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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is Elizabeth Anne Stewart. I have a Bachelor of Science from Canterbury 

University, Christchurch, and a Post Graduate Diploma in Resource Studies, from 

Lincoln University, Lincoln. I have 14 years resource management and planning 

experience. I have spent approximately 5 years working in the United Kingdom in 

different Local Authorities processing a wide variety of land use consents, including the 

delivery of a Major Development Area project (Outline Planning Permission) 

comprising 132ha for “mixed used” development. I held the position of Senior Planner 

with Aurecon (formerly Connell Wagner) for approximately 2 years, upon which I 

undertook a number of large scale land use and subdivision applications, Notice of 

Requirements and Plan Changes. In more recent times, I have pursued part – time 

work with a boutique Civil engineering firm, whilst raising a young family. I am 

presently, a Senior Planner at Aston Consultants Resource Management and 

Planning.  

 

1.2  Aston consultants works extensively in the Greater Christchurch area, with numerous 

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

 am familiar with the Greater Christchurch planning environment, including the 

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

 various submissions on the pRDP (Proposed Replacement Christchurch District Plan) 

 on behalf of various clients, including relating to rezoning requests, status of non-

 residential activities in residential areas and subdivision rules. 

  

1.3.  I can confirm that I have read those parts of Council’s evidence as prepared by Sarah 

Oliver (CCC Planner), Brian Norton (CCC stormwater engineer) and Bridget O’Brien 

CCC Growth engineer) relevant to the matters raised in the Rock Hill submission.  

 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence focusses on the key matters raised in the Rock Hill submission and 

 further submission, namely a variation to this zoning for Redmund Spur in the form of 

  ‘Residential Hills Mixed Density Overlay’ – (RH MD) to enable a greater range of lot 

 sizes to facilitate a more ‘mixed demographic’ neighbourhood. Provision is also made 

 at the Redmund RHMD zone for a small neighbourhood shopping centre at the 
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 intersection of two key roads within the subdivision, facing northwards over a proposed 

 vegetated bush  gully reserve towards the plains and Alps beyond.  This will service 

 the day to day needs of the local growing community and act as a community focal 

 point with such facilities as a local café. I understand however that the proposed 

 Local Centre will be covered in the later stages of Stage 2 under due consideration of 

 Mark Stevenson. 

2.2 For the scope of this evidence Rock Hill Ltd no longer wish to pursue that part of their 

 submission seeking an extension to the operative Plan Redmund Spur and Upper 

 Kennedys Bush zoning shown delineated in yellow below: 

 

 

2.3 Accordingly, for the sake of this evidence and for the matter noted above, I reiterate 

 that the scope of this evidence only focuses on the rezoning of Redmund Spur as 

 annotated by the brown colouring above. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

3.1 Council’s Planning Officer Sarah Oliver is supportive of the proposed rezoning of the 

Site albeit in a more simplified manner. To that end Sarah Oliver is of the opinion  that 

the existing Residential Hills Zone with an ‘mixed density’ overlay is more appropriate, 

subject to further extension in the built form rules to safeguard against potential effects 

of density and visual impacts.  

3.2 As a result of the proposed findings of Mrs Oliver, I herein concur with her professional 

opinion and therefore seek to revise our original Stage 2 submission to accord with the 

proposal as revised by Mrs Oliver and subject to further amendments relating to visual 

impacts of development and site density.  

 

4. THE SITE 

4.1 The van Asch family own land at Redmund Spur and Kennedys Bush, Halswell. Rock 

Hill has developed approximately 100 sections at Upper Kennedys Bush under the 

 Living HA Zone provisions of the Operative Christchurch City Plan (Operative Plan).  

 

4.2 Rock Hill is now developing the adjoining Redmund Spur subdivision which obtains 

 vehicle access from Cashmere Road, to the north east of Kennedys Bush Road.   The 

 Upper Kennedys Bush and Redmund  Spur LHA zones extend to the 150m and 

 180m contour respectively. 

 

4.3 Land to the south of the Site (which remains in the ownership of the van Asch family 

 - directors of Rock Hill) includes walking and mountain bike tracks developed and 

 maintained by the family and available for public use. 

