary activity. 

 

 
3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 3.1 Cathedral City Developments (‘CCDL’) seek that their Site at the top of Harry 

Ell Drive, Cashmere Hill, be rezoned from Rural Port Hills to Residential Large 

Lot.  I presented evidence on this aspect of the CCDL submission at the 

Residential Chapter hearing. 

3.2  In addition, CCDL’s submission as lodged sought amendments to the Rural 

Chapter to provide for a residential unit on an existing ‘undersize’ site in the 

Rural Port Hills, Rural Waimakariri and Rural Banks Peninsula Zones 

(consistent with the pRDP approach to existing sites in the Rural Urban Fringe 

Zone). This will enable the establishment of a dwelling on the CCDL existing 

Harry Ell Drive site, in the event that that part of the CCDL submission seeking 

rezoning to Residential Large Lot is not successful2.  

3.3 I consider the Rural Chapter relief sought can be further refined (and narrowed) 

to allow for one Residential unit in the RuPH zone on lots greater than 1 ha and 

less than 10ha in existence as at 2 May 2015 as a Restricted Discretionary 

Activity (see Appendix A for recommended rules and assessment matters). 

This Rule would not apply to those sites located within an Outstanding Natural 

Landscape. Appendix A shows the area of Rural Port Hills Zone and the 

number of lots between 1-10ha plus the ONL area. Approximately 20 lots within 

this size range are located outside the ONL area.  My recommended amended 

                                                

 

2
 The Site is adjoining but outside the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6 (‘C6’) 

Map A Greenfield Priority Areas so the relief sought may be constrained by Policy 6.3.1 (4) of 
C6 and pRDP Objective 3.3.7 (c). These matters were traversed in my evidence for CCD on 
the Residential Chapter. 
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Rule 17.5.2.3 is attached as Appendix A.   Assessment matters would be 

consistent with those provided for in the Rural Urban Fringe zone. 

3.4 In my opinion, the Cathedral City Developments relief better reflects the intent 

of the RMA and accords with the relevant objectives and policies of  the pRDP 

than the pRDP provisions as notified.  

4. THE SITE  

4.1 The CCDL Harry Ell Drive site has a land area of 6.8ha. The Site is located on 

a  broad spur – the eastern boundary is above and beyond a series of rocky 

 outcrops with the land beyond these outcrops falling steeply into Bowenvale 

 Valley below. The Site boundaries are clearly defined by existing topographical 

 and land ownership features (refer back to landscape evidence prepared by 

 Jeremy Head for the residential hearing chapter for further description of the 

 site and its landscape character). The western eastern boundary of the Site is 

 generally on the crest of this broad spur and adjoins the Council owned Victoria 

 Park.  There is a 5m wide access strip along the eastern boundary which 

 CCDL vested in the Council some 30 years ago and this strip provides 

 pedestrian access between Scarf Place/Longhurst Terrace and Victoria Park. 

 

4.2 The land to the west is part of Victoria Park, a major Port Hills outdoor 

 recreational area which is extensively used by the local community and wider 

 Greater Christchurch residents. It contains childrens’ play areas and an 

 extensive network of walking and mountain bike tracks, linking to the 

 Summit Road recreational area. 

 

4.3 The Site is approximately between 230 to 250m amsl. It is not subject to the 

 Summit Road Protection Act - the western boundary follows the lower 

 boundary of the Summit Road Protection Act as illustrated below:- 
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4.4  The Site is identified as within a Significant Natural Landscape Area in the 

pRDP (Stage 3). 

4.5  The Site was created as a balance rural lot in 1993 when the Cashmere 

Heights (Harry Ell Drive) residential subdivision was developed. It was planted 

in pinus radiata trees (now 21 years old).  This is not a viable forestry activity 

due the small size and unfavourable site conditions (exposure to winds, low 

fertility soils etc.). This matter is discussed in more detail in the evidence of 

Mike Neilson (director of CCDL) in his Statement of Evidence for the 

Residential Chapter hearing. 

