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INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Neil Graham Gow.   

2. I am a member of the Elmwood Club Board and am authorised to give evidence in support of the submission 

made by the Elmwood Club in relation to Proposal 18 – Open Space of the Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (Replacement Plan).   

3. I have previously provided two statements of evidence to the Panel on behalf of the Elmwood Club in relation 

to the Specific Purpose (School) Zone dated 19 October 2015 and 20 January 2016.   

4. My 19 October 2015 evidence describes the role of the Elmwood Club and its plans for redevelopment of its 

existing facilities in response to the necessary rebuild as a result of earthquake damage.  My 20 January 2016 

evidence is supplementary evidence lodged in response to a minute of the Panel dated 18 December 2015. The 

supplementary evidence sets out the amendments to the rules in Proposal 18 – Open Space and Proposal 21 – 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone that are sought by the Elmwood Club to appropriately provide for the 

redevelopment of the facilities at the Heaton Street site.  To avoid repetition, this evidence should be read in 

conjunction with my earlier evidence. 

BACKGROUND  

5. I understand that the Christchurch City Council (the Council) agreed at mediation on 17 December 2015 that 

the Elmwood Club and Council officers would work together to develop site specific rules for the portion of the 

Elmwood Club site within the Open Space Community Park Zone (OCP).  I attended a meeting with Council 

officers in this regard on 18 January 2016 and welcome the opportunity to continue discussions.  

6. As I have stated in my earlier evidence, the Elmwood Club supports a consistent restricted discretionary activity 

rule for a community facility across both the Specific Purpose (School) Zone and the OCP without standards 

that trigger a default to discretionary activity status.  The Elmwood Club also supports site specific 

amendments to the Built Form Standards to reflect the particular circumstances of the subject site (a portion of 

Heaton Normal Intermediate School (Heaton Intermediate), the Elmwood Bowling Club site and associated 

access strip).  The existing and proposed facility is entirely consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the 

Replacement Plan and any effects of the proposed rebuild and redevelopment can be appropriately managed 

by the Matters of Discretion. 

THE REVISED RULES INCLUDED IN COUNCIL’S EVIDENCE 

7. The Elmwood Club’s submission, in a general sense, sought amendments to the Replacement Plan to provide 

for the necessary redevelopment of facilities at the site following the earthquakes.  To achieve this, the 

Elmwood Club’s submission sought the rezoning of the site to Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone (OMF), 

from OCP, (along with amendments to the associated standards) on the basis that the OMF was a better fit for 

the existing and proposed facilities and uses at the site.   However, I acknowledge that neither zone 

comfortably anticipates the existing and proposed activities and that these facilities probably fall somewhere in 

between.  On this basis that the Elmwood Club has agreed, through mediation, that the site remains OCP, but 

that the rules that apply be tailored to be specific to the site. 
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8. The revised rules included in the evidence of Janice Carter include a new rule 18.2.2.3 RD13 (the new RD13) 

that provides for the following as a restricted discretionary activity1: 

“Major Sports Facility/Activity limited to that part of Elmwood Park located at 83D Heaton Street (Lot 1 DP 
12727) where: 

a. it is developed in conjunction with part of the adjacent Lot 1 DP11232 (Heaton Street Intermediate 
Normal School, 125 Heaton Street); and 

b. the net contiguous site area set aside for the major sports facility is no less than 6,000m² across both 
sites 

Shall be a restricted discretionary activity except as specified in 18.2.2.4, D1 and D5.” 

9. The Elmwood Club is not seeking to avoid the need for resource consent for the necessary redevelopment of 

the site, rather, the Club is seeking that the Replacement Plan anticipates the existing and proposed facility 

through a site specific restricted discretionary activity without standards that trigger a default to discretionary 

activity status.  This is because any potential adverse effects of the redevelopment can be anticipated and 

addressed through the Matters of Discretion that accompany a site specific rule. 

10. On this basis, the Elmwood Club generally supports new RD13 but has some concerns in relation to: 

a. applying the definition of ‘major sports facility’; 

b. the area the rule applies to; and 

c. the necessity of standards (a) and (b). 