 

5. PROPOSAL 3: STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND OUTCOMES  

5.1 The Role of the Strategic Directions and outcomes chapter of the pRDP, is to provide 

the “strategic context” for the district plan and “the overarching direction” for other 

chapters “through high-level objectives and policies for the district as a whole” . 

5.2 For the purposes of preparing, changing, interpreting and implementing the pRDP, all 

other objectives within the Strategic Directions Chapter are to be expressed and 

achieved in a manner consistent with objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. The objectives and 
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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 

5.3 The key Strategic Directions and Outcomes objectives which are of relevance to the 

matters raised in the Rock Hill submission are set out in full in Appendix A and 

summarised below.    

 Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovery and facilitating future enhancement of the district.  

 Objective 3.3.2 – Clarity of language and efficiency.  

 Objective 3.3.7 - Urban growth, form and design 

5.4 It is my opinion that the amendments to the rule package as proposed by Sarah Oliver 

subject to the further amendments outlined in Appendix B better achieves the above 

strategic objectives than the pRDP notified Residential Large Lot zoning. An 

appropriate balance is achieved between rules that are relatively simple to follow and 

understand and provide the necessary flexibility and design control to ensure the 

desired environmental outcomes are achieved for the RH MD overlay area. Further to 

this, the proposal accords with Objective 3.3.7 through a well-integrated and 

consolidated form of development that is attractive to residents.  

 

6. COUNCIL EVIDENCE 

Planning 

6.1 I can confirm that I have read the statement of evidence as prepared by Sarah Oliver 

(planning) in respect of Rock Hill site. In summary Sarah Oliver states that in principle 

a more mixed density approach to developing an undeveloped area on the Port Hills is 

appropriate. Mrs Oliver states that Rock Hill; 

‘propose what I consider to be an innovative approach to hillside development. Their 

submissions demonstrate a sound understanding of the constraints and opportunities 

of hillside development’ (para 6.11, pg17). 

6.2 In addition to this, Mrs Oliver does not consider that a new zone is required to give 

effect to Rock Hills submission. Rather, Mrs Oliver considers that a "Residential Mixed 

Density Overlay" over the RH Zone is more appropriate. Mrs Oliver goes onto state 

that: 
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‘ Aside from site density and potentially other built form standards, the activities to be 

provided for under this "mixed density" area should be the same as for the RH Zone’ 

(para 6.11, pg 17).  

6.3 I concur with Mrs Oliver’s evidence and by way of support to the above, propose the 

inclusion of set of rules which in my opinion seek to control issues relating to site 

density and site coverage, and therefore manage any potential adverse effects on 

amenity, whilst providing sufficient land development opportunities in a manner that 

accords with strategic objectives as discussed above and Policy 14.1.4.4  

 

14.1.4.4 Policy Character of Residential development on the Port Hills (revised 

Version 24/8/15) 

a. Ensure that the residential development on that part of the Port Hills:  

i. maintains the visual dominance of the Port Hills rural environment as a backdrop to 

the City;  

ii. avoids buildings and structures on skylines within significant and outstanding natural 

landscapes;  

iii. is of a density that provides ample opportunity for tree and garden planting;  

iv. integrates well with existing residential areas and where possible provides 

connections to public open space;  

    vii. where possible provides access to mahinga kai and places sites of Ngai Tahu 

cultural significance.  

6.4 It is my opinion that the proposal accords with policy 14.1.4.4 in that it will be at a 

density that provides ample opportunity for tree and garden planting and is within an 

existing zoned urban area, identified as suitable under the previous Operative City 

Plan process in the mid 1990s. It will integrate well with the neighbouring upper 

Kennedys Bush suburb (see discussion below under ‘Kennedys Bush Assocaiation’ 

and will be readily accessible to local outdoor recreation areas including Halswell 

Quarry and neighouring farmland with public access tracks established and maintained 

by Dan van Asch (director of Rock Hill).   
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Amended rules package 

6.5 The revised rule package dated 24th August and herein further amended (Appendix B) 

is proposed to better achieve an appropriate balance between rules that are relatively 

simple to understand whilst maintaining the necessary flexibility and design controls to 

meet the desired environmental outcomes for the Port Hills.  

