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INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 

of my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal (Stage 1) for 

Scentre (New Zealand) Limited, dated 24 April 2015.   

3 I have given evidence with respect to the following Proposals of the 

Replacement District Plan: 

(a) Chapter 3- Strategic Directions (Stage 1) 

(b) Chapter 7 – Transport (Stage 1) 

(c) Chapter 14- Residential (Part) (Stage 1) 

(d) Chapter 15- Commercial (Part) (Stage 1) 

(e) Chapter 17- Rural (Stage 2) 

(f) Private Plan Change MAIL (Stage 2) 

4 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the oversight 

and preparation of a number of resource consent applications that 

have provided for the establishment of a large recreational (football) 

facility at 466-482 Yaldhurst Road, by Canterbury Sports Limited 

(“CSL”).   

5 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance on 

another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 

are known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express in this evidence. 
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Scope of Evidence 

6 My evidence is presented on behalf of CSL and addresses the Open 

Space provisions in Proposal 18, insofar that these concern the 

submission by CSL.  I provide suggested amendments to better meet 

the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“the Act”), the 

Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 ("Order") and the 

Strategic Directions Objectives together with the other higher order 

planning documents.  

7 Whilst recognising the role and relative importance of other statutory 

documents and the provisions in section 32 of the Act, my evidence 

has specifically considered CSL’s submission in light of the provisions 

within Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan, particularly 

Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 noting these objectives specifically reflect 

the Statement of Expectations and primacy is to be afforded to these 

objectives. 

8 In preparing my evidence, I have also considered the following:  

(a) the evidence of Ms Janice Carter, Mr Andrew Milne, Ms Bridget 

O’Brien, Mr Ian Wright, Mr Paul Dickson and Mr Stuart Camp for 

the Council dated 19 January 2016;  

(b) the amended Open Space provisions (included as Attachment C 

to Ms Carter’s evidence); 

(c) CSL’s submission; 

(d) The submission of Mr Paul Gavin Bridgman (2389); 

(e) The further submission of Robbie & Denyse Rowland and Mr Paul 

Gavin Bridgman (FS-2820)  

(f) the evidence of Mr Slava Meyn for CSL; and 

(g) the landscape architecture evidence of Mr Jeremy London for 

CSL.    
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

9 I generally support the Council's amendments of 19 January 2016 to 

the Open Space Proposal, to the extent that they relate to CSL’s 

submission.  

10 However, as set out in Attachment 1 to my evidence, I consider 

Planning Maps 29 and 30 require amendment to identify CSL’s land at 

466-482 Yaldhurst Road as an Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone 

(consistent with CSL’s submission and rather than the Rural Urban 

Fringe zone as notified).  My Attachment 1 also includes consequential 

amendments to applicable rules and proposes specific building height 

and site coverage controls for the site.   

11 My evidence assesses the appropriateness of an Open Space 

Metropolitan Facilities zoning for the site (and alternative zonings), 

having regard to the relevant planning framework and resultant 

environmental effects.   

12 I conclude that the relief sought by CSL: 

(a) would be generally consistent with the Recovery Strategy; 

(b) would not be ‘inconsistent’ with the overall thrust of the LURP 

and given the lack of detail in LURP concerning recreation 

activity, it would most likely be ‘neutral’ with the provisions in 

the LURP.   

(c) does not enable ‘urban activity’ given that the existing and 

potential recreation activity it would enable ‘requires a rural 

location’, but regardless, consistency with the CRPS is still 

achieved having regard to the overall policy thrust of Chapter 6 

and the anticipated environmental results for that chapter.   

(d) would be consistent with the relevant strategic objectives in 

Chapter 3 and would more appropriately achieve these 

objectives than the notified zoning or alternative zonings.   

(e) is generally consistent with the proposed Rural objectives and 

policies, however a rural zoning would not be the most 

appropriate method for achieving these objectives (or those in 

other parts of the Plan).   
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(f) would be consistent with and would most appropriately achieve 

the proposed Open space zone objectives and policies and the 

objectives of the Plan generally.   

(g) would not result in inappropriate or significant environmental 

effects, noting the zone and general rules that would govern 

future land use and development.   

13 For the reasons above, I consider the relief sought by CSL and the 

proposed amendments set out in Attachment 1 of my evidence would 

be the most appropriate way of achieving the objectives of the Plan, 

without conflicting with the higher order planning documents.   

PROVISIONS IN AGREEMENT WITH COUNCIL 

14 In respect of CSL’s submission, Ms Carter addresses this in Attachment 

A, paragraph 25 of her evidence and concludes that CSL’s submission 

be rejected insofar that it seeks Open Space Metropolitan Facilities 

(OMF) zoning for the site1.   

15 In reaching this conclusion, Ms Carter notes there are no stormwater, 

water, wastewater or transport impediments to OMF zoning.  Ms Carter 

acknowledges the established and consented recreation activity on the 

site2 and the benefits of a privately funded multi-discipline sports hub 

in this location3.  However, Ms Carter expresses concern about whether 

OMF zoning ‘would maintain the rural character of the area north and 

west of Yaldhurst Road’ (per CRPS objective 6.2.1(7)) and whether 

OMF zoning would enable activity that is not consistent with the CRPS 

definition of, and provision for, rural activities beyond the urban limit.   

16 Whilst not stated in her evidence, Ms Carter has since confirmed that 

she considers an Open Space zoning of the CSL land to be more 

appropriate than the notified Rural Urban Fringe (RUF) zoning.  

Specifically, that the proposed Open Space Community Park (OCP) 

zoning is the only other appropriate zone available; other than 

developing a bespoke open space zone (or sub zone), or adjusting the 

OCP rules specifically for this proposal4.   That view is consistent with 

                                       
1 As noted by Ms Carter, CSL has confirmed that it is only seeking OMF 

zoning for its landholdings at 466-482 Yaldhurst Road 
2 Evidence of Ms Janice Carter, Attachment A, paragraph 25.8. 
3 Evidence of Ms Janice Carter, Attachment A, paragraph 25.13. 
4Email correspondence with Ms Janice Carter, dated 21 January 2016 
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the position of Ms Debbie Hogan5 and Ms Anita Hansbury6 as conveyed 

through mediation in 2015.   

17 Given the context above, I understand that there is general agreement 

with Council in respect of: 

(a) The appropriateness of an Open Space zoning for CSL’s land 

(insofar as being more appropriate than the notified RUF zoning) 

and providing for recreation facilities on the site generally; and 

(b) The absence of servicing infrastructure and transport 

impediments or natural hazard constraints to additional 

recreational facilities being established on site under the 

proposed OMF zoning; 

18 To the extent that matters remain in contention7, this concerns the 

most appropriate zoning and provisions for the site, having regard to:  

(a) The applicable planning framework, and consistency with the 

CRPS especially; and, 

(b) Resultant environmental effects from the requested relief. 

19 Noting the above, my evidence focuses on the matters in contention 

outlined in paragraph 14(a)-(b) above.   Other than those provisions 

where I consider further amendments or deletions to be necessary 

(which are addressed in my evidence below), I support the Council's 

amendments of 19 January 2016 to the Proposal, to the extent that 

they relate to CSL’s submission.  I also support the justification for 

these amendments in Council's evidence, although I provide further 

evidence on a number of these provisions below.   

20 Specific amendments sought by CSL beyond those provisions set out 

in the evidence of Ms Carter which I consider are appropriate are set 

out in Attachment 1 to my evidence. 

                                       
5 Rural chapter leader 
6 Open space chapter leader, prior to Ms Carter’s involvement 
7 With Council, Mr Bridgeman and Mr and Mrs Rowland 
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CONTEXT 

21 Mr Meyn’s evidence describes the consented football activity on the 

subject land and Attachment 2 to my evidence includes a table 

summarising key aspects of the consented activity and the most 

recently approved plans for the site.   

22 Of note, CSL’s land is approximately 19.8 hectares in area, and 

resource consent is held for approximately 23,480m2 (11.9%) of 

building and impervious surfacing coverage on the site.  Of this, 

building footprints8 account for approximately 4230m2 (2.1%) and 

impervious surfacing9 accounts for the balance of approximately 

19,250m2 (9.7%). 