5. PLANNING STATUS  

5.1 The Site is zoned Rural Port Hills (RuPH) in the pRDP. The minimum lot size 

 for subdivision and a dwelling is 100 ha. 

5.2 Under the RuPH zoning it would not be possible to establish even one dwelling 

on the Site and utilise the Site as a rural lifestyle block (a minimum net site area 

of 100ha is required under pRDP provisions). I consider this to be a highly 

inefficient use of the Site. 

 

5.3 The benefits of amending the status of Proposal 17 - Rule 17.5.2.3 to include 

the provision of one Residential unit on a site (in existence as at 2 May 2015) 

with a net site area of less than 10ha and greater than 1 ha and located outside 

of an Outstanding Natural Landscape (or the secondary alternative relief as 

outlined above) will better reflect the purpose of the RMA and enable a 

sustainable use of land which is otherwise economically unproductive. 
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6.  COUNCIL PLANNER’S REPORT 

6.1 I have read the evidence of Ms Hogan. She does not support CCDL’s Stage 2 

 proposal (and similar proposals of other submitters) to allow for development of 

 one residential unit on existing titles under 100ha on the following basis: 

-  Historic subdivision or previous planning regimes is not necessarily a policy 

 basis to allow for development in all Rural Zones.  The potential to allow for 

 such a regime would potentially allow for an additional 284 dwellings across the 

 Rural Port Hills zone.  

-  The relief sought fails to recognise how land is managed in the rural 

 environment where multiple titles will make up a larger property. 

- The effect of the relief sought has the potential to result in significant changes 

to rural character and amenity value, and be inconsistent with Policies 2, 3  and 

5 of the Proposal.  

-  The proposal does not give effect to the CRPS (Canterbury Regional Policy 

 Statement) where sites are less than 4ha.  

6.2 I address each of the above areas of concern below. 

Historic subdivision/previous planning regimes and potential number of additional 

dwellings 

6.3 In my opinion, use of ‘grandfather’ clauses which recognise historic subdivision 

 created under previous planning regimes is a relevant factor and valid ‘method’ 

 when considering appropriate planning responses to the issue of residential 

 density in the rural zones. In the Operative City Plan, for example, a 

 ‘grandfather clause’ provides for one residential unit on an existing site between 

 2 ha – 4 ha in the Rural 2, 3 and 5 zones ie. the principal rural plains zones.  

 This recognises that under the preceding district plans, minimum allotment size 

 was based on ‘economic use’ criteria, and that numerous subdivisions were 

 approved for specific intensive horticultural activities e.g. flower growing, berry 

 fruit production on lots as small as 2 ha (most of which are now no longer 

 operational).  Early in my planning career I worked for Waimairi District Council 

 (which covered the northern parts of the City prior to amalgamation) and dealt 
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 with numerous proposals for rural subdivision and dwellings based on 

 ‘economic use’ criteria. 

6.4 In my experience, such small sites are unlikely to be economic for any 

 productive use under current economic conditions, so the only realistic 

 alternative viable use is for rural lifestyle purposes. This has been recognised in 

 the pRDP with the provision for dwellings on existing sites in the Rural Urban 

 Fringe Zone between 1-4 ha in area. Ms Hogan identifies that there are 123 

 sites in the RUF zone between 1-4 ha in size3.   

6.5 A similar situation applies (in terms of viability of alternative uses) for many 

 existing undersize sites in the Rural Port Hills zone. The minimum lot size for a 

 productive activity is substantially larger, given the generally less favourable 

 growing conditions (poorer soils, sloping terrain, harsher climatic conditions 

 etc).  However, Ms Hogan does not consider that all undersize sites in the 

 District, including under 100 ha in the RPH Zone, would be uneconomic for 

 productive purposes.4   

6.6 In response to Ms Hogan’s concern, I suggest the relief sought by CCDL could 

be amended to apply only to ‘smaller’ undersize sites, and in the RPH Zone 

only i.e. not the Rural Waimakariri (‘RW’) Zone or the Rural Banks Peninsula 

(‘RBP’) Zone. It is my understanding that there are no submissions seeking any 

changes to the minimum site size for a dwelling in the RW zone; and that a 

different approach to residential density applies to the RBP zone, and 

submissions relating to residential density in this zone have been largely 

resolved through mediation. 

