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th

 October 2015 
 

Introduction. 

1. My name is Bryce Carter I am making this submission on behalf of Toni 

Carter. 

2. We are residents of Solway Avenue in Ilam and neighbours of the former 

Ministry of Education’s College of Education more latterly the University of 

Canterbury’s Dovedale Campus.  

Scope of Evidence and Opening Remarks. 

3. Toni’s Stage 2 submission covers those aspects of the proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the “pCRDP”) with respect to 

Chapter 21.7 Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone (the “Zone”) that 

are of particular concern to us as adjacent residents.  In particular the  

submission covers: 

(a) Specific support for some aspects of the Zone Objectives and Policies 

(b) Commentary and suggestions with respect to the status of a number 

of “Activities” and the inter-related “Definitions” of “Ancillary” and 

“Site” as they relate to the Zone. 

(c) Matters with respect to built form and 

(d) Matters related to the supply and sale of alcohol. 

4. I wish to note that the wording of the relief sought is intended to provide an 

example of how the principal outcomes sought could be enabled and not 

necessarily specific wording.  We are prepared to consider alternative 

wording that would give effect to the principal outcomes sought in this 

submission. 

5. Many of the issues raised in this submission are also raised and addressed in 

more detail in the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Resident Association (IURRA) 

submission and I wish to record our full support for the points raised, and the 

solutions requested in IURRA’s submission and statement. 
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Statement in General. 

Background. 

6. The University of Canterbury (“UoC”) is a very large development both in 

terms of the numbers of staff and students but also in its physical footprint.  It 

is disproportionate with other activities in the area and consequently the 

activities of UoC have the potential to impact significantly on the amenity and 

values of the surrounding neighbourhoods. 

7. It is therefore important that a careful balance is maintained between the 

positive outcomes of the UoC’s activities and its impacts on the surrounding 

communities. This submission covers aspects of the proposed Specific 

Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone as it relates specifically to UoC in general 

and the Dovedale campus in particular. 

8. Whilst the underlying functions of tertiary education facilities such as UoC 

have remained unchanged the same could not be said for the method of 

funding. Whereas once funding was entirely from government sources, it has 

now moved to a situation where funding is increasingly sourced from student 

fees, external providers, and commercial operations.  

9. This places UoC into a competitive market and just like any other business 

the UoC has to be fiscally viable and this can only be achieved by an 

increasing commercial focus being placed on its activities.  

10. To summarise, pressures on UoC to act more as business rather than an 

altruistic organisation have increased such that the former is now a major 

factor in the strategic direction decisions taken by UoC. 

11. We are not debating the pro’s and cons of this particular funding mechanism 

for UoC but rather highlighting that there are significant commercial pressures 

on UoC that did not exist in the past. 
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12. When these commercial pressures are combined with a broad definition for 

permitted activities under the Special Purpose Tertiary zone and particularly 

with regard to Ancillary activities there is a potential for significant impacts on 

the adjacent community.  

13. In the case of the Dovedale site this has been exacerbated by a change in 

ownership from the Ministry of Education to the University of Canterbury and 

a corresponding change in land use form a College of Education to a 

University Campus. 

14. We believe therefore that the Objectives, Policies and Rules of Chapter 21.7 

need to be mindful of the change in the methods of funding and the 

consequent pressures on UoC to act as a commercially driven entity. 

Objectives and Policies. 

15. When compared to the Operative Plan the Objective and Policies included in 

the pCRDP for the Zone represent a significant reduction in the level of 

consideration afforded the adjacent residential zone.  

16. We understand that IURRA will be addressing the same issues raised by Toni 

in its submission on this topic. Rather than effectively repeat the same 

arguments, Toni wishes to record full support for the points raised, and the 

solutions requested in the IURRA evidence. 

 

Activity Status 

17. We understand that IURRA will be addressing the same issues raised by Toni 

in its submission on this topic. Rather than effectively repeat the same 

arguments, Toni wishes to record full support for the points raised, and the 

solutions requested in the IURRA evidence. 

Definitions 

18. While understood that a number of outstanding definitions will now be heard 

under Stage 3 the definitions of “Site” and “Ancillary” are central to our 

concerns and we support IURRA submission with regards to these definitions  

“Site” 
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19. “Site” is an integral part of a number of definitions including “ancillary”. 

20. We note that the pCRDP is falling out of step with the practice adopted by 

other jurisdictions and creating internal inconsistencies within the pCRDP with 

respect to the definition of site. 

21. We support the concept of a simplified definition for site comprising a 

physically contiguous area of land to align with best practice and avoid these 

inconsistences.   