Major Sports Facility vs Community Facility  

11. As I have stated in my 20 January evidence2, the Elmwood Club considers that the existing and proposed uses 

of the facility are better encompassed by the ‘community facility’ definition.  It is considered that this definition 

enables genuine multi-use of the existing and proposed facilities in a manner that reflect the existing uses of 

the existing facilities and gives Heaton Intermediate the greatest opportunity for flexible use of the facilities 

over time.  Community facilities are provided for in the OCP and it is considered that applying this definition is 

consistent with Objective 3.3.11 and 18.1.5 Policy 2 of the Replacement Plan. 

12. Applying  the ‘major sports facility’ is not favoured because: 

a. The definition does not provide for existing or proposed activities at the site.  This includes Merevale 

Corner (a parish based community group and charity), MASH after school care, and (critically) 

education activities that may occur in the new facilities as part of a shared-use arrangement with 

Heaton Intermediate; 

                                                           

1 Statement of Evidence of Janice Carter, 19 January 2016, Attachment C at page 17 

2 Supplementary Statement of Evidence of Neil Gow, 20 January 2016 at para 11 

2343 Elmwood Club - Evidence of Gow
Page 3 of 8



 

 

100191917/790028.1 
3 

b. Major sports facilities are not an activity that is generally anticipated in the OCP. Instead, they are  

generally anticipated by the Replacement Plan to be located in the OMF which typically applies to sites 

such as the A & P Showgrounds, golf courses and race tracks; and 

c. The definition generally provides for facilities of a substantially greater scale than is anticipated at this 

site.  Noting that the proposal is to replace the existing bowling club clubrooms; provide a covered 

bowling green to replace the existing bowling green (currently the urban beach); and add an indoor 

multi-use training facility (the only additional component). 

13. Ms Carter states that she does not agree that the defined term ‘community facility’ should apply for the 

following reasons:3  

a. the definition is limited to publicly owned facilities;   

b. The definition is broader and encapsulate more activities than those requested in the submission; and 

c. It would capture health care or care facilities and these are incompatible with the ‘open space function of 

the site’. 

She goes on to say that “the proposed activities fall within the definition of a major sports facility regardless of 

whether they also contain ancillary activities that are a subset of a community facility”.   

14. In my earlier evidence I have noted that the Elmwood Club considers that the existing and proposed  facilities 

fall within the definition of ‘community facilities’ on the basis:  

a. that private ownership is typically individual or corporate ownership as opposed to community groups, 

sports clubs, incorporated societies, charities etc.  It is recognised that this is a legal question and the 

Elmwood Club has asked the Council whether this could be clarified, but no response has been 

forthcoming; and 

b. The alternative term, ‘major sports facility’ does not adequately describe the proposal. This is discussed 

below.  

15. However, the Elmwood Club would not oppose applying the definition of ‘major sports facility’ to the existing 

and proposed facility/activities at the site if there was adequate assurance that, at least, the existing activities 

at the site would be encompassed by this definition. 

  Area the rule applies to 

16. The new RD13 is limited to the site of the existing bowling green and bowling club clubrooms (Lot 1 DP 12727), 

whereas the Rules proposed by The Elmwood Club also include the neighbouring parcel of land (Lot 2 DP 

11232) that provides access to Lot 1 DP 12727. 

17. I consider that the new RD13 should also apply to Lot 2 DP 11232 because this parcel of land: 

                                                           

3 Statement of Evidence of Janice Carter, 19 January 2016, at 9.12 
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a. is an integral part of the existing facilities, providing access and all on-site parking for both the tennis 

club and the Elmwood Club facilities; 

b. is physically separated from the main area of Elmwood Park and is currently a partially formed car park 

area (and includes a number of mature trees); and 

c. will necessarily be included in the rebuild and redevelopment of facilities at the site given that it is the 

only access to the site. 

18. The exclusion of Lot 2 DP 11232 may also have the effect of applying an internal boundary set back between 

Lot 2 DP 11232 and Lot 1 DP 12727 that would impose a significant and unnecessary constraint on 

development that does not reflect the location of existing buildings at the site. 