6.7 In my experience, it would be highly unlikely that any existing sites in the RPH 

 zone in the 1-10 ha range would be economic for any ‘stand alone’ productive 

 use.  

6.8 I have further refined the appropriate ‘criteria’ for a dwelling on existing 

 undersize lots in the RPH zone, to recognise Ms Hogan’s other concerns 

 relating to land management practices, and impacts on rural character and 

                                                

 

3
 paragraph 11.16 of Ms Hogan’s evidence 

4
 Paragraph 17.4 
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 amenity values. The effect is to substantially reduce the number of existing lots 

 meeting the suggested criteria to substantially less than the equivalent number 

 of ‘eligible’ lots in the RUR zone as follows:- 

- to approximately 20 lots (i.e. a 92% reduction) if all lots in the 1-10 ha range 

which are within the Outstanding Natural Landscape area (ONL) are 

excluded: 

- to 40 lots (i.e. a 86% reduction) if all lots in the 1-10 ha range which are held 

in the same ownership as an adjoining 1-10 ha existing site are excluded. 

Land held and managed in multiple titles 

6.9 Ms Hogan notes that in the rural environment, multiple titles can be farmed 

jointly as part of a larger property. In these circumstances, the effective farm 

size is much larger and is more likely to be ‘economic’ for productive purposes.  

This does appear to be the case for some existing smaller undersize sites in the 

RPH zones, as illustrated in the maps in Appendix B.  For example, there are 

series of approximately 4 ha lots (16 in total) ‘running up’ the east side of 

Worsleys Road which are owned by McVicar Holdings Ltd and which are 

managed jointly for forestry purposes.  

6.10 I consider that where adjoining undersize lots are held and farmed in the same 

 ownership, the proposed ‘grandfather’ clause providing for one dwelling per 

 existing lot need not apply. Such lots could be excluded under the ‘secondary 

 relief’ outlined in Appendix A.   

 Rural character and amenity values 

6.11 Ms Hogan is concerned that providing for a dwelling on all existing undersize 

lots in the RPH and RW zones (i.e. a combined potential for an additional 437 

dwellings) would potentially result in significant changes to rural character and 

amenity value and be inconsistent with Rural Chapter Policies 2, 5 and 7 

(reproduced in Appendix C).  If the provision applies to just the RPH zone, the 

potential is for a maximum of 284 dwellings. 

6.12 Key relevant amenity outcomes sought by the above policies are:- 

- A landscape dominated by openness, vegetation and natural character 

elements; 
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- Visual separation between residential buildings on neighbouring properties 

and a low density of built form; 

- Maintenance of a distinct rural/urban boundary on the Port Hills; 

- Supports amalgamation of smaller sites; 

- Avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure and rural 

productive activities; 

- Maintain and enhance the working function of the rural environment. 

6.13 In my opinion, provision for a dwelling on existing undersize sites in the RPH 

 zone will not offend or comprise any of the above intended environmental 

 outcomes, subject to appropriate assessment matters for such proposals (as a 

 controlled or restricted discretionary activity and as discussed below and set out 

 in Appendix A); and exclusion of undersize sites which are farmed jointly with 

 adjoining sites. Exclusion of the latter, could indirectly ‘encourage’ 

 amalgamation of such smaller sites. The small number of qualifying existing 

 sites (40) would ensure that the openness and naturalness of the RPH 

 environment would remain dominant; and the distinct rural/urban boundary 

 would be maintained (with a strong visual contrast between Living Hills zoned 

 areas and open very low density rural Port Hills area).  The assessment criteria 

 requiring a residential building platform and curtilage that complies with the 

 relevant built form standards including separation distances would ensure 

 suitable separation between dwellings on neighbouring sites. There would be 

 no impact on the working function of the rural environment as the qualifying 

 sites are, due to their small size, not economic for productive purposes.   

