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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Margaret Jane Whyte.  

1.2 This is the sixth statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first statement of 

evidence related to the first hearing for Temporary Activities.1  My second 

and third statements of evidence related to the hearing on the Stage 1 

notified provisions of the Commercial and Industrial Proposals.2  My fourth 

statement of evidence related to the second hearing for Temporary 

Activities.3  My fifth statement of evidence related to the MAIL Proposal. 

1.3 Rather than repeating that evidence, I adopt that evidence as necessary for 

the purposes of this statement of evidence.  A summary of my qualifications 

and relevant past experience is provided at paragraphs 1.2-1.7 of my first 

statement of evidence. 

1.4 I have provided planning advice to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority ("CERA") on draft versions of the Replacement Plan since 2014.  

I have provided input into the Crown's submission on the the Stage 2 notified 

provisions, including the Proposal 15 (Commercial) and Proposal 16 

(Industrial).  

1.5 In my evidence, I refer to the provisions appended to Mr Stevenson’s 

evidence as: 

(a) the provisions set out in Appendix 3 (Revised Commercial Proposal 

dated 2 September 2015) as the “Commercial Revised Provisions”;   

(b) the provisions set out in Appendix 4 (Revised Industrial Proposal dated 

2 September 2015) as the “Industrial Revised Provisions”; and   

(c) the provisions set out in both Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 as the 

“Revised Proposals”. 

1.6 I have discussed with Mr Stevenson a number of the changes that are now 

included in his evidence and the Revised Proposals. 

                                                
1
 My evidence for the Temporary Activities hearing is available for download under the heading 'Submitter 

evidence' at the following link:  http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapters-6-and-14-temporary-activities-
related-to-earthquake-recovery-part/ 
2
 My evidence for the Commercial and Industrial hearing is available for download under the heading 'Submitter 

evidence' at the following link:  http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-
industrial-to-be-heard-together/ 
3
 My evidence for the Temporary Activities hearing is available for download under the heading 'Submitter 

evidence' at the following link http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-6-temporary-activities-part/ 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapters-6-and-14-temporary-activities-related-to-earthquake-recovery-part/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapters-6-and-14-temporary-activities-related-to-earthquake-recovery-part/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-industrial-to-be-heard-together/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-industrial-to-be-heard-together/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-6-temporary-activities-part/
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1.7 A list of documents and evidence I have drawn upon in forming my views is 

set out at Attachment A to this evidence. I attended the mediation sessions 

on the Revised Proposals on 9 and 10 September 2015.  

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.  

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence in relation to the Commercial 

and Industrial proposals.  My evidence addresses the following matters: 

(a) integration with Stage 1 provisions; 

(b) energy and resource efficiency standards in the Revised Proposals; 

and 

(c) various site specific matters. 

3.2 In my evidence I identify whether I agree with provisions in the Revised 

Proposals, and why, with respect to key points raised in the Crown's 

submission.  I have also compiled in Attachment B to my evidence a table of 

the relevant Crown submission points which identifies those points which I or 

other Crown witnesses support or do not support in the Revised Proposals.  

Within this table I identify, where relevant, the Crown witnesses’ 

recommended alternatives. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 Several of the Crown’s submission points seek to achieve consistency 

between the Stage 1 and 2 Commercial and Industrial Proposals.  The relief 
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sought by the Crown regarding consistency is consistent with the Crown 

submissions and evidence presented to the hearing for Stage 1.  I consider 

that the Stage 2 provisions should be amended as set out in the Revised 

Proposals so that they are consistent with the latest version of the Stage 1 

Proposal, as generally supported by the Crown’s Stage 1 evidence. 

4.2 The Crown has sought the removal of provisions relating to energy and 

resource efficiency standards.  Retaining these provisions is not consistent 

with Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 and does not meet matters (a)(i) and 

(ii) in the Statement of Expectations.  Provisions 15.7.1 and 16.8 should be 

deleted from the Revised Proposals. 

4.3 The Crown has also sought or supported a number of transport specific 

provisions relating to areas that are subject to rezoning to enable industrial 

activities.  The Crown and the Council have agreed on provisions as detailed 

in the 'site specific matters' section of my evidence. 