23 Plans indicating CSL’s aspirations for a multi-disciplinary sports hub on 

the site are included in its submission and are described further in the 

evidence of Mr Meyn  

ASSESSMENT  

The applicable planning framework 

24 The planning and policy framework established by the Order, the 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, the Land Use Recovery 

Plan (“LURP”), the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS"), 

and the Strategic Directions Chapter is addressed throughout the 

evidence of Ms Carter for Council as it is relevant to the different 

issues.  I elaborate on this framework below, insofar as it specifically 

relates to CSL’s submission and requested relief. 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

25 The Recovery Strategy’s strategic focus provides limited guidance on 

CSL’s submission, however its Vision and Goals for the Recovery in 

Section 4 relevantly seek to:  

                                       
8 Includes: 530m2 existing house and accessory buildings, 950m2 

changing/ablution/storage buildings, 1200m2 clubroom/seating footprint, 

1300m2 roof over mini pitches (per RMA92023228), and 250m2 new 

manager’s residence (per RMA92030740).   
9 Includes: 19,100m2 impervious surfaces for parking, access, concrete 

pads for seating (per RMA92023228), and 150m2 impervious surfacing for 

access to new manager’s residence (per RMA92030740).   
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‘Renew greater Christchurch's unique identity and its vitality expressed 

through sport, recreation, art, history, heritage and traditions - by:  

 Resuming cultural, community and sports events and activities;  

 Encouraging participation in a range of entertainment, cultural, 

recreational and sporting activities.10’ 

‘Provide public access to and opportunities for outdoor recreation, cultural, 

social and economic activities11’ 

26 Section 5 of the Recovery Strategy also identifies a number of priorities 

for recovery to address and promote wellbeing, including opportunities 

and facilities for sporting, recreational and cultural activities. 

27 Given the context above, enablement of additional recreational activity 

on the site as sought by CSL would be generally consistent with the 

Recovery Strategy.   

Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) 

28 The LURP says nothing specific in respect of recreational facilities and 

instead directs amendments to the CRPS and City Plan in order to 

provide a resource management framework for assessing proposals.  

29 To the extent that the LURP seeks to establish a clear planning 

framework that directs where and how new development should occur 

so that it integrates efficiently and effectively with infrastructure 

programmes and avoids key hazards and constraints, CSL’s requested 

relief will not detract from this, noting Council’s evidence on CSL’s 

submission and transport, liquefaction and servicing/infrastructure 

matters.  My evidence below otherwise addresses the CRPS (as 

introduced by the LURP) and concludes that consistency will be 

achieved with its provisions.  

30 For these reasons, I consider that CSL’s relief would not be 

‘inconsistent’ with the overall thrust of the LURP.  Given the lack of 

detail in LURP concerning recreation activity, I am of the view that the 

relief sought by CSL’s submission would most likely be ‘neutral’ with 

the provisions in the LURP.  I say this noting that by contrast, there 

are relatively clear and specific statements (including visions, goals 

                                       
10 4.2 and 4.3 Cultural 
11 6.4 Natural environment 
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and actions) in the LURP concerning other matters such as housing, 

business, transport, infrastructure, and hazards which are not relevant 

to, or are not affected by the relief sought.   

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

31 CSL’s land sits beyond the ‘Projected Infrastructure Boundary’ in Map 

A in Chapter 6 of the CRPS.  In simple terms, Chapter 6 generally 

contemplates ‘urban activities’ within rather than beyond this 

boundary12.    

32 Recreation facilities are provided for by both the ‘rural activity’ or 

‘urban activity’ definitions in the CRPS as follows: 

‘Rural activities - means activities of a size, function, intensity or character 

typical of those in rural areas and includes: … • Large–footprint parks, 

reserves, conservation parks and recreation facilities.’ 

‘Urban activities- Means activities of a size, function, intensity or character 

typical of those in urban areas and includes: …• Sports fields and recreation 

facilities that service the urban population (but excluding activities that 

require a rural location);…’ 

33 Whilst there is some overlap in these definitions insofar as recreation 

activities are concerned, it is clear that sports fields and recreation 

facilities that ‘require a rural location’ are not defined as urban 

activities. 

34 In my view, CSL’s existing/consented activities and the proposed 

enablement of a privately funded multi-discipline sports hub by way of 

OMF zoning, ‘requires a rural location’, for the following reasons: 

(a) The existing and consented football facility is physically 

established on the (rural) site.   

Improvements and capital expenditure on the site are significant 

(see Attachment 1) and these elements are now ‘fixed’ to the 

site’s rural location.  Therefore, any related or additional 

recreation activity which seeks to establish in conjunction with 

this existing activity would by necessity ‘require a rural location’.   

                                       
12 For example: objective 6.2.1(3) and policies 6.3.1(1)and(4) 
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(b) Privately owned recreation facilities of the size/nature 

established by CSL to date and desired under OMF zoning are 

not readily achievable on urban land, as evident from the efforts 

to initially establish the football facility within the Christchurch 

urban area13.  Those efforts revealed that: 

i. the establishment of private recreation facilities on 

public recreation reserves faces complex approvals-

processes, uncertainty of outcome and a general lack 

of support by Council;  

ii. securing other publicly held land entails significant 

timing/procedural constraints which preclude timely 

acquisition and development;  

iii. land costs are prohibitive for large recreation facilities 

in existing or greenfield business or residential zones, 

plus potentially significant and complex consenting 

requirements are likely to apply in or adjacent to 

residential areas. 

35 I acknowledge that individual recreation facilities that might establish 

on the CSL site (rather than at an alternative and viable urban site) 

would be defined as urban activities if looked at in isolation.  However, 

I consider this distinction artificial, where their establishment is 

contingent on the existing football facility or forms part of a multi-

disciplinary sports hub.  By way of comparable example, a food and 

beverage retailer or pro-shop proposing to establish at a rurally-

located golf course would not be discretely assessed as an ‘urban 

activity’.   

                                       
13 Details of CSL’s efforts to secure an urban site for the football facility (as 

documented in their resource consent application) are set out in 

Attachment 3 and in the evidence of Mr Meyn.   
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36 Regardless of how the activity enabled by OMF zoning is defined, I 

consider that: 

(a) The CRPS contemplates recreation activity in both rural and 

urban areas and specifically contemplates recreation activity in 

rural areas where a rural location is required.   

(b) The definitions of urban activity and rural activity are 

determinative of consistency with the wording of key CRPS 

objectives and policies concerned with urban growth and 

development.  Regardless, the relief sought would not be 

inconsistent with the intent of those provisions insofar that they 

seek to protect key strategic infrastructure, avoid demands for 

unplanned investment in infrastructure, and achieve a 

consolidated urban form. 

(c) OMF zoning would not pose any threat to Canterbury’s Recovery 

as sought by chapter 6, and instead would promote it. 

37 I also consider that OMF zoning would be consistent with other 

applicable objectives in Chapter 6 of the CRPS, including these 

seeking:  

(a) maintenance of the character and amenity of rural areas14, 

subject to built form standards that are set at an appropriate 

level having regard to surrounding character and amenity;  

(b) the integration of strategic infrastructure (such as roading and 

servicing infrastructure) with land use development15;  

(c) development that does not adversely affect strategic 

infrastructure16 (such as the airport and State Highway); and,  

(d) enablement of recovery and rebuilding that provides for a range 

of uses and is healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally 

efficient and prosperous17.   

                                       
14 Objective 6.2.1(7)  
15 Objective 6.2.1(9)  
16 Objective 6.2.1(10)  
17 Objective 6.2.3(4) and (5)  
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38 In my view, CSL’s requested relief also achieves consistency with the 

relevant anticipated environmental results for Chapter 6 of the CRPS 

(with the possible exception of matter (2)), irrespective of how it is 

defined: 

(1) Recovery and rebuilding is enabled within Greater Christchurch. 

(2) Priority areas and existing urban areas identified provide the location for 

all new urban development. 

 (4) People are protected from unacceptable risk from natural hazards. 

(5) Infrastructure, and urban and rural development, are developed in an 

integrated manner. 

(6) The use of existing infrastructure is optimised. 

 (13) Development incorporates good urban design. 

 (16) Transport infrastructure appropriately manages network congestion, 

dependency of private vehicles is reduced, emissions and energy use from 

vehicles is reduced, and transport safety is enhanced. 

39 On the basis that the OMF zoning and the multi-disciplinary sports-hub 

it is intended to provide for ‘requires a rural location’, I consider the 

relief sought does not enable ‘urban activity’ and therefore consistency 

with the CRPS is maintained.   

40 Regardless, if defined as an urban activity (either collectively or having 

regard to the individual recreation activities that might be enabled on 

the site), I maintain the view that overall, consistency is still achieved 

having regard to the policy thrust of Chapter 6 and the anticipated 

environmental results for that chapter.   

