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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, 

and have operated my own consultancy practice, based in 

Christchurch, since 1995.   

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 Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP).  

1.3 Castle Rock has asked me to provide planning evidence in relation to 

the Castle Rock submission on the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  I have provided ongoing planning 

advice to Castle Rock including in relation the Change 1 to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (replaced by Chapter 6 

included as Appendix 1 of the Land Use Recovery Plan) and a 

proposed Council initiated change to the operative City Plan, which 

never reached notification stage, and addressed zoning of the Special 

Purpose (Ferrymead) zone, an interim zoning relating to parts of the 

Heathcote area, including 125 Scruttons Road. 

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. 
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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); 

(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 Subdivision, Residential and Natural Hazard Chapter 

of pRDP. 

1.8 I have read those parts of the evidence of Sarah Oliver (CCC 

Planner), Robert Norton (Engineer – stormwater), Bridget O’Brien 

(Engineer – growth) and Andrew Milne (Engineer – traffic) relevant to 

the matters raised in the submission by Castle Rock.  

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence is divided into two sections and focusses on the key 

matters raised in Castle Rock’s submission on Stage 2. 

2.2 Section 1 of my evidence focuses on the rezoning of 195 Port Hills 

Road to a combination Industrial General and Residential Hills; or 

rezone entirely Residential Hills, entirely Industrial General or an 

alternative ‘mix’ of zoning as is considered appropriate by the decision 

maker. The submission includes an Outline Development Plan (ODP) 

for the primary option (Residential Hills and Industrial General zoning). 

Section 2 of my evidence focuses on the rezoning of 125 Scruttons 

Road to Greenfield Residential and/or Industrial General. Similarly an 

ODP has been prepared to reflect the relevant density areas.  
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

3.1 Castle Rock seek to rezone two parcels of land one being located to 

the south of Port Hills Road and the other to the east of Tunnel Road. 

The former will comprise a mixture of Residential Hill and Industrial 

General zoned land, while the latter will be comprised of a mixture of 

Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density zoning. 

3.2 In each instance, the Sites have been identified as being contained 

within areas of land that a prone to natural hazards. The technical 

evidence submitted in support of the respective proposals has 

determined that the sites can be adequately mitigated against and will 

not be subject to any unreasonable forms of natural hazards that are 

detrimental to life or property. Furthermore, in both instances it has 

been determined that the Sites will enhance the overall local amenity 

values of the area and to some degree enhance the level of bio 

diversity on site.  

Section 1 – 195 Port Hills Road 

4. THE SITE  

4.1 195 Port Hills Rd (‘the Site’), is a 5.9 ha block with access from Port 

Hills Road, as identified on the District Plan Map attached in 

Appendix A (legally described as Part RS 388 and 966). 

4.2 The Site is located southwest of the Port Hills Road / Tunnel Road 

motorway interchange, and on the opposite side of Port Hills Road 

from Chapmans Road,   which services a large industrial area. The 

only property access is onto Port Hills Road.. 

4.3 The Site is at the foot of the Port Hills and extends onto the lower 

slopes to the 30m contour and is essentially ‘valley floor’ land. It lies 

adjacent to Mary Duncan Park to the west and a mix of glass houses 

and residential lifestyle properties along the east boundary (accessed 

via Horotane Valley to the east). 

4.4 The Avoca Valley Stream passes across the north of the Site 

discharging under the Port Hills Road via two culverts. Christchurch 

City Council have an easement on the front to the Site to discharge 
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water. Overhead power lines cross the south east portion of the Site. 

No Pylons are located on Site. 

4.5 Areas at the northern end of the Site contain purpose built ponds 

designed to facilitate drainage of the Site. It is noted that the purpose 

built ponds do not follow the natural contours of the land. Additionally 

parts of this the Site have been filled, further altering the natural 

contours of the Site. 

5. BACKGROUND  

5.1 Castle Rock submitted on Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (the predecessor to Chapter 6) seeking that the Site be 

included within the Greater Christchurch Urban Limit. The 

Commissioners’ decision rejected the submission, with the decision 

simply stating that “The area has not been included within the Urban 

Limit at this stage. The future of the land is a matter for the territorial 

authority”. Castle Rock appealed this decision, but the appeal was 

extinguished when Chapter 6 replaced Change 1 and was made 

operative under streamlined earthquake recovery processes. 

6. PROPOSAL 3: STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND OUTCOMES  

6.1 The Role of the Strategic Directions and Outcomes Chapter of the 

pRDP Replacement Plan, is to provide the “strategic context” for the 

pRDP and “the overarching direction” for other chapters “through high-

level objectives and policies for the district as a whole” (pg25, para 

76– Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and 

relevant definitions) 26th February 2015). 

6.2 For the purposes of preparing, changing, interpreting and 

implementing this District Plan, all other objectives within the Strategic 

Directions Chapter are to be expressed and achieved in a manner 

consistent with objective 3.3.1 (Enabling recovery and facilitating the 

future enhancement of the district) and 3.3.2 (Clarity of language and 

efficiency). The objectives and policies in all other Chapters of the 

District Plan are to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent 

with the objectives in the Strategic Directions and Outcomes Chapter 

of the pRDP. 
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6.3 The key Strategic Directions objectives which are of relevance to the 

matters raised in the Castle Rock submission (Port Hills) are set as 

follows: 

(a) 3.3.1 Objective - Enabling recovery and facilitating future 

enhancement of the district; 

(b) 3.3.4 Objective – Housing capacity and choice; 

(c) 3.3.5 Objective – Business and economic prosperity; 

(d) 3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design; and 

(e) 3.3.10 Objective – Commercial and industrial activities.  

7. PLANNING STATUS  

7.1 pRDP Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) directs that provision for urban 

activities is only within existing urban areas and Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement Chapter 6 Map A (‘Map A’) greenfield priority areas. 

The Site is neither under the current version of Map A.  It adjoins but is 

not within the existing urban area. 

7.2 Objective 3.3.7 (c) gives effect to Chapter 6 Policy 6.3.1 (4) i.e “ensure 

new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified 

greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are 

otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS”.  

7.3 Chapter 6 comprises Appendix 1 of the LURP.   The LURP is currently 

under review.  The Draft LURP Review was notified on 10/8/15 and is 

open for submissions until 28/8/15. There was also an earlier 

preliminary consultation period in April/May 2015. 

7.4 I prepared a comment in response to the preliminary consultation 

which requested inclusion of the Site within Map A as a greenfield 

priority residential and business area; and further amendments to 

Chapter 6 as follows:- 

(a) Amend Map A to include the Site as a Priority Greenfield 

Residential Area and Priority Greenfield Business Area. 
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(b) Amend Policy 6.3.7 (3) (b) to exclude Port Hills greenfield areas 

from the requirement for a minimum density of 15 households 

per ha, with the appropriate residential density to be determined 

by the district plan, having regard to the existing pattern of 

zoning and development and the need to ensure development 

complements the natural landform and character of the Port 

Hills. 

(c) Add a new Policy 6.3.11 which provides for  territorial authorities 

to make minor extensions of Greenfield Areas and Existing 

Urban Areas during the process of completing district plan 

changes or reviews (including privately requested changes), 

provided:   

(i) Any proposed extension or reduction is of a minor nature, 

generally around 15ha or less; and   

(ii) Any additional land is contiguous with an existing urban 

areas or identified greenfield priority area as shown on 

Map A. 

7.5 The Draft LURP Review Position Statements include that there is likely 

to be sufficient Greenfield land that is or will become available for 

residential and business development to meet demand for next 10-15 

years. I disagree for the following reasons:- 

(a) There has been no analysis of whether the location of the 

greenfield areas are appropriate to meet the locational needs of 

residents displaced by the earthquakes.  Whilst the majority of 

red zoned land is in the east and southern parts of the city, the 

greenfield land is all to the west and north, apart from the 

Prestons and Highfields areas to the north east. There is clearly 

a substantial mismatch between the location of red zoned areas 

and the location of new greenfield areas. Providing for 

replacement greenfield land within or close to existing ‘damaged’ 

communities is beneficial (if not essential) for the ongoing 

sustainability of those communities. This may not always be 

possible due to the natural hazard characteristics of ‘damaged’ 
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areas but where appropriate Greenfield land is available locally 

(including the Site and 125 Scruttons Road) it should in my 

opinion be prioritised for development.   

(b) Whilst a substantial quantum of land has been identified as 

priority Greenfield areas on Map A, there has been no analysis 

of whether that land is ‘development ready’. I am aware of 

substantial areas of land (e.g. at south Rolleston) which are 

former rural residential/4 ha block areas which are in multiple 

ownership and where there is no development certainty due to 

varying aspirations, development timeframes and development 

expertise of landowners. 

(c)   There is some uncertainty around the future development of 

some other greenfield areas, most noticeably the Highfield area 

in north east Christchurch which was to accommodate around 

2000 new households. It is understood that the development 

company is in receivership and a replacement developer does 

not currently exist. It is also understood that this was an 

ambitious development proposal. 

7.6 The Draft LURP Review recommends a future review of the RPS 

which could address possible changes to the Map A greenfield areas. 

However, it recognises that there may be some proposals for 

development which may need to be considered sooner and suggests a 

possible joint hearing approach whereby the RPS and District Plan are 

amended at the same time. I suggest with respect to the Christchurch 

City area, this should occur as part of the pRDP process. A 

submission on the Draft LURP Review to this effect will be filed on 

behalf of Castle Rock. 

7.7 Minor changes to existing greenfield areas, or small additional 

greenfield areas that are not of regional significance but are the most 

effective and efficient zoning under s32 of the RMA should in my view 

be addressed in the most efficient and timely manner as part of the  

pRDP process. With respect to Castle Rock, my clients have been ‘in 

limbo’ for many years with respect to both of their Heathcote 

properties, participating in numerous planning processes over a 20 
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year period but without any resolution of matters. For 195 Port Hills 

Road, their ability to present their case for inclusion of the Site within 

the ‘Urban Limit’ of Change 1 was extinguished by actions under 

streamlined earthquake recovery legislation. Chapter 6 of the RPS 

was focussed on the large new greenfield areas necessary to meet 

earthquake recovery land needs, and did not properly address more 

site specific smaller cases. Now is the time to deal with this matter. 

7.8 In summary, I accept that Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) appears to 

preclude the pRDP considering even small changes to the existing 

urban areas and Greenfield areas on Map A. However, given that the 

primary documents which give rise to the Objective are currently under 

review, and a process has been signalled to enable such cases to be 

considered (i.e. amendments to Map A and other possible policy 

changes), my evidence considers the merits of the amendments 

sought by Castle Rock.  

8. SUITABILITY OF THE SITE FOR INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL 

PURPOSES 

8.1 I consider that the Site is considered an appropriate site for business 

use for the following principal reasons: 

(a) it will provide choice of business land on the south east side of 

the City.  There are no priority greenfield business areas 

identified on Map A of Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy 

Statement are east of the City Centre. They are predominantly 

within south Christchurch and at Rolleston with additional areas 

in the north and north west, and smaller areas within Waimakariri 

District.  The supply of vacant industrial land in the eastern areas 

has virtually disappeared, apart from the neighbouring partially 

developed Port Link industrial development (zoning resulted 

from operative Plan Change 28 for 29.9 ha of B4 land).   

(b) adjoins the State Highway strategic network with excellent 

access to Strategic Infrastructure such as Lyttelton Port and 

Christchurch International Airport. 
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(c) Business 4 and 5 land adjoins the Site which makes similar 

activity at this Site compatible with the surrounding environment. 

(d) it does not have the environmental risks associated with the 

City’s unconfined aquifer to the west of the City. 

(e) it has access to City reticulated services. 

(f) while zoned Rural Urban Fringe is within the urban setting. 

(g) the Site is close to residential nodes for providing closely located 

employment, particularly for Opawa, Woolston, Hillsborough and 

Heathcote Valley providing good travel options, and is located on 

the bus route to the City. 

(h) the amount of additional business land proposed for the Site is 

small and would not compromise the operation of the priority 

greenfield areas as set out on Map A with respect to business 

land. 

8.2 I consider that the Site is equally appropriate for residential use for the 

following principal reasons: 

(a) There is no provision for residential greenfield sites to the 

south/south east of the City on Map A despite the fact that there 

have been significant numbers of red zoned properties here 

(including on the Port Hills and at Heathcote).   

(b) The Site has access to sustainable and efficient transport, with 

good access to the strategic road network and public transport. 

(c) Has good access to Supermarket based neighbourhood centres 

(closest is Ferrymead). 

(d) Access to existing reticulated infrastructure. 

(e) Does not have any major physical constraints. 

(f) While zoned Rural Urban Fringe is within an urban setting, with 

residential development within close proximity to the Site to the 

north east and south. 



11 

 

SDH-902049-4-53-V1:mtb 

(g) Has potential to provide for a range and choice in residential 

section size. 

(h) Is north facing and slightly elevated offering views across the 

Heathcote, Ferrymead and coastal areas. 

(i) Has good pedestrian access and outlook to Mary Duncan Park. 

9. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ODP) 

Access 

9.1 The ODP shows the Port Hills Road access (the only vehicle access) 

at the western most end of the Site (the maximum distance from the 

intersection with Tunnel Road). This location is preferred from a traffic 

safety and efficiency viewpoint. It will require NZTA approval for re-

siting the existing access which is closer to Tunnel Road.  

9.2 Two internal cul-de-sac roads are proposed, each of which is designed 

to serve the respective individually zoned areas (Residential Hills and 

Industrial General).  In addition to this, the proposed ODP shows 

potential future road connections into the adjoining Horotane Valley 

area. This is to preserve the option for future connectivity should this 

area be rezoned for future growth at some stage in the future. 

Building heights 

9.3 Variable internal building heights are proposed within the Site. More 

specifically, the upper part of the Site (ie the proposed residential 

area) is slightly elevated with north facing vistas. The gradual 

reduction in building height from this point towards Port Hills Road will 

maintain an open outlook above the height of industrial buildings in the 

foreground. Other built form advantages of the variation in building 

height will be that the lower (10m tall) buildings closer to Port Hills 

Road will not appear visually dominating as viewed from the road.  

The central location of the proposed 15m buildings has the dual 

benefit of being buffered by the lower building height to the north and 

softened with the proposed vegetative buffer beyond that. 
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Vegetative Buffers 

9.4 The Site will be integrated with the Mary Duncan Park via a formed 

public track linking to the existing walkway/cycleway network within the 

Park currently providing access to the wider Port Hills area. The 

western boundary of the site will be planted to provide a high amenity 

interface and abrupt transition between public and private land. 

9.5 The proposed vegetated buffer located between the living and 

business areas within the Site introduces an additional natural 

boundary clearly defining and separating the two areas. 

Building setbacks 

9.6 Building setbacks will apply along the boundaries with Mary Duncan 

Park and Horotane Valley in order to ensure an appropriate interface 

with these adjoining areas. 

10. SITE SPECIFIC RULES 

10.1 The ODP requirements are also reflected in rules specific to the Site 

where necessary and appropriate (refer to Appendix B, C. D and F. 

11. EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT   

Stormwater, wastewater and water 

11.1 The evidence for both the Council and the Castle Rock is that there 

are essentially no servicing constraints to the proposed rezoning.   

