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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

SUBMISSION no. 2145 ON THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN   

STAGE TWO, CHAPTER 4 

The parts of the Proposal, J Reeves submission relates to are as follows:  

 

Proposal Number 4 Papakainga Zone  

Provision Number and Name 4.1 Objectives and Policies 

Provision Number and Name 4.2.2.1. Permitted Activities   

Provision Number and Name 4.2.3. Built form standards 

Provision Number and Name Wairewa Papakainga Zone  Map Number 69 and R4 

 

My submission relates only to the Wairewa Papakainga Zone 

 

Having taken part in both informal and formal mediation I now support the Council's revised proposal as 

set out in:  

Mr Matheson, Evidence in Chief, Attachment A - Revised proposal following Mediation (1) (Without 

Prejudice). Circulated on 3rd November 2015.  

 

EXCEPT: The particular change that I, J. Reeves am seeking is: 

4.2.34.4 Maximum zone coverage 

a. Maximum percentage of the zone site covered by all buildings shall be 50%. 25% 

 

The Papakainga/Kainga Nohanga Zone and Overlay is a large area adjoining the existing small settlement 

of Little River. I understand there is no minimum section size for the Papakainga Zone. I support this as it 

will allow for clustered housing. In my submission I sought a maximum site coverage of 25%. The 

introduction of a maximum zone coverage partly addresses this, but I don't not believe attaching the 

percentage to the zone rather than the site is appropriate. I also consider the percentage to be too high.  

 

Reason for opposition 

The area currently proposed to be zoned Papakainga/Kainga Nohanga is a small area around the Marae 

and attaching the coverage to the Zone would be similar to attaching it to a site. However, I understand 
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that the Built Form Standards will also apply to land within the Overlay in areas where and Outline 

Development Plan has been prepared. Potentially this could be a large area of land and it could be that 

the first sites to be developed could be developed to up to 100% site coverage, because it could be off-

set against the rest of the Overlay (Zone). Those further down the track would then be penalised. I 

therefore do not think this part of the provision is either practical or fair.  

 

The existing residential area of Little River is Zoned Small Settlement which has a site coverage of 25% 

and a minimum site size of 1000m². These allowances are proposed to be carried forward to the 

Residential Small Settlement Zone. In order for any development in the Papakainga/Kainga Nohanga 

Zone/Overlay to be compatible with the existing settlement and not unduly incongruous in the Rural 

Banks Peninsula Zone, I consider a maximum site coverage of 25% should also apply to the 

Papakainga/Kainga Nohanga Zone/Overlay. This would be appropriate in comparison with site coverage 

for other Zones e.g. I understand the proposed site coverage is 35% for Residential Banks Peninsula and 

Residential Hills Zones, 40% for Residential New Neighbourhood Zones. It seems logical that site density 

increases towards urban centres or nodes.  

 

MAP Nos 69 and R4 

Extent of Overlay  

Mr Matheson has presented two options in the revised proposal. I support Option 1, as it provides more 

scope and flexibility in zoning further land, once constraints are taken into account and the Little River 

community and other stakeholders have been consulted. It also would allow for future return of land 

within the Overlay to Maori ownership. Even land swaps may be possible.  

 

Extent of Zone 

I would support a larger area being zoned now around the Marae providing it is contiguous with the 

proposed Zone around the Marae, on the same side of the Christchurch Akaroa Highway (SH75) as the 

Marae and only includes land in Maori ownership.  

 

 

 

Janet Reeves 5 November 2015 


