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MAY IT PLEASE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 
 
Personal background 
 
1. My name is Professor S. S. Bagchi JP. By profession, I am 

an academic serving as a Global Distinguished Professor. 
I am associated with a number of international universities 
and research institutions as a Senior Consultant in 
Environmental Medicine and Toxicology. I have lived in 
Avonhead, Christchurch, since 2004 and I will be giving 
evidence in my capacity as the Chairman of the Avonhead 
Community Group Inc (the ACG). 

 
Introduction 
 
2. The ACG is a residents’ organisation registered under the 

Incorporated Societies Act 1908. We represent more than 
8,000 households within the north-west of Christchurch, 
including residents in Avonhead, Burnside, Bryndwr, Ilam 
and Russley. The ACG has approximately 2,000 financial 
members. The Christchurch International Airport Limited 
(the CIAL), Kids First Kindergarten and Hotel Commodore 
are our associate members.  
 

3. We support the Council’s proposal to rezone the 35 ha 
piece of Rural 5 land between Russley Road and 
Hawthornden Road (NWRA3) as Rural Urban Fringe. We 
oppose the requests by submitters 2183 and 2278 to 
rezone their individual parcels of land on NWRA3 as 
Industrial General. We support the Council’s evidence on 
the Industrial chapter, dated 3 September 2015, insofar as 
it opposes the requests by submitters 2183 and 2278.  

 
4. Our reasons for supporting the Rural-Urban Fringe zoning 

of NWRA3 have already been outlined in our submission 
on Stage 2 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement 
District Plan (the pCRDP). In this evidence, we will 
specifically address our reasons for opposing the requests 
by submitters 2183 and 2278.  

 
Submission points 

 
5. The requests to rezone the sites owned by submitters 

2183 and 2278 to Industrial General were never part of the 
Stage 2 proposal, which related to NWRA3 as a whole. 
The requests reflect a “last minute” alteration to the long-
standing issue of the proper zoning of NWRA3, initiated 
only after the public submission phase on Stage 2 was 
already over. As a result, the two requests have never 
passed through consultation. Given the strong opinion in 
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the community in Avonhead and its surrounding suburbs 
against any industry on NWRA3 land, it would be 
procedurally unfair to allow the 2183 and 2278 sites to be 
rezoned to Industrial General without detailed public 
consultation on the Outline Development Plan (the ODP) 
for these two specific sites.   

 
6. The last-minute nature of the two requests also means the 

Council has not been able to give adequate thought on 
points such as the access to the sites or the capacity of 
the infrastructure to sustain Industrial General 
developments on the two sites. In fact, there is no ODP for 
these two sites. To our understanding, the absence of an 
ODP precludes the rezoning of a greenfield priority 
business area under 6.3.3 of the Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement (the CRPS). Further, allowing these two 
sites to be rezoned without putting these crucial details on 
access and infrastructure before the Panel would mean 
that these matters would be left to the resource consent 
process and the discretion of the Planning Committee of 
the Council, instead of being subjected to rigorous 
inspection by the interested submitters and the Panel 
itself.  

 
7. There is no justifiable reason to zone submitters 2183 and 

2278’s lands differently from the rest of NWRA3. Such a 
piecemeal rezoning would have no basis in policy and 
would simply amount to a personal benefit on the 
landowners in question. If the rezoning to industry were 
granted, there would not be any principled basis to stop 
other landowners also claiming that their land should be 
similarly rezoned to industry. That is why it is in our 
opinion better to treat the Rural-Urban Fringe zone as 
applying to all of NWRA3, and not simply to part of the 
land.  

 
8. The ACG also believes that rezoning the two sites to 

Industrial General would not amount to an “integrated 
approach” for the purposes of Action 24(viii) of the Land 
Use Recovery Plan (the LURP). An “integrated approach” 
includes ensuring that land use is integrated with 
surrounding activities and infrastructure. These two sites 
are located in a Rural-Urban Fringe zone, meant for 
primarily rural and agricultural activities, and border quiet 
residential areas. It would not be integrated land use to 
have two stand-alone industrial developments on these 
two sites.  