Traffic 

11.2 Andrew Metherell’s evidence confirms that, from a traffic and 

transportation perspective, the Site can be developed for either 

residential, or a mix of residential and business activity. He has a slight 

preference towards full residential on the basis that the mixed 

development option has the potential to provide some reduced 

attractiveness for residents to walk to and use public transport at 

nightime as this will require access through the industrial area 

(although only for a short distance).  
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11.3 As explained by Mr Metherall, the Site is well located in relation to 

public transport and active transport modes (within 300m of existing 

public bus stop and 750-1000m from a proposed major cycleway). 

11.4 Some minor changes will be required to Port Hills Road but Mr 

Metherell considers these will not impact on the arterial function of 

Port Hills Road. 

Landscape and Natural Values 

11.5 The Council evidence has not assessed the Site in terms of effects on 

landscape and natural values.  I understand this is because the 

Council’s landscape architect, Andrew Craig, has previously advised 

Castle Rock regarding the proposal.  I instructed Mr Craig in this 

regard on behalf of Castle Rock. Mr Craig supported the proposed 

rezoning from a landscape perspective, and assisted Jeremy Head 

with preparation of the proposed ODP. Jeremy Head continues to 

provide landscape evidence on behalf of Castle Rock.   

Visual impacts  

11.6 The Site at present is dominated by open paddocks, fences, spoil piles 

and a pylon corridor. I note that Jeremy Head refers to the Site as "In 

terms of rural amenity, and particularly when seen from Port Hills 

Road, the site rates clearly at the lower end of the scale" (Para 17.2, 

Pg15). 

11.7 Mr Head considers that whilst the rezoning will facilitate substantial 

changes to the landscape character of the Site, overall a higher 

amenity environment will result which includes natural areas of 

indigenous planting within vegetated buffers and in the vicinity of the 

stormwater management area.  

11.8 Mr Head considers that the proposed development will be compatible 

with existing development patterns in the vicinity, effectively ‘filling’ in 

the balance of the existing valley floor development on this southern 

side of Port Hills Road, with the northern business area compatible 

with that existing on the opposite (northern side) of Port Hills Road. 
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Outstanding Natural Landscape 

11.9 The western most extremity of the Site falls within the confines of an 

Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL). The area of land to which this 

relates in generally confined to a small strip of land running along the 

western edge of the Site immediately adjacent Mary Duncan Park. 

This strip appears to be the area proposed to be transferred into 

Council ownership and which contains an existing walking track (see 

copy of Stage 3 Planning Map 47 below) 

l o  

11.10 A 6m planted buffer is proposed adjoining the 4m strip to be 

transferred to Council ownership. Mr Head considers that this area, 

coupled with the proposed 6m wide planted buffer beyond, will 

strengthen the western edge of the site, and its separation from the 

ONL. The latter relates the spur landform which Mr Head considers 

will not be adversely impacted by the proposed essentially ‘valley floor’ 

based development. 

The 

site 
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11.11 In light of the above, I am of the view that the potential impacts of the 

proposed development on the adjoining ONL area will be generally 

positive.  

11.12 Overall I am of the view that the proposed rezoning of the Site will 

visually assimilate into its surrounds in a positive manner and will 

result in a positive visual enhancement of the Site in general. 

Natural Hazards 

11.13 The natural hazards status of 195 Port Hills Rd on Planning Map 47 is 

somewhat unclear due to the scale and multiple notations. It appears 

that the northern part of the Site in particular is subject to a number of 

hazards as follows:- 

(a) Coastal Inundation Management Areas 1 and 2; 

(b) Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay within Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area; 

(c) Liquefaction Assessment Area 1; and 

(d) Port Hills And Banks Peninsula Slope Instability Management 

Area. 

11.14 I respond to each of the above matters separately as follows. 

Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 and 2 

11.15 John Aramowicz (expert for Castle Rock) in his evidence notes  that 

Tonkins and Taylors 2015 assessment indicates the Site is not subject 

to risk of coastal inundation.  

Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay within Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area  

11.16 John Aramowicz’s evidence is that the future ground levels across the 

site will be located at a level that will not be inundated in a 2% AEP 

rainfall event.  
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Liquefaction Assessment Area 1 

11.17 The site is located within Liquefaction Assessment Area 1. In Mr 

Aramowicz’s evidence he surmises that based on Aurecon’s 2013 

geotechnical report, and his experience the geotechnical conditions 

across the site would mostly be Technical Category three (TC3) at the 

north and Technical Category one or two (TC1 or TC2) at the south; 

and that as there are no streams, rivers or other significant 

watercourses nearby, lateral spreading is not a likely hazard for this 

Site. 

11.18 In summary, Mr Aramowicz considers that regardless of whether or 

not the Site is classified as TC1, TC2, or TC3 this does not prevent it 

from being able to be developed for either residential or commercial 

use.  

Port Hills And Banks Peninsula Slope Instability Management 

Area 

11.19 Mr Aramowicz evidence is that there are no areas of land instability 

that would preclude residential or commercial development of the Site. 

12. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT 

12.1 Castle Rock seek that the Site be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to 

a part mixture of Residential Hills and Industrial General. As an 

alternative to the above preference Castle Rock seek that the 195 Port 

Hills Road be rezoned entirely Residential Hills entirely Industrial or an 

alternate mix of zoning. 

12.2 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to accord with the above 

achieves the Strategic Objective of 3.3.1. It  meets the community’s 

immediate and longer term needs for housing, economic development, 

community facilities, infrastructure, transport and social and cultural 

wellbeing; and Objective 3.3.10 Ensuring sufficient and suitable land 

development capacity. It will enable housing needs in the local area 

arising from earthquake damage to be met, and enable economic 

development through the same and further ensure the recovery and 
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stimulation of industrial activities in a manner that expedites recovery 

and long term economic and employment growth. 

12.3 The proposed rezoning is consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.7 – 

Urban growth, form and design apart from 3.3.7 (c).  The proposed 

ODP and rules package will ensure a high quality environment and the 

development will consolidate the existing urban form of Heathcote, for 

the reasons outlined in Jeremy Head’s evidence.  Mr Head considers 

the proposal constitutes a ‘filling’ of the balance of the valley floor 

which currently occupies a rural ‘wedge’ between the existing 

residential/lifestyle/small scale rural activities in Horotane Valley to the 

east and Mary Duncan Park (an open Port Hills recreation park and 

Outstanding Natural Landscape) to west.  It will essentially develop the 

remaining northwestern “flats” of the Horotane Valley floor which have 

a more settled character with a higher density of existing residential 

development than further up the valley. This will give rise to a stronger 

contrast with the more open rural mid to upper slopes to the west and 

south.  

12.4 Mr Head notes that the northern industrial area will essentially be the 

only visible part of the Site from Port Hills Road and will be compatible 

with existing industrial areas on the opposite (north) side of Port Hills 

Road. The site boundary with Mary Duncan Park to the west is a 

strong natural boundary created by the spur landform which extends 

down to Port Hills Road,  

12.5 With respect to the existing development pattern of Horotane Valley to 

the east, this comprises an established pattern of small scale 

horticultural / lifestyle blocks, which despite their RuUF zoning falls 

well below the minimum 4ha threshold for subdivision and a dwelling.   

12.6 I consider that the proposed partial rezoning of the Site to Residential 

Hills and Industrial General is entirely consistent with the other 

relevant objectives and policies of the pRDP.  My assessment below is 

against the Revised Residential Proposal (11/8/15), the Strategic 

Directions and Chapter 5 (natural hazards) decisions and otherwise, 

the notified Stage 3 Objectives and Policies. 
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Objective 14.1.1 – Housing Supply  

a.  An increased supply that will: 

i. enable a wide range of housing types, sizes, and densities 

in a manner consistent with Objective 3.3.4(c) and 3.3.7; 

ii. meet the diverse needs of the community in the immediate 

recovery period; and longer term, including social and 

temporary housing options; and 

ii. assist in improving housing affordability. 

14.1.2 Objective - Residential recovery needs 

a. Short-term residential recovery needs are met by providing 

opportunities for:  

…  

(iv) new neighbourhood areas in Greenfields priority 

areas. 

12.7 The proposed partial rezoning of the Site to Residential Hills enables 

the supply of a range of housing types that meets the diverse needs of 

the community throughout the immediate recovery period and in the 

longer term and assists in improving housing affordability through 

meeting supply and demand. As outlined above, whilst the Site is not 

within a Map A greenfield priority area, the Draft LURP Review signals 

the appropriateness of a process being developed which facilitates 

joint hearing with ECAN as part of the pRDP process of proposed 

minor amendments to Map A. 

Policy 14.1.1.5 – Recovery housing  

a. Provide for a range of additional housing opportunities to meet 

residential recovery needs through redevelopment and additions 

to the existing housing stock and/or vacant land, that: 

i. are consistent with the anticipated character of any 

surrounding residential environment; 

ii. are visually and physically subordinate to the principal 

dwelling; 

iii. does not adversely affect pedestrian safety and efficiency 

of traffic movements within the street; and 
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iii. are appropriately laid out and designed to provide a high 

level of residential amenity and meet the functional needs 

of residents both in the short and the long term. 

12.8 The proposed Residential Hill zoning of the Site is consistent with the 

Residential Hills zoning along other parts of the south side of Port Hills 

Road west of the Site, as illustrated on the Stage 1 and 2 planning 

m

a

p

s

 

b

e

l

o

w

. 

S

t

a

g

e

 

1

  

 

S

Stage 1 Planning Map 47 

Site 



20 

 

SDH-902049-4-53-V1:mtb 

 

Stage 2 Planning Map 47 

12.9 The proposed ODP and rules package ensures that the Site is 

appropriately laid out and designed to provide a high level of 

residential amenity while meeting the functional needs of residents 

both in the short and long term. This is evident through the provision of 

a no build area within the transmission corridor, location of a vegetated 

buffer zone between the proposed northern industrial area, building 

setbacks along the  adjoining Duncan Park and the Horotane Valley 

boundary interfaces and a walking track adjoining Duncan Park (a 4m 

strip is to be transferred to the City Council as part of the reserve 

Site 
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contribution for the development to enable the existing walking track to 

be transferred into public ownership).   

Policy 14.1.5.7 – Residential development on the Port Hills. 

b. Ensure that the development of greenfield land on that part of 

the Port Hills facing the Christchurch main urban area 

complements the natural landform and character of the hillside 

by ensuring that development: 

a. has a backdrop of a natural landform or vegetation when 

viewed from the flat land and coastline/coastal 

environment; 

b. avoids buildings and structures on significant and 

outstanding skylines; 

c. is of a density that provides ample opportunity for tree and 

garden planting to reduce the visual dominance of 

buildings within the hillside landscape 

d. integrates well with existing residential areas and where 

possible provides connections to public open space; 

e. has regard to the location and scale of the principle 

building to reduce its visual dominance on the landscape; 

f. if adjoining significant and outstanding natural landscape, 

conservation and biodiversity areas, remains compatible 

with these areas; and 

g. where possible provides access to mahinga kai and places 

of cultural significance. 

12.10 The Site is within the valley floor and will have a natural landform 

backdrop (adjoining open rural/recreation land to the south and west 

rises sharply, with spur extending to around 400m); buildings will not 

impact on significant or outstanding skylines; the Residential Hills 

density (minimum lot net site area 650m2, maximum site coverage 

35%) will provide ample opportunity for tree and garden planting, and 

will be consistent with the residential density of other existing areas of 

Residential Hills zoning on the south side or Port Hills Road; the 

development will integrate well with the existing residential lifestyle 

development in Horotane Valley to east, and while physically 

separated by Mary Duncan Park from other Residential Hills areas on 

https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41587
https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48816
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the south side of Port Hills Road, will be consistent in character with 

these areas; and the ODP and rules package (in effect a 10m 

indigenous vegetated and walkway setback from Mary Duncan Park, 

4m of which is to be transferred into Council ownership) will ensure 

compatibility with (it will arguably enhance) the adjoining Mary Duncan 

Park outstanding landscape area. Impacts on the ONL are discussed 

in further by Jeremy Head in his evidence. Mr Head has also 

considered  Policy 14.1.5.7 and considers the rezoning is entirely 

consistent with it. 

Policy 14.1.6.9 - Separation of incompatible activities 

a. Ensure adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity) on existing 

businesses, strategic infrastructure, and rural activities are 

avoided or adequately mitigated. 

12.11 The proposed ODP will ensure that incompatible land uses are 

sufficiently separated through the use of a planting buffer zone and 

defining a no building area within the vicinity of the transmission lines. 

The latter is 12m wide either side of the transmission lines consistent 

with the pRDP rules regarding transmission line setbacks.1 The 

location of the Industrial General Zone at the northern end of the Site 

and proximate Port Hills Road has strategic benefits insofar that it 

aligns with other similarly zoned industrial land to the north and west 

and has direct access onto a major strategic route to the Lyttelton 

Port, thereby reducing any potential for conflict with sensitive 

residential land uses.  

16.1.1 Objective 1 - Recovery and growth 

a. The recovery and economic growth of the district’s industry are 

supported and strengthened in existing and new greenfield 

industrial zones. 

 

 

                                                
 

1
 Proposed District Plan Rule 11.3.2.1 P2 
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16.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Sufficient land supply 

a. Maintain a sufficient supply of industrial zoned land to meet 

future demand up to 2028, having regard to the requirements of 

different industries, and to avoid the need for industrial activities 

to locate in non-industrial zones. 

12.12 The proposed rezoning of the part of the Site to Industrial General will 

support the recovery and economic growth through to 2028 through 

the allocation of industrial zoned land in an appropriate location to like 

activities and will in a small way address the imbalance between the 

provision of greenfield areas in the west and east of the City as 

discussed above. 

16.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Range of industrial areas 

a. Recognise and provide for industrial zones with different 

functions that cater for a range of industrial activities depending 

on their needs and effects as follows: 

i. Industrial General Zone 

ii. Recognise and provide for industrial activities that can 

operate in close proximity to more sensitive zones due to 

the nature and limited effects of activities including noise, 

odour, and traffic. 

12.13 Industrial General zoning is consistent with the IG zoning on the 

opposite side of Port Hills Road and is a light industry zoning 

compatible with adjoining proposed Residential Hills (south), Rural 

Urban Fringe (east) and Open Space (west) zones.  

16.1.2 Objective 2 - Amenity in industrial zones and the effects of 

industrial activities 

a. Adverse effects of industrial activities and development on the 

environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated and the level of 

amenity anticipated in the adjoining zone is not adversely 

affected by industry. 

b. Industrial sites visible from the road have a higher level of visual 

amenity, particularly in the Industrial General Zone (North 
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Belfast), Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby) and 

Industrial Park Zone (Memorial Avenue) that are in highly 

prominent locations and act as gateways to the City. 

16.1.2.1 Policy 8 - Improve visual amenity 

a. Development shall enhance the visual amenity of industrial sites 

along street frontages through landscaping and tree planting, 

and the location of the office component of the industrial activity 

on the street frontage, while providing for passive surveillance of 

public space.  

b. To encourage the use of indigenous species, appropriate to the 

local environment, in landscaping and tree planting to recognise 

the cultural values of Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua. 