6.14 In relation to the first three environmental outcomes (which are landscape 

 related), I also refer the Panel to evidence of Jeremey Head for the Residential 

 Chapter hearing. Mr Head was confident that rezoning the Site Residential 

 Large Lot in accordance with the proposed Outline Development Plan 

 (including scope for taller vegetation cover within private lots and peripheral 

 planting framework) would “give the entire site the appearance of a highly 

 natural setting where built forms are ultimately subservient to abundant natural 

 elements and open space”. This would not compromise the above intended 

 environmental outcomes for the rural Port Hills zone. The proposed Restricted 
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 Discretionary Assessment matters give scope to address dwelling location and 

 planting to mitigate potential landscape effects. 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

6.14 Ms Hogan considers that the provision for a dwelling on existing undersize sites 

 in the RPH and RW zones does not give effect to the CRPS with respect to 

 sites less than 4 ha.5 However, this statement is inconsistent with her support 

 for a dwelling on existing undersize sites between 1-4 ha in the RUF zone, to 

 which the CRPS is equally applicable.  Policy 6.3.1 (4) seeks to avoid new 

 urban activities (my underlining) outside the Map A greenfield priority areas and 

 existing urban areas; and Policy 6.3.9 (1) specifies that no further rural 

 residential development is to be provided for within the Christchurch City Plan 

 area.  Urban activities includes residential units (except rural residential 

 activities) at a density of more than one household unit per 4 ha of site area; 

 and rural residential activities are residential units outside the identified 

 Greenfield Priority Areas at an average density of between 1 and 2 households 

 per hectare. 

6.15 There is no conflict with Policy 6.3.9 (1) because existing sites under 1 ha are 

 excluded. With respect to sites between 1-4 ha, Policy 6.3.1 (4) is concerned 

 with new urban activities. Existing 1- 4ha sites are in effect existing not new 

 urban activities and the existing use is does not come within the CRPS 

 definition of a rural activity because the site sizes are too small to support any 

 effective farming activity, even more so in the RPH zone than the RUR zone.   

6.16 There is no conflict with the CRPS with respect to existing site sizes between 4-

 10 ha (including the CCDL site) as a dwelling on such sites would be defined as 

 a rural activity.   

Conclusion 

6.17 Based on the discussion above, I consider the suggested amended CCDL relief 

addresses and resolves all the concerns with this submission raised by Ms 

Hogan. 

 

                                                

 

5
Paragraph 17.8 Ms Hogan’s evidence 
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7 Strategic Objectives 

7.1 I consider that the proposed amendment relief as discussed above achieves 

 Strategic Objective 3.3.1 in that, albeit in a small way it meets the community’s 

 immediate and  longer term needs,  for housing and sustains the important 

 qualities and values of the natural environment. The proposal is also 

 consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.4 in that it further enables for a range of 

 housing  opportunities available to meet the diverse needs, including a choice of 

 housing  types, densities and location.   

7.2 The proposed provision for a dwelling on existing undersize lots subject to the 

listed criteria is consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.9 as it seeks to 

recognise and safeguard against inappropriate development contained within 

an outstanding natural landscape  and avoids the potential cluster of 

development which could adversely affect the natural character and amenity of 

the rural Port Hills. 

7.3 Restricted discretionary activity status is appropriate in terms of Strategic 

Objective 3.3.2 as it enables site specific assessments and the ability to decline 

consents where necessary whilst being specific as to the relevant assessment 

matters and thus providing greater certainty for users of the pRDP than an 

‘open ended’ fully discretionary consenting process.  

8 Port Hills Outstanding Natural Landscape Area 

8.1 As illustrated on the maps attached in Appendix B, the vast majority of the RPH 

zone is within the Port Hills ONL area as identified on the pRDP Stage 3 

planning maps. This policy direction seeks to ensure that future residential 

development does not adversely affect the landscape qualities, in particular 

openness and naturalness, of ONLs..  