Replacement District Plan –Strategic Directions 

41 Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the Replacement District Plan 

provides relevant context and objectives to CSL’s submission.   

42 The context section of this chapter recognises the loss and damage to 

many of the district’s community facilities18, the evolving needs of the 

community and the opportunity to expedite recovery and meet 

                                       
18 Clause 3.2.1 
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immediate and longer term community needs19, and the essential 

requirement that ‘the District Plan clearly and actively supports the 

rebuilding of Christchurch and its social, economic, cultural and 

environmental recovery, at the same time as providing for the long-

term sustainability of the city and the wellbeing of its residents’20.   

43 CSL’s submission and Mr Meyn’s evidence describes the lack of quality 

sporting venues in the city and the additional impact of the Canterbury 

earthquakes on sports facilities as a basis for establishing the football 

facility on the site initially and the opportunity to co-locate additional 

facilities in the future.  In this sense, CSL’s aspirations would respond 

to the loss and damage of community (recreational) facilities, meet 

immediate and longer term needs for the same, and actively contribute 

to recovery.  Having regard to servicing, hazards and transport 

evidence and subject to performance standards that would manage 

effects, long term sustainability of the city and resident wellbeing 

would be provided for.    

44 In terms of objectives and for the same reasons expressed in 

paragraph 43, CSL’s relief would be strongly consistent with objective 

3.3.1 which along with objective 3.3.2 is afforded primacy in the pRDP.  

Specifically, the relief sought would enhance Christchurch as a 

dynamic, prosperous and internationally competitive city, meet needs 

for community facilities and social wellbeing, and foster [CSL’s] 

investment certainty in the site.   

45 Objective 3.3.2 relevantly seeks to minimise transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consents, encourage innovation and choice, and 

minimise requirements for notification and written approval.  In the 

absence of a suitable Open Space zoning (OMF or otherwise) which 

recognises the established recreation activity on the site and provides 

for some further site improvements, resource consents with the risk 

of limited or public notification would be an ongoing requirement21, 

which in turn would directly discourage innovation and choice.  

Ongoing uncertainty around the extent of recreation activity able to be 

                                       
19 Clause 3.2.2 
20 Clause 3.2.5 
21 Existing levels of building and impervious surface coverage already 

exceed the corresponding rule thresholds in the Rural Urban Fringe and 

Open Space Community Park zones, meaning resource consent would be 

required for any additional built development.   
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established on the site22 would also conflict with objective 3.3.2(b) to 

clearly state the outcomes intended.    

46 Noting that objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 largely reflect the Statement of 

Expectations in the Order, I also consider OMF zoning would more 

effectively and appropriately achieve or support those expectations 

and I have provided further evaluation of this in Attachment 4, Table 

1 of my evidence.    

47 Objective 3.3.7 seeks a ‘well-integrated pattern of development and 

infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban 

environment’ that achieves a number of specific sub-objectives, 

including provision for urban activities only within existing urban 

areas.  On the basis that the pRDP’s definition of ‘urban activities’ is 

consistent with the same definition in the CRPS I do not consider CSL’s 

relief to result in conflict with this objective for the reasons set out in 

paragraphs 34-35 of my evidence.  Furthermore, noting the 

established activity on site and the infrastructure evidence of Council, 

I also consider OMF zoning in this location would not detract from 

patterns of development and infrastructure, or the consolidated form 

or quality of the urban environment sought by the objective.   

48 CSL’s relief is consistent with other relevant sub-objectives in 3.3.7 

which seek an environment that is attractive; promotes the re-use and 

re-development of buildings and land; and promotes the safe, efficient 

and effective provision and use of infrastructure, including the 

optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure23. 

49 Objective 3.3.9 seeks to provide ‘a natural and cultural environment 

where:  people have access to a high quality network of public open 

space and recreation opportunities’ and CSL’s relief would support that 

outcome by better enabling provision of recreation opportunities on 

the site.   

50 Whilst objective 3.3.11 encourages the co-location and shared use of 

community facilities as is proposed by CSL, it is not relevant in the 

circumstances, given the proposed definition of ‘community facilities’ 

excludes privately (as opposed to publicly) owned recreation facilities.   

                                       
22 Noting uncertainty around the CRPS definitions of urban activity and 

rural activity, as applied to recreation activities.   
23 Objectives 3.3.7 a, g and i 
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51 Objective 3.3.12 addresses infrastructure and the proposal is neutral 

or consistent with this, insofar that existing private and community 

infrastructure (including the site’s connection to the strategic road 

network) are able to be effectively and efficiently utilised by further 

recreation development on the site.   The existing activity on site has 

been established in consultation with, and with the support of 

Christchurch International Airport, and future recreation activities can 

establish without adversely affecting its current or future operations.   

52 Objective 3.3.14 seeks to minimise conflict between incompatible 

activities through zoning and avoid significant adverse effects resulting 

from incompatibility.  CSL’s relief would provide for recreation-related 

activities on the site that would be subject to activity and built form 

standards and general rules that would minimise conflict and avoid 

significant effects.   

53 To summarise, CSL’s requested relief would be consistent with the 

relevant strategic objectives in Chapter 3 and would more 

appropriately achieve these objectives than the notified RUF zoning or 

the alternative of OCP or ‘bespoke’ Open Space zoning as indicated by 

Ms Carter.  An evaluation of these options against strategic objectives 

is set out in Attachment 4, Table 2 to my evidence.   

Proposed Replacement District Plan –Rural 

54 Proposed strategic objective24 3.3.16 relevantly seeks to ‘Enable a 

range of opportunities in the rural environment, primarily rural 

productive activities, which use the rural resource efficiently and 

contribute positively to the economy’.  CSL’s existing and desired use 

of the site is not a rural productive activity, however it could be seen 

to be one of the opportunities to be enabled, in a way that efficiently 

utilises the existing site resources and contributes to the economy.    

55 The existing and desired recreational use of the site would support 

proposed rural objective 17.1.1, if the function of the rural 

environment includes provision for some recreation activity.  Subject 

to appropriate standards governing the extent of activity on the land, 

CSL’s relief could also be seen to provide for the maintenance of 

character and amenity, and a contrast to the urban area.   

                                       
24 As set out in CCC’s closing submissions, Appendix 1 
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56 Proposed rural policies support the view that recreation activity may 

be appropriate and one of the rural zone’s functions, noting: 

(a) 17.1.1.1 Policy 1 provides for the economic development of land 

and enables a range of activities that have a functional or 

operational necessity for a rural location, or are an efficient use 

of natural resources.   

(b) 17.1.1.3 Policy 3(a)(ii) recognises ‘the recreation activities in the 

rural flat land area surrounding the main Christchurch urban 

areas’; 

(c) 17.1.1.X Policy X seeks to enable community facilities (i.e. 

publicly owned recreation facilities) to establish and supports 

their redevelopment and expansion where they meet social, 

cultural or community needs, avoid significant adverse effects on 

rural character and amenity, and do not affect the consolidated 

urban form. 

57 For the reasons above, I consider that the existing and desired 

recreational use of CSL’s land is generally consistent with the proposed 

Rural objectives and policies.  However, I do not consider a rural 

zoning to be the most appropriate method for achieving these 

objectives (or those in other parts of the Plan), noting my assessment 

of the Open Space provisions below.   

Proposed Replacement District Plan –Open Space 

58 Objective 1 seeks to provide a network of open spaces and recreation 

facilities that achieves eight sub-objectives, of which matters i-vi are 

relevant.  CSL’s requested relief would be strongly consistent with each 

of these matters insofar that the existing football facility has, and the 

desired multi-disciplinary hub on the site that an OMF zoning would 

provide for, would: 

i. ‘meet current and future recreational, cultural, health and 

wellbeing needs of the community’.   

ii. ‘contribute to earthquake recovery’ and provide  ‘enhanced 

opportunities for recreation’; 
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iii. Be ‘accessible’ and located to meet demands of population 

growth (i.e. western Christhurch), urban intensification (e.g. 

Yaldhurst village), and areas of identified deficiency (as set out 

in Mr Meyn’s evidence).   

iv. Be pleasant and safe, having regard to the comprehensive 

planning and development of the site and the quality of the 

existing facilities developed to date.  

v. Enable ‘temporary and multifunctional uses’, noting 

temporary/interim football facilities were established during the 

consenting and construction phase of the permanent football 

facility now on site, and that multifunctional use of the site is 

CSL’s ambition for the site.   