12.14 An indigenous plant ‘palette’ is proposed for planting required under 

the proposed rules package. The proposed development of the Site 

will include a stormwater management area, in northeast part of the 

Site and includes planted setbacks, street frontage setbacks as 

required under the Industrial General zone rules (6m other than for 

ancillary office activity which is 1.5m). The development will improve 

overall amenity of the Site from that which presently exists. Currently 

the Site is underutilised and somewhat unsightly with areas of fill. 

16.1.2.2 Policy 9 - Development in greenfield areas 

To achieve environments in greenfield priority areas with larger 

setbacks and landscaping , reflecting their location at the interface with 

adjoining rural zones and in prominent locations, some of which act as 

gateways to the city. 

Manage the development of greenfield areas in a manner aligned with 

the delivery of infrastructure, including upgrades to networks,  to avoid 

adverse effects on networks serving these areas. 

12.15 If rezoned, it is appropriate that Map A is amended so that the Site is 

included as a priority Greenfield business area.  The only part of the 

proposed IG zone which adjoins rural land is the east boundary with 

RUF zone.  The adjoining site contains existing glasshouses so does 
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not have an open space rural amenity character typical of rural land.  

The Site is not in a City ‘gateway’ location. 

16.1.2.3 Policy 10 - Managing effects on the environment 

The effects of development and activities in industrial zones, including 

visual, noise, glare and other effects, are avoided, remedied or 

mitigated through the location of uses, landscaping, acoustic 

treatment, and screening 

The scale and form of buildings reflects the surrounding built form of 

industrial areas while minimising visual effects on more sensitive 

zones. 

The use and storage of hazardous substances and quantity of 

wastewater discharged in areas over unconfined or semi-confined 

aquifers is restricted to minimise any risk of contamination. 

The cultural values of Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua are recognised through 

the protection of waahi tapu and waahi taonga, including waipuna, 

from the adverse effects of development. 

Development is designed and laid out to promote a safe environment 

and reflects principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental 

Design (CPTED). 

12.16 The ODP specifies maximum building heights for different parts of the 

ODP area based on the natural incline of the Site away from Port Hills 

Road, and providing for north facing views for the residential 

properties located  towards the rear slightly elevated part of the Site.  

The Site is not over an unconfined or semi-confined aquifer. There are 

no known waahi tapu and waahi taonga including waipuna within the 

Site. 

13. SECTION 32 ASSESSMENT 

13.1 I note that the Council has not undertaken a section 32 assessment of 

the proposed zoning of the Site as Rural Urban Fringe (RUF). 
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13.2 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to part Residential Hills and part 

Industrial General Zoning, is the most appropriate way to achieve the 

purpose of the RMA and the objectives of the pRDP apart from 

Strategic Objective 3.3.7(c) (see discussion above with respect to the 

latter). This is important to facilitate the provision of replacement 

housing and business land within or close to the communities which 

have suffered the greatest loss of existing housing stock following the 

recent Canterbury earthquakes, including Heathcote and the Port Hills.  

Around 100 houses have been red zoned at Heathcote alone – refer to 

Figure 1: CERA red zone map for illustration of red zoned areas. 

 

Figure 1: CERA red zone map for illustration of red zoned areas. 

13.3 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site to Residential Hills 

and Industrial general zoning is more efficient and effective than Rural 

Urban Fringe zoning. In particular, the 5.9ha Site is not considered to 

be large enough to sustain any productive agricultural activity. Castle 

Rock has historically tried intensive farming of the block (viticulture) in 

the mid-1990s but it proved unviable and uneconomic. Since then it 

has been very uneconomically used for horse grazing. 

13.4 Under the RUF zoning it would be possible to establish one dwelling 

on the Site and utilise the Site as a rural lifestyle block. I consider this 

to be a highly inefficient use of the Site given its strategic location and 

suitability for residential and business use, for the reasons set out 

below under ‘Suitability of Site for Industrial and Residential Purposes’. 
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13.5 The Site is the only undeveloped land on Port Hills Road between the 

City and Port Hills Road/Tunnel Road motorway.  The Site is 

essentially within the existing urban area of Christchurch. Rural Urban 

Fringe zoning is an anomaly and entirely inappropriate in this context.  

13.6 The benefits of rezoning are that it will enable the development of what 

is suitable greenfield land for residential and business purposes in a 

location where replacement housing and business land is needed to 

ensure an ongoing sustainable local community.  

13.7 The evidence for Castle Rock is that there are no infrastructure 

constraints to such development proceeding on the Site (see 

discussion below) and Castle Rock intends to make the land available 

for residential/business development as soon as the zoning is 

confirmed. 

13.8 It is my opinion that there are clear benefits in facilitating the 

development of a range of Greenfield areas for development, in order 

to increase the land supply, provide housing choice and reduce the 

risk of an undersupply and escalating land prices. Further, it is 

understood that there is some uncertainty around the future 

development of some other Greenfield areas, as discussed above. 

14. CONCLUSION 

14.1 The proposed rezoning of the Site for a combination of Residential Hill 

and Industrial General zoning purposes will better achieve the pRDP 

Strategic objectives than the pRDP Rural Urban Fringe zoning and is 

the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Resource 

Management Act.  

14.2 The evidence for Castle Rock is that the Site can be effectively 

developed in a manner that will adequately mitigate any potential 

adverse environmental effects resulting from the proposed 

development, while enhancing the overall amenity values of the Site 

and being compatible with existing landuse patterns of the surrounding 

area. 
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SECTION 2 – 125 SCRUTTONS ROAD 

15. THE SITE  

15.1 125 Scruttons Road (the Site) is a 7.7ha block of land with access via 

Scruttons Road.  Scruttons Road currently serves the dual purpose of 

providing access to and from the Tunnel Road motorway as well as 

access to the adjacent residential areas. 

15.2 The Site is located south of the Heathcote River and to the east of the 

motorway designated route of the Lyttelton Tunnel Road. It consists of 

two separate land titles which are separated by part of another land 

title that includes a water drainage corridor. The Site is generally flat 

land, with no outstanding topographical features. There is Council 

owned land to the east and north zoned Open Space Natural in the 

pRDP and currently used for grazing (to north) and a golf driving range 

and assault paint ball course (to east). Land immediately to the west of 

is zoned Industrial General and Industrial Heavy. Land to the south of 

the railway line is zoned Residential Suburban. 

16. PROPOSAL 

16.1 Castle Rock seek that the Site be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to 

a mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density 

(refer to ODP Appendix *) with the following proposed density areas: 

Density Area A – Residential Medium Density i.e. min net lot area 

400m2 except where specified below; 

a. where the existing allotment is between 400m2 and 600m2 – not 

less than two residential units; 

b. where the existing allotment is between 600m2 and 900m2 – not 

less than three residential units; 

c. where the existing allotment is over 900m2 – not less than one 

residential unit per 300m2 

Density Area B – Residential Suburban (min net lot area 450m2) 

Density Area C – Residential Suburban (min net lot area 650m2). 
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16.2 It is projected that the proposal will yield between 60 – 77 residential 

dwellings.  

17. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ODP) 

Access 

17.1 Two principle access points for each of the respective northern and 

southern sites are proposed. These will form loop roads within the 

Site.  

17.2 In addition to this, the proposed ODP shows a potential future vehicle 

track to the north of the Site to connect to future CCC conservation 

Reserve for maintenance purposes. A pedestrian and cycleway is also 

proposed running parallel to Scruttons Road.  This cycle track is 

envisaged to continue off site to provide various links onto CCC 

conservation reserve land. An emergency access road is proposed to 

link the northern and southern areas. 

Densities 

17.3 A range of dwelling densities are proposed as outlined above and by 

Jeremy Head. 

Vegetative Buffer 

17.4 A vegetative buffer to the west of Scruttons Road and east of 

Scruttons Road is proposed within the ODP.  Planting beyond the 

boundary with the ON areas to the north and east of the northern area 

will soften the appearance of dwellings at this transition point between 

residential and open space areas. 

Green /blue network  

17.5 The green and blue network will create ‘fingers’ of natural areas within 

the development, with stormwater ponds within both the northern and 

southern block.  As explained by Mr Head the development pattern 

have an ‘organic, natural’ form. 
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18. SITE SPECIFIC RULES 

18.1 A number of design controls are proposed to reduce the visual impact 

of buildings in those areas where future lots are located on the zone 

boundary with the ON zone as identified and shown on the ODP.  The 

overall aim is to ensure that future dwellings integrate and blend into 

the landscape character of their setting. This will be achieved by 

keeping dwelling sizes small in relation to site size thereby providing 

abundant green open space, especially along the zone boundary. 

Dark natural colours will also help to reduce the apparent size of 

dwellings and aid absorption into the landscape of their setting.  

18.2 For lots adjoining the ON boundary, the rules require a lower height 

limit (6.5m); lower site coverage (25%); larger minimum site size 

(650m2); 5m planted setback from the ON boundary; and restrictions 

on building colours and reflectivity. Fences are to be at least 50% 

transparent or low (maximum height 1.2m). 

18.3 A rule is also proposed which requires filling to be completed prior to 

subdivision, and that once filling is completed, the natural hazards 

notations and related rules which affect the Site will not apply. This is 

appropriate as once filling is completed they will be incorrect. This is 

necessary as otherwise subdivision and development will remain non 

complying unless the notations are changed by way of further plan 

change process. This would be contrary to Objective 3.3.2. 

18.4 The above ‘filling’ rule applies to the northern and southern portions of 

the Site ie. north and south of Avoca Stream, separately. This is to 

enable a staged development. The southern half is likely to be 

developed first. 

19. BACKGROUND  

19.1 The background to the Site has been fully detailed in the Stage 2 

submission and for that reason will not be repeated here. 
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20. PLANNING STATUS 

Chapter 6 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

20.1 The Site is not an existing urban area or Greenfield priority area, as 

shown on the current version of Map A of Chapter 6 (C6) of the 

Regional Policy Statement.  Accordingly, the proposed rezoning is 

likely to be inconsistent with C6 Policy 6.3.1 (d). The ‘planning status’ 

discussion for 195 Port Hills Road (Section 7 above) equally applies to 

125 Scruttons Road. 

20.2 I note that the LURP Comment filed on behalf of Castle Rock did not 

seek inclusion of the Site on Map A as a Greenfield area as at this 

time it was understood (incorrectly) that the Site was within the 

existing urban area. The Comment on the Draft LURP 

Recommendations to be filed on behalf of Castle Rock will request 

appropriate amendments to the LURP Review to facilitate urban 

zoning of the Site. 

Christchurch City Operative Plan 

20.3 The Site is zoned Ferrymead Special Zone with an underlying Rural 

zoning. The minimum permitted lot size for subdivision and a dwelling 

is 4 ha.   

Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

20.4 The Site is zoned Rural Urban fringe (RuUF) in Stage 2 of the pRDP. 

20.5 The Site is fully contained within the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay 

within Floor Level and Fill Management Area; the High Flood Hazard 

Management Area (HFHMA); Coastal Erosion Management Area 1 

(CEMA 1); and Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 (CIMA 1). 

Within the HFHMA and CEMA 1 and CIMA 1subdivision which creates 

an additional vacant lot or lots, and new buildings are non-complying.  

20.6 Part (most) of the Site is also contained within an area of Ecological 

Significance (SES/LP/14).  The name and description of the SES is 

the Avon Heathcote Estuary with a specific location being the Estuary.  
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21. EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

Geotechnical 

Liquefaction Assessment Area 1 

25.1 The site is located within Liquefaction Assessment Area 1, which 

requires an assessment of liquefaction risk for any plan change or 

subdivision consent application. Council’s technical assessments 

undertaken on Site indicate that the geotechnical conditions across the 

site would mostly be Technical Category three (TC3), but with an area 

of technical Category two (TC2) at the north. 

21.1 John Aramowic advises that an alternative method of calculating 

liquefaction risk is now available which will provide a better estimate of 

liquefaction related risks.  

21.2 Regardless of the technical classification of the Site, this does not 

prevent the site from being able to be developed for either residential 

or commercial use.  

Flooding and Coastal Erosion 

21.3 On the basis of the brief of evidence presented by John Aramowicz Jr 

and the proposed filling earthworks to 12.0m CDD, within the 

timeframe allowed by the Certificate of Compliance, then I am of the 

opinion that the Site is suitable for residential rezoning and the 

associated risks from Coastal Erosion, Coastal Inundation or High 

Flood Hazard will be no more than minor, for the reasons detailed 

below: 

Coastal Erosion Management Area 1 & 2 (CEMA1&2) 

21.4 Johns Aramowicz notes considers that protection works along the 

Heathcote River will almost certainly be required to protect the 

transmission lines and stopbank along the Heathcote River, both 

considered to be critical infrastructure.  These works would also 

protect Tunnel Road (which provides access to the Port), the Council’s 

Ferrymead recreational facilities and 125 Scruttons Road.   
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21.5 In light of the above statement, I am of the opinion that the Site and 

the location of strategic assets proximate the Site, will result in a need 

for offsite coastal erosion works which will also protect the Site. 

Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 (CIMA1)  

21.6 The majority of the Site is being filled to a design finished ground level 

of 12.0m CDD, consistent with ground levels of land to the east (golf 

course) and west (Port Link) which are not at risk of coastal 

inundation. Based on this, Mr Aramowicz considers the risk of coastal 

inundation can be mitigated.   

High Flood Hazard Management Area  

21.7 Mr Aramowicz notes that the golf course to the east has a ground level 

of 12m to 12.5m CDD and is excluded from the High Flood Hazard 

Management Area.  

21.8 He further notes that "Given the site is to be filled to at least 12.0m RL 

CDD, and excluding the 0.4m allowance for freeboard, coastal 

inundation 2115 is expected to reach 11.94m CDD, the site will not be 

inundated and therefore cannot be considered to have a High Flood 

Hazard." (Pg 9 para 9.3) 

Fixed minimum floor overlay within floor level and fill management 

area.  

21.9 For reasons already outlined on above and given the Site is currently 

being filled up to a design finished ground level of at least 12.0m CDD, 

I concur with Mr Aramowicz's evidence that the Site too, should 

similarly be excluded from Council's Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay 

Within Floor Level and Fill Management Area". 

Effect of filling on site 

21.10 Mr Aramowicz’s considers that the predicted level of flooding for the 

Site is a significant overestimate and filling will not cause an 

unacceptable risk in flood level to surrounding property.  

Compensatory storage is not necessary to deal with potential for off-

site flooding effects. 
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22. LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL VALUES 

22.1 The landscape outcome for the 125 Scruttons Road development is 

anticipated  to be  in the form of two separate clusters of dwellings and 

roading infrastructure nested within a highly natural setting, as 

described by Mr Head.  This will be ensured by virtue of the ODP and 

rules package and will represent a positive landscape outcome when 

compared to the status quo (pasture grass monoculture) 

Urban Density 

22.2 Surrounding land use patterns within the Heathcote Valley, are of 

variable size, ranging from large quarter acre sections to some smaller 

medium density type development. For this reason, I concur with Mr 

Head that the type and quantity of built development following 

rezoning of the Site would be consistent with the existing mixed 

density character of the existing urban areas of Heathcote. 

Local amenity and character 

22.3 Visual amenity is the measure of the visual quality of an area/site as 

experienced by people and is the collective impact of the visual 

components that contribute to the visual pleasantness and character 

of a locality. 