8.2 Although not raised as an issue by Ms Hogan, I consider the impact of the 

proposed provision for a dwelling on existing RPH undersize sites is a relevant 

matter. 

8.3 Policy 9.2.27 does not exclude residential units in the RPH zones, but rather 

requires that they are limited to a scale, form, design and finish (colours and 

materials) that integrates with the landscape. 
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8.4 I note that if provision was made for a dwelling on all existing 1-10 ha sites in 

the RPH zone, there would be the potential for a row of dwellings ‘running up’ 

Worsleys Road (around 20 total) within the ONL.  This could cumulatively result 

in a grouping of relatively small residential sites in the RPH context, which could 

potentially adversely affect the open character and natural appearance of the 

upper PH landscape. The small (4 ha) sites opposite the existing Residential 

Large Lot zone on the west side of Worsleys Road in a midslope position are 

not of concern to me, but rather those above this point, where the 4 ha lots run 

on one side of the road only and are surrounded by RPH zoned land. 

8.5 I have also provided planning advice and evidence for one of the owners of the 

midslope 4 ha lots located opposite the RLL zone in Worsleys Road on the 

Residential Chapter (G&J McVicar submission 2362). Landscape evidence for 

the Council (Andrew Craig) supported the RLL zoning sought by the McVicars 

from a landscape perspective and I refer the Panel to that evidence (and my 

planning evidence). I am aware that a submission on Stage 3 on behalf of the 

McVicars seeks that the ONL notation as it applies to these sites is removed. 

This approach would be supported by the Council’s landscape architect, based 

on his Residential Chapter evidence. 

8.6 There would also be potential for a smaller cluster of dwellings on existing 

adjoining undersize lots on Cashmere Hill (maximum potential 6 dwellings).   

8.7 For both ‘clusters’ the existing undersize sites are both held in the same 

ownership, and are either wholly or partially within the ONL.  

8.8 If the qualifying criteria for a  dwelling on an existing undersize site excluded 

either sites where an adjoining undersize lot is in the same ownership; or the 

site is within the ONL, the above ‘clusters’ of undersize lots would not qualify. 

Either approach would effectively protect the open space and natural character 

of the RPH zone environment.  It would eliminate a high percentage of sites 

contained in linear strip along Worsley and Dyers Pass Road, reducing the 

potential for cluster development in a prominent location ensuring significant 

visual separation between properties. 
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9 Port Hills Significant Landscape Area 

9.1 The pRDP also identifies some Significant Landscape areas (SLs) on the Port 

Hills. These areas do not qualify as outstanding landscape areas under s6 if the 

RMA (ie as a matter of national importance) but are still considered to hold 

important landscape values. The relevant policy (9.2.2.4) is set out in Appendix 

C.  The CCDL site is a SL.  The landscape evidence for CCDL (Jeremy Head) 

for the Residential Chapter hearing supported Residential Large Lot zoning of 

the CCDL Harry Ell Drive site, and considered that such low density residential 

development (minimum lot size 1500m2) would not compromise its status and 

significance as a SL. In particular, Mr Head noted that the Site only forms part of 

a small part of the visual backdrop to Christchurch due to its gently sloping 

nature and proximity to existing urban development; and the enabled 

development (up to 10 lots) would not be visually prominent, or appear as ‘over-

domestication’ of the landscape. I refer the Panel to the evidence for CCDL for 

the Residential Chapter, and the Council evidence on the same. I further note 

that Andrew Craig, Councils Landscape Architect did not assess the Site in his 

landscape evidence for the Council but provided a supporting assessment as 

part of the CCDL submission. He concluded that the proposed Residential Large 

Lot rezoning would not give rise to any adverse amenity effects and would on 

balance be appropriate in landscape terms. 

9.2 In light of the above evidence making provision for just a single residential unit 

on the existing CCDL site, subject to a Restricted Discretionary process would 

clearly have very minimal (if any) visual and landscape effect, and would not 

compromise the values of the SL.  

