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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL  

1 This memorandum is filed on behalf of the Blue Lady Trust (the submitter) in relation 

to the submission that it has lodged on the zoning of its property at 84 Park Terrace, 

Corsair Bay (submission 2355).  

2 The purpose of this memorandum is to record the submitter’s current position in 

relation to its submission. No directions are sought as a consequences of this 

memorandum. 

3 In its submission BLT sought two outcomes for this site: 

(a) Rezoning of the smaller part of the site from Banks Peninsula Rural to 

Banks Peninsula Residential to correct an error in zoning by CCC.  The 

zone boundary as notified did not reflect the Operative Banks Peninsula 

Plan. CCC also filed a further submission seeking this outcome. This smaller 

part of the site is within the Existing Urban Area shown on Map A of the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. 

(b) Rezoning of the larger part of the site from Banks Peninsula Rural to Banks 

Peninsula Residential as it is a more appropriate zoning for the site.  This 

larger part of the site is not located within an Existing Urban Area shown on 

Map A of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. 

4 The smaller and larger parts of the site are identified in Appendix 1, taken from the 

original submission.  The smaller part is shown in yellow, as the area currently 

zoned “Residential” under the Banks Peninsula District.  The larger part is outlined in 

a red dotted line, noted as area sought to be rezoned Residential Banks Peninsula. 

5 The original CCC submission (2123.153) supported the rezoning of the smaller part 

of the site, so that the residential zoned part of the site matches the Operative Banks 

Peninsula District Plan.  CCC and the submitter have filled a joint memo supporting 

the rezoning of that smaller part of the site. 

6 In terms of the merits of the request for rezoning of the larger part of the site, the 

evidence of CCC confirms that the site is suitable in terms of geotech, water supply 

and traffic, but that there are stormwater capacity concerns1. 

7 In addition to the above, CCC does not support the relief sought by the submitter on 

the basis that the larger part of the site t is outside the urban limits within the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), Chapter 6, Map A. This is supported 

by the opening legal submissions on behalf of the Council, which take the position 

that no flexibility is available to allow urban activities outside the urban limits. 

                                                

1 Rebuttal evidence of Mr Brian Norton at 6.1- 6.3 
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8 This is a frustrating situation for the submitter, who if this issue of urban limits did not 

exist would have pursued this submission further.  However, the submitter 

understands the legal constraints that exist as a consequence of the higher order 

policy framework. 

9 Given the challenge presented by the issue of urban limits, the submitter has not led 

any evidence on this issue. It also does not intend to present any legal submissions 

on this matter at this stage. It has however lodged a submission on the current 

review of the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) seeking changes to the LURP and 

the CPRS to provide some flexibility for minor development outside the urban limits. 

10 The submitter is aware that other parties have sought the opportunity to lodge 

further legal submissions and / or planning evidence later in time in the event that a 

favourable decision emerges from the LURP review process before the Panel’s 

makes its decision on the Residential chapter. The submitter supports this outcome.  

11 Given the uncertain timing of the LURP review, the submitter acknowledges that a 

decision on the LURP review may not be released within the Panel’s decision 

making timeframe. However, if this does occur, the submitter would appreciate the 

opportunity to provide comment on how the outcome of the LURP review is relevant 

to its submission. Alternatively, if the current policy impediment is resolved, the 

submitter may be able to reach an agreed position with the Council and present a 

joint memorandum to the Panel.  

12 The submitter requests that its interest in these issues be taken into account when 

the Panel is making any decisions on this matter.   

 

Paul Rogers 

Counsel for the Blue Lady Trust 

10 September 2015 