22.4 At present, the Site is dominated by open paddocks and a pylon 

corridor. The once natural character and setting of the site has over 

time been eroded thereby leaving a site of little visual merit in terms of 

its immediate  context. Jeremy Head states "In terms of rural 

amenity, the site rates at the lower end of the scale. This is largely due 

to the clearly marginal productivity levels of the site and the presence 

of the pylon corridor." 

22.5 The proposed rezoning will significantly modify the current environment 

in that the existing level of open space will be reduced to 

accommodate areas of hardstand, dwellings and other associated 

elements of domestication. 
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22.6 However, as noted by Jeremy Head ‘the proposed ODP and specific 

rules package would promote a positive outcome where natural 

landform patterns and vegetation would be re-introduced to the site." 

22.7 In light of the I am of the view that the proposed rezoning of the site 

will in the fullness of time enhance the natural character of the area 

and positively contribute to the biodiversity of the area through the 

inclusion of two stormwater ponds, peripheral planting and blue/green 

network.  

Urban/rural boundary transition 

22.8 In order to soften the transition of the built form of development onto 

the adjoining rural land the northern cluster of development has been 

specifically designed to transition to a lower density of development 

adjacent to rural zoned land.  This in combination with the proposed 

10m wide peripheral planting on the outside of the north and eastern 

sector of development which further seeks to ensure the transition 

from urban to rural is softened and the development is integrated into 

its surrounds. 

22.9 In contrast to this, the southernmost cluster of proposed development 

retains a higher development density.  This is to provide a stronger 

compatibility with adjacent urban patterns further south on Scruttons 

Road.  Further to this, a substation lies immediately to the south of the 

proposed southern cluster of development and transmission pylons to 

the east.  It is therefore considered that the degree of density 

transitioning to assimilate into its natural setting is not as noteworthy 

as the northern cluster.  

22.10 Overall, I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site in 

combination of the high degree of naturalness proposed, will enhance 

the overall visual amenities of the area in general while further 

enhancing the degree of naturalness on site.  

23. TRAFFIC 

23.1 Andrew Metherell considers that any effects of the proposed 

development of the safety and efficiency of the transport network are 
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acceptable and the rezoning can be supported from a transportation 

perspective, At the highest yield (77 lots) and utilising projected traffic 

growth rates to 2031, the Port Hills Road/Tunnel Road intersection 

will, for the worst turning movement, still operate at level of service B. 

23.2 Possible upgrades that may be required to local roading, provision of a 

footpath link and possible installation of railway barrier arms to 

manage effects arising from the new development can be addressed 

at subdivision. 

23.3 Mr Metherell addresses concerns raised by the Council’s traffic 

engineer in relation to connectivity.  Whilst the Site is between 300-

900m from the nearest bus stop, Mr Metherall considers this is 

acceptable given the relatively modest scale of development. 

23.4 On the basis of Mr Metherell’s evidence I consider any traffic related 

effects of the development manageable and minor.       

24. SERVICING  

Water supply and wastewater 

24.1 The Council evidence is that there are no fundamental constraints 

relating to water supply and wastewater. 

Stormwater 

24.2 Mr Norton (expert for the Council) has the following concerns:  

“Flood modelling has demonstrated that development of this land and 

the filling  (to approximately Reduced Level (RL) 12.0m Christchurch 

Drainage Datum (CDD)) required to protect new dwellings from 

flooding will have an adverse effect by displacing flood waters onto 

other low-lying properties within the floodplain and exacerbating 

flooding of Port Hills Road (a High Volume State Highway and 

Strategic Freight Route). Compensatory storage is not achievable 

within the site due to high groundwater levels. I recommend this 

submission be rejected." (para 7.28, page 24). 
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24.3 Notwithstanding this, Castle Rock’s technical experts have an 

opposing view on this matter as outlined by Mr Aramowicz. 

Conclusion 

24.4 Based on the assessment above, I consider all potential environmental 

effects arising from the development can be appropriately managed 

and effects will be minor or less. 

25. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT 

25.1 I consider that the proposed rezoning of 125 Scruttons Road to a 

mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density is 

consistent with the relevant objectives and Policies of the pRDP as 

follows: 

Chapter 3 – Strategic Objectives and Outcomes 

25.2 The key Strategic Directions objectives which are of relevance to the 

matters raised in the Castle Rock submission (Scruttons Road) are:-  

(a) Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and facilitating future 

enhancement of the district.  

(b) Objective 3.3.2 – Clarity of language and efficiency.  

(c) Objective 3.3.6 -  Natural hazards  

(d) Objective 3.3.7 - Urban growth, form and design 

25.3 The development proposal facilitated by the proposed rezoning will 

provide local replacement housing for the Heathcote area in 

accordance with the Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and 

facilitating the future enhancement of the district. 

25.4 In terms of Objective 3.3.6, Mr John Aramowicz has concluded that 

once the Site is filled in accordance with the approved and current 

certificate of compliance for filling, the Site will not be subject to any 

natural hazards, except possibly coastal erosion. With respect to the 

latter, Mr Aramowicz considers that the risk of erosion is able to be 

avoided, ideally by the construction of erosion protection along the 
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existing Council stopbank along the true right bank of the Heathcote 

River. Whilst this relies on off-site works outside the control of the 

landowner, Mr Aromowicz notes that such erosion protection will 

almost certainly required to protect strategic infrastructure, including 

Tunnel Road (which provides access to Lyttelton Port), the 

transmission lines and for Council’s Ferrymead recreation facilities.  

25.5 Given the above, I consider the rezoning is not precluded by Objective 

3.3.6. 

25.6 With respect to Objective 3.3.7, I note that the development will:- 

(a) Create a high amenity urban environment; 

(b) Achieve a consolidated urban form – as noted by Jeremy Head, 

proposed dwelling densities are consistent with existing dwelling 

densities at Heathcote.  Whilst the proposed zoning will extend 

northwards beyond the railway corridor and substation, this is 

consistent with the existing zoning pattern for other parts of 

Heathcote valley.  Urban zoning is consistent with the Industrial 

General zoning of land on the opposite (west) side of Tunnel 

Road.  The rezoning will of the Site will be ‘contained’ by 

definitive zone boundaries given that all adjoining land to the 

north and east is zoned Open Space Natural and is in Council 

ownership. 

(c) The special character and amenity value associated with the 

original marsh ribbonwood estuarine ecosystem is recognised 

and re-introduced through the ODP and rules package for the 

Site.  As explained by Jeremy Head, natural landform patterns 

and vegetation will be introduced to the Site. 

(d) As noted by Andrew Metherell, the development proposal will 

achieve accessibility and connectivity for people, transport 

(including active modes and public transport) and services.  The 

scale of development (60-77 households) is tailored to the local 

transport environment, with the nearest bus stop 400m from the 

Site.  The Site is well positioned to take advantage of a proposed 

major cycleway route along the railway corridor. 
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25.7 In accordance with the above, I consider the proposal is consistent 

with the Strategic Objectives, except 3.3.7(c). 

Chapter 14 - Residential 

Objective 14.1.1 – Housing Supply  

a. An increased supply that will: 

i. enable a wide range of housing types, sizes, and densities; 

ii meet the diverse needs of the community in the immediate 

recovery period; and longer term, including social and 

temporary housing options; and 

iii. assist in improving housing affordability. 

25.8 The proposed rezoning of the Site to a mixture of Residential 

Suburban and Residential Medium Density enables the supply of a 

range of housing types that meets the diverse needs of the community 

throughout the immediate recovery period and in the longer term and 

assists in improving housing affordability through meeting supply and 

demand.  

14.1.5 Objective - High quality residential environments 

a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are 

well designed, have a high level of amenity, and enhance local 

character. 

14.1.5.1 Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 

a. Ensure individual developments achieve high quality residential 

environments in all residential areas by:  

i. reflecting the context, character, and scale of building 

anticipated in the neighbourhood; 

ii. contributing to a high quality street scene; 

iii. providing a high level of internal and external amenity; 

iv. minimising noise effects from traffic and other sources 

where necessary to protect residential amenity; 

v. providing safe, efficient, and easily accessible movement 

for pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles; and 
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vi). incorporating principles of crime prevention through 

environmental design. 

25.9 The proposed ODP has been crafted to ensure a high level of amenity 

and enhance the local character of the area, including re-introducing 

the original marsh estuarine ecosystems characteristics through the 

required planting palette for vegetated buffers, overall site design and 

layout and treatment of stormwater management areas. The proposed 

rezoning of the Site seeks provide for a high degree of amenity 

through the provision of acoustic fencing, internal and external 

peripheral planting, strategic location of green/blue corridors the 

provision of onsite and off-site walking/cycle access ways to ensure 

accessibility and connectivity.  

14.1.4.1 Policy - Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic 

transport infrastructure 

a. Avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic transport 

infrastructure including: 

i. Christchurch International Airport; 

ii. the major and minor arterial road network; and 

iii. the Port of Lyttelton. 

25.10 As discussed by Andrew Metherell, the proposed rezoning of the Site 

for residential purposes will not adversely impact on the adjoining 

transportation network, in particular Port Hills Road, and Tunnel Road 

which are strategic connections to the Port of Lyttelton.  

14.1.6.9 Policy - Separation of incompatible activities 

a. Ensure adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity) on existing 

businesses, strategic infrastructure, and rural activities are 

avoided or adequately mitigated. 

25.11 Land immediately to the west of Tunnel Road is comprised of a 

mixture of Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zoning. Potential 

effects generating from reverse sensitivity as a result of the proposed 

residential development of the Site are mitigated through site 

separation as formed by Tunnel Road and various other design 
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features as proposed on the ODP - planting to the west of Scruttons 

Road on the Tunnel Road embankment combined with the proposed 

10m wide planted buffer and acoustic fencing to the east of Scruttons 

Road.  

25.12 Rule 6.1.5.2 of the pRDP requires any new sensitive activity within 

40m of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of a minor arterial 

road or major arterial road, shall meet specified indoor design sound 

levels. 

14.1.6.5 Policy - Parks and open space networks 

a. Ensure that a variety of integrated public parks and open space 

areas: 

i. are provided to meet differing community needs; 

ii. are within walkable distance for all residents; and 

iii. provide open space links to enhance biodiversity and flora 

and fauna corridors with recreational and access 

opportunities. 

25.13 The proposed rezoning of the Site will amongst other matters 

accommodate strategically located green/blue networks which will in 

the fullness of time enhance the natural biodiversity and ecological 

values of the area, with pedestrian linkages to the adjoining Open 

Space Natural areas, as these are likewise enhanced (including Avoca 

Stream).  

14.1.6.6 Policy - Stormwater networks 

a. Ensure that stormwater management: 

i. utilises “soft” engineered solutions that limits stormwater 

loads on waterways and enables the development of multi-

purpose amenity areas that integrate with the parks and 

open space networks; 

ii. improves water quality and infiltration; 

iii. reduces the potential for bird strike to aircraft; 

iv. encourages stormwater swales, wetlands, and retention 

basins planted in native species (rather than left as grass) 

that are appropriate to the specific use, recognising the 
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ability of particular species to absorb water and filter waste; 

and 

v. has sufficient capacity to meet the required level of service 

in the infrastructure design standard. 

25.14 The stormwater detention ponds located on the ODP been located 

around a network of open space corridors which will be  planted in 

indigenous vegetation to enhance the overall amenities of the area 

and accord with specific infiltration and other infrastructure design 

standards. 

14.1.6.10 Policy - Protection and enhancement of natural features 

and amenity 

a. Ensure that development complements and enhances amenity, 

Ngāi Tahu manuwhenua cultural values, recreational, heritage 

and ecological indigenous biodiversity features and values, 

particularly for conservation areas, rivers and streams. 

25.15 The proposed rezoning of the Site is considered to positively enhance 

the recreational and ecological indigenous biodiversity features and 

values of the Site through the inclusion of indigenous vegetation, a 

network of green/blue corridors and two stormwater ponds.  

Chapter 5 – Natural Hazards   

25.16 Objective 5.1.1 and Policies 5.2.1.1-2 seek to avoid new subdivision, 

use and development, including new urban zonings, where the risks 

from natural hazards to people, property and infrastructure are 

assessed as unacceptable (including in high hazard areas and areas 

subject to coastal erosion and/or sea water inundation in the next 50 

years); and in all other areas, such development is to be undertaken in 

a manner which mitigates the risk, commensurate with the likelihood 

and consequences of a natural hazard event on life and property.  

25.17 The evidence for Castle Rock is that as a result of filling the site to 

12.0m CDD (in accordance with the Certificate of Compliance), there 

will effectively be minimal and acceptable risk from Coastal Inundation, 

High Flood Hazard or liquefaction. With respect coastal erosion, as 
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discussed above under Objective 3.3.6, off site protection works will 

be required, in any case to protect strategic infrastructure. It is 

therefore considered that the proposed rezoning of the site for 

residential purposes will not be contrary to the above objectives and 

policies.  

25.18 Policy 5.2.2.1(e) requires that accept for filling to meet minimum floor 

levels, filling in urban areas at risk of flooding should not transfer the 

flooding risk elsewhere; and Policy 5.2.1.4 (no transferring or natural 

hazard risk).  The evidence is that the flood risk relating to the Site has 

been overstated by the Council and filling does not create an 

unacceptable natural hazard risk elsewhere. 

Chapter 7 – Transport 

7.1 Objective: A sustainable transport system 

A safe, efficient and sustainable transport system. 

7.2 Objective: Road network 

An efficient and effective road network that allows the City to function 

and develop with minimal conflict between land uses, traffic and 

people. 

25.19 Some portions of the transport network in the vicinity of the application 

site have been identified as potentially requiring some safety 

improvements, namely upgrading the section of Scruttons Road 

between the northern site access and the railway; provision of a 

footpath on the east side of Scruttons Road to connect to existing 

footpaths south of the railway; and possibly placing barrier arms at the 

Scruttons Road railway crossing. These matters can be addressed at 

the time of subdivision.  

26. THE REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT  

26.1 The key chapter of the CRPS relevant to this application is Chapter 5: 

Land Use and Infrastructure and Chapter 6: Recovery and Rebuilding 

of Greater Christchurch.   
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26.2 The key objectives and policies of CRPS are discussed below. 

Objective 5.2.1  

Development is located and designed so that it functions in a way that:  

(1) achieves consolidated growth in and around existing urban 

areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s 

growth; and  

(2) enables people and communities, including future generations, 

to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and 

health and safety; and which  

(a) maintains and where appropriate, enhances the overall 

quality of the natural environment of the Canterbury region, 

including its coastal environment, outstanding natural 

features and landscapes, and natural values;  

(b) provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s 

housing needs;  

(c) encourages sustainable economic development by 

enabling business activities in appropriate locations;  

(d) minimises energy use and/or improves energy efficiency;  

(e) enables rural activities that support the rural environment, 

including primary production.  

(f) is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, 

efficient and effective use of regionally significant 

infrastructure;  

(g) avoids adverse effects on significant natural and physical 

resources including regionally significant infrastructure, 

and where avoidance is impracticable, remedies or 

mitigates those effects on those resources and 

infrastructure;  

(h) facilitates the establishment of papakāinga and marae; and 

(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible activities. 

26.3 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site to a mixture of 

Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density is consistent 

with Objective 5.2.1 of the CRPS is so far that the proposal achieves a 

consolidated form of growth; maintains the overall quality of the 
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environment in that it seeks to implement a natural stormwater system 

that seeks to safeguard and ensure the long term preservation of the 

natural ecosystem. This is conjunction with the relative high degree of 

indigenous internal and peripheral tree planting seeks to enhance the 

overall quality of the environment. 