19. The Elmwood Club acknowledges that the trees on this parcel of land are protected public realm trees4 and has 

not made a submission opposing this protection.  

  Standards (a) and (b) 

20. Proposed Standards (a) and (b) in the new RD13 limit the development of a ‘major sports facility’ to 

circumstances when such a facility is developed in conjunction with the neighbouring school site, and where 

the site area is no less than 6,000m².  I understand that where this is not achieved resource consent would be 

required for a fully discretionary activity. 

21. I acknowledge that, should the rebuild and redevelopment of the site proceed as planned, these standards 

would be met.  However, I do not consider that these Standards are necessary on the basis that any adverse 

effects of the proposed facility can be managed through the matters of discretion proposed by The Elmwood 

Club in my earlier evidence that enable a consideration of scale. 

22. Further I note that the proposed Standards may inadvertently trigger the need for a discretionary activity 

resource consent in circumstances where the necessary rebuild of the facility proceeds on a like-for-like basis.   

That is, where a share-use facility with Heaton Intermediate does not proceed, I consider that the rules should 

provide for the necessary rebuild and replacement of the existing facilities and the existing activities at the site.  

I understand that the reduced site size, in conjunction with the ‘community facility’ definition and the relevant 

built form standards would achieve a reduced scale without the need for Standards (a) and (b) and the 

associated fully discretionary activity status. 

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

23. The revised rules include a range of standards.  The Elmwood Club’s position in relation to these standards is 

set out in the following table: 

Applicable Standard The Elmwood Club’s Position 

18.2.3.1 Minimum building set 
back from road boundaries 

With the exception of the access lot (Lot 2 DP 11232), the site does not 
have a road boundary and The Elmwood Club does not seek 

                                                           

4 See the Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal 
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amendments to this Standard. 

18.2.3.2 Minimum building set 
back from an internal boundary 
(clause e) 

As noted above, standard may have the effect of applying an internal 
boundary set back between Lot 2 DP 11232 (access lot) and Lot 1 DP 
12727.  It is considered that such a set back is not necessary; does not 
reflect the existing buildings and use of the site; and is unnecessarily 
constraining. 

The Elmwood Club seeks a 5 metre set back from adjacent residential 
zoned boundaries.  This is consistent with the set back applied to the 
similarly constrained museum site and a greater set back than the 
current distance between the southern residential neighbouring sites 
and the existing building.  The set back is also greater than that provided 
for in the Replacement Plan between buildings in the Industrial Heavy 
zone and a residential boundary.   

I own the only neighbouring residential property to the north of the site 
and do not consider a set back greater than 5 metres to be necessary. 

The Elmwood Club acknowledges and supports the nil set back with the 
Heaton Intermediate site and considers that this will enable the 
redeveloped facility to be built across the boundary. 

18.2.3.4 (as numbered in the 
proposed rules) Outdoor storage 

The Elmwood Club does not seek amendments to this standard. 

18.2.3.4 Maximum building 
height 

The Elmwood Club supports the permitted building height of 8 metres 
on the basis that this is consistent with the height of the existing building 
at the site.  It is considered appropriate that the potential effects of 
buildings that exceed 8 metres (as is likely for the multi-use training 
facility portion of the proposed facility) to be assessed as part of a 
resource consent. 

18.2.3.5 Sunlight and outlook at 
boundary with a Residential zone 
and/or Guest Accommodation 
Zone 

The Elmwood Club considers that recession planes should apply to the 
proposed redevelopment and does not seek amendments to this 
standard. 

18.2.3.6 Maximum building 
footprint, site coverage and 
impervious surfaces (Table 1(j)) 

Given the particular circumstances of the Elmwood site, the Elmwood 
Club seeks a site specific exclusion from this standard.  This standard in 
the context of Lot 2 DP 11232 and Lot 1 DP 12727 may be difficult to 
achieve, however, it is noted that the facility is bounded by substantial 
open space with Elmwood Park to the west, St Andrews College to the 
north and Heaton Intermediate to the east.  It is considered that 
intensive development of the subject site alleviates the need for any 
further development of buildings on Elmwood Park (currently 
accommodating bowling, croquet and cricket club buildings).  Such an 
approach is consistent with the exemptions that apply to the similarly 
constrained Canterbury Museum site.  