10 Restricted Discretionary Activity Assessment Matters 

10.1  I consider some further changes to the Revised Proposal assessment matters 

 for what should be restricted discretionary not fully discretionary consents for a 

 dwelling on existing undersize sites are necessary. These are set out in 

 Appendix A.  The amendments:- 

-  Clarify that effects on rural character and amenity values are in relation to 

the surrounding environment, not the application site. The reason for 

providing of a dwelling on existing undersize sites is for the very reason that 
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they are too small to support effective rural productive activity and so an 

alternative rural lifestyle use is appropriate. 

-  For the same reason, criteria iii (the extent to which the current use of the 

site is for a rural activity and its ability to continue) should be deleted. 

-  Reference to effects on outstanding and significant landscape values 

(where relevant) has been added, as this may be applicable on a ‘case by 

case’ basis in the RPH zone context. 

11. s32 Assessment  

11.1 I consider that my proposed revisions to the pRDP rules in relation to dwellings 

 on existing undersize rural sites to be the most appropriate way to  achieve the 

 purpose of the RMA and the objectives of the  pRDP. 

11.2 At present, Rule 17.5.2.1 (P5) is very restrictive in that it only allows for a 

 Residential activity on a minimum net site area of 100ha. Any activity which 

 does not comply with Rule 17.5.2.1 (P5) becomes a non-complying activity.   

11.3 The current zoning and associated rules (Rural Port Hills, minimum lot size for 

 subdivision and a dwelling 100ha) leaves small pockets of land such as the 

 CCDL Site in limbo, with no practical use and having negligible value. This 

 6.8ha Site is a small area of land that is not suitable for any agricultural use 

 and the  current forestry use is uneconomic and not sustainable. No 

 form of housing or residential use is possible under the current planning rules. 

 

11.4 If the relevant rules continue on the existing basis then the Site and other 

 undersize sites which are not viable for economic production will continue to 

 remains as site with no use and of limited value, effectively ‘wasteland’ which 

 will be difficult and costly to maintain in a ‘weed free’ state, given the very 

 limited if any economic return from the land.  

 

11.5 Erecting a dwelling on an existing title as at 2 May 2015 in the Rural Port Hills  

 zone should be provided for as restricted discretionary not non-complying 

 activity. These titles are existing and relate to a pre-existing  subdivision pattern 

 only, so there is no risk of such consents resulting in a ‘cluster’ of development. 

 Restricted Discretionary status is consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.2 (a) 
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 ie minimize transaction costs and resource consent  processes and the 

 number, extent and prescriptiveness of development  controls. In the 

 Waimakariri, Rural Port Hills and Rural Banks Peninsula Zones, whilst existing 

 titles can be larger than 4 ha, the productive potential of undersize lots remains 

 very limited due to the generally poorer soil quality and growing conditions in 

 these ‘harsher’ environments. Residential ‘lifestyle’ use of such lots is 

 generally the only viable and sustainable use for the land. Providing for a 

 dwelling on existing undersize titles will not result in a major cumulative change 

 to the character of the existing rural environment, as the number of existing 

 ‘undersize’ lots without an existing dwelling is limited.  

 

12. CONCLUSION 

12.1 The proposed amendment to Rule 17.5.2.3 will  better achieve the pRDP 

objectives and policies and is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose 

of the Resource Management Act through the sustainable use of existing 

undersized lots which cannot be effectively used for sustainable productive 

farming purposes.  
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Appendix A 
 Relief sought and proposed amendments to pRDP 

 
Principle Relief 

 
 Amendments in bold, italics and underlined. 
 
 17.5.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities  
 
  The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities. The activities listed  
  below,  except for RD1, shall comply with the Built Form Standards in Rule 17.4.3.  
  Discretion to  grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the   
  Matters of Discretion set out in 17.8 as set out in the following table. Any    
  application arising from these rules shall not require full public notification.  
 

Activity  The council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

RD9 One Residential unit on a 
site in existence as at 2 May 
2015 with a net site area 
greater than 1ha but less 
than 10ha. 
 
This Rule does not apply to 
sites located within an 
Outstanding Natural 
Landscape. 
 