6.6 I am also of the opinion that the proposed revised rules package seeks to satisfy 

general building density and site coverage concerns raised by Andrew Craig in his 

Statement of Evidence (while I note his comments were made in respect of a separate 

submission prepared by Bassett and Talbot, both submissions seek a Residential Hills 

Mixed Density zone and are therefore relevant).  

6.7 The proposed specific site density rules seek to ensure a good balance of larger lots 

intermixed with smaller lots to control the overall degree of spaciousness afforded to 

the area in general. 

6.8 With respect to the proposed introduction of the site coverage rule, I understand the 

purpose of this rule is to ensure that the Mixed Density Overlay does not facilitate 

building dominance. The proposed introduction of an additional rule, which restricts 

site coverage to 45% for lots under 450m², enables a usable and practical solution to 

development on small lots. I note that this proposed rule is also consistent with the 

proposed site coverage for buildings in the Residential Medium Density zone.  

6.9 The proposal that all Restricted Discretionary  activities  proceed on  a non-notified 

basis accords is consistent with Objective 3.3.2 - Clarity of language and efficiency, 

including minimising requirements for notification and written approval. 

6.10  The following amendments to Mrs Oliver’s revised rules are proposed. The following 

rules package is to replace that originally proposed in the Rock Hill Stage 2 

submission.  

 

14.11.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

Activity 
The Council's discretion shall be limited to 
the following matters: 

 

RD16 Within the Residential 
Hills Mixed Density 
Overlay any non-
compliance with Rule 

a. Scale of activity - 14.9.14; 
b. Traffic generation and access safety - 
14.9.15; and 
c. Residential hills, hillside and small 
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14.11.3.2 Site Density 

Any application arising 

from this rule will not 

require written 

approvals and shall not 

be publicly or limited 

notified. 

settlement areas 14.9.1.8 

 

RD 17  

 

Within the Residential 
Hills Mixed Density  
Overlay the creation of 
any attached residential 
units where the total 
floor area is greater 
than 500m2.  
 
Any application 
arising from this rule 
will not require 
written approvals and 
shall not be publicly 
or limited notified. 

a. Residential design principles 14.9.1  
 

 

 
 

 14.11.3.2 Site Density  

Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site. The site shall 

have a minimum net site area as follows:  

 Area Standard 

a. In all parts of the Residential Port Hills Zone 

except as specified below 

650m2 

b. In Moncks Spur/Mt Pleasant Density Overlay, 

Shalamar Drive Density Overlay, Upper 

Kennedys Bush Density Overlay. 

850m2 

C Within the Residential Mixed Density Overlay – 

Redmund Spur 

 

 

a. The maximum 

number of lots shall 

be 400 

b. A minimum of 30% 

of sites shall have 
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a minimum net 

area of 1500m2 

 

  

 14.11.3.4 Maximum Site Coverage 

 Activity Standard 

c Within the Residential Mixed Density Overlay – 

Redmund Spur 

 

 

For sites greater than 

1000m² - 25% or 250m² of 

ground floor area to a 

maximum of 350m² in total 

floor area. 

For sites less than 450m² 

- the maximum site 

coverage shall be 45% 

 

 
 

Landscape 

6.11 The Council’s 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 advised Rock Hill in relation to its submission.  The submission 

 includes a supporting report prepared by Mr Craig but which relates only to the 

 zoning extension not now being pursued by Rock Hill. 

6.12 Notwithstanding this, I note that Mr Craig has advised on the Bassett and Talbot 

 submission which proposes the same RH MD overlay zone. Accordingly, the 

 comments equally apply to the Redmund site.  

6.13 In summary, I note that Mr Craig is generally supportive of the proposal subject to the 

 various lots sizes being mixed and the number of smaller lots are limited in order to 

 maintain a high degree of amenity. This matter is safeguarded through the proposed 

 site density rule restricting the total yield to 400 lots and the requirement that 30% of 

 sites have a minimum net area of 1500m².  
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6.14 Further to this I note that Mr Craig originally expressed concern over the proposed 

 45% site coverage rule and the potential for large scale dwellings. This matter has in 

 my opinion been resolved through the imposition of the 45% site coverage only on lots 

 less than 450m². This is necessary to facilitate feasible development on smaller lots. In 

 addition to this, any lots under 650m2 net area, and any proposals for attached 

 dwellings with a combined floor area greater than 500m2 will be a restricted 

 discretionary activity, enabling consideration of design matters (and traffic and access 

 with respect to site density). 