4.4 In my opinion, subject to the changes noted in paragraph 4.3, the provisions 

set out in the Revised Proposals: 

(a) achieve an integrated and consistent approach with the provisions 

addressed in Stage 1; 

(b) achieve the Strategic Objectives, in particular Objective 3.3.2; and 

(c) are consistent with and have regard to the Statement of Expectations.4  

5. EVALUATION 

Overview of proposal  

5.1 I recognise that the objective and policy direction within the commercial and 

industrial proposals are yet to be finalised as the Hearings Panel has yet to 

release a decision on Stage 1.5  In my evidence on the MAIL Proposal I 

expressed my understanding that submitters to the Stage 1 Commercial and 

Industrial hearing have not generally opposed the strategic and centres-

based approach directed by the higher order documents.  Further,  the Stage 

1 submissions have not opposed the overall approach in the Replacement 

Plan of zoning for industrial land and differentiating between Industrial zones 

of different characteristics.  This strategic and centres based approach is 

                                                
4
 Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 

5
 The provisions I refer to in my evidence are those attached to the closing submissions for Council in the Phase 1 

Commercial and Industrial hearing.  
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central to the Replacement Plan objectives and policies in both Proposals 15 

and 16.6  

5.2 I address the key matters under the following topic headings in my evidence: 

(a) integration with Stage 1; 

(b) resource efficiency standards; 

(c) matters affecting the following sites: 

(i) Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei);  

(ii) Marshlands Road - new business zoning; 

(iii) Greenfield Industrial (Avonhead); 

(iv) Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road); and 

(v) Main South Road, Barters Road. 

Integration with Stage 1 provisions 

5.3 The Crown in its Stage 2 submission sought integration and consistency with 

the Commercial and Industrial provisions put forward to the Hearings Panel 

at a Stage 1.  Having consistency in the provisions across stages is very 

important in achieving efficient and effective provisions. I support the Crown's 

submissions. 

5.4 Mr Stevenson in section 9 of his evidence has addressed the Crown's 

submission.  In paragraph 9.1 he identifies that the most appropriate 

provisions which Stage 2 additions should be made are the versions of the 

Commercial and Industrial proposals attached to the Council’s closing legal 

submissions, until the Panel’s decision on the 2 proposals is released. 

5.5 I agree with Mr Stevenson that until such time as a decision is released on 

Stage 1 that the provisions attached to the Council’s closing provide an 

appropriate basis to achieve consistency. 

5.6 I have considered the provisions set out in the Revised Proposals and 

consider these appropriately address the matters raised in the Crown 

submission. 

                                                
6
 It is recognised that at the Stage 1 hearings MAIL sought amendment to Proposal 16 Policy 16.1.1.3 Policy 3 – 

Range of industrial areas, 16.1.1.4 Policy 4 – Activities in the industrial zones and 16.1.1.5 Policy 5 – Office 
development seeking recognition for non-industrial activities and office activities in greenfield priority areas – 
business. 
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Resource efficiency standards 

5.7 The Stage 2 notified provisions proposed new resource efficiency standards 

that would apply within all Commercial and Industrial zones (15.7.1 and 16.8 

- Rules Resource Efficiency Rules, standards and assessment matters).  

5.8 Mr Klein’s evidence on behalf Crown discusses concerns about these 

standards in relation to the respective roles of the Resource Management Act 

and the Building Act.   He identifies that implementing these standards could 

have significant adverse implications for the efficiency of any building 

processes.  In particular he considers it is not appropriate or practical for 

Proposal 15 (Stage 2) or Proposal 16 (Stage 2) to include building 

requirements that should be, and are, dealt with under the Building Act.7 

5.9 The issues raised by Mr Klein are consistent with concerns he addressed in 

evidence to the Phase 1 Residential Hearing relating to life-stage inclusive 

and adaptive design and energy efficiency standards.  At that hearing Ms 

McIntyre presented planning evidence for the Crown and she identified that 

monitoring and enforcing compliance with the standards over time across the 

full range of residential zones would be entirely impracticable.8 

5.10 I consider the impracticality of monitoring and enforcing standards identified 

by Ms McIntyre are also applicable to the resource efficiency standards that 

would apply to any new building or addition to a building occurring in any 

commercial and industrial zone. 

5.11 I consider the resource efficiency provisions to be highly prescriptive and 

require a higher level of building design to be completed at an earlier stage 

than might be practical for most developments (eg, detailed design might not 

be known at the resource consent stage). 

5.12 The Fourth Schedule of the RMA now requires an applicant for a resource 

consent to show how a proposal will comply with the permitted activity rules.  

These provisions will in my view result in increased compliance costs not 

only in resource consent applications but also in circumstances when a 

certificate of compliance is sought, to establish that the proposal is a 

permitted activity. 

5.13 I consider retaining these provisions in the Replacement Plan does increase 

the potential that buildings or alterations to buildings will breach these rules 

                                                
7
 Evidence of Bruce Klein paragraph 1.2. 

8
 Evidence of Ms McIntyre for the Crown at the Stage I Proposal 14 (residential) hearing paragraph 11.8 (b) 
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and require resource consent.  Given this, I consider that the number of 

potential buildings that will require resource consents required is likely to 

increase, not decrease, as a result of these provisions. 

