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INTRODUCTION 

 

Hands off Hagley (HoH) has maintained a consistent overall position with respect to its 

several submissions. Chapters 18.1 and 18.2 Open Space Community Park, 9.3 Historic 

Heritage, 6.2 Temporary Activities and 2 Definition: Temporary Activities are all pertinent to 

the Panel’s consideration of the status and management of Hagley Park; therefore, HoH is 

requesting that the Panel treats each of its submissions as part of a whole. It is not possible 

to consider these chapters in isolation of each other as the issues within individual chapters 

are interconnected and reliant upon each other.  HOH’s closing submissions on chapters 

other than Chapter 18 will assume acknowledgement of all the detail in this submission.  

 

RECOGNITION AND PROTECTION OF HAGLEY PARK WITHIN THE DISTRICT PLAN  

 

Now is the point in history for the Christchurch District Plan to recognise formally Hagley 

Park’s historic heritage, in terms of S6(f) RMA. Given the accumulated evidence of the 

historic heritage status of Hagley Park before the Panel, it would seem inexplicable, 

therefore, not to accord it formal recognition in the District Plan. This could be achieved not 

only by its recognition in Chapter 9, either by Schedule listing or heritage overlay, but also 

through specific provisions for its protection within Chapter 18.2 and Chapter 6.2. 

 

Furthermore, S7(aa) RMA is relevant in terms of the stewardship role of all persons 

exercising functions and powers in achieving the purpose of the RMA.  

 

HoH submits that recognition and robust protection in the District Plan would be consistent 

with and ensure the continuation of the legacy of those who had the foresight and resolve to 

promote:  

  

1. the  Canterbury Association Reserves Ordinance 1855: “The land commonly known 

as Hagley Park… shall be reserved for ever as a public park, and shall be open for 

the recreation and enjoyment of the public:…” 

 

2. the Christchurch City (Reserves) Empowering Act 1971, anticipating that there would 

be pressures that could compromise the protections for the Park  
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3. the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Bill passed unanimously by Parliament on 31 

March 2016. 

 

Not only was the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Bill passed unanimously, the 

Supplementary Order Paper in the name of the Hon. Gerry Brownlee incorporated 

amendments in the name of Dr Megan Woods, MP for Wigram, to clauses 34 and 42, which 

were also passed unanimously. 

  

In speaking to her amendments, Dr Woods stated: 

“Hagley Park is a special place for the people of Canterbury.  It is protected, and it has been 

protected for generations in our City… it is time now for us – it is our responsibility – to carry 

on those protections that have been built up for generations and ensure that while our City 

recovers and we regenerate, our taonga in the centre of our City remains dear and those 

protections for Hagley Park that have been built up endure for the next 5 years and beyond.” 

 

HoH submits that Parliament’s unanimous vote recognised the value of Hagley Park, at both 

a local and national level. The legislation at clauses 34 and 42 now includes reference to the 

2007 Hagley Park Management Plan (HPMP), and has direct implications for the future 

management of Hagley Park.  

 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE 2007 HAGLEY PARK MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE 

DISTRICT PLAN 

 

The relationship between the statutory 2007 Hagley Park Management Plan (HPMP) and the 

District Plan must be complementary. The HPMP contains objectives and policies, but no 

rules. It is effectively the Council’s “manual” for the management of Hagley Park. The District 

Plan manages activities within the park through appropriate controls. Thus, the District Plan 

needs to be compatible with the HPMP, given S12 Christchurch City Reserves Empowering 

Act 1971 (CC(R)EA).  

 

MATTERS OF AGREEMENT  

HoH wishes to acknowledge the efforts of Ms Janice Carter who has drafted additional 

matters of discretion and re-drafted several of HoH’s suggested amendments in the redline 

version dated 21 March, with the exception of the word “permanent” at 18.2.2.1 Standard b. 
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HoH maintains that there is no permanent vehicle parking in Hagley Park.  All vehicle 

parking is temporary.  The point that HoH is endeavouring to capture is that S5(2) CC(R)EA 

restricts any vehicle parking to the formal car parking areas provided at the time of the Act. 

 

One further exception is the wording at 18.2.2.1 P8, attributed to HoH, the meaning of which 

remains unclear to HoH.  HoH was specifically referring to the permitted standard for major 

sports facilities on sites greater than 10,000m2. The original wording permitted, for example 

such a facility on a Hagley Park golf course.  HoH requested an amendment that major 

sports facility was specifically excluded from Hagley Park as a permitted activity. 