18.2.3.8 Landscaping 
requirements 

This rule is specific to the Elmwood Club site only and requires a 3 metre 
wide landscaped strip planted with a minimum of 1 tree for every 10 
metres of boundary.  The rule also requires the planting of 1 tree for 
every 5 car parking spaces.  I understand that these requirements are 
akin to those that apply to some commercial and industrial zones that 
are adjacent to residential zones and that the only other circumstances 
in the open space zone where such landscaping provisions apply are in 
relation to AMI Stadium and the A & P showgrounds site.  These 
circumstances are somewhat different to the scale and effects 
associated with the redevelopment of the existing facilities at Elmwood 
Park.  Further, the standard does not appear to take into account the 
existing (and protected trees) at the site (when Lot 2 DP 11232 is 
included). I consider that the standard is somewhat onerous and 
arbitrary and that landscaping matters may be better addressed 
generically as a Matter of Discretion.     

As I have previously noted, I own the neighbouring residential property 
to the north of the site and do not consider a 3 metre landscape strip 
necessary. 

2343 Elmwood Club - Evidence of Gow
Page 6 of 8



 

 

100191917/790028.1 
6 

 

OTHER MATTERS 

24. In her evidence, Ms Carter has stated that “there is no agreement to the proposal from the Ministry of 

Education or the school board” and “there have been no discussions with the Council as land owner and leasing 

authority about any changes to the terms of lease agreement for the land”.5  

25. I acknowledge that these matters would need to be resolved in order for the development to proceed as I have 

described.  I do not consider that these matters need to be resolved in order for the Replacement Plan to 

appropriately anticipate the redevelopment of the existing facilities. 

26. For clarity, I note that the Ministry’s position is set out in the Crown’s closing legal submissions at the stage 2 

hearing of the Chapter 21 Special Purpose Zone proposal as follows:6 

  “Discussions between the Ministry and the Club are ongoing, and the Ministry 
supports, in principle, shared use facilities.  

With respect to the Club’s submission, the Ministry does not support the originally sought change to the 
‘alternative zone’, however as outlined in opening submissions, it does not oppose the permitted 
activity status now sought.  

Essentially, the Ministry's overall position on the Elmwood Proposal and the relief sought in Mr Gow’s 
evidence is 'neutral', ahead of further discussions between the Club and the Ministry.” 

27. The Elmwood Club continues to communicate with the Ministry of Education, who in turn liaise with Heaton 

Intermediate.  The Ministry has been provided with my 20 January evidence, and the accompanying provisions 

that are supported by the Elmwood Club. 

28. In response to Ms Carter’s comments on leasing arrangements7, I can confirm that the 1949 lease in favour of 

the Elmwood Bowling Club states the following: 

“The Council for itself and its successor DOTH HEREBY GRANT unto the Club and its permitted successors 
and assigns full and free right and liberty and licence to occupy and use the said land above described … 
The Club shall be at liberty at any time to erect and maintain upon the said land any pavilion or pavilions or 
other buildings or improvements provided the plans and specifications thereof shall first be approved by 
the Council PROVIDED THAT all such pavilions or other buildings or improvements shall when erected 
become attached to and form part of the fee simple of the said land and shall not be removed without the 
express consent of the Council.”   

  

                                                           

5 Statement of Evidence of Janice Carter, 19 January 2016 at 9.9 

6 Closing legal submissions for the Crown on proposal 21 – specific purpose zones, 6 November 2015 at para 34 

7 Statement of Evidence of Janice Carter, 19 January 2016 at 9.9 
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29. I also wish to reiterate that the Elmwood Club project remains a priority project for the Fendalton Waimairi 

Community Board and Glenda Dixon stated at the hearing that “I have spoken with members of the sports and 

recreation unit and I am aware that they support the concept of this proposal in general terms”.8 

Dated: 27 January 27, 2016 

 

 

 

 

Neil Graham Gow  

                                                           

8 Chapter 21 (Stage 2): Specific Purpose Zones, Transcript of Proceedings, 3 November 2015, Page 57 at 20 
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