5.14 Mr Klein has addressed a number of matters arising from the Section 32 

reports for Proposals 15 and 16.9  I have also considered the Phase 2 

Section 32 evaluation from a planning perspective.  I consider that the 

evaluation has overstated the risk of acting or not acting in matter (c) 

Objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter and CRPS will not be met.10  I 

have considered the objectives identified being the RPS objectives 6.2.1, 

6.2.3 and 6.2.6 and Strategic Directions Objective 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 and 

consider these will be met if the Resource Efficiency provisions are not 

included.  I note that the evaluation of the Strategic Directions objectives did 

not evaluate the provisions against Objective 3.3.2.  I agree with Mr Klein that 

the section 32 reports do not quantify nor account for all of the costs 

associated with the provisions.  In particular there is no consideration of costs 

of compliance with the rules, including potential increases in the need to 

obtain resource consents.   

5.15 Based on the evidence of Mr Klein in particular that using the Replacement 

Plan to regulate building work is inefficient duplication, is highly prescriptive 

and reduces innovation and choice, I consider that the resource efficiency 

standards are inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter and statement of expectations (a) (i) and (ii).  I consider that 

provisions in 15.7.1 and 16.8 should be deleted.  This accords with Mr 

Stevenson’s professional opinion expressed in section 10 of his evidence 

and Mr Klein's opinion. 

Site specific matters 

Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei) 

5.16 Greg and Kathryn Corston have sought that the proposed Industrial Park 

Zone (Wairakei Road) zoning be extended to provide for more commercial 

uses, such as retail, hotel and similar accommodation.11  The Crown lodged 

a further submission opposing the Corstons' submission as it related to non-

industrial activities.12  

                                                
9
 Evidence of Mr Klein paragraphs 8.1 to 8.3  

10
 Page 17 Section 32 Commercial Chapter – Phase 2 and Page 39 Section 32 Industrial Chapter – Phase 2 

11
 Submission number 2440, G and K Corston. 

12
 Crown's further submission dated 13 July 2015 p 22. 



 

BF\54753287\4 Page 8 

5.17 The Corstons' submission identified that the land around their properties13 

was suitable and should be allowed to accommodate retail and 

accommodation uses.  In reading the submission I am not certain whether its 

scope is limited only to directly adjoining land as being suitable for non-

industrial activities, or whether it could be read as seeking an extension of 

activities over the whole zone.  Also the Corstons' submission did not detail 

the type or quantum of non-industrial activities sought within the zone.  I have 

therefore addressed their submission as a matter of principle that the non-

industrial activities sought could apply across the whole zone.  I recognise 

that more specific provisions may yet be advanced in evidence, if provided, 

by the Corstons.14  

5.18 As part of its justification the submission notes that several commercial 

activities are currently established on the western side of Russley Road, and 

that similar activities also suitable be established south of Russley Road.    

5.19 However, I note that the land on the western side of Russley Road is within 

the Special Purpose Airport Zone ("SPAZ").  The SPAZ is neither a 

commercial or industrial zone.  As identified in my evidence presented on the 

MAIL Proposal15 the SPAZ has different policy considerations than those 

which would apply to Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road).  

5.20 For the reasons addressed in my evidence for MAIL I consider that the 

provision of non-industrial development, including non-ancillary retail, in 

industrial zones risks undermining the current policy direction as expressed 

in Proposal 16 and the achievement of the centres approach which is the 

framework provided within Proposal 15 for enabling commercial activities in 

identified centres.16  I support the Crown's further submission which seeks 

limit retail activity to those activities necessary to services the people working 

within the zone and to retailing ancillary to a permitted or consented use on 

the site.17 

5.21 The Harewood Primary School, supported by further submissions of the 

Crown, requested that changes be made to Rule 16.4.2.2 Built Form 

Standards for the Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road).  These changes 

                                                
13

 580 Russley Road and 733 Harewood Road. 
14

 The original submitter did not appear at the pre-hearing meeting and it is not known whether any evidence 
supporting this submission will be presented.  If additional provisions limiting the scale and nature of activities are 
advanced evidence of the original submitter I will address this in rebuttal evidence, if necessary. 
15

 Ms Whyte, statement of evidence dated 3 September 2015, paragraph 5.17. 
16

 In considering the objective and policy approach within Proposal 15 (Commercial) these were extensively 
canvassed in the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing.  I do not address them in detail in this evidence, but 
rely on my previous evidence. 
17

 Permitted Activities in the Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei) 
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sought to include provisions for fencing and more extensive landscaping 

along the Harewood Primary School boundary that runs adjacent to 

properties zoned as Industrial Park.  The school presently enjoys a 

predominantly open rural outlook.  Revised provisions were agreed at 

mediation between the Crown and the Council and are recorded in the 

mediation statement.  The increased landscaping and fencing requirements 

will provide an appropriate level of screening and security to reduce the 

adverse effects from the industrial sites on the school’s boundary. 

5.22 The Crown also lodged submissions to ensure that if the zone extent were 

extended that no access be provided either directly to Russley Road (State 

Highway) 1 be provided.  Mr Clark has addressed this in his evidence with 

particular reference to the ODP at Appendix 16.7.12 and Rule 16.4.6.1.2 

Non-complying activity NC2.  The provisions in the Industrial Revised 

Provisions adequately address the matters raised by Mr Clark. 