____________________________ 

* Refer Christchurch City Plan; Volume 3, Part 1 Definitions: Site – Clause 7 

“Ancillary” 

22. The definition of Ancillary and the Ancillary activities themselves are central to 

our concerns and particularly the development of ancillary activities of a scale 

they have a negative impact on the community such as large scale 

accommodation or other commercial activities. 

23.  

Already we see commercial activities being undertaken under the auspices of 

Ancillary activites with the most significant of these being advertising of 

commercial accommodation to the public.  

Built Form 

24. The built form is a significant issue for adjacent residents and a key issue in 

addressing the impact of the university campus on adjacent properties. 

25. The Tertiary Zone description and purpose in the Operative District Plan 

identified the Dovedale site as a “park like setting….with building scale 

considerably more modest than that of the University and with only limited 

impact on the surrounding Living 1 zone”. 

26. It also envisaged “maintenance and building scale and development 

compatible with the  surrounding living zones with some further building 

development” and “maintenance  of a high standard of landscaping and visual 

amenity”. 
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27. Many owners purchased properties with the Operative plan in place and with 

a reasonable expectation that development would be in line with the 

Operative plan. 

28. With the change in ownership of the site and change in land use coupled with 

increasing commercial pressure we see these objectives/principles being 

significantly reduced by the current proposal. 

29. Notwithstanding the  above the Objective and Policies of the proposed plan 

still call for the site to have regard for the amenity and character of the 

surrounding environment, to minimise adverse effects on neighbourhood 

amenity and have regard for the benefits of open space landscaping and  

mature trees. 

30. Clearly the allowable maximum height of building on the Dovedale campus 

could have a significant impact on the adjacent properties in terms of 

overlooking adjacent properties, restricting sunlight and visual dominance. 

31. The mitigation/resolution of this impact may be a combination of setbacks, 

landscaped strips, and recession planes and stepped building heights. 

32. The notified version of the plan identified: 

(i) A 15m setback and  

(ii) Stepped building heights. 

33. Toni’s submission asked for:  

(i) A 15m setback to be maintained and also exclude car parking 

and  

(ii) Stepped building heights with increased setbacks (maximum 

8m within 40m of a road boundary or residential zone and 14m 

between 40 and 60 m of a a road boundary or residential zone.  
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34. This amend plan has removed the stepped building height based on the 

expert conferencing and included a recession plan for internal boundaries but 

no control for road boundaries. 

35. Furthermore whilst the amended plan has excluded car parking  from the 15m 

setback the University has sought an amendment to include carparking while 

allowing a 5m landscaping strip. 

36. This would allow for a 20m (5-6 floor) building to be built 15m from the road 

boundary with the majority of the existing mature trees to be removed. 

37. I would contend that this is inconsistent with the policy and objective of the 

zone and does not seek to minimise the effects on the adjacent residential 

zone. 

38. The UoC contains examples of good and bad building and urban design 

practice.   The current halls of residence on Ilam Road the stepped building 

has been used to create a positive urban design outcome.  In this case lower 

buildings near the road boundary (consistent with the adjacent zoning) shield 

taller building to the rear. 

39. In April 2014, UoC in conjunction with Jasmax produced and undertook public 

consultation on a proposed development plan for the Dovedale campus.  This 

proposal presented to the public outlined design principles including stepped 

building heights and three development options. 

40. UoC subsequently confirmed one of these options as their preferred option for 

the Dovedale site and advised residences of this at a public meeting in June 

2014. 

41. The Jasmax document was in my opinion a sound approach to design for the 

Dovedale campus and reflected a good balance between the proposed 

development and the interest and effects on adjacent landowners/community. 

42. Much of the public opposition to the Dovedale development was mitigated by 

what the public understood to be a commitment by the University to the 

developed plan. 
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43. We felt the notified version of the plan partly reflected the design principles 

from the UoC development plan and we therefore based our submission on 

the same principle albeit with setbacks consistent with UoC design principles. 

44. It is with some disappointment that we have found that the expert 

conferencing has removed this stepped setback and feel that not only is this 

by the a retrograde step in terms of the design of the solutions but is also 

contrary to the preferred option presented by the UoC at the community 

meetings.   

45. We are also left with a clear view that the UoC has not been genuine in their 

consultation over this issue. 

46. With regard to the setback there may have been some ability to reduce 

landscaped strip and setback however without reducing the landscaped strip 

would result in the removals of mature trees which would in itself not be 

consistent with the policies and the  objectives for the zone and fail to mitigate 

the effects of the large scale buildings. 

47. In my experience much of the conflict over developments comes from a lack 

of certainty and fear over the eventual outcome.  The University has a great 

opportunity through the district plan to embed the Jasmax proposal in the 

pCRDP and provide certainty for both residents and UC.  It is very 

disappointing that they have not taken advantage of this opportunity. 