59 Conversely, OCP or RUF zoning would effectively limit activity on the 

site to that which has been established to date, and would conflict with 

the objectives above of meeting recreational needs, enhancing 

opportunities, and enabling multifunctional uses.   

60 Objectives 2 and 3 are focused on the quality and amenity of natural 

open spaces and the scale, form and design of activities, buildings and 

structures.  To the extent that these objectives are relevant to CSL’s 

submission I consider that performance standards under any zoning 

could be set to ensure consistency is achieved.  Notably, Mr London’s 

evidence concludes that the proposed amendments to rules in 

Attachment 1 of my evidence would be appropriate in terms of local 

character and amenity.   

61 In terms of the supporting policies, Policy 1 is particularly relevant as 

it sets out the intended role of open space and recreation facilities.  

Noting CSL’s submission seeks an OMF zone and Council have 

indicated that an OCP may be an appropriate alternative, I have 

compared the policy descriptions of each as they apply to CSL’s land 

in Tables 1 and 2 below. 
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Table 1 – Evaluation of 18.1.4 Policy(1)(a)(i) – OCP Zone 

i. Open Space –Community Parks 

Zone – 

Enable formal and informal recreation 

activities, while complementing and 

enhancing neighbourhood and 

Central City amenity values, and 

ensure provision of: 

Partly relevant/consistent- insofar that 

the OCP zone seeks to enable formal 

recreation activities.   

A. Smaller public spaces with 

landscaping and seating located and 

designed to promote interaction 

within the local community; 

Not relevant to CSL land, which is a large, 

private and purpose-built sporting 

facility.  

B. Accessible neighbourhood parks 

with a predominance of open space 

and relatively flat topography capable 

of accommodating tree planting, 

landscaping, small scale public 

amenities, playground equipment 

and informal playing fields; 

Not relevant to CSL land, which is a large, 

private and purpose-built sporting 

facility. 

C. Larger parks accommodating 

minor sports and recreation facilities, 

public amenities, landscaping, large 

trees and potential capacity for 

multifunctional use; and 

Partly relevant to CSL land, in terms of 

‘accommodating recreation facilities and 

potential capacity for multifunctional 

use’.  Otherwise not a larger park, with 

public amenities.   

D. Heritage and urban parks, such as 

Hagley Park and Latimer and 

Cranmer Squares, which have 

important scenic, botanical, 

educational, heritage, and/or 

recreational values and providing for 

entertainment 

Not relevant to CSL (not a heritage or 

urban park) 

 
Table 2 – Evaluation of 18.1.4 Policy(1)(a)(ii) – OMF Zone 

ii. Open Space – Metropolitan 

Facilities Zone -Accommodate public 

and private major sports facilities, 

larger recreation facilities, marine 

recreation facilities, and motorised 

sports facilities on sites that provide 

Relevant/consistent- insofar that the 

OMF zone specifically recognises private 

major sports facilities and larger 

recreation facilities  

A. Sufficient land area to 

accommodate large scale buildings 

and structures, car and cycle parking 

and, where necessary, buffer areas to 

minimise reverse sensitivity 

Relevant/consistent, noting 19.8 hectare 

site area, potential for large scale 

buildings and structures, existing areas 

of car and cycle parking, and scope for 

buffer areas/separation distances.   
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B. Sufficient area to facilitate marine 

recreation activities, recreational 

boating and associated facilities while 

maintaining and enhancing public 

access to the coastal marine area for 

recreation 

Not relevant to CSL land. 

C. Capacity for multifunctional use, 

co-location of complementary or 

compatible activities, and for hosting 

city, regional, national and 

international events which provide 

entertainment to residents and 

visitors 

Relevant/consistent, noting capacity 

(and desire) for multifunctional use and 

co-location of complementary or 

compatible activities.  As noted in Mr 

Meyns evidence and in CSL’s submission, 

the existing facility has been designed to 

a standard capable of hosting city, 

regional, national and international 

events. 

 

62 Based on table 1 and 2 above, I consider that CSL’s existing and 

desired activity is far more consistent with the intended role of the 

OMF zone than the OCP zone.  As such, OMF zoning would more 

appropriately achieve the policy and its overarching objectives. 

63 Policy 2 concerns multifunctional use, accessibility and recovery and I 

consider CSL’s relief would also be consistent with this policy and 

would appropriately achieve objectives, insofar that it would:  

 ‘a. Increase the capacity of the open space and recreation 

facilities by promoting compatible mixed or multi-functional use 

of land, buildings and facilities through adaptable designs’. 

 ‘b. Maximise utilisation of metropolitan facilities and large urban 

parks while maintaining the open space amenity’, subject to 

appropriate controls on building coverage. 

 ‘d. Maintain and enhance accessibility of open spaces to 

communities by providing appropriately located entrances, 

public access ways, frontages to public roads and waterways, 

and wherever practicable connectivity with the wider open space 

and transport network’, recognising the site’s frontage and 

access to State Highway, with the latter established in 

conjunction with NZTA.  
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 e. Recognise and provide for opportunities for revitalisation of 

Christchurch after the earthquakes. 

64 Open space policies 3 and 5 concern safety and environmental effects 

respectively.  Consistency with these provisions would be achieved by 

way of applicable rules, with the OMF zone rules generally applying, 

except as modified in Attachment 1 to this evidence.  Notably, on the 

basis of Mr London’s evidence, site coverage controls have been 

proposed to ensure activities and facilities are appropriate to the 

locality and context, and adverse effects on amenity values are 

avoided, remedied or mitigated.    

65 Based on the assessment above, I consider CSL’s requested relief 

would be consistent with and would appropriately achieve the 

proposed Open space zone objectives and policies.   

Summary - Proposed Replacement District Plan  

66 An evaluation of the provisions in terms of section 32 of the Act is set 

out in Tables 3 and 4 in Attachment 4 to my evidence.  On the basis 

of that evaluation and the evidence above, I consider that the OMF 

zoning sought by CSL and provided for by the amendments in 

Attachment 1 is the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives 

of the Plan.   

Environmental effects of requested relief 

67 The evidence of Mr London considers CSL’s submission and the visual 

character and amenity consequences of the requested relief.  I rely on 

Mr London’s evidence and accept his conclusion that CSL’s requested 

relief is appropriate and would maintain an appropriate level of 

amenity, subject to permitted activity thresholds of 15 metres for 

building height, 15% for building coverage, 30% for impervious 

surfaces, 20m boundary setbacks for buildings, and an ODP 

prescribing key elements that influence landscape character (e.g.site 

access, centralised parking, planting within setbacks and retention of 

key shelterbelts).  I note that non-compliance with site coverage 

standards would result in a requirement for consent as a discretionary 

activity under D1, as would non-compliance with an ODP under D4.    
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68 In respect of other potential effects on rural character and amenity 

(and other effects generally), I consider the proposed activity and built 

form standards, and general rules that would apply under the OMF 

zoning will adequately manage these.  I note that the OMF zone applies 

in a number of other locations where effects on urban residential 

neighbours are managed by equivalent standards.  Therefore, in a 

working rural environment where rural activities can generate effects 

and zone characteristics such as shelter belt plantings and separation 

distances can afford additional mitigation relative to urban sites, I 

consider equivalent rules will also adequately manage effects in this 

locality.   

69 For completeness, I reiterate that Council’s evidence concludes that 

there are no stormwater, water, wastewater or transport impediments 

to OMF zoning. 

 

Jeremy Goodson Philips 

27 January 2016 
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ATTACHMENT 1: SPECIFIC AMENDMENTS PROPOSED 

 

NOTE: Amendments proposed to Council’s revised provisions of 19 January 2016, per the evidence 
of Jeremy Phillips are shown as follows: 

Proposed text to be added:  underlined and highlighted 

Proposed text to be deleted: struck out and highlighted 

 
 

Planning maps 29 & 30 
 
[Amend Planning Maps 29 and 30 to identify CSL’s land at 466-482 
Yaldhurst Road as an Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone] 
 
 

18.3.1 How to use the rules 
… 
18.3.1.4 Privately owned Open Space Metropolitan Facilities zoned sites 

which are no longer required for recreation and major and/or 
minor sport activities shall be subject to the provisions of the 
underlying zones specified in Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1: Privately owned Metropolitan Facilities - underlying zones… 
 

xi.   Lancaster Park Stadium, 40 Stevens Street Industrial General Zone  – Rule 
16.2 

xii.   466-482 Yaldhurst Road Rural Urban Fringe Zone – Rule 
17.3 

 
 
 

18.3.2 Activity Status Tables – Open Space Metropolitan 
Facilities Zone 
 

18.3.2.1 Permitted Activities 

a.    In the Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone (other than the areas 
identified in 18.3.1.2) the activities listed below are Permitted Activities if 
they comply with the Activity Specific Standards set out in this table and the 
Built Form Standards in Rule 18.3.3. 