26.4 Furthermore, as identified above, the proposal will have negligible 

impact on the adjoining road network and adequately mitigates against 

potential adverse effects between potential conflicting landuses 

(existing industrial development to the west of Tunnel Road).  

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater 

Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that:  

(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater 

Christchurch; 

(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high 

quality, and, where appropriate, mixed-use development that 

incorporates the principles of good urban design;  

(3) avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or 

greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly 

provided for in the CRPS;  

(4) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes including 

those within the Port Hills from inappropriate subdivision, use 

and development; 

(5  protects and enhances indigenous biodiversity and public 

space;  

(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of water in 

groundwater aquifers and surface water bodies, and quality of 

ambient air;  

(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and 

settlements;  

(8) protects people from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and 

the effects of sea-level rise; 

(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with 

land use development;  
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(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and 

future planning of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs;  

(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and  

(12) provides for development opportunities on Māori Reserves in 

Greater Christchurch. 

26.5 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site is consistent with the 

above except (3). It is not located within an area of outstanding natural 

features and landscapes and protects indigenous biodiversity in site 

through the introduction of stormwater system and indigenous  planting 

to enhance natural biodiversity. The Site is identified as being located 

within an area at risk from flooding and other natural hazards, but 

these hazards will no longer apply once the Site is filled in accordance 

with an approved and current certificate of compliance for filling.  

Policy 11.3.1  

To avoid new subdivision, use and development [except for critical 

infrastructure] of land in high hazard areas, unless the subdivision, use 

or development: … (3) is not likely to require new or upgraded hazard 

mitigation works to mitigate or avoid the natural hazard … (6) Within 

greater Christchurch, is proposed to be located in an area zoned in a 

district plan for urban residential, industrial or commercial use, or 

identified as a “Greenfield Priority Area’ on Map A of Chapter 6, both 

at the date the Land Use Recovery Plan was notified in the Gazette, in 

which case the effects of the natural hazard must be avoided or 

appropriately mitigated; or (7) within greater Christchurch, relates to 

the maintenance and/or upgrading of existing critical or significant 

infrastructure’. 

26.6 ‘High Hazard areas’ following the July 2015 amendments by LURP 

Action 46 is defined as including ‘land within greater Christchurch 

likely to be subject to coast erosion including the cumulative effects of 

sea level rise over the next 100 years …’ 

26.7 The supporting explanation in the RPS states that critical infrastructure 

is infrastructure that is necessary for ensuring the resilience of 
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communities to the effects of natural hazard events, for example, key 

bridges. 

26.8 The evidence is that coastal erosion protection works are unlikely to 

be required for the proposed subdivision per se, as works that are 

likely to be necessary to protect strategic infrastructure will also protect 

the Site. 

27. NEW ZEALAND COASTAL POLICY STATEMENT 2010 

27.1 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) is a national 

policy statement under the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act). 

The purpose of the NZCPS is to state policies in order to achieve the 

purpose of the Act in relation to the coastal environment of New 

Zealand. The following objectives and policies are of relevance: 

Objective 5  

To ensure that coastal hazard risks taking account of climate change, 

are managed by:  

 locating new development away from areas prone to such risks; 

 considering responses, including managed retreat, for existing 

development in this situation; and  

 protecting or restoring natural defences to coastal hazards. 

Policy 25  

Subdivision, use, and development in areas of coastal hazard risk in 

areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over at least the next 100 

years:  

(a) avoid increasing the risk of social, environmental and economic 

harm from coastal hazards;  

(b) avoid redevelopment, or change in land use, that would increase 

the risk of adverse effects from coastal hazards;  

(c) encourage redevelopment, or change in land use, where that 

would reduce the risk of adverse effects from coastal hazards, 

including managed retreat by relocation or removal of existing 
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structures or their abandonment in extreme circumstances, and 

designing for relocatability or recoverability from hazard events;  

(d) encourage the location of infrastructure away from areas of 

hazard risk where practicable;  

(e) discourage hard protection structures and promote the use of 

alternatives to them, including natural defences; and  

(f) consider the potential effects of tsunami and how to avoid or 

mitigate them. 

27.2 In light of the evidence from Castle Rock’s technical experts, I am of 

the view that the proposed residential development, once the Site is 

filled, is generally consistent with the above policy.    

28. SECTION 32 ASSESSMENT 

28.1 Council has undertaken a Section 32 assessment of the Site, which in 

summary identifies the following issues: 

(a) Flooding/Sea Level rise – at least 1m of fill will be required 

across the Site to ensure buildings are clear of floodwaters. 

Mitigation is not possible. Compensatory storage is not 

achievable because of the high groundwater table. The Site will 

be permanently underwater by 2115 due to coastal retreat based 

on 2013 SL predictions.  There will also be tsunami triggered 

flooding. (Although I note Planning Map 47 does not include the 

Site as within the area subject to tsunami inundation) 

(b) Geotech – all of Site except a small strip at the southern end is 

classified as TC3. Land remediation and specific foundation 

design will be required.  

(c) Servicing – there is capacity for water, but no capacity for 

wastewater. A major pump station upgrade is required.  

(d) Transport/connectivity – the Site has poor connectivity (large cul-

de-sac design), no alternative emergency access and poor 

access to existing public transport. Urban development will have 

a minimal adverse effect on the safety and efficiency of road 

network. 
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(e) Landscape – there will be significant adverse landscape and 

visual effects as viewed from Tunnel Road (but this may be 

moderated by development west of Tunnel Road). 

(f) Ecology – no specific constraints but Ferrymead Special 

Purpose Zone contains a little less than half of remaining salt 

and saltmarsh habitats in Avon-Heathcote Estuary. 

(g) There are transmission lines in the locality.  The requirement for 

a 12-32 metre setback from the transmission corridor will affect 

the development potential of approximately  30% of the Site. 

(h) Contamination - no confirmed contamination from desk top 

study, but recommendation for on-site testing due to fill.  

28.2 In summary the Council s32 assessment considers that the key 

environmental effects relate to the low lying nature of the land and off-

site flooding effects within the wider catchment. Potential flooding 

would affect both Council land within the Ferrymead Special Purpose 

Zone and private and public land outside of this area. 

28.3 Experts for Castle Rock have addressed most of the issues identified 

in the above section 32 assessment (see discussion below under 

‘Environmental Effects’). With respect to site contamination this can be 

addressed at subdivision stage.  The pRDP includes required 

setbacks from transmission lines which will be met.  Based on the 

above and the relevant technical evidence I consider that Council’s 

section 32 assessment is incorrect.  As such, it is my opinion that 

there are no technical constraints impeding urban development of the 

Site. 

28.4 Under the pRDP Rural Urban Fringe zoning, there is no further 

development potential for the Site (there is one existing dwelling on 

site). Given that there are in fact no technical constraints to urban 

development, I consider that this represents a highly inefficient use of 

the land resource. The Site is located within an urban context and is 

well connected and close to surrounding residential and business 

areas and the central city (in particular relative to the C6 Map A 

Greenfield areas).  Urban development will provide local replacement 
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housing for red zoned properties in the immediate locality at Heathcote 

and will support the ongoing sustainable of the local community which 

has been significantly affected by earthquake damage and its 

‘aftermath’. 

28.5 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to a mix of Residential Suburban 

and Residential Mixed Density is the most appropriate way to achieve 

the purpose of the Act and the objectives of the pRDP apart from 

Strategic Objective 3.3.7(c); and is more efficient and effective than 

Rural Urban Fringe zoning, and that the Site is more appropriate to be 

developed for residential purposes in accordance with the proposed 

ODP than zoned Rural Urban Fringe.  

29. CONCLUSION 

29.1 The proposed rezoning of the Site to a combination of Residential 

Suburban and Residential Medium Density, will better achieve the 

pRDP Strategic objectives and are the most appropriate way to achieve 

the purpose of the Resource Management Act. Further to this, as 

evidence by Castle Rocks technical experts, the Site can be effectively 

developed in a manner that will mitigate against potential adverse 

effects while enhancing the overall amenity values that contribute to the 

wider area in general 

Pauline Fiona Aston 

27 August 2015 
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Appendix C Amendments to Rules  
 
AppendixD  Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan 
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Amendments to Rules - Port Hills Road + Scrutton Road  
Outline Development Plan areas 

 

Chapter 14 - Residential 

 

Add: 

Appendix 14.10.35 – Port Hills Road Outline Development Plan  

 

14.11.3.14 Landscaped areas and amenity 

 

  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 

 a. A landscaping strip shall be provided 
along the following boundary with a 
minimum width as prescribed below and 
on the Outline Development in Appendix 
14.10.35 (Port Hills Road). 

1. western boundary within Area ‘B’: 6 
metres 

All landscaping shall be undertaken in 
accordance with the specimen list 
contained in 14.11.3.15 

Non-
compliance 
with 
Permitted 
Standard 

Landscaped 
Areas –
16.6.1.7 
 

 
14.11.3.15  Port Hills Road Outline Development Plan Planting List 
 
Plant list for Port Hills Road site 
 

TREES 

Dacrycarpus dacrydioides  kahikatea, white pine  
Elaeocarpus hookerianus  pokaka  
Podocarpus totara  totara  
Prumnopitys taxifolia  matai, black pine  
 
TREES & TALL SHRUBS  
 
Coprosma robusta  karamu  
Cordyline australis  ti kouka, cabbage tree  
Coriaria arborea  tutu (on shaded stream banks)  
Leptospermum scoparium  manuka, tea tree  
Pennantia corymbosa  kaikomako, ducksfeet (slow growing)  
Pittosporum tenuifolium  kohuhu, black matipo/mapau, tawhari  
Plagianthus regius  manatu, lowland ribbonwood   
Pseudopanax crassifolius  horoeka, lancewood  
Sophora microphylla  South island kowhai  
Streblus heterophyllus  turepo, small-leaved milk tree  
 
SHRUBS & FLAX-LIKE PLANTS  
 
Coprosma aff. parviflora (sp. t.)  mikimiki  
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Coprosma propinqua  mikimiki, mingimingi  
Coprosma wallii  mikimiki  
Cortaderia richardii  toetoe  
Hebe salicifolia  koromiko  
Myrsine divaricata  weeping mapou  
Phormium tenax  harakeke, NZ flax  
 
GROUNDCOVERS  
 
Anemanthele lessoniana  hunangamoho, bamboo/wind grass  
Astelia fragrans  kakaha, bush flax  
Carex forsteri, Carex solandri  forest sedges (only in shaded sites)  
Carex secta, Carex virgata  pukio, makura, tussock sedge (only in streams)  
Juncus gregiflorus  wiwi, tussock rush (grow in seepages)  
Juncus pallidus  wiwi, tussock rush (grow in seepages)  
Microlaena avenacea  bush rice grass   
Ranunculus reflexus  a native buttercup   
Uncinia uncinata  watau/kamu, hooked sedge 
 
ADDITIONAL SHRUBS REQUIRING SHELTERED SITES:  
 
Melicope simplex  poataniwha  
Coprosma areolata  net-leaved coprosma  
Melicytus micranthus  manakura, shrubby mahoe  
Pseudopanax anomalus  shrub pseudopanax  
 
VINES  
 
Parsonsia spp.  NZ jasmine  
 
TREE & GROUND FERNS  
 
Cyathea smithii  katote, soft tree fern 
Dicksonia fibrosa  kuripaka, wheki ponga - tree fern  
Dicksonia squarrosa  wheki, rough tree fern  
Histiopteris incisa  mata, water fern  
Hypolepis ambigua  rough pig fern  
Pellaea rotundifolia  tarawera, button fern  
Microsorum pustulatus (Phymatosorus)  maratata, hound’s tongue fern  
Polystichum richardii  pikopiko/tutoke, shield fern  

Polystichum vestitum  puniu, prickly shield fern  

 
 

Chapter 16 - Industrial 

16.2.10 Rules - Industrial General Zone (Port Hills Road) 

16.2.10.1 Permitted activities 

b. Rules 16.2.10.1 – 16.2.10.3 and the Port Hills Road Outline Development 

Plan (Appendix 14.10.35) shall apply to the Industrial General Zone (Port Hills 

Road). In addition to this all other relevant built form standards applicable to 

the Industrial General Zone shall apply. 
 

16.2.10.1 Built form standards- Industrial General Zone (Port Hills Road) 

16.2.10.1.1 Maximum height for buildings  
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  Applicable to  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 

 a. Area ‘A’ 10 metres Greater than 10 
metres 

Maximum 
Height for 
Buildings 
and 
Fences or 
Screening 
Structures 
–16.6.1.7 

 b  Area ‘B’  15 metres  Greater than 10 
metres 

 
 
 

16.2.10.1.2 Landscaped areas and amenity 

In addition to the landscaping requirements in Rule 16.2.3.6, the following rules shall also 

apply: 

 

  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 

 a. All landscaping within the Port Hills Road 
ODP shall be undertaken in accordance 
with the specimen list contained in 
16.2.10.1.3 

Non-
compliance 
with 
Permitted 
Standard 

Landscaped 
Areas –
16.6.1.7 
 

 
16.2.10.1.3 Port Hills Road Outline Development Plan Planting List 
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14.2 Rules - Residential Suburban Zone and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone 
 

Add Appendix 14.10.34 – Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan (as overpage) 

 

14.2.3.15 Landscaped areas and amenity (Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan – 

Appendix 14.10.34*) 

In addition to the landscaping requirements in Rule 14.2.3.10, the following rules shall also 

apply: 

  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 

 a. A landscaping strip shall be provided 
along the following boundaries with a 
minimum width as prescribed below and 
on the Outline Development in Appendix 
14.10.34 

1. western boundary adjoining 
Scruttons Road: 10m 

2. northern and eastern boundary (off 
site): 10m 
 

3. All landscaping shall be undertaken 
in accordance with the specimen list 
contained in 14.2.3.16 

Non-
compliance 
with 
Permitted 
Standard 

14.9.12 Tree 

and garden 

planting 
 

 

14.2.3.16  Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan Planting List 
 

SHRUBS 
Coprosma propinqua mikimiki 
Leptospermum scoparium manuka 
Muehlenbeckia complexa scarmbling pohuehue 
Plagianthus divaricatus houi, marsh ribbonwood 
TUSSOCKS & REEDS 
Apodasmia similis oioi, jointed wire rush 
Bolboschoenus caldwellii brackish water sedge (deciduous) 
Carex litorosa sea sedge 
Cortaderia richardii toetoe 
Cyperus ustulatus upoko-tangata, umbrella sedge 
Ficinia nodosa wiwi, knobby clubrush 
Juncus maritimus wiwi, sea rush 
Juncus pallidus wiwi, giant rush 
Phormium tenax harakeke, NZ flax 
Schoenoplectus pungens three-square 
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani lake club rush 
GROUNDCOVERS 
Apium prostratum sea celery 
Carex geminata rautahi, purei, cutty grass 
Epilobium billardiereanum willowherb 
Hierochloe redolens karetu, holy grass 
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Isolepis cernua bristle sedge 
Leptinella dioica cotula 
Lilaeopsis novae-zelandiae lilaeopsis 
Limosella lineata NZ mudwort 
Mazus novaezeelandiae carpet musk 
Samolus repens sea primrose, moakoako 
Sarcocornia quinqueflora glasswort 
Schoenus concinnus turf sedge 
Selliera radicans remuremu 
Spergularia tasmanica NZ sea spurrey 
Suaeda novae-zelandiae NZ sea blite 
Triglochin striatum arrow grass 
Zostera muelleri eel grass 
(Plant list from: “Oioi – tuturiwhatu – marsh ribbonwood estuarine ecosystem”, Christchurch Otautahi 