 

UNRESOLVED MATTERS 

 

HoH remains concerned that the matter of heritage recognition and protection for Hagley 

Park in terms of: 

i. S6(f) RMA; and 

ii. Objective 13.2.1 and Policy 13.3.1 in the CRPS; and  

iii. expert evidence provided for Chapter 9, including Exhibit 8; and 

iv. S7(aa) RMA  

has yet to be adequately reflected in and Chapter 18.2 rules and matters of discretion. HoH 

respectfully requests that a separate sub-section within Open Space - Community Parks 

zone be implemented, as was discussed at the hearing and that the amendments contained 

in its memorandum to the Panel dated 16 March, be included in the Plan. 

 

HoH submits that there is an appropriate evidential basis to demonstrate that the historic 

and cultural heritage of Hagley Park meets a level of significance for recognition and 

protection through the District Plan; policy framework and rules should be set in place 

across chapters 18, and 6.2 to protect Hagley Park, consistent with achieving the purpose 

of the RMA. While this has been achieved at 18.1.3 Open Space Objective 3 and 18.1.4 

Policy 1, it is yet to be achieved within the 9.3 Historic Heritage Schedule, 18.2 Open Space 

- Community Parks rules and the 6.2 Temporary Activities rules. 

 

In suggesting specific relief for Hagley Park and working with Ms Carter, replacement 

Chapter 18 lead planner, HoH responded initially to the generic rules intended to apply to all 

Open Space Community Parks. Overly permissive when referenced against the HPMP, the 

rules created management difficulties for the appropriate protection of Hagley Park. Any 

changes suggested by HoH, therefore, were to ensure compatibility of Chapter 18 with the 

2007 HPMP and consistency with Strategic Objective 3.3.1(c), in respect of sustaining "the 
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important qualities and values of the natural environment", while also achieving the purpose 

of the RMA. 

 

Despite HoH’s participation in mediation through Chapters 9.3, 18.2 and 6.2, and its 

memorandum to the Panel dated 16 March 2016 , the planner responsible for chapter 18 

has been unable to reflect vertical integration of the historic heritage value of Hagley Park in 

drafting the rules in Chapter 18, as evidenced in the 21 March redline version; the planner 

leading Chapter 9 steadfastly maintaining her position, originally stated in her Statement of 

Evidence dated 18 December 2015 at 15.7, regarding heritage listing of Hagley Park, that 

“such listing could limit the range of activities currently undertaken in the Park, or for 

instance additions and alterations to buildings. I have considered the appropriateness of 

non-regulatory methods, and the level of control already afforded by the various plans and 

documents which sit outside of the Plan. There is, in my view, a reasonable level of 

protection already provided.”  

 

HoH supports those activities currently undertaken in the park, which are consistent with the 

2007 HPMP or consented under the RMA. However, HoH has demonstrated in its submitter 

statements and attached photographs that the Council’s management of some temporary 

activities is not always consistent with the 2007 HPMP, resulting in adverse environmental 

effects.  

 

Symptomatic of the mismanagement in recent decades is the sight of vehicles being 

allowed and encouraged to park in ‘overspill areas’ within the park, and lack of consistent 

control over parking in Little Hagley Park, both in breach of Objective 21 2007 HPMP. (HoH 

does not support the Council’s definition – Temporary activities and buildings enabling 

proposed provision of ‘overspill parking’ for temporary activities in Hagley Park, given S5(2) 

CC(R)EA.) The science is clear, as evidenced in HoH’s Chapter 6.2 Exhibit, regarding the 

adverse effects of soil compaction. Therefore, permitted vendor/service vehicle movements 

need to be appropriately managed, lest they contribute to the declining welfare of the 

heritage trees.   

 

HoH does not share the confidence of Ms Rachlin that “a reasonable level of protection” is 

“already provided” by “non-regulatory methods” and “various plans and documents which sit 

outside of the Plan”. “Non-regulatory methods” can, by their nature, have only limited effect. 

They do not have the same weight as enforceable rules in the District Plan. For users of 

Hagley Park, the City Plan’s provisions act as a statutory guide as to the regulatory 
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requirements for activities in the Park. This process efficiency and clarity for users aligns 

with Strategic Objective 3.3.2.  