  

b.   Activities may also be Restricted Discretionary, Discretionary, Non-
complying or Prohibited as specified in Rules 18.3.2.3, 18.3.2.4, 18.3.2.5 
and 18.3.2.6 below 

 
P7 Public Amenities a.   Any public amenities building containing 

toilets and/or changing rooms shall be setback a 
minimum of 20m from the boundary with any 
Residential or Rural zone. 
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P24 Parking areas a.   On sites adjoining a Residential or Rural Zone, 
trees shall be provided adjacent to the shared  
boundary at a ratio of at least 1 tree for every 10 
metres of the boundary or part thereof, and 
evenly spaced. 
b.   In addition to the above:… 

P26 Key structuring elements 
identified on the outline 
development plan in 
Appendix 18.8.2A 

a. Development is to be in accordance with the 
Key Structuring Elements on the outline 
development plan. 

 
[Insert new ODP for Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone at 

466-482 Yaldhurst Road in Appendix 18.8.2A]   
(Note- ODP yet to be finalised, refer to paragraph 67 of my 
evidence as to key elements to be specified in the ODP) 

 
 
 

18.3.3 Built Form Standards – Open Space Metropolitan 
Facilities Zone 
 

18.3.3.1 Minimum building setback from road boundaries 
 

Applicable to Permitted Restricted 
Discretionary 

Matters of 
Discretion 

c.     
i.   Riccarton Racecourse 
ii.   Addington Racecourse 
iii.   Christchurch Sports and 
Entertainment Centre at 55 
Jack Hinton Drive, Addington  
iv. 466-482 Yaldhurst Road 

 20 metres Less than 20 
metres 

Setback from road 
boundaries – 
18.7.2.1 

 
 

18.3.3.2 Minimum building setback from an internal boundary 
 

Applicable to Permitted Restricted 
Discretionary 

Matters of 
Discretion 

a. All sites that adjoin a residential, 
rural, or open space zone, other 
than listed below… 
 

 20 metres Less than 20 
metres 

Setback from 
internal 
boundaries – 
18.7.2.1.2 
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18.3.3.4 Maximum building height 
 

Applicable to Permitted Restricted 
Discretionary 

Matters of 
Discretion 

a. All sites, other than as specified 
below, 

20 metres Greater than 
20 metres 

Building height– 
18.7.2.3.4 

c. i. The Naval Point Boat Harbour, 
16-25 Marina Access, Lyttelton  
ii. 466-482 Yaldhurst Road 

11 15 
metres 

Greater than 
11 15 metres  

 

 
 
 

18.3.3.6    Building site coverage and impervious surfaces 
 

Applicable to Permitted Activity Discretionary 
Activity 

Matters of 
Discretion 

a. All buildings The maximum 
percentage of the 
site covered by 
buildings shall be as 
specified in column 
A of Table 1. 

Non-compliance 
with 
Permitted Standard 

a. Building 
footprint, 
site coverage and 
impervious 
surfaces - 18.7.3.1. 

b. All impervious 
surfaces, excluding 
walkways, tracks, 
cycle ways, artificial 
playing surfaces, and 
buildings. 

The maximum 
percentage of any 
site covered by 
impervious surfaces 
(excluding 
buildings) 
shall be as specified 
in column B of 
Table 
1. 

Non-compliance 
with 
Permitted Standard 

a. Building 
footprint, 
site coverage and 
impervious 
surfaces - 18.7.3.1. 

 
Table 1 

 Applicable to A  
(Site coverage) 

B 
(Impervious 
surfaces) 

a. All sites unless specified below in 
b. – f. 

20% 30% 

g. 466-482 Yaldhurst Road 15% 30% 
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ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY & PLANS OF CONSENTED 

ACTIVITY  

Activities/uses  Football/recreation activity (2 x full football fields, 6 x mini fields) 

 Clubrooms (incl associated retail and function venue) 

 Existing dwelling and new managers’ residence  

Other 
physical 
improvements 

 Artificial and natural playing surfaces with associated installations (posts, 
scoreboards, enclosures, sponsor advertising and hoardings, etc). 

 On-site servicing infrastructure (sewer, stormwater, water, power, 
telecommunications). 

Vehicle 
access/ 
generation  

 Access via purpose built crossing to State Highway 73 (Yaldhurst Road), 
served by existing signalised intersection.  Established in consultation with 
NZTA.   

 268 vehicle trips per day on average and up to 982 vehicle trips per day 
anticipated in peak periods (2x year)  

Boundary 
setbacks 

 Proposed buildings, fences and football pitches at least 10m from 
boundaries (per operative Rural 5 zone setback requirements) 

Height of 
buildings 

 Clubrooms and stands comply with operative 9m height limit 

 9.7m & 21m high lighting masts 

Site coverage  Resource consent is held for approximately 23,480m2 (11.9%) of building 
and impervious surfacing coverage on the site.  Of this, building footprints 
account for approximately 4230m2 (2.1%) and impervious surfacing 
accounts for the balance of approximately 19,250m2 (9.7%). 

Car parking  382 formed, sealed, marked parking spaces (plus 297 unformed/casual 
spaces) 

 114 cycle spaces 

 Tour coach parking/drop off facilities 

Earthworks  1.5m high earth mounds and general site earthworking for car parking, 
playing surfaces, vehicle access, etc. 

Glare  Lighting includes purpose built pylon-mounted lighting of playing surfaces. 
Lighting design per CIAL requirements. 

 General site/security lighting otherwise. 

Noise  Compliance with noise standards achieved at boundaries through location, 
design and/or management of activities.   

Relevant 
resource 
consent 
decisions 

 RMA92026947 – interim football facilities on the site 

 RMA92023228 – main consent approval for football activity/development 

 RMA92029572 – variation of consent to provide for staged development 

 RMA92030740 – consent for new manager’s residence 
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LOT 2 DP 64235

11.467 ha

LOT 1 DP 78059

3.89 ha

ADDRESS: 466 -482 YALDHURST ROAD
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOT 2  D.P.59957 AND LOT 1 DP78059 AND LOT 2 DP 64235

ISSUED FOR: RESOURCE CONSENT, STAGE 1
ZONING: RURAL 5

WIND ZONE: HIGH
EARTHQUAKE ZONE: 2

AREA CALCS:

TOTAL SITE AREA: 19.8 ha

EXISTING HOUSE AND ACCESSORY BUILDINGS 530m2

PROPOSED FULL-SIZE FOOTBALL PITCH (NATURAL GRASS TURF): 0.9 ha

PROPOSED 2 FULL-SIZE FOOTBALL PITCHES (PERMEABLE ASTROTURF): 1.8 ha

PROPOSED 6 MINI PITCHES (GAME COURTS, PERMEABLE ASTROTURF) 4,000m²

PROPOSED CHANGING ROOMS / ABLUTION BLOCKS / STORAGE (GROUND FLOOR) 950m²

PROPOSED CLUBROOMS (FIRST FLOOR + GROUND FLOOR) 1400 m2

PROPOSED CLUBROOMS FOOTPRINT (INCL SEATING) 1200m2

PROPOSED ROOF OVER TWO MINI PITCHES 1,300 m2

TOTAL STAGE 1 BUILDING FOOTPRINT AREA (INCL SEATING AND FREE ROOFS) 2,500m²

PROPOSED SEALED ROAD AND PARKING (APPROX - WITH 5% ACCURACY)
- WESTERN CARPARK (AT MAINALD FOOTBALL PITCH) 5,000m2
-  NEW ACCESS TO HOUSE)    650m2
- ACCESS ROAD   1750m2
- CENTRAL CARPARK (AT CLUBROOMS) 8,600m2
- TWO CONCRETE PADS FOR SEATING    600m2

TOTAL IMPERMEABLE AREA 19,100m2

AREA TO VEST IN CCC (SHOULDER EXTENSION AT YALDHURST RD,
 WALKWAY ALONG YALDHURST RD) 0.3 ha

NET SITE AREA (TOTAL AREA LESS AREA TO VEST) 19.5 ha

SITE   COVERAGE (IMPERMEABLE SURFACES 9.8%

AREA NOT AFFECTED BY DEVELOPMENT STAGE 1 (NO CHANGE OF USE) 8,75 ha

JOB TITLE:

PROPOSED FOOTBALL CLUB AT 466 YALDHURST
ROAD

DRAWING TITLE:
REVISION HISTORY

SCALE:

DATE: 14  JUNE 2013

DRAWN BY:

P.MILKIN

REVISION:SHEET NoJOB No

SHEARER MILKIN CONSULTANTS

ENGINEERS & ARCHITECTURE
PO Box 29520, Christchurch

Hugh Shearer, p. 03 351 7381, shearer1@slingshot.co.nz

Paul Milkin, p. 021 925444, pmilkin@xtra.co.nz

DESIGN BY:

B

B SEP 2014 access road position changed SITE PLAN - IMPERMEABLE AREAS,
CHANGE OF USE AND EARTHWORKS
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EXISTING HEDGE

LOT 2 DP 59957

4.45 ha

CENTRAL SEALED CARPARK
8,600m2

TWO FULL SIZE FOOTBALL PITCHES
PERMEABLE ARTIFICIAL TURF
18,400m2

MAIN SEALED ACCESS WAY 1750m2
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ROOF OVER
PITCHES
1,300m2

WEST SEALED
CARPARK
5,000m2

SOUTH RESERVE UNSEALED
CARPARK

LANDSCAPED AREA

LANDSCAPED AREA

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EXISTING PADDOCK
NO CHANGE OF USE

EARTHWORKS - REMOVE 300mm OF TOP SOIL WHERE
THERE IS:

- HARD STANDING AREAS 16,600m2
- PROPOSED BUILDING      950m2
- FOOTBALL PITCHES 31,600m2
TOTAL AFFECTED AREA 49,150m2

TOTAL VOLUME (CUT) 14,700m3

HARDFILL REQUIRED FOR PITCHES
BASE AND CARPARKING BASE
200mm THICK APPROX 9,800m3

EXCAVATED FILL TO BE STOCK-PILED ON SITE WHERE
SHOWN FOR LATER SALE
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SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL

1. Site access off Yaldhurst Rd to be metalled prior to major traffic
occurs. Extra amount of metal to be kept on site and reapplied to
the access if excessive sediment built-up occurs.

2. Silt fence to be installed 5m off the all boundaries as shown on
plan. Silt fence should be checked regularly and after every
significant rainfall, and cleaned if necessarily.

3. Stockpiles to be located where shown on plan, and covered with
appropriate cover to minimize the loss of material.

4. Service trenches to be backfilled, capped with topsoil and then
compacted to a level at 75mm above adjoining ground level.

5. Truck and mixers washing, tool and paint washing, brick, tile,
concrete or masonry cutting and water-cooled cutting to be done
within site boundaries, on the permeable surface (undisturbed
vegetation), and all produced waste water to be trapped on-site

6. Temporary or permanent downpipes to be installed as soon as
roofs are laid

7. All litter and building waste to be kept in suitable containers to
prevent its loss caused by either wind or water.

8. Accidental spills of soil or other building materials on road, kerb
and channel to be removed at the end of the working day, or
immediately if it is raining or likely to rain during the day.

9. Water is to be regularly sprinkled over uncovered disturbed soil
to prevent excessive dust.

SITE ACCESS TEMPORARY METALLED ACCESS

"MAIN FOOTBALL" FULL SIZE
FOOTBALL PITCH
PERMEABLE NATURAL TURF
9,100m2
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EXISTING HEDGE

LOT 2 DP 64235

11.467 ha

JOB TITLE:

SECONDARY RESIDENCE AT 476 YALDHURST

ROAD

DRAWING TITLE:

REVISION HISTORY

SCALE:

DATE:

25  MAY 2015

DRAWN BY:

P.MILKIN

REVISION:SHEET No
JOB No

SHEARER MILKIN CONSULTANTS

ENGINEERS & ARCHITECTURE

PO Box 29520, Christchurch

Hugh Shearer, p. 03 351 7381, shearer1@slingshot.co.nz

Paul Milkin, p. 021 925444, pmilkin@xtra.co.nz

DESIGN BY:

GENERAL SITE PLAN

1:500 @ A0, 1:1000 @ A2
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ADDRESS: 476 YALDHURST ROAD
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: LOT 2 DP 64235

ISSUED FOR: BUILDING CONSENT
ZONING: RURAL 5

WIND ZONE: HIGH
EARTHQUAKE ZONE: 2

TEMPORARY TRAINING FIELD,
NATURAL TURFTEMPORARY TRAINING FIELD,

NATURAL TURF
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FULL SITE AREA 114,670m2

NOMINAL SITE 1, AREA 
82,570m2
EXISTING HOUSE AND ACCESSORY BUILDINGS - 530m2
SITE COVERAGE 0.64 %

NOMINAL SITE 2, AREA 
42,200m2
PROPOSED BUILDING - 136m2
SITE COVERAGE 0.32 %
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SEDIMENT AND EROSION CONTROL

1. Site access should be metalled prior to major traffic occurs. Extra amount of
metal should be kept on site and reapplied to the access if excessive sediment
built-up occurs.

2. Stockpiles (if any) should be located at rear of the site at least 5m from the
neighbouring property, and covered with appropriate cover to minimize the loss
of material.

3. Service trenches should be backfilled, capped with topsoil and then
compacted to a level at 75mm above adjoining ground level.

4. Truck and mixers washing, tool and paint washing, brick, tile, concrete or
masonry cutting and water-cooled cutting should be done within site
boundaries, on the permeable surface (undisturbed vegetation), and all
produced waste water shoulb be trapped on-site

5. Temporary or permanent downpipes should be installed as soon as roofs are
laid

6. All litter and building waste should be kept in suitable containers to prevent
its loss caused by either wind or water.

7. Accidental spills of soil or other building materials on road, kerb and channel
should be removed at the end of the working day, or immediately if it is raining
or likely to rain during the day.

SITE HAZARD SIGNS TO BE PLACED AT
GATE NOTING EXPECTED HAZARDS, SITE
LOG REQUIREMENTS AND SAFETY
EQUIPMENT

SITE TO BE FENCED WITH
2m HIGH FAHEY SAFETY
FENCE WITH PAD LOCKED
GATE TO PREVENT
UNAUTHORISED ACCESS
DURING CONSTRUCTION

SURFACE DRAINAGE KEY:

DP - DOWNPIPE
SP - SOAK PIT

FOUL WATER DRAINAGE KEY:

GT - GULLY TRAP
ORGT- OVERFLOW RELIEF GULLY TRAP
InOp - INSPECTION OPENING
MV - MAIN VENT
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ACTIVITY (TEMPORARY)
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NOTIONAL BOUNDARY

NOMINAL SITE 1

8.257 ha

NOMINAL SITE 2

4.21 ha

2277 Canterbury Sports Ltd - Evidence of Phillips
Page 28 of 41



 

26 

 

ATTACHMENT 3: ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE/URBAN 

SITES CONSIDERED PROVIDED AT TIME OF RESOURCE 

CONSENT 
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From: Jeremy Phillips - Novo Group  
Sent: Friday, 9 May 2014 9:14 a.m. 
To: Nash, Mal <Mal.Nash@ccc.govt.nz> 

Subject: Alternative options/sites considered 
 

Hi Mal, 
 

In response to your query by phone regarding the consideration of 
alternatives, the AEE notes that the applicant considered and 
dismissed several alternative sites/options prior to settling on the 

proposed site in Yaldhurst Road.  
 

Firstly, meetings were held in September 2011 between the 
applicant and the FC Twenty 11 football club, and Council 
sport/recreation managers as to the potential use of Avonhead Park 

(or other public recreation reserves) for a football facility, such as 
that proposed.  At these meetings, the applicant identified long 

timeframes, complex approvals-processes and uncertainty of 
outcome as key barriers to pursuing new land use and development 
of a recreation reserve.   The applicant was also advised that the 

exclusive use or occupation of public recreation reserves by a single 
sport (football) and/or private recreation facilities was generally 

discouraged and/or difficult to achieve.  As a result of this advice 
and these initial meetings, public recreation reserves within the 
Christchurch urban area were quickly dismissed as a viable option 

for the proposed activity.  This generally precluded development 
within the City’s Open Space zones, which (aside from Rural zones) 

are recognised as primarily providing for the city’s recreation 
activities.   
 