Indigenous) 

 

14.2.3 Built form standards  

14.2.3.1 Site Density  
Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site. The site shall have a 

minimum net site area as follows: 

 Activity Standard 

8 Within the Scruttons Road ODP Appendix 
14.10.34 area - lots north of Avoca Stream on 
the boundary with the ON Zone 

650m² 

 

14.2.3.3 Building height  
The maximum height of any building shall be: 

 Activity Standard 

1. All buildings unless specified below 8m 

2. All buildings within the Scruttons Road 
ODP in Appendix 14.10.34 - lots north of 
Avoca Stream on the boundary with the 
ON Zone 

6.5m 

 

14.2.3.4 Site coverage 

 Zone/Activity/Overlay Area Standard 

5 Within the Scruttons Road ODP Appendix 
14.10.34 – lots north of Avoca Stream on 
the boundary with the ON zone 

25% 

 

14.2.3.7 Minimum building setbacks from internal boundaries and Railway Lines  
The minimum building setback from internal boundaries shall be as follows: 
 

3 Within the Scruttons Road ODP Appendix 
14.10.34 – lots north of Avoca Stream on the 
boundary with the ON zone 

5m – set back is for 
landscaping purposes only 
and does not include 
impermeable surfaces 
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14.2.3.10 Street scene amenity and safety - Fences, garaging and landscape  
 

1. Fences  
 
C. With in the Scruttons Road ODP as shown on Appendix 14.10.34 for lots north of Avoca 

Stream on the boundary with the ON Zone  - fences other shall be at least 50% visually 
permeable and/or have a maximum height of 1.2m  
 

 
3. Landscaping 
 
C.Within the Scruttons Road ODP as shown on Appendix 14.10.34 all planting within 
5m of the zone boundary with the ON zone on lots north of Avoca Stream shall be 
undertaken in accordance with the specimen list contained in 14.3.3.22 
 

 
 

14.2.3.18 Building reflectivity and colour 
1. Within the Scruttons Road ODP as shown in Appendix 14.10.34 – lots north of 
Avoca Stream on the boundary with the ON zone: 
i)any building or structure or any addition or alteration to a building or structure 
(excluding trim which does not exceed 200mm in more than one dimension, doors 
which do not exceed 1.2 x 2.2m or guttering) shall be restricted to natural hues of 
green, brown or grey). 
ii)any building or structure or any addition or alteration to a building or structure 
(excluding trim which does not exceed 200mm in more than one dimension, doors 
which do not exceed 1.2 x 2.2m or guttering) shall have the following maximum 
reflectivity: 
a. Cladding – 30% 
b. Roofing – 15% 
 
 
 

14.3 Rules - Medium Density Zone 

14.3.3 Built form standards 

14.3.3.21 Landscaped areas and amenity (Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan – 

Appendix 14.10.34) 
In addition to the landscaping requirements in Rule 14.2.3.10, the following rules shall also 

apply: 

  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 
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  Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion 

 a. A landscaping strip shall be provided 
along the following boundaries with a 
minimum width as prescribed below and 
on the Outline Development in Appendix 
14.10.34 

4. western boundary adjoining 
Scruttons Road: 10m 

5. northern and eastern boundary (off 
site): 10m 
 

6. All landscaping shall be undertaken 
in accordance with the specimen list 
contained in 14.3.3.22 

Non-
compliance 
with 
Permitted 
Standard 

14.9.12 

Landscaped 

Areas, tree 

and garden 

planting 
 

 
14.9.12 Landscape Areas, Ttree and Garden Planting  
 
14.9.12 Landscaped Areas, tree and garden planting 
Whether there is sufficient tree and garden planting to provide a balance between buildings 
and hard surfacing, taking into account: 

1. The effect of any reduced landscape areas and tree planting in terms of the scale 
and visual appearance or dominance of the buildings on the site; 

2. Visibility of the site from adjoining sites and the likely effect of any reduction in 
landscaped areas and tree planting standards for the amenity of neighbouring sites; 

3. Any compensating factors for reduced landscape areas and tree planting, including 
the nature of planting proposed, or the location of activities (including heritage items) 
on the site; 

4. The use of indigenous species endemic to the area; 
5. The visual appearance of the site in terms of the length of road frontage or any 

unusual characteristics of the site; 
6. The adverse effect of the reduced landscaped areas and tree planting on the 

Garden City image and the quality of the amenity of the site and neighbourhood; 
7. The ability to retain large existing trees have been retained on the site so that overall 

the site provides a visual balance between buildings and landscaping, despite a 
reduction in the actual number of trees; and 

8. The tree planting provided is evenly distributed across the site. 
 
14.3.3.22 Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan Planting List 
The planting list is as specified in Rule 14.2.3.16  Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan 

Planting List 

14.3.3.23 Site Density in Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan Appendix 

14.10.34 

 
Density Area A – Rule 14.3.3.17 shall apply. Density Area B – Each residential unit 

shall be contained within its own separate site. The site shall have a minimum net site 

area of 450m2 
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Density Area C – Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site. 

The site shall have a minimum net site area of 650m2. 

 

14.3.4.2 Restricted  Discretionary  

 

Activity Council’s discretion 

limited to 

RD7 Non compliance with Rule 14.3.3.23 

Density Area B where the minimum net 

site area is not less than 400m2 

14.9.1 Site density and site 

coverage 

 

 

14.3.2,5 Non Complying Activity 

 Activity 

NC4 Non compliance with Rule 14.3.3.23 Density Area A, Density Area C 

and Rule 14.3.4.2 RD7 

 

 

8.4.3 Scruttons Road Outline Development Plan Area 

8.4.3.1 Subdivision in the area covered by Appendix 14.10.34 shall comply with Rule 

8.3 and in addition:  

(i) No subdivision of the land contained in  the Scruttons Road ODP area 

north of Avoca Valley Stream shall occur until filling of this area is 

completed in accordance with approved Certificate of Compliance for 

Filling RMA 92026859                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

(ii) No subdivision of the land contained in the Scruttons Road ODP area 

south of Avoca Valley Stream shall occur until filling of this area is 

completed in accordance with approved Certificate of Compliance for 

Filling RMA 92026859 

 

8.4.3.2 Removal of Natural Hazard Status on Planning Map 47 

(i) On completion of the filling in 8.4.3.1 (i) above, the following natural 

hazard notations for the filled area as shown on Planning Map 47 and 

the associated District Plan provisions including rules relating to these 

natural hazards, shall no longer apply:- 

 Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 

 High Hazard Flood Management Area 
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 Floor Level and Fill Management Area 

(ii) On completion of the filling in 8.4.3.(ii) above, the following natural 

hazard notations for the filled area as shown on Planning Map 47 and 

the associated District Plan provisions including rules relating to these 

natural hazards, shall no longer apply:- 

• Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 

• High Hazard Flood Management Area 

• Floor Level and Fill Management Area 

8.4.3.2 Non Complying Activities 

 Activity 

NC1 Any subdivision which does not comply with Rule 8.4.3.1 

 

 




	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...
	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 operati...
	1.3 Castle Rock has asked me to provide planning evidence in relation to the Castle Rock submission on the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  I have provided ongoing planning advice to Castle Rock including in relation the Change...
	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 expert...
	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);
	(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 Subdivision, Residential and Natural Hazard Chapter of pRDP.

	1.8 I have read those parts of the evidence of Sarah Oliver (CCC Planner), Robert Norton (Engineer – stormwater), Bridget O’Brien (Engineer – growth) and Andrew Milne (Engineer – traffic) relevant to the matters raised in the submission by Castle Rock.

	2. SCOPE
	2.1 My evidence is divided into two sections and focusses on the key matters raised in Castle Rock’s submission on Stage 2.
	2.2 Section 1 of my evidence focuses on the rezoning of 195 Port Hills Road to a combination Industrial General and Residential Hills; or rezone entirely Residential Hills, entirely Industrial General or an alternative ‘mix’ of zoning as is considered...

	3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	3.1 Castle Rock seek to rezone two parcels of land one being located to the south of Port Hills Road and the other to the east of Tunnel Road. The former will comprise a mixture of Residential Hill and Industrial General zoned land, while the latter w...
	3.2 In each instance, the Sites have been identified as being contained within areas of land that a prone to natural hazards. The technical evidence submitted in support of the respective proposals has determined that the sites can be adequately mitig...

	4. THE SITE
	4.1 195 Port Hills Rd (‘the Site’), is a 5.9 ha block with access from Port Hills Road, as identified on the District Plan Map attached in Appendix A (legally described as Part RS 388 and 966).
	4.2 The Site is located southwest of the Port Hills Road / Tunnel Road motorway interchange, and on the opposite side of Port Hills Road from Chapmans Road,   which services a large industrial area. The only property access is onto Port Hills Road..
	4.3 The Site is at the foot of the Port Hills and extends onto the lower slopes to the 30m contour and is essentially ‘valley floor’ land. It lies adjacent to Mary Duncan Park to the west and a mix of glass houses and residential lifestyle properties ...
	4.4 The Avoca Valley Stream passes across the north of the Site discharging under the Port Hills Road via two culverts. Christchurch City Council have an easement on the front to the Site to discharge water. Overhead power lines cross the south east p...
	4.5 Areas at the northern end of the Site contain purpose built ponds designed to facilitate drainage of the Site. It is noted that the purpose built ponds do not follow the natural contours of the land. Additionally parts of this the Site have been f...

	5. BACKGROUND
	5.1 Castle Rock submitted on Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the predecessor to Chapter 6) seeking that the Site be included within the Greater Christchurch Urban Limit. The Commissioners’ decision rejected the submission, with t...

	6. PROPOSAL 3: STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND OUTCOMES
	6.1 The Role of the Strategic Directions and Outcomes Chapter of the pRDP Replacement Plan, is to provide the “strategic context” for the pRDP and “the overarching direction” for other chapters “through high-level objectives and policies for the distr...
	6.2 For the purposes of preparing, changing, interpreting and implementing this District Plan, all other objectives within the Strategic Directions Chapter are to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with objective 3.3.1 (Enabling recovery...
	6.3 The key Strategic Directions objectives which are of relevance to the matters raised in the Castle Rock submission (Port Hills) are set as follows:
	(a) 3.3.1 Objective - Enabling recovery and facilitating future enhancement of the district;
	(b) 3.3.4 Objective – Housing capacity and choice;
	(c) 3.3.5 Objective – Business and economic prosperity;
	(d) 3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design; and
	(e) 3.3.10 Objective – Commercial and industrial activities.


	7. PLANNING STATUS
	7.1 pRDP Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) directs that provision for urban activities is only within existing urban areas and Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6 Map A (‘Map A’) greenfield priority areas. The Site is neither under the current ...
	7.2 Objective 3.3.7 (c) gives effect to Chapter 6 Policy 6.3.1 (4) i.e “ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in t...
	7.3 Chapter 6 comprises Appendix 1 of the LURP.   The LURP is currently under review.  The Draft LURP Review was notified on 10/8/15 and is open for submissions until 28/8/15. There was also an earlier preliminary consultation period in April/May 2015.
	7.4 I prepared a comment in response to the preliminary consultation which requested inclusion of the Site within Map A as a greenfield priority residential and business area; and further amendments to Chapter 6 as follows:-
	(a) Amend Map A to include the Site as a Priority Greenfield Residential Area and Priority Greenfield Business Area.
	(b) Amend Policy 6.3.7 (3) (b) to exclude Port Hills greenfield areas from the requirement for a minimum density of 15 households per ha, with the appropriate residential density to be determined by the district plan, having regard to the existing pat...
	(c) Add a new Policy 6.3.11 which provides for  territorial authorities to make minor extensions of Greenfield Areas and Existing Urban Areas during the process of completing district plan changes or reviews (including privately requested changes), pr...
	(i) Any proposed extension or reduction is of a minor nature, generally around 15ha or less; and
	(ii) Any additional land is contiguous with an existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority area as shown on Map A.


	7.5 The Draft LURP Review Position Statements include that there is likely to be sufficient Greenfield land that is or will become available for residential and business development to meet demand for next 10-15 years. I disagree for the following rea...
	(a) There has been no analysis of whether the location of the greenfield areas are appropriate to meet the locational needs of residents displaced by the earthquakes.  Whilst the majority of red zoned land is in the east and southern parts of the city...
	(b) Whilst a substantial quantum of land has been identified as priority Greenfield areas on Map A, there has been no analysis of whether that land is ‘development ready’. I am aware of substantial areas of land (e.g. at south Rolleston) which are for...
	(c)   There is some uncertainty around the future development of some other greenfield areas, most noticeably the Highfield area in north east Christchurch which was to accommodate around 2000 new households. It is understood that the development comp...

	7.6 The Draft LURP Review recommends a future review of the RPS which could address possible changes to the Map A greenfield areas. However, it recognises that there may be some proposals for development which may need to be considered sooner and sugg...
	7.7 Minor changes to existing greenfield areas, or small additional greenfield areas that are not of regional significance but are the most effective and efficient zoning under s32 of the RMA should in my view be addressed in the most efficient and ti...
	7.8 In summary, I accept that Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) appears to preclude the pRDP considering even small changes to the existing urban areas and Greenfield areas on Map A. However, given that the primary documents which give rise to the Objecti...

	8. SUITABILITY OF THE SITE FOR INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES
	8.1 I consider that the Site is considered an appropriate site for business use for the following principal reasons:
	(a) it will provide choice of business land on the south east side of the City.  There are no priority greenfield business areas identified on Map A of Chapter 6 of the Regional Policy Statement are east of the City Centre. They are predominantly with...
	(b) adjoins the State Highway strategic network with excellent access to Strategic Infrastructure such as Lyttelton Port and Christchurch International Airport.
	(c) Business 4 and 5 land adjoins the Site which makes similar activity at this Site compatible with the surrounding environment.
	(d) it does not have the environmental risks associated with the City’s unconfined aquifer to the west of the City.
	(e) it has access to City reticulated services.
	(f) while zoned Rural Urban Fringe is within the urban setting.
	(g) the Site is close to residential nodes for providing closely located employment, particularly for Opawa, Woolston, Hillsborough and Heathcote Valley providing good travel options, and is located on the bus route to the City.
	(h) the amount of additional business land proposed for the Site is small and would not compromise the operation of the priority greenfield areas as set out on Map A with respect to business land.

	8.2 I consider that the Site is equally appropriate for residential use for the following principal reasons:
	(a) There is no provision for residential greenfield sites to the south/south east of the City on Map A despite the fact that there have been significant numbers of red zoned properties here (including on the Port Hills and at Heathcote).
	(b) The Site has access to sustainable and efficient transport, with good access to the strategic road network and public transport.
	(c) Has good access to Supermarket based neighbourhood centres (closest is Ferrymead).
	(d) Access to existing reticulated infrastructure.
	(e) Does not have any major physical constraints.
	(f) While zoned Rural Urban Fringe is within an urban setting, with residential development within close proximity to the Site to the north east and south.
	(g) Has potential to provide for a range and choice in residential section size.
	(h) Is north facing and slightly elevated offering views across the Heathcote, Ferrymead and coastal areas.
	(i) Has good pedestrian access and outlook to Mary Duncan Park.