5.23 I support the rules in Section 16.4.6 in the Industrial Revised Provisions, 

subject to the change agreed in mediation to address landscaping 

requirements adjacent to the Harewood School, as they relate to the 

Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei). 

Marshlands Road 

5.24  The Crown has lodged further submissions opposing submitter numbers 

2234 (West Prestons Group) and 2459 (McLauchlin S) as they sought a 

change from the notified Rural Urban Fringe Zone to a Business zoning.  The 

submissions did not specify what type of Business Zoning was being sought. 

5.25 Mr Stevenson has addressed these submissions in paragraphs 18.4-18.7 of 

his evidence.  Mr Stevenson recommends that the submissions be rejected.  

5.26 The submission sought an unspecified business zone.  It is not clear from 

reading the submission whether a commercial or industrial zoning is sought.  

I recognise that more specific provisions may yet be advanced in evidence, if 

provided, by the submitters.  However at this time I cannot provide a planning 

evaluation that provides me with confidence that the rezoning would be 

consistent with the current policy direction as expressed in either Proposal 16 

or with the achievement of the centres approach which is the framework 

provided within Proposal 15.18  Given this I support the Crown further 

                                                
18

 In considering the objective and policy approach within Proposal 15 (Commercial) these were extensively 
canvassed in the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearing.   I do not address them in detail in this evidence, but 
rely on my previous evidence. 



 

BF\54753287\4 Page 10 

submission which opposes a business zoning  

Greenfield Industrial (Avonhead) 

5.27 The Crown has lodged further submissions opposing submission 2278 (LH 

Hsiu-Ying & L Hsi-Chang, DG & SE Wilson, J&T Martin) and 2183 (Equus 

Trust) who seek a rezoning from the notified Rural Urban Fringe Zone to an 

Industrial Zone, in the case of submitter 2183 Industrial General (or similar) is 

sought.  The further submissions of the Crown identified that the rezoning of 

this land could have a detrimental effect on the safe and efficient operation of 

the State Highway.  Therefore access arrangements for this site and other 

impacts need to be reflected in any rules relating to the zoning of this land. 

5.28 Mr Clark has identified that the only access available to the land subject to 

submission 2278 is to Russley Road (State Highway 1) and that while 

individual property access can be provided safe access to service industrial 

activities and an industrial zoning cannot.  

5.29 The evidence of Mr Clark identifies significant issues in providing safe and 

effective access to the Southern Airport Access Interchange to support 

activities that would be enabled by an Industrial zoning.  Mr Clark has 

identified that the site would be fairly inaccessible for modes of transport 

other than the private car.  This is not consistent with the type of transport 

modes that would be expected in an Industrial Zone.  Given that there are no 

other access options available for the sites sought to be rezoned I consider it 

is neither efficient nor effective to rezone these individual sites Industrial.  

Rezoning these individual properties will not achieve the integration of land 

use and regionally significant infrastructure as set out in Policy 6.3.5 of the 

RPS and Objective 3.3.12a. of the Strategic Directions.   

5.30 In assessing the land referred to in submission 2183 Mr Clark has assumed 

that any access may be provided solely off Hawthornden Road, rather than 

from Russley Road.  Mr Clark has concerns about the rezoning of land due to 

the potential effects on the Russley Road/Memorial Avenue interchange. 

5.31 The land addressed by the submissions, and a wider area surrounding the 

land, is identified as a greenfield priority area in the RPS.  The issues that are 

identified by Mr Clark in part arise because the rezoning only addresses part 

of the larger greenfield site.   

5.32 Policy 6.3.3 of the RPS seeks to manage future development of greenfield 

sites in an integrated way so that the issues that have now arisen as a result 
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of the partial rezoning would not occur.  I have reproduced part of this policy 

below:  

Policy 6.3.3 – Development in accordance with outline 

development plans 

 

Development in greenfield priority areas and rural residential 

development is to occur in accordance with the provisions set out in an 

outline development plan or other rules for the area. Subdivision must 

not proceed ahead of the incorporation of an outline development plan 

in a district plan. Outline development plans and associated rules will: 

(1)  Be prepared as: 

(a)  a single plan for the whole of the priority area; or 

(b)  where an integrated plan adopted by the territorial authority 

exists for the whole of the priority area and the outline 

development plan is consistent with the integrated plan, 

part of that integrated plan; or 

(c)  a single plan for the whole of a rural residential area; and 

(2)  Be prepared in accordance with the matters set out in Policy 

 6.3.2… 

5.33 This policy is that development of priority areas is to occur in accordance with 

provisions set out in an outline development plan ("ODP") or other rules for 

the area.  ODPs and associated rules are to be prepared as a single plan for 

the whole of the priority area.  This has not occurred for the land subject to 

these submissions. As a consequence, effective access to serve industrial 

activities cannot be achieved for the area of land sought to be rezoned.  