Any application arising from 
this rule shall not be 
publicly notified and shall 
not require affected party 
approvals. 

a. Residential activities on existing 
small sites – 17.8.2.6 

 
 

Secondary Alternative relief  
  
 17.5.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities  
 
   The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities. The activities listed  

  below,  except for RD1, shall comply with the Built Form Standards in Rule 17.4.3.  
  Discretion to  grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the   
  Matters of Discretion set out in 17.8 as set out in the following table. Any    
  application arising from these rules shall not 

 

Activity The council’s discretion shall be limited 

to the following matters: 

RD9 One Residential unit 
on a site in existence 
as at  with a net site 

Residential activities on existing small sites 



area greater than 1ha 
but less than 10ha on 
land which is not held 
under the same 
ownership as an 
adjoining title existing 
at 2 May 2015. 
 

Any application 

arising from this rule 

shall not be publicly 

notified and shall not 

require affected party 

approvals. 

– 17.8.2.6 

 

Amendments to Rule 17.8.2.6 (Revised Proposal dated October 2015) 

17.8.2.6 Residential activities on existing small sites 

a. Whether the density, location and design of the residential activity, including associated 

planting, will maintain the rural character and amenity values of the surrounding 

environment taking into account: 

i. the effects of a residential unit on the site contributing to a change in the rural character 

and amenity values towards a more urban character and on Outstanding and Significant 

Landscapes; 

ii. the extent to which the site is capable of providing a residential building platform and 

curtilage an identified building area that complies with relevant Built Form Standards, 

including separation distances; 

iii. the extent to which the current use of the site is for a viable rural activity and its ability to 

continue; 

iv. the potential for reverse sensitivity effects on rural productive activities in the surrounding 

environment, including cumulative effects of additional sensitive activities.  

 



Appendix B  

Zone Maps 















Appendix C Relevant pRDP Objectives and Policies 

 

17.1.1.2 Policy 2 – Contributing elements to rural character and amenity values 

a. Recognise that rural character and amenity values vary across the District resulting 

from the combination of natural and physical resources present, including the 

location and extent of established and permitted activities.  

b. Recognise the elements that characterise an area as rural, from which desired 

amenity is derived, include the predominance of:  

ii.   A landscape dominated by openness and vegetation;  

iii. Significant visual separation between residential buildings on 

neighbouring properties;  

iv.  Where appropriate, buildings integrated into a predominantly natural 

setting; and  

v. Natural character elements of waterways, water bodies, indigenous 

vegetation and natural landforms, including the coastal environment 

where relevant; 

 

17.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Function of rural areas  

a. Ensure the nature, scale and intensity of subdivision, use and development 

recognises the different natural and physical resources, character and amenity 

values, conservation values  and Ngai Tahu values  of rural land in Christchurch 

District including: 

i. the rural productive, recreation, tourism and conservation activities on 

 Banks Peninsula and their integration with maintaining and enhancing 

 landscape, coastal and indigenous biodiversity values;  

ii. the rural productive and recreation activities in the rural flat land area 

surrounding the main Christchurch urban area; 

iii. the flood management and groundwater recharge functions adjoining 

the Waimakariri River;  

iv. the open character and natural appearance of the rural Port Hills 

maintaining a distinct urban/rural boundary;  

v. the re-use of the site of the former Templeton Hospital; and  

vi. the historic and contemporary cultural landscapes, sites of Ngai Tahu 

cultural significance and the use of land and water resources for mahinga 

kai; and  



vii. the conservation activities undertaken within the Peacock Springs 

 Conservation Area.  

 

17.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Density and distribution of residential units  

a. Ensure a density and distribution of residential units that:  

 

i. maintains and enhances the working function of the rural environment;  

ii.   supports a consolidated urban form, including that of small 

settlements. 

iii.   maintains the predominance of larger sites and abundant open 

space. 

iv. supports amalgamation of multiple small sites;  

v.  avoids creating new sites less than 4ha; 

vi. avoids the expectation of land use change of rural land to urban 

activities or for rural residential development 

viii. avoids reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure, and rural 

productive activities; and  

ix. retains a low density of built form with a high degree of openness 

appropriate to the surrounding environment.  
 