 
9. Beyond these reasons based in principle, there are also 

specific reasons against rezoning submitters 2183 and 
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2278’s site. Ms Bridget O’Brien’s evidence on behalf of the 
Council, dated 3 September 2015, makes it clear that no 
provision has been made for the sewage discharge from 
either site into the sewer network, as the additional 33.7 
L/s wet-weather capacity to be obtained from the upgrade 
planned by 2017 has already been allocated fully to the 
CIAL and Memorial Business Park. No further addition to 
the sewage capacity is possible within the next 10 years 
because the Council’s financial difficulties have made it 
impossible to include the requisite upgrades in the Long 
Term Plan (the LTP). Moreover, there is no certainty that 
the sewage capacity can be increased even in the next 
LTP. Therefore, the infrastructure capacity for the rezoning 
of 2183 and 2278’s lands will not exist in the foreseeable 
future.  

 
10. Mr Andrew Milne in his traffic evidence on behalf of the 

Council does not oppose an Industrial General 
development on submitter 2183’s land on the basis that 
there could be an access from Hawthornden Road to the 
industrial development. However, we are deeply 
concerned that Mr Milne believes it is acceptable to allow 
an industrial development based only on an access from a 
local road like Hawthornden Road, which is intended only 
to service local residents according to the Transport 
Chapter in the pCRDP. The impact of heavy vehicles and 
a continuous flow of traffic on a local road would be 
devastating in terms of the safety and amenity of local 
residents. We attach a letter from Kidsfirst Kidergarten, 
which expresses a serious concern on the same issue 
(Attachment 1: Letter from Kidsfirst Kindergarted). 

 
11. The Quality Transport Planning assessment (the QTP) 

attached to Mr Milne’s evidence states at [6.4.5] that it is 
good practice for any industrial development to have more 
than one access. This would not be feasible for the 
development on submitter 2183’s land, as a second 
access to the site from State Highway 1 (SH1) is unlikely 
to be permitted in view of the New Zealand Transport 
Agency’s opposition to the idea. Moreover, the QTP itself 
recommends against an interconnecting road between 
Hawthornden Road and SH1 to service submitter 2183’s 
land, as the interconnecting road would become a shortcut 
route to SH1 and exacerbate the traffic volume on 
Hawthornden Road. Therefore, an industrial development 
on submitter 2183’s site is likely to have only access from 
Hawthornden Road, which is contrary to sound 
connectivity and accessibility practices.  
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12. Another objection specific to submitter 2183’s land is that 
rezoning it would create an Industrial General zone next to 
the Earthquake Memorial in Avonhead Park Cemetery. 
There is an extremely strong view within the community 
that it would be an insult to the memory of the earthquake 
victims to rob the Cemetery of its peaceful rural outlook 
and replace it with an industrial backdrop. The Earthquake 
Memorial is of international significance and it would be 
poor planning to have an industrial site, and the 
associated noise and activity, adjacent to it.  

 
13. The ACG also objects to the industrial rezoning of 

submitters 2183 and 2278’s sites in light of the likely 
adverse impact on the underground aquifers. Unlike an 
Industrial Park Zone, where there is a negligible risk of 
contamination from the storage of hazardous substances 
(Rule 16.1.1.3 CRDP), there is no rule that states that the 
risk of contamination from Industrial General zones is low. 
We take that to mean that any industrial zone on NWRA3 
land would contravene Policy 18.3.1 of the CRPS, which 
requires the avoidance of actual or potential adverse 
effects, resulting from the use, storage or disposal of 
hazardous substances in areas of unconfined or semi-
confined aquifer, where the depth to groundwater is such 
that there is a risk of contamination of that groundwater. 

 
Conclusion 
 
14. The ACG seeks that an industrial zoning should not be 

granted to submitters 2183 and 2278’s lands, nor to 
NWRA3 as a whole. The industrial rezoning of the two 
submitters’ sites is being sought without an ODP and 
without any design or capacity for sewage discharge within 
the next ten years. Accessibility to site 2183 relies entirely 
on a designated local road, which means that any 
industrial development on that site would come at the cost 
of a complete loss of road safety and residential amenity. 
The result of a rezoning would be two stand-alone 
industries in a Rural-Urban Fringe bordering residential 
areas and the Earthquake Memorial. This would not be 
integrated land use. We request the Panel to rezone the 
entire NWRA3 land, including the two parcels of land 
owned by submitters 2183 and 2278, as Rural-Urban 
Fringe.  

 
 

Signature:   
 
 
Date: 17 September 2015 
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Attachment 1: Letter from Kidsfirst Kindergarten



2164 ACG Commercial Industrial: 7 of 7