5.34 I support the Crown's submission.  Given that the traffic issues cannot be 

addressed adequately for this land and there is no ODP for this zone I do not 

support its rezoning.   

Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) 

5.35 The Crown sought that the land south of Christchurch Southern Motorway 

Stage 2 be rezoned to Industrial.  Mr Stevenson identified that the reason this 

land was not originally rezoned was due to uncertainty regarding the ability to 

provide access to the land.19  Both Mr Milne for the Council and Mr Clark for 

the Crown agree that suitable access is able to be provided.  Mr Clark has 

identified that right out movements out from the site will be prohibited from 

the access meaning that all sight distance requirements will be met.  On this 

basis I consider the key constraint to rezoning this land Industrial Heavy has 

been overcome.  I agree with Mr Stevenson that the land can be rezoned and 

that the ODP should be amended to show where the access to Springs Road 

                                                
19

 Evidence of Mark Stevenson unnumbered paragraph top of page 53. 
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is to be located. 

Main South Road, Barters Road 

5.36 The Crown lodged further submissions to 2088 (BDF Family Trust) and 2076 

(Conner) opposing the rezoning of this land to Industrial as the transport 

effects, particularly on the effectiveness and efficiency of State Highway 1 

had not been assessed.  Mr Stevenson has addressed this land in 

paragraphs 18.25 and 18.26 in his evidence.  His recommendation is that the 

request to rezone the land for industrial purposes should be rejected.   

5.37 Mr Clark has identified that the proposed rezoning has the potential to have 

adverse effects on the State highway, although as he has noted in the Joint 

Statement (18 August 2015) he does not oppose rezoning if it can be 

demonstrated that the proposal will improve (or at least not adversely affect) 

the safety and efficiency of the network in this location, for example by 

rationalising the site access.  The provisions in Chapter 7 – Transport contain 

rules20 that control property access design.  This would enable the concerns 

raised by Mr Clark to be addressed at the time of any subsequent 

development.  Based on the evidence of Mr Clark I consider any traffic 

related matters are able to be adequately addressed. 

6. CONCLUSION 

6.1 The amendments in the Revised Proposals generally address the Crown’s 

concerns as identified in the evidence.  Additional changes are sought to the 

Springs Road ODP and to the provisions affecting the boundary of Harewood 

School as detailed in my evidence.  I consider that the Revised Proposals as 

they relate to those matters I have addressed in my evidence, with the 

amendment referred to in paragraph 5.23 above, are a more appropriate way 

to achieve the purpose of the RMA, and will implement the objectives in the 

Strategic Directions than the notified provisions.   

 

 

Margaret Jane Whyte 
17 September 2015 
 

                                                
20

 Chapter 7 transport – 7.2.3 Rules – All zones outside the Central City. 
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ATTACHMENT A – LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND EVIDENCE RELIED ON 
 

(a) The notified version of the Stage 2 Commercial and Industrial Proposals. 

(b) The Section 32 evaluation report for the Stage 2 Commercial and Industrial 

Proposals. 

(c) The revised Commercial and Industrial Proposals dated  

(d) the Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP"); 

(e) the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' ("CCRP"); 

(f) the Statement of Expectations contained in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 ("Statement of 

Expectations");  

(g) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (“RPS”); and 

(h) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013.21 

(i) The decision of the Hearings Panel on Proposal 3 (Strategic Directions) released 

on 26 February 2015 ("Strategic Directions decision") 

(j) The decision of the Hearings Panel on Proposal 7 (Transport) released on  

(k) The statements of evidence for the Crown of Mr Klein and Mr Clark for the Phase 

2 Commercial and Industrial Proposals hearing. 

(l) The statements of evidence for the Christchurch City Council of Mr Stevenson 

and Mr Milne for the Phase 2 Commercial and Industrial Proposals hearing. 

(m) The statements of evidence for the Crown of Mr Ogg for the Strategic Directions  

and the Phase 1 Commercial and Industrial Proposals hearing. 

(n) The statement of evidence for the Crown of Mr King for the Phase 1 Commercial 

and Industrial Proposals hearing. 

(o) The statements of evidence for the Crown of Mr Klein and Ms McIntyre on the 

Stage 1 Residential Proposal Hearing. 

(p) The statement of evidence for the Crown of Mr Willis for the MAIL Proposal 

                                                
21

 I have considered Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 which is a matter to be taken into account.  In relation to these 
proposals the matters within this document are of most relevance to the management of water, stormwater and wastewater and 
protection of the aquifer which are not matters I have addressed in my evidence. 
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hearing. 

(q) The statement of evidence for the Christchurch City Council of Mr Stevenson for 

the Phase 1 Commercial and Industrial Proposals hearing. 