48. Given the UoC consultation and advice to the community over their plan for 

the Dovedale Campus and its consistency with the Policy and Objectives of 

the Zone we ask that the plan be amended to include: 

(i) A 15m setback to be maintained and also exclude car parking 

and  

(ii) Stepped building heights with increased setbacks (maximum 

8m within 40m of a road boundary or residential zone and 14m 

between 40 and 60 m of a a road boundary or residential zone. 
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Sale and Supply of Alcohol. 

49. With  retail as an Ancillary activity for the Tertiary zone the sale and supply of 

alcohol may be allowable on the Dovedale Campus. 

50. The notified plan seeks to make the Sale and Supply of Alcohol between 

11pm and 7am a non-complying activity as opposed to the city wide rule 

which makes Sale and Supply a restricted discretionary  activity. 

51. In our submission we have sought to make the Sale (off licence sales) of 

alcohol at any time a prohibited activity whilst maintaining the Supply (on site 

consumption) as a non-complying activity between 11pm and 7am. 

52. We have also sought to provide some control around the Supply of Alcohol 

between 7am and 11pm by making this a discretionary activity. 

53. The social problems associated with the Sale of Alcohol and problems/effects 

on communities and tertiary Students are well documented.  

54. David Towl reported in ALAC Occasional Publication 21 (2004) that  

“Tertiary student drinking can be seen as a culture of consumption. 

Drinking is viewed as an intrinsic aspect of university life and is often 

presented as a more defining feature of being a student than 

academic work or study (Adam et al. 2000)”. 

The prevalence of hazardous drinking was almost twice as high 

among students. They also postulate that exposure to an ‘alcogenic’ 

environment, such as the targeted marketing of alcohol to students 

through advertising, low prices and the promotion of events that 

promote heavy drinking is implicated. 

55. In New Zealand, McGee and Kypri have looked at a variety of measures of 

academic performance such as being late for class, missing a class, being 

unable to concentrate and not completing assignments on time. They found 

an association between these measures and hazardous drinking. 

56. Haywood (University of Canterbury, 2012), interviewed 8-12 years old 

regarding their living environment.  These students also made reference to 

the fear they have of adult alcoholism and binge drinking at what these 
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children referred to as “the Garden parties (university student drinking 

events)”.    

 “(I’d like to have a say about) Garden parties, I think they should go because 

whenever the Garden Party’s on I have to stay home because there are drunk 

people all over.  We can’t go anywhere because there are like drunk 

people and bottles and stuff”. 

57. Haywood (2012) concludes that the comments made by this child suggest 

that the abuse of alcohol by others restricts children’s freedom to enjoy local 

public spaces. 

58. While it is not clear that the sale and supply of Alcohol should be regarded as 

ancillary to tertiary education (it is difficult to see how that would be the case) 

there is a genuine community concert that the social problems associated 

with alcohol consumption will be transferred into the residential community 

around the Dovedale site. 

59. The current proposal to allow sale of supply of alcohol between 7am and 

11pm includes times where children are travelling to and from school and 

raises the potential to further expose our children and young people to the 

social and environmental harm of inappropriate alcohol consumption. 

60. The more readily available alcohol is (i.e. in both place and time) the more 

likely it is that problems will occur. Accordingly we view the pCRDP proposal 

for the sale and supply of alcohol from 7am to 11pm, on the Dovedale 

campus with considerable concern borne of practical experience. 

61. We see this as a black and while issue and really coming down to whether 

individuals support the introduction of alcohol sales and supply in a residential 

area. 

62. Accordingly we request that the: 

(i) Sale (off licence sales) of alcohol at any time a prohibited 

activity  

(ii) Supply (on site consumption) of alcohol be a non-complying 

activity between 11pm and 7am and  
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(iii) Supply of Alcohol between 7am and 11pm be a discretionary 

activity. 

Use of UoC accommodation for persons other than students 

63. UoC has sought to allow the use of student accommodation by persons other 

than those associated with tertiary education and research activities. This is 

not permitted under the current City Plan. 

64. We oppose this suggestion as it is far too wide in its scope. If the UoC should 

for example build an accommodation block for students but subsequently find 

that there is no longer a demand for rooms from UoC students they could 

potentially change the use of the building to a hotel under their proposals (It 

should be noted however that there is some doubt over whether this would 

fall foul of the “ancillary” test.) 

65. However it is noted that despite this accommodation is already routinely 

advertised to the public and a website is dedicated to this purpose. 

66. Ms Dixon* in her evidence raise the issue at 10.8 and also concludes that, 

without possible wording changes, the submission be rejected and we 

support this view.  

 

 

 

 

Toni Carter 

Solway Avenue Ilam 

15th October 2015 

______________________________ 

*Evidence Glenda Margaret Dixon (CCC) – Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone –  

6 October 2015 – Paras 10.8 and 10.9 