As to other land options within the Christchurch urban area that 
would enable private development without reliance on Council 

recreation reserves, existing zoned land (business or living zones) 
or greenfield business and residential priority areas were universally 
found to be cost-prohibitive having regard to the land requirements 

for the activity.  Irrespective of cost constraints, urban sites faced 
potentially significant and complex consenting requirements, 

potential involvement and/or effects on surrounding properties, and 
timing/procedural constraints with acquiring and/or progressing 
development of publicly held land.    Two specific sites (one in 

northwest Christchurch and one in southwest Christchurch) were 
considered and discounted on these grounds.   

 
In terms of other options, negotiations with a golf club west of 

Christchurch International Airport (in the Rural 5 zone) revealed a 
potential site, however this was rejected due to the site’s distance 
from Christchurch and potential uncertainty and delays with 

decision making by the golf club’s membership.    
 

The applicant subsequently identified the application site at 
Yaldhurst Road.  At the time, the site was identified within Urban 
Limits in Plan Change 1 to the RPS and within the North-west 

Review Area, the latter which identified the locality as being ‘most 
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appropriate for peri-urban activities including active and passive 
open space, sport and recreational, and community facilities that 
serve the urban area’.   Having regard to these attributes which 

directly supported the proposed activity, the proximity of the site to 
the Christchurch urban area and associated transport links, and the 

rural zoning which contemplates outdoor recreation, the site was 
further investigated, ultimately purchased, and consent has since 

been sought. 
 
I trust this summary assists and provides further clarification to that 

set out in the AEE.   No doubt this will be incorporated into your 
report and/or brought to the attention of the decision maker.   

 
Kind regards, 
 

Jeremy 
 

 
Jeremy Phillips | Director & Senior Planner 
Novo Group -  Planning | Traffic | Environmental Health  

ddi: 03 365 5588 | mobile: 029 2611 310 | office: 03 365 5570  
www.novogroup.co.nz | PO Box 38 123 | Christchurch 8842  
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ATTACHMENT 4: EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 

 

Table 1:  Evaluation of consistency with the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 Does the option: 

clearly articulate how 

decisions about resource 

use and values will be 

made 

reduce significantly… 

reliance on resource 

consent processes 

reduce significantly… the 

number, extent, and 

prescriptiveness of 

development controls and 

design standards in the 

rules, in order to 

encourage innovation and 

choice 

reduce significantly… the 

requirements for 

notification and written 

approval 

[entail] objectives and 

policies that clearly state 

the outcomes that are 

intended 

[entail] clear, concise 

language and is easy to 

use 

Rural zoning 
No.   

Rural zoning (and the 

associated zone description, 

rules and planning 

framework) contemplates 

activity other than that which 

exists or is likely to exist for 

the life of the plan on the site 

where recreation activity is 

now established on the site 

pursuant to resource consent.   

Rural zoning would articulate 

an anticipated rural (rather 

than recreational) 

environment which does not 

account for the consented and 

established use of the site, the 

capital expenditure and 

establishment of 

infrastructure, or the 

landowners desired use of the 

land.   

No.   

Resource consent processes 

would be relied on for any 

further non-rural (recreation) 

activity on the site, given the 

existing level of site 

development already exceeds 

permitted activity thresholds 

for the RUF zone. 

No.   

Rural zoning would discourage 

(or preclude) innovative or 

other non-rural use of the land 

associated with the existing 

recreation facility, irrespective 

of its effects. 

No.   

Having regard to the existing 

extent of non-rural / 

recreation activity on site a 

limited or publicly notified 

consenting path is a 

significant risk to further 

development.   

No. 

Tension would exist between 

the rural objectives and 

policies and the established 

and preferred land use.   

In addition, the constraints of 

rural zoning would conflict 

with strategic objectives 

seeking to enhance 

Christchurch as a dynamic, 

prosperous and internationally 

competitive city, meet needs 

for social wellbeing, foster 

[CSL’s] investment certainty 

in the site, and provide access 

to a high quality network of 

public open space and 

recreation opportunities.  

Neutral  

(dependent on the 

particular rules applicable). 
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Open Space 

Metropolitan 

Facilities 

Zone 

Yes.    

Would provide a clear 

framework for use, aligned 

with the existing recreation 

activity and that which is 

aspired to by CSL.  

 

 

Yes.    

Would limit (reduce) the need 

for resource consents for 

recreational uses. 

Yes.    

OMF zoning would encourage 

innovation and choice for the 

land owner in terms of further 

development of the site. 

Yes.    

Would limit (reduce) the need 

for resource consents for 

recreation activity and where 

consents are required, would 

be subject to rules that are 

less likely to necessitate 

written approvals or 

notification.   

Yes.     

Would make clear an intention 

to provide for private 

recreational development and 

use of the land.   

Neutral (dependent on the 

particular rules applicable). 

Open Space 

Community 

Park Zone 

Partly.    

Would provide a clear 

framework for some 

recreation activity on the site.  

However, would not reflect the 

existing extent of activity on 

the site, or that aspired to by 

CSL. 

No.   

Resource consent processes 

would be relied on for any 

further development of the 

site, given the existing level 

of site development already 

exceeds permitted activity 

thresholds for the OCP zone. 

No.   

OCP zoning would discourage 

(or preclude) innovative or 

further use and development 

of the land, irrespective of its 

effects. 

No.   

Having regard to the existing 

extent of development on site 

a limited or publicly notified 

consenting path is a 

significant risk to further 

development.   

Partly. 

Tension would exist between 

the open space objectives 

which would imply further 

recreation activity is 

suitable/appropriate and 

specific OCP policies that 

provide for limited activity 

that does not align with the 

established and preferred land 

use.   

Neutral (dependent on the 

particular rules applicable). 

Bespoke 

Open Space 

zone 

Neutral (dependent on the particular provisions applicable, relative to the established and desired activity on the site).  Unlikely to be material benefits over a modified OMF zoning, where 

those provisions are tailored to suit the particulars of CSL’s land (e.g. specific site coverage controls).   
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Table 2: Evaluation of consistency with the relevant objectives of the Strategic Directions Chapter  

 Is the option consistent with the following objective? 

Objective 3.3.1  Enabling 

recovery & facilitating 

future enhancement 

Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of 

language and efficiency 

Objective 3.3.7 Urban 

growth, form & design 

Objective 3.3.9 Natural & 

cultural environment  

Objective 3.3.14 

Incompatible activities 

Proposed Objective 3.3.16 

Productive/diverse rural 

environment 

Rural 

zoning 
No.   

Rural zoning would not 

‘facilitate enhancement’.   

It would potentially provide 

for some recreation activity 

(by way of resource consent 

application and assessment), 

but would not foster 

investment certainty.      

Unlikely to provide framework 

that is responsive towards 

meeting the ‘immediate 

needs’ of the community (for 

recreation activity. 

No.   

High transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consents 

(or plan changes) would apply 

to future development 

proposals for the recreation 

facilities desired.   

Innovation and choice would 

not be encouraged.   

Intended outcomes would not 

be clear, given existing use of 

the land, rural zone 

anticipation of recreation 

activity, and uncertain 

definitions of ‘rural activities’ 

and ‘urban activities’. 

No (weak)  

Unlikely to alter outcomes 

sought by this objective.   

This option would not 

‘promote the re-use and 

redevelopment of buildings 

and land’.   

No (weak)  

The option would not support 

the provision of access to 

recreation opportunities.   

Otherwise neutral. 

Yes (weak)  

Rural zoning would limit 

additional recreation activity 

from establishing, without the 

‘safeguards’ of assessment by 

way of a resource consent 

application.   

Yes (weak)  

Rural zoning would allow for 

further recreation proposals 

to make their case as one of 

the ‘range of opportunities’ to 

be enabled.    

OMF Zoning 
Yes.    

Would provide a clear and 

enabling framework for 

recreational use and 

development of the site, 

aligned with the existing and 

proposed activities of CSL.   

Would foster investment 

certainty for CSL. 

With suitable standards, 

would appropriately sustain 

the natural environment.  

Yes.    

Would minimise transaction 

costs (and notification 

requirements) associated 

with resource consenting to 

enable further recreation 

activities.   

Would encourage innovation 

and choice in respect of the 

land.   

Would provide clarity of 

outcome. 

Yes (weak)   

(Assuming not an ‘urban 

activity’) 

Would promote the re-use 

and re-development of 

existing buildings and land for 

recreation activity.   

Maintenance of amenity would 

be achieved by rules 

framework.   

No infrastructure issues, per 

CCC evidence.  

Yes (weak)  

The option would support the 

provision of access to 

recreation opportunities.   

Otherwise neutral. 

Yes  

OMF zoning would enable 

additional recreation activity, 

but subject to activity and 

built form standards set with 

regard to local character and 

amenity.   