(r) The statements of evidence for the Christchurch City Council of Mr Stevenson 

and Mr Milne for the Phase 2 Commercial and Industrial hearing. 
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ATTACHMENT B:  TABLE RECORDING CROWN POSITION ON SUBMISSION POINTS ON COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROPOSALS 

 
Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

Commercial Stage 2 Submission Points 

1.  Chapter 15 Commercial (excluding Central City 
provisions) (submission 2387.644) 

Amend proposal 15 to: 

(i) promote consistency with any 
subsequent decisions of the hearings 
panel on Stage 1 Proposal 15 
provisions; 

(ii) reduce prescriptive regulations; 
(iii) remove energy and resource efficiency 

standards; 
(iv) address the matters set out in the 

submission table on the following 
pages; 

Such other relief necessary to give effect to the 
relief sought in Part A of this submission; and 

Any additional or alternative relief that achieves the 
same or similar outcomes to the above. 

Support Revised Provisions, other than in relation to energy and 
resource efficiency standards. 

 

Specific Matters are addressed below. 

 

Council accept/reject table 
p 3 (accepting 2387.644) 

 

2.  15.1.1.1 Policy 1- Role of centres  

Amend 

Policy 1 a. iii (submission point 2387.645) 

Amend Table 15.1C (submission point 2387.646, 
2387.647; 2387.648; 2387.649): 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions submission 
2387.644)) 

 

Support Revised Provisions 

 

Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 5 (rejecting these 
submission points except in 
relation to 2387.649) 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

3.  Policy 15.1.1.2 Policy 2 - Role, extent and 
development of key activity centres  

Delete Policy 15.1.1.1.2 - Policy 2 (submission 
2387.65) 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

Support Revised Provisions 

 

Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 5 (accept 2387.65)  

4.  15.2 Rules - Commercial Core Zone submission 
2387.651) 

15.2 Rules - Commercial Core Zone consistent 
with the commercial core provisions recommended 
to the hearings panel by the Council in Annexure A 
of Mark Stevenson’s rebuttal evidence and any 
subsequent or consequential amendments made 
by the hearings panel to these provisions. 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

Support  Revised Provisions 

 

Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-9.4 
Council accept/reject table 
p 3 (accept 2387.651) 

5.  15.8.2  Matters of discretion (submission 2387.652) 

Amend 15.8.2 Matters of Discretion -consistent 
with the assessment matters recommended to the 
hearings panel by the Council in Annexure A of 
Mark Stevenson’s rebuttal evidence and any 
subsequent or consequential amendments made 
by the hearings panel to these provisions. 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

Support Revised Provisions  

 

Stevenson 13.1-13.4; 
Council accept/reject table 
p 4 (accept 2387.652) 

6.  15.8.3.14 

Matters of discretion 

Delete 15.8.3.14 Matters of Discretion 

Surface water management structures and 
birdstrike risk (submission 2387.653) 

 

Support Revised Provisions  

 

Council accept/reject table 
p 4 (accept 2387.653) 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

7.  15.7.1  Rules -  Resource efficiency - Rules 
(submission point 2387.654) 

Delete All provisions in 15.7.1 - Rules - Resource 
Efficiency Rules, standards and assessment 
matters 

Delete all provisions in 15.7.1 - Rules - Resource Efficiency 
Rules, standards and assessment matters 

 

Stevenson 10.1; Council 
accept/reject table p 11 
(accept 2387.654) 

Klein evidence 

Whyte 5.7-5.13  

8.  Proposal 15 (submission 2249.76) 

Support Canterbury Regional Council submission - 
Decision Sought: Amendments requested to 
ensure that the PRDP sets out very clearly how 
reverse sensitivity is avoided. 

Support Revised Provisions Council accept/reject table 
p 4 (accept in part 2249.76) 

Industrial Stage 2 Submission Points 

9.  16.1.1.8 Policy 8 - Regionally Significant 
Infrastructure - Inland Port  

Retain 16.1.1.8 Policy 8 - Regionally Significant 
Infrastructure - Inland Port. (2387.656) 

Support Amendment to Policy  

Memorandum filed by Lyttelton Port Company signed by Council 
and the Crown 

 

Stevenson 14.1-14.9 

Council accept/reject table 
p 22 (accept in part 
2387.656) 

 

10.  16.1.2 Objective 2b - Amenity in industrial zones 
and the effects of industrial activities. 

Delete 16.1.2 Objective 2b (2387.659) 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-9.4 

Council accept/reject table 
p 16 (accept 2387.659) 

11.  16.1.2.1 Policy 8 - Improve Visual Amenity 

Delete 16.1.2.1 Policy 8 - Improve visual amenity 
(2387.66) 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

 Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 15 (accept 2387.66) 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

12.  16.1.2.2 Policy 9 -  Development in greenfield 
areas 

Amend 16.1.2.2. Policy 9 - Development in 
greenfield areas (2387.661) as follows: 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

a. To achieve environments in greenfield priority 
areas with larger setbacks and landscaping, 
reflecting their location at the interface with 
adjoining rural zones and in prominent locations, 
some of which act as gateways to the city manage 
effects at the interface between greenfield areas 
and arterial roads, rural and residential areas with 
setbacks and landscaping. 