17.1.1.2 Policy 2 – Contributing elements to rural character and amenity 

values 

a. Recognise that rural character and amenity values vary across the District resulting 

from the combination of natural and physical resources present, including the 

location and extent of established and permitted activities.  

b. Recognise the elements that characterise an area as rural, from which desired 

amenity is derived, include the predominance of:  

ii.  A landscape dominated by openness and vegetation;  

iii. Significant visual separation between residential buildings on 

neighbouring properties;  

iv.  Where appropriate, buildings integrated into a predominantly natural 

setting; and  



v.  Natural character elements of waterways, water bodies, indigenous 

vegetation and natural landforms, including the coastal environment 

where relevant; 

  

17.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Function of rural areas  

a. Ensure the nature, scale and intensity of subdivision, use and development 

recognises the different natural and physical resources, character and amenity 

values, conservation values  and Ngai Tahu values  of rural land in Christchurch 

District including: 

i. the rural productive, recreation, tourism and conservation activities on 

 Banks Peninsula and their integration with maintaining and enhancing 

 landscape, coastal and indigenous biodiversity values;  

ii. the rural productive and recreation activities in the rural flat land area 

surrounding the main Christchurch urban area; 

iii. the flood management and groundwater recharge functions adjoining 

the Waimakariri River;  

iv. the open character and natural appearance of the rural Port Hills 

maintaining a distinct urban/rural boundaries boundary;  

v. the re-use of the site of the former Templeton Hospital; and vi. the 

 historic and contemporary cultural landscapes, sites of Ngai Tahu 

 cultural significance and the use of land and water resources for 

 mahinga kai; and  

vii. the conservation activities undertaken within the Peacock Springs 

 Conservation Area.  

 

17.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Density and distribution of residential units  

a. Ensure a density and distribution of residential units that:  

vii. maintains and enhances the working function of the rural environment;  

viii.   supports a consolidated urban form, including that of small 

settlements. 



ix.   maintains the predominance of larger sites and abundant open 

space. 

x. supports amalgamation of multiple small sites;  

xi.  avoids creating new sites less than 4ha; 

xii. avoids the expectation of land use change of rural land to urban 

activities or for rural residential development 

viii. avoids reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure, and rural 

productive activities; and  

ix. retains a low density of built form with a high degree of openness 

appropriate to the surrounding environment.  

 

Chapter 9 – pRDP 

9.2.2.4 Significant Landscapes 

a. Recognise, maintain and enhance the qualities of significant landscape.   

 These qualities are: 

 ii. Port Hills: 

  A: An important visual backdrop to Christchurch 

  B: A major recreation resource for the city’s residents and visitors. 

 

b. Maintain and enhance the qualities of the significant landscape by: 

i. Avoiding development that breaks the skyline, including the cater rim, 

ridgelines on Banks Peninsula and radial spurs of the Port Hills. 

ii. Restricting visually prominent uses and development. 

iii. Ensuring subdivision, use and development does not result in over 

domestication of the landscape. 

iv.  On Banks Peninsula require development to be separated from 

identified important ridgelines, taking into account visual separation 

and horizontal and vertical separation. 

v. Enabling pastoral farming activities which contribute to rural landscape 

character of Banks Peninsula. 

vi. Managing or avoiding specific activities and adverse effects as set out 

in policy 9.2.2.7 

 



9.2.2.7 Specific activities in Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, 

Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the 

Coastal Environment 

b. Residential activities 

 i. Require an identified building area at the time of subdivision  

  and undertake a landscape assessment of the location, density  

  and scale of buildings to ensure future development will not  

  result in adverse effects on the landscape qualities, in   

  particular naturalness and openness of outstanding natural  

  features and landscapes. 

 ii Limit residential units and associated access and planting to a  

  scale,  form, design, finish (colours and materials) that   

  integrate with the landscape.  

   

 

 

 

 

 