 Water and Waste and Stormwater 

6.15 I can confirm that I have read the statement of evidence as prepared by Bridget 

O’Brien in respect of the Site. The evidence for both the Council and Rock Hill is that 

there are no servicing constraints to development in accordance with the RD MD 

overlay rules.   

 

7.  SUMMARY 

7.1 In summary, the proposed revised rule package dated 24th August and the further 

amendments sought seek to achieve a high amenity outcome whilst retaining sufficient 

controls over site density and coverage to mitigate against potential adverse effects 

potentially generated through uncontrolled development. Further to this, the site is able 

to accommodate the proposed yield of development without adversely impacting on 

the wastewater infrastructure on environment. 

 

8.  OTHER MATTERS 

Kennedys Bush Association   

8.1 I am aware of the further submission in opposition to Rock Hills proposal. I note that 

the principle concerns are as follows: 

(a) The proposed extension of the residential areas adjoining Kennedys Bush and 

Redmund Spur, including the formation of a linkage road will adversely affect the 

outstanding natural landscape values of the Port Hills 
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(b) The proposed urban growth is outside the greenfield priority area identified in the 

Regional Policy Statement 

(c) The proposed residential density is incongruous with the existing development 

patter, which will further detract from existing amenity values. 

(d) The construction of a new linkage road between Kennedys Bush and Redmund 

Spur is not required for emergency purposes. 

8.2 I also understand that Jonathon Douglas Gillard has similar concerns as noted above. 

8.3 As confirmed above in paragraph 2.2, Rock Hill no longer seeks to progress the 

 inclusion of the proposed zoning extension area and by association the road link within 

the scope of this evidence. Consequently, items (a), (b) and (d) of Kennedys Bush 

Road Neighbourhood Association (and other like oppositions) can be disregarded.  

 

8.4  With respect to item (c), I disagree. The intention of Rock Hill is to create a mixed 

density hill suburb which will still retain an overall spacious character consistent with 

the character of the neighbouring Kennedys Bush hill suburb. At least 30% of lots will 

have a net site area of 1500m2 or greater. Any lots under 650m2 net area, and any 

proposals for attached dwellings with a combined floor area greater than 500m2 will be 

restricted discretionary, enabling consideration of design matters (and traffic and 

access with respect to site density).  Assessment matters are broad ranging and 

include the proportion of the building relative to the site, maintaining significant and 

distinctive landforms, geological features, water bodies and courses, indigenous and 

exotic vegetation and locating and designing the buildings and structures in a way that 

reduces  their visual dominance. There is an upper limit of 400 on the number of lots, 

to ensure an overall lower dwelling density than applies to the other Residential Hills 

suburbs to the east of this area. 

 

8.5 I note that the minimum site density for Upper Kennedys Bush is 850m2 with no upper 

 limit on the total number of lots (although under the operative plan a minimum net area 

 of 1500m² applied). The rules for Upper Kennedys Bush under the pRDP appear to 

 allow a similar if not higher overall residential  density for Upper Kennedys Bush than 

 Redmund Spur. 
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8.6 I further note that Redmund Spur is physically separated and geographically distinct 

 from Kennedys Bush but accept that some Kennedys Bush dwellings will have a view 

 towards parts of Redmund Spur. 

 

8.7 In light of the above matters, it is therefore my opinion that the proposed rezoning of 

 the Site to RH (MD Overlay) is appropriate for the Site. 

 

9.  CONCLUSION 

9.1 Considering all of the above comments I am of the opinion that the proposed amended 

rules package which provides for development within the RH (MD Overlay) as a 

Restricted Discretionary activity, satisfies the requirements of the relevant objectives 

and policy’s of the rPDP (and therefore the Strategic Objectives), while resulting in a 

form of development with effects that are less than minor.  