 

Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; accept/reject table p 15 
(accept 2387.661) 

13.  16.1.2.2.3-16.1.2.2(c) (2387.662) 

Amend 16.1.2.2 Policy 9 - Development in 
greenfield areas as follows: 

Development shall recognise and support Ngai 
Tahu cultural values through low impact urban 
design, the protection of sites of significance to 
Ngai Tahu including wahi tapu and wahi taonga, 
waterways, springs, wetlands, and sites of 
indigenous vegetation where practicable. 

Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 16 (accept 
2387.662) 

14.  16.1.2.2.4-16.1.2.2(d) (2387.663) 

Amend 16.1.2.2. Policy 9 - Development in 
greenfield areas as follows: 

Enable the ongoing use of land in greenfield areas 
in South West Hornby and Belfast for rural 
activities as an integral component of adjoining 
industrial activity by deferral of the zoning. 

Accept Council Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 16 (accept 
2387.663) 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

15.  16.3 Rules - Industrial Heavy Zone 

16.3.6 Rules  - Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs 
Road)  

Amend 16.3 Rules - Industrial Heavy Zone 
consistent with the Industrial Heavy Zone 
provisions recommended to the hearings panel by 
the Council in Annexure B of Mark Stevenson’s 
rebuttal evidence  and any subsequent or 
consequential amendments made by the hearings 
panel to these provisions. (2387.665) 

(Consistency with Stage 1 provisions) 

 Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 8.2(a)(i), 9.1-
9.4; Council accept/reject 
table p 16 (accept 
2387.665) 

16.  Rules Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) 
Activity Rules 16.3.6.1.1(RD2) (2387.666) 

Retain Rule 16.3.6.1.1(RD2) as notified. 

Support Revised Provisions Council  accept/reject table 
- accept 2387.666 

p 17 

17.  Rules Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) 
Activity Rules 16.3.6.1.2(NC1) and (NC2) 
(2387.667 and 2387.668)  

Retain Rules 16.3.6.1.2(NC1) and (NC2) as 
notified. 

Support Revised Provisions Council  accept/reject table 
- accept 387.667 and 
2387.668 (Page 17)  

 

18.  Rules Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) 
Matters of Discretion 16.3.6.3.2 (2387.669) 

Retain as notified. 

Support Revised Provisions Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept 2387.669 
(Page 17)  

19.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road) and Planning Maps zoning the land 
Industrial Park Zone 

Retain the zoning of the Industrial Park Zone 
(Wairakei Road). 

Amend 16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone Rules 

Support Revised Provisions, subject to change to provisions 
agreed at mediation. 

Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept 2387.671 
(Page 18)  

 

Stevenson Section 9 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

consistent with the Industrial Park Zone provisions 
recommended to the hearings panel by the Council 
in Annexure B of Mark Stevenson’s rebuttal 
evidence and any subsequent or consequential 
amendments made by the Independent Hearings 
Panel to these provisions. (2387.671) 

20.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road) Activity Rules 16.4.6.1.2(NC1) 

Retain Rule 16.4.6.1.2(NC1) as notified. 
(2387.672) 

Support Revised Provisions on the basis that 733 and 751 
Harewood Road are not zoned Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei).  
If the land is rezoned then NC1 should be reinstated. 

Council Accept/Reject table  
reject 2387.672n (Page 19)  

Clark 6.3 

21.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road)  Activity Rules 16.4.6.1.2(NC2) 

Retain Rule 16.4.6.1.2(NC2) as notified. 
(2387.673) 

Support Revised Provisions Stevenson 15.38 (related to 
CIAL submission) 

Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept 2387.673 
(Page 19)  

Clark 6.2 

Whyte 5.20 

22.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road)  

Activity Rules 16.4.6.1.2(NC4) 

Retain Rule 16.4.6.1.2(NC4) as notified. 
(2387.674) 

Support Revised Provisions Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept in part 2387.674 
(Page 19)  

 

23.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road) 

Built Form Standards 16.4.6.2.3 (Roading and 
Access) 

Retain Built Form Standard in 16.4.6.2.3 as 
notified. (2387.675) 

Support Revised Provisions Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept 2387.675 
(page 20)  
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

24.  16.4.6 Rules - Industrial Park Zone  (Wairakei 
Road) Matters of discretion 16.4.6.3.3 

Retain the matter of discretion in 16.4.6.3.3 as 
notified. (2387.676) 

(The matters for discretion in 16.4.6.3.3 that 
provide for a consideration of the effects of vehicle 
access and road points on the safety and efficiency 
of the transport network are supported.) 