 

Despite HoH suggesting refinements to the rules, built form standards and further matters of 

discretion in its memorandum referred to above, the 21 March redline version recorded 

under ‘Key’: “Note that changes requested in the Hand off Hagley [sic] memorandum … will 

be considered for the revised proposal accompanying CCC’s closing legal submission”. 

HoH finds this a most unsatisfactory outcome, given the significant involvement of HoH in 

the pRDP process and the comprehensive information it has provided. HoH notes with 

concern, that while other parties largely have certainty as to the Council’s position, in 

respect of their substantive issues, the Council’s final position, in respect of HoH’s most 

recent suggested amendments, remains unknown. However, HoH is disadvantaged as a 

result and limited as to the extent of its closing submissions.  

 

It is open to the Council to include heritage listing for Hagley Park, said to be warranted by 

Ms May, the architectural historian engaged by the Council, and by Ms Louise Beaumont, 

heritage landscape architect, engaged by the Council to independently assess Hagley Park’s 

significance, and whether it reached the threshold for listing, in accordance with the 

Council’s own methodology.  While HoH fully supports the findings of these two experts, 

nevertheless, it has been prepared to take a flexible approach as to an appropriate method 

open to the Council for Hagley Park’s clear and unambiguous heritage recognition, provided 

that appropriate heritage protection provisions are included in Chapter 18.2 and in Chapter 

6.2. 

 

In the absence of certainty as to the Council’s position at this time, HoH is concerned that 

the Chapter 18 rules, as well as those in Chapter 6.2, as currently drafted, would allow 

permitted activities within Hagley Park to expand exponentially, despite the clear policy 

direction in the CRPS (Policy 13.3.1) and Open Space Objective 18.1.3 and Policy 18.1.4. 

Furthermore, Hagley Park would be vulnerable to inappropriate subdivision, use, and 

development, in terms of S6(f) RMA. For example, the Activity Standard “site greater than 

10,000m2” would be applicable to Hagley Park, by virtue of its size, and could, thus, allow 

the location of several facilities within Hagley Park, each of a scale incompatible with the 

relevant objectives and policies of the 2007 HPMP. 

 

HoH has noted with concern during the pRDP process that the Council has had scant regard 

for the relevant provisions of the CC(R)E Act, namely S5 and S12.  The intentions of the 
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Council for the District Plan overlook its complementary relationship with the 2007 HPMP, 

and are contributing to the permissive approach in the drafting of Chapter 18 Open Space 

provisions applicable to Hagley Park. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

HOH is advocating for the whole of Hagley Park. It is not confident that the protections 

proposed in the drafting by the Council planners properly reflect the legacy and importance 

of Hagley Park to the citizens of Christchurch.  Furthermore, the proposed Chapter 18.2 

Open Space rules, and Chapter 6.2 Temporary Activities rules, applicable also to Hagley 

Park, do not reflect its significant history and relevant legislation, and are not compatible 

with its management plan.  

 

Proper recognition of the heritage values associated with Hagley Park as a whole should 

result in formal recognition of the park as a heritage area within the District Plan. The case 

for this is overwhelming in HoH’s opinion. The unanimous passing of the Greater 

Christchurch Regeneration Bill by Parliament on 31st March 2016, including amendments 

specifically for Hagley Park’s protection, must surely confirm that this park is special not 

only to Christchurch but also to the nation.  HoH has difficulty comprehending the Council’s 

position not to recognise Hagley Park’s historic heritage in the District Plan, along with 

associated rules for its protection. 

 

The Council is reluctant to see any current activities within Hagley Park limited, but HoH 

submits that only those activities, which are inconsistent with the 2007 Hagley Park 

Management Plan and/or leases under the Reserves Act, would need to be limited. In 

addition, some large scale events might well be relocated to other venues, such as the red-

zoned area in future, thereby relieving some of the environmental pressures on Hagley 

Park.   

 

As stated at the conclusion of HoH’s Chapter 18 Submitter Statement, HoH has confidence 

in the Panel’s judgement in ensuring that appropriate objectives, policies, rules and matters 

of discretion will be included in the District Plan, for the purpose of recognising and 

providing for the protection of Hagley Park’s historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, 

use, and development, consistent with S6(f) obligations for all persons exercising functions 

and powers under the RMA, having particular regard also to S7(aa) the ethic of 

stewardship, and giving effect to the CRPS. 