 

 

27 August 2015 

 

   Appendix A  key Strategic Directions and Outcomes objectives 

   Appendix B Amended Rules Package  
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Appendix A: key Strategic Directions and Outcomes objectives 

 

Objective 3.3.1 – Enabling recovering and facility the future enhancement of the district 

The expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a dynamic, prosperous 

and internationally competitive city, in a manner that: 

(a) Meets the community’s immediate and longer term needs for housing, 

 economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, transport, and 

 social cultural wellbeing; and 

(b) Fosters investment certainty; and 

(c) Sustains the important qualities and values of the natural environment.  

 

Objective 3.3.4 – Housing capacity and choice 

(a) For the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 dwellings are enabled through a 

combination of residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield development; 

and 

(b) There is a range of housing opportunities available to meet the diverse and 

changing population and housing needs of Christchurch residents, including: 

(i) a choice in housing types, densities and locations; and 

(ii) affordable, community and social housing and papakainga. 

 

Objective 3.3.7 – Urban growth, form and design  

 A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban 

 form, and a high quality urban environment that: 

(a) Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and 

(b) Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their 

specifically recognised values appropriately managed; and 

(c) provides for urban activities only;  

(i) within the exisitng urban areas; and 
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(ii) on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchruch’s urban area 

indentified in accordance with the Greenfield Priorty Areas in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to meet the 

intensification targets specified in the Canterbury Regioanl Policy Statement, 

Chapter 6, Objecdtive 6.2.2(1); particularly: 

(i) in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement), larger neighbourhood centres, 

and nodes of core public transport routes; and 

(ii) in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority Areas identified in Map A,, 

Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and 

(iii) in suitable brownfield areas; and 

(e) Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 

Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points; and 

(f) Identifies oppurtunities for, and supports, the redevelopment of brownfield sites 

for residential, business or mixed use activities; and 

(g) Promotes the re-use and re-development of buildings and land; and 

(h) Improves overall accessibilty and connectivity for people, transport (including 

opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and services; and 

(i) Promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of infrastructure 

including the optimisation of the use of exisitng infrastructure; and 

(j) Co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development with the 

funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport and other 

infrastructure.  
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Appendix B 

Amended Rules 

See italics, bold and underlined for proposed amendments to revised rules package 

darted 24th August. 

14.11.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

Activity 
The Council's discretion shall be limited to 
the following matters: 

 

RD16 Within the Residential 

Hills Mixed Density 

Overlay any non-

compliance with Rule 

14.11.3.2 Site Density 

Any application arising 

from this rule will not 

require written 

approvals and shall not 

be publicly or limited 

notified. 

a. Scale of activity - 14.9.14; 

b. Traffic generation and access safety - 

14.9.15; and 

c. Residential hills, hillside and small 

settlement areas 14.9.1.8 

 

RD 17  

 

Within the Residential 

Hills Mixed Density  

Overlay the creation of 

any attached residential 

units where the total floor 

area is greater than 

500m2.  

 
Any application arising 

from this rule will not 

require written 

approvals and shall not 

be publicly or limited 

notified. 

a. Residential design principles 14.9.1  

 

 

14.11.3.2 Site Density  
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Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site. The site shall 

have a minimum net site area as follows:  

 Area Standard 

a. In all parts of the Residential Port Hills Zone 

except as specified below 

650m2 

b. In Moncks Spur/Mt Pleasant Density Overlay, 

Shalamar Drive Density Overlay, Upper 

Kennedys Bush Density Overlay. 

850m2 

C Within the Residential Mixed Density Overlay – 

Redmund Spur 

 

 

c. The maximum 

number of lots shall 

be 400 

d. A minimum of 30% 

of sites shall have 

a minimum net 

area of 1500m² 

  

14.11.3.4 Maximum Site Coverage 

 Activity Standard 

c Within the Residential Mixed Density Overlay – 

Redmund Spur 

 

 

For sites greater than 

1000m² - 25% or 250m² of 

ground floor area to a 

maximum of 350m² in total 

floor area. 

For sites less than 450m² 

- the maximum site 

coverage shall be 45% 

 
 