Neutral 

Would enable recreation 

activity, which is otherwise 

contemplated to a degree in 

the rural environment.   

 

Subject to appropriate rules, 

would not detract from or 

inhibit the range of activities 

anticipated in the rural 

environment. 
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OCP zoning 
Neutral 

Would provide a framework 

that acknowledges 

recreational use.  However, it 

would not be clear or enabling 

having regard the existing and 

proposed activities of CSL.   

Would not foster investment 

certainty for CSL, noting 

constraints of OCP zoning on 

further development. 

With suitable standards, 

would appropriately sustain 

the natural environment.  

No    

Would impose transaction 

costs (and potential 

notification requirements) 

associated with resource 

consenting to enable any 

further recreation activities.   

The uncertainty of resource 

consenting would not 

encourage innovation and 

choice in respect of the land.   

Would not provide clarity of 

outcome, noting potential 

conflict between CSL’s 

activities, Policy 1, and 

supportive objectives. 

Yes (weak)   

(Assuming not an ‘urban 

activity’) 

Would provide for the re-use 

and re-development of 

existing buildings and land for 

recreation activity, but not 

further development.   

Maintenance of amenity would 

be achieved by rules 

framework.   

No infrastructure issues, per 

CCC evidence.  

Neutral  

The option would recognise, 

but not necessarily support 

the provision of access to 

recreation opportunities.   

Otherwise neutral. 

Yes  

OCP zoning would limit 

additional recreation activity 

from establishing, without the 

‘safeguards’ of assessment by 

way of a resource consent 

application.   

Neutral 

Would recognise the presence 

of recreation activity, but 

potentially result in tension 

insofar that OCP zoning would 

not contemplate further 

development, where the RUF 

zoning might otherwise be 

more accommodating.   

Subject to appropriate rules, 

would not detract from or 

inhibit the range of activities 

anticipated in the rural 

environment. 

Bespoke 

open space 

zoning 

Neutral (dependent on the particular provisions applicable, relative to the established and desired activity on the site).  Unlikely to be material benefits over a modified OMF zoning, where 

those provisions are tailored to suit the particulars of CSL’s land (e.g. specific site coverage controls).   
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Table 3: Section 32 Evaluation 

 
 

Is rural zoning of the land the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives?  

 

Relevant objectives: 

-Strategic directions objectives (see Table 2 above) 

-proposed Rural objective (per CCC closing submissions, 8 December 2015) 

-proposed Open Space objectives (per Ms Carter’s evidence, 19 January 2016): 
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Method Are provisions most 

appropriate way to 

achieve the objectives 

Effectiveness Efficiency (Benefits) Efficiency (Costs) Risks of acting/not acting 

 

RUF 

zoning 
No 

See Table 2 above in respect of inconsistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

In respect of proposed rural objective 17.1.1, 

rural zoning of the land will not support, maintain or 

enhance the function of the rural environment, 

having regard to established and desired recreation 

activity on the site.  Rural zoning would however 

provide for the maintenance of character and 

amenity, it would avoid reverse sensitivity effects, 

and would  maintain a contrast to the urban area by 

way of limiting further development and/or enabling 

assessment/exclusion of additional recreation 

activity by way of the resource consent process.    

In respect of proposed open space objective 

18.1.1, rural zoning of the land would not achieve 

the network of open spaces and recreation facilities 

sought by the objective.    

Rural zoning could achieve the natural open space, 

character, quality and amenity objectives sought by 

proposed open space objectives 18.1.2 and 

18.13, noting it would require assessment of such 

matters through resource consents for any further 

site development.  

Noting the above, and the inconsistency with 

strategic objectives especially, I do not consider 

RUF zoning to be the most appropriate way of 

achieving the relevant objectives.   

Environmental:   

Would avoid potential effects associated 

with non-rural or recreation 

development of the land (built form, 

traffic, etc), by requiring resource 

consent, albeit such effects would be 

managed in any case by rules under an 

open space zoning. 

 

Economic:   

Inefficient use of the physical land resource, as the rural 

productive activity sought by the proposed Plan and further 

recreation activity as sought by CSL is unlikely (i.e. a ‘lose-

lose’ outcome).   

Discourages innovation, investment and development of 

the land through uncertainty.   

Likely significant time and costs with consenting/rezoning 

to enable recreation activity or development.  Costs to other 

participants (e.g. neighbours) in future consenting 

processes.  

Social:   

Demands for recreation facilities may not be able to be met.   

Uncertainty to neighbours as to recreation/development 

outcomes achievable under RUF zoning. 

Demands for recreation activity or 

site improvement may still 

necessitate expansion, which the 

plan is not flexible to respond to, i.e. 

private plan change may be 

required unnecessarily to achieve 

that sought by the submitter.  
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OMF 

zoning 
Yes.   

See Table 2 above in respect of consistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

Subject to appropriate rules, OMF zoning of CSL’s 

land would not detract from the achievement of 

proposed rural objective 17.1.1 insofar as this 

relates to the surrounding rural environment.   

In respect of proposed open space objective 

18.1.1, OMF zoning of the land would strongly 

support the achievement of a network of open 

spaces and recreation facilities as sought by the 

objective and its sub-objectives.    

With appropriate performance standards OMF 

zoning would achieve the natural open space, 

character, quality and amenity objectives sought by 

proposed open space objectives 18.1.2 and 

18.13.  

Noting the above, and the consistency with strategic 

objectives especially, I consider OMF zoning to be 

the most appropriate way of achieving the relevant 

objectives.   

Environmental:   

Provides a suitable zoning framework 

for recreation activities that enables 

comprehensive development that is 

subject to standards to manage or avoid 

environmental effects. 

Note the (servicing, infrastructure and 

transport) evidence of CCC and 

landscape evidence of Mr London that 

effects can be avoided or managed.   

Economic:   

Provides for efficient use of the physical 

land resource.  

Direct employment and economic 

benefits associated with 

development/construction activity and 

subsequent activity on-site.  

Encourages innovation, investment and 

development.   

Avoids the time and costs with 

alternative consenting/rezoning 

required to enable further site 

development. 

Social:   

Meets community demands for 

recreation activity in this part of the City 

(see evidence of Ms Carter and Mr 

Meyn).  

Provides certainty to the community 

about future use/development potential 

for the site.   

Environmental:   

Potential effects associated with further development of the 

land (built form, traffic, etc), albeit such effects would be 

managed in any case by rules under an OMF zoning.   

Lost opportunity for productive rural activity on the 

undeveloped parts of the site.   

Social:   

Diminished enjoyment/amenity for adjoining residents as a 

result of changing land use and additional built 

form/development.  

Not acting may mean demands for 

recreation activity or site 

improvement may still necessitate 

expansion, which the plan is not 

flexible to respond to, i.e. private 

plan change may be required 

unnecessarily to achieve that sought 

by the submitter.   
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OCP 

zoning 
No   

See Table 2 above in respect of consistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

Subject to appropriate rules, OCP zoning of CSL’s 

land (like OMF zoning) would not detract from the 

achievement of proposed rural objective 17.1.1.   

OCP zoning of the land would only moderately 

support the achievement of proposed open space 

objective 18.1.1, noting it would recognise 

existing recreation facilities on the site but would 

not provide for additional facilities including those in 

demand by the community.  It would not ‘enable’ 

multifunctional uses.   

OCP zoning would achieve the natural open space, 

character, quality and amenity objectives sought by 

proposed open space objectives 18.1.2 and 

18.13.  Corresponding rules would preclude further 

permitted development, meaning resource consent 

assessment/justification would be required.   

Noting the above, I consider OCP zoning would not 

be the most appropriate way of achieving the 

relevant objectives.   

As for OMF zoning, albeit not as efficient or enabling insofar that OCP zoning would not provide for 

existing/consented or desired activities on the site meaning consenting costs/disincentives. 

 

As for OMF zoning, albeit in the 

event of imposing OCP zoning, the 

demands for additional recreation 

activities (which are not provided for 

by OCP zoning) may not be 

adequately catered for by the Plan, 

meaning a private plan change or 

uncertain resource consents may be 

required unnecessarily. 

Bespoke 

Open 

Space 

zoning 

No  

Dependent on the detail of provisions drafted, however at best, this option would offer no advantage over an OMF (or modified OMF) zoning and would have the disadvantage of requiring 

additional/specific plan provisions.   For this reason I do not consider a bespoke open space zoning would be the most appropriate way of achieving the relevant objectives.   
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