	9. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ODP)
	9.1 The ODP shows the Port Hills Road access (the only vehicle access) at the western most end of the Site (the maximum distance from the intersection with Tunnel Road). This location is preferred from a traffic safety and efficiency viewpoint. It wil...
	9.2 Two internal cul-de-sac roads are proposed, each of which is designed to serve the respective individually zoned areas (Residential Hills and Industrial General).  In addition to this, the proposed ODP shows potential future road connections into ...
	9.3 Variable internal building heights are proposed within the Site. More specifically, the upper part of the Site (ie the proposed residential area) is slightly elevated with north facing vistas. The gradual reduction in building height from this poi...
	9.4 The Site will be integrated with the Mary Duncan Park via a formed public track linking to the existing walkway/cycleway network within the Park currently providing access to the wider Port Hills area. The western boundary of the site will be plan...
	9.5 The proposed vegetated buffer located between the living and business areas within the Site introduces an additional natural boundary clearly defining and separating the two areas.
	9.6 Building setbacks will apply along the boundaries with Mary Duncan Park and Horotane Valley in order to ensure an appropriate interface with these adjoining areas.

	10. SITE SPECIFIC RULES
	10.1 The ODP requirements are also reflected in rules specific to the Site where necessary and appropriate (refer to Appendix B, C. D and F.

	11. EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT
	11.1 The evidence for both the Council and the Castle Rock is that there are essentially no servicing constraints to the proposed rezoning.
	11.2 Andrew Metherell’s evidence confirms that, from a traffic and transportation perspective, the Site can be developed for either residential, or a mix of residential and business activity. He has a slight preference towards full residential on the ...
	11.3 As explained by Mr Metherall, the Site is well located in relation to public transport and active transport modes (within 300m of existing public bus stop and 750-1000m from a proposed major cycleway).
	11.4 Some minor changes will be required to Port Hills Road but Mr Metherell considers these will not impact on the arterial function of Port Hills Road.
	11.5 The Council evidence has not assessed the Site in terms of effects on landscape and natural values.  I understand this is because the Council’s landscape architect, Andrew Craig, has previously advised Castle Rock regarding the proposal.  I instr...
	11.6 The Site at present is dominated by open paddocks, fences, spoil piles and a pylon corridor. I note that Jeremy Head refers to the Site as "In terms of rural amenity, and particularly when seen from Port Hills Road, the site rates clearly at the ...
	11.7 Mr Head considers that whilst the rezoning will facilitate substantial changes to the landscape character of the Site, overall a higher amenity environment will result which includes natural areas of indigenous planting within vegetated buffers a...
	11.8 Mr Head considers that the proposed development will be compatible with existing development patterns in the vicinity, effectively ‘filling’ in the balance of the existing valley floor development on this southern side of Port Hills Road, with th...
	11.9 The western most extremity of the Site falls within the confines of an Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL). The area of land to which this relates in generally confined to a small strip of land running along the western edge of the Site immediate...

	l o
	11.10 A 6m planted buffer is proposed adjoining the 4m strip to be transferred to Council ownership. Mr Head considers that this area, coupled with the proposed 6m wide planted buffer beyond, will strengthen the western edge of the site, and its separ...
	11.11 In light of the above, I am of the view that the potential impacts of the proposed development on the adjoining ONL area will be generally positive.
	11.12 Overall I am of the view that the proposed rezoning of the Site will visually assimilate into its surrounds in a positive manner and will result in a positive visual enhancement of the Site in general.
	11.13 The natural hazards status of 195 Port Hills Rd on Planning Map 47 is somewhat unclear due to the scale and multiple notations. It appears that the northern part of the Site in particular is subject to a number of hazards as follows:-
	(a) Coastal Inundation Management Areas 1 and 2;
	(b) Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay within Floor Level and Fill Management Area;
	(c) Liquefaction Assessment Area 1; and
	(d) Port Hills And Banks Peninsula Slope Instability Management Area.

	11.14 I respond to each of the above matters separately as follows.
	11.15 John Aramowicz (expert for Castle Rock) in his evidence notes  that Tonkins and Taylors 2015 assessment indicates the Site is not subject to risk of coastal inundation.
	11.16 John Aramowicz’s evidence is that the future ground levels across the site will be located at a level that will not be inundated in a 2% AEP rainfall event.
	11.17 The site is located within Liquefaction Assessment Area 1. In Mr Aramowicz’s evidence he surmises that based on Aurecon’s 2013 geotechnical report, and his experience the geotechnical conditions across the site would mostly be Technical Category...
	11.18 In summary, Mr Aramowicz considers that regardless of whether or not the Site is classified as TC1, TC2, or TC3 this does not prevent it from being able to be developed for either residential or commercial use.
	11.19 Mr Aramowicz evidence is that there are no areas of land instability that would preclude residential or commercial development of the Site.

	12. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT
	12.1 Castle Rock seek that the Site be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to a part mixture of Residential Hills and Industrial General. As an alternative to the above preference Castle Rock seek that the 195 Port Hills Road be rezoned entirely Residenti...
	12.2 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to accord with the above achieves the Strategic Objective of 3.3.1. It  meets the community’s immediate and longer term needs for housing, economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, transp...
	12.3 The proposed rezoning is consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.7 – Urban growth, form and design apart from 3.3.7 (c).  The proposed ODP and rules package will ensure a high quality environment and the development will consolidate the existing ...
	12.4 Mr Head notes that the northern industrial area will essentially be the only visible part of the Site from Port Hills Road and will be compatible with existing industrial areas on the opposite (north) side of Port Hills Road. The site boundary wi...
	12.5 With respect to the existing development pattern of Horotane Valley to the east, this comprises an established pattern of small scale horticultural / lifestyle blocks, which despite their RuUF zoning falls well below the minimum 4ha threshold for...
	12.6 I consider that the proposed partial rezoning of the Site to Residential Hills and Industrial General is entirely consistent with the other relevant objectives and policies of the pRDP.  My assessment below is against the Revised Residential Prop...

	…
	(iv) new neighbourhood areas in Greenfields priority areas.
	12.7 The proposed partial rezoning of the Site to Residential Hills enables the supply of a range of housing types that meets the diverse needs of the community throughout the immediate recovery period and in the longer term and assists in improving h...

	Policy 14.1.1.5 – Recovery housing
	12.8 The proposed Residential Hill zoning of the Site is consistent with the Residential Hills zoning along other parts of the south side of Port Hills Road west of the Site, as illustrated on the Stage 1 and 2 planning maps below.

	Stage 1
	SStage 1 Planning Map 47
	Stage 2 Planning Map 47
	12.9 The proposed ODP and rules package ensures that the Site is appropriately laid out and designed to provide a high level of residential amenity while meeting the functional needs of residents both in the short and long term. This is evident throug...

	Policy 14.1.5.7 – Residential development on the Port Hills.
	12.10 The Site is within the valley floor and will have a natural landform backdrop (adjoining open rural/recreation land to the south and west rises sharply, with spur extending to around 400m); buildings will not impact on significant or outstanding...
	Policy 14.1.6.9 - Separation of incompatible activities
	12.11 The proposed ODP will ensure that incompatible land uses are sufficiently separated through the use of a planting buffer zone and defining a no building area within the vicinity of the transmission lines. The latter is 12m wide either side of th...
	16.1.1 Objective 1 - Recovery and growth
	16.1.1.1 Policy 1 - Sufficient land supply
	12.12 The proposed rezoning of the part of the Site to Industrial General will support the recovery and economic growth through to 2028 through the allocation of industrial zoned land in an appropriate location to like activities and will in a small w...
	16.1.1.3 Policy 3 - Range of industrial areas
	12.13 Industrial General zoning is consistent with the IG zoning on the opposite side of Port Hills Road and is a light industry zoning compatible with adjoining proposed Residential Hills (south), Rural Urban Fringe (east) and Open Space (west) zones.
	16.1.2 Objective 2 - Amenity in industrial zones and the effects of industrial activities
	16.1.2.1 Policy 8 - Improve visual amenity
	12.14 An indigenous plant ‘palette’ is proposed for planting required under the proposed rules package. The proposed development of the Site will include a stormwater management area, in northeast part of the Site and includes planted setbacks, street...
	16.1.2.2 Policy 9 - Development in greenfield areas
	12.15 If rezoned, it is appropriate that Map A is amended so that the Site is included as a priority Greenfield business area.  The only part of the proposed IG zone which adjoins rural land is the east boundary with RUF zone.  The adjoining site cont...
	16.1.2.3 Policy 10 - Managing effects on the environment
	12.16 The ODP specifies maximum building heights for different parts of the ODP area based on the natural incline of the Site away from Port Hills Road, and providing for north facing views for the residential properties located  towards the rear slig...

	13. SECTION 32 ASSESSMENT
	13.1 I note that the Council has not undertaken a section 32 assessment of the proposed zoning of the Site as Rural Urban Fringe (RUF).
	13.2 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to part Residential Hills and part Industrial General Zoning, is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA and the objectives of the pRDP apart from Strategic Objective 3.3.7(c) (see discu...
	13.3 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site to Residential Hills and Industrial general zoning is more efficient and effective than Rural Urban Fringe zoning. In particular, the 5.9ha Site is not considered to be large enough to sustain any...
	13.4 Under the RUF zoning it would be possible to establish one dwelling on the Site and utilise the Site as a rural lifestyle block. I consider this to be a highly inefficient use of the Site given its strategic location and suitability for residenti...
	13.5 The Site is the only undeveloped land on Port Hills Road between the City and Port Hills Road/Tunnel Road motorway.  The Site is essentially within the existing urban area of Christchurch. Rural Urban Fringe zoning is an anomaly and entirely inap...
	13.6 The benefits of rezoning are that it will enable the development of what is suitable greenfield land for residential and business purposes in a location where replacement housing and business land is needed to ensure an ongoing sustainable local ...
	13.7 The evidence for Castle Rock is that there are no infrastructure constraints to such development proceeding on the Site (see discussion below) and Castle Rock intends to make the land available for residential/business development as soon as the ...
	13.8 It is my opinion that there are clear benefits in facilitating the development of a range of Greenfield areas for development, in order to increase the land supply, provide housing choice and reduce the risk of an undersupply and escalating land ...

	14. CONCLUSION
	14.1 The proposed rezoning of the Site for a combination of Residential Hill and Industrial General zoning purposes will better achieve the pRDP Strategic objectives than the pRDP Rural Urban Fringe zoning and is the most appropriate way to achieve th...
	14.2 The evidence for Castle Rock is that the Site can be effectively developed in a manner that will adequately mitigate any potential adverse environmental effects resulting from the proposed development, while enhancing the overall amenity values o...

	SECTION 2 – 125 SCRUTTONS ROAD
	15. THE SITE
	15.1 125 Scruttons Road (the Site) is a 7.7ha block of land with access via Scruttons Road.  Scruttons Road currently serves the dual purpose of providing access to and from the Tunnel Road motorway as well as access to the adjacent residential areas.
	15.2 The Site is located south of the Heathcote River and to the east of the motorway designated route of the Lyttelton Tunnel Road. It consists of two separate land titles which are separated by part of another land title that includes a water draina...

	16. PROPOSAL
	16.1 Castle Rock seek that the Site be rezoned from Rural Urban Fringe to a mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density (refer to ODP Appendix *) with the following proposed density areas:
	16.2 It is projected that the proposal will yield between 60 – 77 residential dwellings.

	17. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ODP)
	17.1 Two principle access points for each of the respective northern and southern sites are proposed. These will form loop roads within the Site.
	17.2 In addition to this, the proposed ODP shows a potential future vehicle track to the north of the Site to connect to future CCC conservation Reserve for maintenance purposes. A pedestrian and cycleway is also proposed running parallel to Scruttons...
	17.3 A range of dwelling densities are proposed as outlined above and by Jeremy Head.
	17.4 A vegetative buffer to the west of Scruttons Road and east of Scruttons Road is proposed within the ODP.  Planting beyond the boundary with the ON areas to the north and east of the northern area will soften the appearance of dwellings at this tr...
	17.5 The green and blue network will create ‘fingers’ of natural areas within the development, with stormwater ponds within both the northern and southern block.  As explained by Mr Head the development pattern have an ‘organic, natural’ form.

	18. SITE SPECIFIC RULES
	18.1 A number of design controls are proposed to reduce the visual impact of buildings in those areas where future lots are located on the zone boundary with the ON zone as identified and shown on the ODP.  The overall aim is to ensure that future dwe...
	18.2 For lots adjoining the ON boundary, the rules require a lower height limit (6.5m); lower site coverage (25%); larger minimum site size (650m2); 5m planted setback from the ON boundary; and restrictions on building colours and reflectivity. Fences...
	18.3 A rule is also proposed which requires filling to be completed prior to subdivision, and that once filling is completed, the natural hazards notations and related rules which affect the Site will not apply. This is appropriate as once filling is ...
	18.4 The above ‘filling’ rule applies to the northern and southern portions of the Site ie. north and south of Avoca Stream, separately. This is to enable a staged development. The southern half is likely to be developed first.

	19. BACKGROUND
	19.1 The background to the Site has been fully detailed in the Stage 2 submission and for that reason will not be repeated here.

	20. PLANNING STATUS
	20.1 The Site is not an existing urban area or Greenfield priority area, as shown on the current version of Map A of Chapter 6 (C6) of the Regional Policy Statement.  Accordingly, the proposed rezoning is likely to be inconsistent with C6 Policy 6.3.1...
	20.2 I note that the LURP Comment filed on behalf of Castle Rock did not seek inclusion of the Site on Map A as a Greenfield area as at this time it was understood (incorrectly) that the Site was within the existing urban area. The Comment on the Draf...
	20.3 The Site is zoned Ferrymead Special Zone with an underlying Rural zoning. The minimum permitted lot size for subdivision and a dwelling is 4 ha.
	20.4 The Site is zoned Rural Urban fringe (RuUF) in Stage 2 of the pRDP.
	20.5 The Site is fully contained within the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay within Floor Level and Fill Management Area; the High Flood Hazard Management Area (HFHMA); Coastal Erosion Management Area 1 (CEMA 1); and Coastal Inundation Management Area 1 (C...
	20.6 Part (most) of the Site is also contained within an area of Ecological Significance (SES/LP/14).  The name and description of the SES is the Avon Heathcote Estuary with a specific location being the Estuary.

	21. EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT
	Liquefaction Assessment Area 1
	25.1 The site is located within Liquefaction Assessment Area 1, which requires an assessment of liquefaction risk for any plan change or subdivision consent application. Council’s technical assessments undertaken on Site indicate that the geotechnical...
	21.1 John Aramowic advises that an alternative method of calculating liquefaction risk is now available which will provide a better estimate of liquefaction related risks.
	21.2 Regardless of the technical classification of the Site, this does not prevent the site from being able to be developed for either residential or commercial use.
	21.3 On the basis of the brief of evidence presented by John Aramowicz Jr and the proposed filling earthworks to 12.0m CDD, within the timeframe allowed by the Certificate of Compliance, then I am of the opinion that the Site is suitable for residenti...
	21.4 Johns Aramowicz notes considers that protection works along the Heathcote River will almost certainly be required to protect the transmission lines and stopbank along the Heathcote River, both considered to be critical infrastructure.  These work...
	21.5 In light of the above statement, I am of the opinion that the Site and the location of strategic assets proximate the Site, will result in a need for offsite coastal erosion works which will also protect the Site.
	21.6 The majority of the Site is being filled to a design finished ground level of 12.0m CDD, consistent with ground levels of land to the east (golf course) and west (Port Link) which are not at risk of coastal inundation. Based on this, Mr Aramowicz...
	21.7 Mr Aramowicz notes that the golf course to the east has a ground level of 12m to 12.5m CDD and is excluded from the High Flood Hazard Management Area.
	21.8 He further notes that "Given the site is to be filled to at least 12.0m RL CDD, and excluding the 0.4m allowance for freeboard, coastal inundation 2115 is expected to reach 11.94m CDD, the site will not be inundated and therefore cannot be consid...
	21.9 For reasons already outlined on above and given the Site is currently being filled up to a design finished ground level of at least 12.0m CDD, I concur with Mr Aramowicz's evidence that the Site too, should similarly be excluded from Council's Fi...
	21.10 Mr Aramowicz’s considers that the predicted level of flooding for the Site is a significant overestimate and filling will not cause an unacceptable risk in flood level to surrounding property.  Compensatory storage is not necessary to deal with ...

	22. LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL VALUES
	22.1 The landscape outcome for the 125 Scruttons Road development is anticipated  to be  in the form of two separate clusters of dwellings and roading infrastructure nested within a highly natural setting, as described by Mr Head.  This will be ensure...
	22.2 Surrounding land use patterns within the Heathcote Valley, are of variable size, ranging from large quarter acre sections to some smaller medium density type development. For this reason, I concur with Mr Head that the type and quantity of built ...
	22.3 Visual amenity is the measure of the visual quality of an area/site as experienced by people and is the collective impact of the visual components that contribute to the visual pleasantness and character of a locality.
	22.4 At present, the Site is dominated by open paddocks and a pylon corridor. The once natural character and setting of the site has over time been eroded thereby leaving a site of little visual merit in terms of its immediate  context. Jeremy Head st...
	22.5 The proposed rezoning will significantly modify the current environment in that the existing level of open space will be reduced to accommodate areas of hardstand, dwellings and other associated elements of domestication.
	22.6 However, as noted by Jeremy Head ‘the proposed ODP and specific rules package would promote a positive outcome where natural landform patterns and vegetation would be re-introduced to the site."
	22.7 In light of the I am of the view that the proposed rezoning of the site will in the fullness of time enhance the natural character of the area and positively contribute to the biodiversity of the area through the inclusion of two stormwater ponds...
	22.8 In order to soften the transition of the built form of development onto the adjoining rural land the northern cluster of development has been specifically designed to transition to a lower density of development adjacent to rural zoned land.  Thi...
	22.9 In contrast to this, the southernmost cluster of proposed development retains a higher development density.  This is to provide a stronger compatibility with adjacent urban patterns further south on Scruttons Road.  Further to this, a substation ...
	22.10 Overall, I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site in combination of the high degree of naturalness proposed, will enhance the overall visual amenities of the area in general while further enhancing the degree of naturalness on site.

	23. TRAFFIC
	23.1 Andrew Metherell considers that any effects of the proposed development of the safety and efficiency of the transport network are acceptable and the rezoning can be supported from a transportation perspective, At the highest yield (77 lots) and u...
	23.2 Possible upgrades that may be required to local roading, provision of a footpath link and possible installation of railway barrier arms to manage effects arising from the new development can be addressed at subdivision.
	23.3 Mr Metherell addresses concerns raised by the Council’s traffic engineer in relation to connectivity.  Whilst the Site is between 300-900m from the nearest bus stop, Mr Metherall considers this is acceptable given the relatively modest scale of d...
	23.4 On the basis of Mr Metherell’s evidence I consider any traffic related effects of the development manageable and minor.

	24. SERVICING
	24.1 The Council evidence is that there are no fundamental constraints relating to water supply and wastewater.
	24.2 Mr Norton (expert for the Council) has the following concerns:
	24.3 Notwithstanding this, Castle Rock’s technical experts have an opposing view on this matter as outlined by Mr Aramowicz.
	24.4 Based on the assessment above, I consider all potential environmental effects arising from the development can be appropriately managed and effects will be minor or less.

	25. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT
	25.1 I consider that the proposed rezoning of 125 Scruttons Road to a mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density is consistent with the relevant objectives and Policies of the pRDP as follows:
	25.2 The key Strategic Directions objectives which are of relevance to the matters raised in the Castle Rock submission (Scruttons Road) are:-
	(a) Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and facilitating future enhancement of the district.
	(b) Objective 3.3.2 – Clarity of language and efficiency.
	(c) Objective 3.3.6 -  Natural hazards
	(d) Objective 3.3.7 - Urban growth, form and design

	25.3 The development proposal facilitated by the proposed rezoning will provide local replacement housing for the Heathcote area in accordance with the Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the district.
	25.4 In terms of Objective 3.3.6, Mr John Aramowicz has concluded that once the Site is filled in accordance with the approved and current certificate of compliance for filling, the Site will not be subject to any natural hazards, except possibly coas...
	25.5 Given the above, I consider the rezoning is not precluded by Objective 3.3.6.
	25.6 With respect to Objective 3.3.7, I note that the development will:-
	(a) Create a high amenity urban environment;
	(b) Achieve a consolidated urban form – as noted by Jeremy Head, proposed dwelling densities are consistent with existing dwelling densities at Heathcote.  Whilst the proposed zoning will extend northwards beyond the railway corridor and substation, t...
	(c) The special character and amenity value associated with the original marsh ribbonwood estuarine ecosystem is recognised and re-introduced through the ODP and rules package for the Site.  As explained by Jeremy Head, natural landform patterns and v...
	(d) As noted by Andrew Metherell, the development proposal will achieve accessibility and connectivity for people, transport (including active modes and public transport) and services.  The scale of development (60-77 households) is tailored to the lo...

	25.7 In accordance with the above, I consider the proposal is consistent with the Strategic Objectives, except 3.3.7(c).

	Objective 14.1.1 – Housing Supply
	a. An increased supply that will:
	25.8 The proposed rezoning of the Site to a mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density enables the supply of a range of housing types that meets the diverse needs of the community throughout the immediate recovery period and in the...

	14.1.5 Objective - High quality residential environments
	a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are well designed, have a high level of amenity, and enhance local character.
	14.1.5.1 Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety
	a. Ensure individual developments achieve high quality residential environments in all residential areas by:
	25.9 The proposed ODP has been crafted to ensure a high level of amenity and enhance the local character of the area, including re-introducing the original marsh estuarine ecosystems characteristics through the required planting palette for vegetated ...

	14.1.4.1 Policy - Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic transport infrastructure
	a. Avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic transport infrastructure including:
	25.10 As discussed by Andrew Metherell, the proposed rezoning of the Site for residential purposes will not adversely impact on the adjoining transportation network, in particular Port Hills Road, and Tunnel Road which are strategic connections to the...

	14.1.6.9 Policy - Separation of incompatible activities
	a. Ensure adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity) on existing businesses, strategic infrastructure, and rural activities are avoided or adequately mitigated.
	25.11 Land immediately to the west of Tunnel Road is comprised of a mixture of Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zoning. Potential effects generating from reverse sensitivity as a result of the proposed residential development of the Site are mi...
	25.12 Rule 6.1.5.2 of the pRDP requires any new sensitive activity within 40m of the edge of the nearest marked traffic lane of a minor arterial road or major arterial road, shall meet specified indoor design sound levels.

	14.1.6.5 Policy - Parks and open space networks
	a. Ensure that a variety of integrated public parks and open space areas:
	25.13 The proposed rezoning of the Site will amongst other matters accommodate strategically located green/blue networks which will in the fullness of time enhance the natural biodiversity and ecological values of the area, with pedestrian linkages to...

	14.1.6.6 Policy - Stormwater networks
	a. Ensure that stormwater management:
	25.14 The stormwater detention ponds located on the ODP been located around a network of open space corridors which will be  planted in indigenous vegetation to enhance the overall amenities of the area and accord with specific infiltration and other ...

	14.1.6.10 Policy - Protection and enhancement of natural features and amenity
	a. Ensure that development complements and enhances amenity, Ngāi Tahu manuwhenua cultural values, recreational, heritage and ecological indigenous biodiversity features and values, particularly for conservation areas, rivers and streams.
	25.15 The proposed rezoning of the Site is considered to positively enhance the recreational and ecological indigenous biodiversity features and values of the Site through the inclusion of indigenous vegetation, a network of green/blue corridors and t...
	25.16 Objective 5.1.1 and Policies 5.2.1.1-2 seek to avoid new subdivision, use and development, including new urban zonings, where the risks from natural hazards to people, property and infrastructure are assessed as unacceptable (including in high h...
	25.17 The evidence for Castle Rock is that as a result of filling the site to 12.0m CDD (in accordance with the Certificate of Compliance), there will effectively be minimal and acceptable risk from Coastal Inundation, High Flood Hazard or liquefactio...
	25.18 Policy 5.2.2.1(e) requires that accept for filling to meet minimum floor levels, filling in urban areas at risk of flooding should not transfer the flooding risk elsewhere; and Policy 5.2.1.4 (no transferring or natural hazard risk).  The eviden...

	7.1 Objective: A sustainable transport system
	7.2 Objective: Road network
	25.19 Some portions of the transport network in the vicinity of the application site have been identified as potentially requiring some safety improvements, namely upgrading the section of Scruttons Road between the northern site access and the railwa...

	26. THE REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT
	26.1 The key chapter of the CRPS relevant to this application is Chapter 5: Land Use and Infrastructure and Chapter 6: Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch.
	26.2 The key objectives and policies of CRPS are discussed below.

	Objective 5.2.1
	(1) achieves consolidated growth in and around existing urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth; and
	(2) enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety; and which
	26.3 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site to a mixture of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density is consistent with Objective 5.2.1 of the CRPS is so far that the proposal achieves a consolidated form of growth; maintains the...
	26.4 Furthermore, as identified above, the proposal will have negligible impact on the adjoining road network and adequately mitigates against potential adverse effects between potential conflicting landuses (existing industrial development to the wes...

	Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework
	Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that:
	(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater Christchurch;
	(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high quality, and, where appropriate, mixed-use development that incorporates the principles of good urban design;
	(3) avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS;
	(4) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes including those within the Port Hills from inappropriate subdivision, use and development;
	(5  protects and enhances indigenous biodiversity and public space;
	(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of water in groundwater aquifers and surface water bodies, and quality of ambient air;
	(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and settlements;
	(8) protects people from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and the effects of sea-level rise;
	(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use development;
	(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs;
	(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and
	(12) provides for development opportunities on Māori Reserves in Greater Christchurch.
	26.5 I consider that the proposed rezoning of the Site is consistent with the above except (3). It is not located within an area of outstanding natural features and landscapes and protects indigenous biodiversity in site through the introduction of st...

	Policy 11.3.1
	To avoid new subdivision, use and development [except for critical infrastructure] of land in high hazard areas, unless the subdivision, use or development: … (3) is not likely to require new or upgraded hazard mitigation works to mitigate or avoid th...
	26.6 ‘High Hazard areas’ following the July 2015 amendments by LURP Action 46 is defined as including ‘land within greater Christchurch likely to be subject to coast erosion including the cumulative effects of sea level rise over the next 100 years …’
	26.7 The supporting explanation in the RPS states that critical infrastructure is infrastructure that is necessary for ensuring the resilience of communities to the effects of natural hazard events, for example, key bridges.
	26.8 The evidence is that coastal erosion protection works are unlikely to be required for the proposed subdivision per se, as works that are likely to be necessary to protect strategic infrastructure will also protect the Site.

	27. NEW ZEALAND COASTAL POLICY STATEMENT 2010
	27.1 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) is a national policy statement under the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act). The purpose of the NZCPS is to state policies in order to achieve the purpose of the Act in relation to the coastal ...

	Objective 5
	Policy 25
	(a) avoid increasing the risk of social, environmental and economic harm from coastal hazards;
	(b) avoid redevelopment, or change in land use, that would increase the risk of adverse effects from coastal hazards;
	(c) encourage redevelopment, or change in land use, where that would reduce the risk of adverse effects from coastal hazards, including managed retreat by relocation or removal of existing structures or their abandonment in extreme circumstances, and ...
	(d) encourage the location of infrastructure away from areas of hazard risk where practicable;
	(e) discourage hard protection structures and promote the use of alternatives to them, including natural defences; and
	(f) consider the potential effects of tsunami and how to avoid or mitigate them.
	27.2 In light of the evidence from Castle Rock’s technical experts, I am of the view that the proposed residential development, once the Site is filled, is generally consistent with the above policy.

	28. SECTION 32 ASSESSMENT
	28.1 Council has undertaken a Section 32 assessment of the Site, which in summary identifies the following issues:
	(a) Flooding/Sea Level rise – at least 1m of fill will be required across the Site to ensure buildings are clear of floodwaters. Mitigation is not possible. Compensatory storage is not achievable because of the high groundwater table. The Site will be...
	(b) Geotech – all of Site except a small strip at the southern end is classified as TC3. Land remediation and specific foundation design will be required.
	(c) Servicing – there is capacity for water, but no capacity for wastewater. A major pump station upgrade is required.
	(d) Transport/connectivity – the Site has poor connectivity (large cul-de-sac design), no alternative emergency access and poor access to existing public transport. Urban development will have a minimal adverse effect on the safety and efficiency of r...
	(e) Landscape – there will be significant adverse landscape and visual effects as viewed from Tunnel Road (but this may be moderated by development west of Tunnel Road).
	(f) Ecology – no specific constraints but Ferrymead Special Purpose Zone contains a little less than half of remaining salt and saltmarsh habitats in Avon-Heathcote Estuary.
	(g) There are transmission lines in the locality.  The requirement for a 12-32 metre setback from the transmission corridor will affect the development potential of approximately  30% of the Site.
	(h) Contamination - no confirmed contamination from desk top study, but recommendation for on-site testing due to fill.

	28.2 In summary the Council s32 assessment considers that the key environmental effects relate to the low lying nature of the land and off-site flooding effects within the wider catchment. Potential flooding would affect both Council land within the F...
	28.3 Experts for Castle Rock have addressed most of the issues identified in the above section 32 assessment (see discussion below under ‘Environmental Effects’). With respect to site contamination this can be addressed at subdivision stage.  The pRDP...
	28.4 Under the pRDP Rural Urban Fringe zoning, there is no further development potential for the Site (there is one existing dwelling on site). Given that there are in fact no technical constraints to urban development, I consider that this represents...
	28.5 I consider that the rezoning of the Site to a mix of Residential Suburban and Residential Mixed Density is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act and the objectives of the pRDP apart from Strategic Objective 3.3.7(c); and is m...

	29. CONCLUSION
	29.1 The proposed rezoning of the Site to a combination of Residential Suburban and Residential Medium Density, will better achieve the pRDP Strategic objectives and are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act. F...
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