Support Revised Provisions.  Council Accept/Reject table 
- accept submission 
2387.676 (pp 20-21)  

25.  16.8  Rules -  Resource efficiency  

Delete All provisions in 16.8 - Rules - Resource 
Efficiency Rules, standards and assessment 
matters. (2387.687) 

Delete all provisions in 15.7.1 - Rules - Resource Efficiency 
Rules, standards and assessment matters 

 

Stevenson 10.1 

Council accept/reject table 
p 28 (accept 2387.687) 

Klein evidence 

Whyte 5.7-5.13 

26.  16.9-Industrial General Zone (FS2810.84) 

Oppose relief sought by Awatea Residents 
Association that Plan Change 5 Awatea land zoned 
Living G south of the Christchurch Southern 
Motorway (CSM). Wigram Road, Halswell Junction 
Road and McTeigue Road or part thereof be 
rezoned to an alternative zoning to that of Living G 
such as business/light industrial to be compatible 
with a noisy activity of racing karts at the raceway, 
Carrs Road Reserve 

Support Council Revised Provisions  Council accept/reject table 
p 13 (rejecting relief sought 
by Awatea Residents 
Association) 

27.  Appendix 16.7.11 

Outline Development Plan Industrial Heavy Zone 
(Springs Road) 

Amend boundaries of the proposed zone 
(Appendix 16.7.11) to align with the area depicted 
in the LURP and RPS (2387.688) 

Accept Revised Provisions 

 

Stevenson 18.27 

Council accept/reject table 
p 18 (accept 2387.688) 

Council accept/reject table 
p 18 (reject 2387.689) 

Council accept/reject table 
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Replacement Plan provisions and  

submissions points 
Recommendation 

Evidence paragraph 
reference 

Amend the ODP Appendix 16.7.11 to identify the 
staging of the zone (2387.689) 

Relocate the ODP from within Proposal 16 to a 
consistent location with other ODPs within the 
Replacement Plan (2387.69) 

p 18 (reject 2387.69) 

Clark 9.1 – 9.3 

Whyte 5.35 

28.  Appendix 16.7.12 

Outline Development Plan Industrial Park Zone  
(Wairakei Road) 

Amend the ODP Appendix 16.7.12 to identify the 
staging of the zone (2387.691) 

Relocate the ODP from within Proposal 16 to a 
consistent location with other ODPs within the 
Replacement Plan (2387.692) 

Accept Revised Provisions  

 

Stevenson 15.27-15.28 

Council accept/reject table 
p 21 (reject 2387.691 and 
2387.692) 

Clark 6.2 

 

29.  Planning Maps 

Planning Maps 43 and 44 

Amend boundaries of the proposed zone on 
Planning Maps 43 and 44 to align with the area 
depicted in the LURP and RPS. 

Accept Revised Provisions Stevenson 18.27 

Clark Section 10 

Whyte 5.33 

 
 

 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Further Submission Points Proposal 16 Industrial 

1.  Rezoning land from Residential New 
Neighbourhood to Commercial or Industrial 

Chapter 14 Residential 

Chapter 15 Commercial 

Accept Revised Provisions  

 

Stevenson Section 17 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Chapter 16 Industrial 

Planning Map 44 

(Opposing Awatea Residents’ Association 
Incorporated (2306)) (16.4.6.3.2) 

2.  16.4.6.2.1 and 16.4.6.2.2 Landscaped Areas 

Amend Rule to increase the ratio of trees per 
metre 

(Supporting Harewood School Board of Trustees 
2073) (FS2810.166; FS2810.167) 

This matter was addressed and agreed between the Council and 
Crown at mediation. 

 

Amend provisions consistent with agreed position at mediation 

Stevenson 15.24-15.26 

Council accept/reject table 
p 19 (accept FS2810.166 in 
part) 

Council accept/reject table 
p 20 (accept FS2810.167 in 
part) 

Whyte 5.19 

3.  16.9-Industrial General Zone (FS2810.170) 

New Issue - Request Industrial Zoning at 738 Main 
South Road  

Map 36 

Oppose the relief sought by Dave Connor (2088) 
that: Industrial General zone as per neighbouring 
property adjacent to Barters intersection on Map 
36 Stage 1 (738 Main South Road, west of 
Barters) 

Accept Revised Provisions  

 

Stevenson 18.24-18.26 

Council accept/reject table 
p 14 (rejecting relief sought 
by Dave Connor) 

4.  16.9-Industrial General Zone (FS2810.171) 

New Issue - Request Industrial zoning on land 
bounded by Main South Road, Barter’s Road and 
the railway line (approximately 2.45ha) - Map 36 

(Opposing relief sought by BDF Family Trust 
(2088) that with respect to the land bounded by 
Main South Road, Barter’s Road and the railway 
proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe (which 

Issues addressed in submission by Crown can be appropriately 
addressed. 

CCC recommendation is that the land not be rezoned. 

Stevenson 18.23-18.26 

Council accept/reject table 
p 13 (rejecting relief sought 
by BDF Family Trust) 

Clark 18.1-18.2 

Whyte 5.34-5.35 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

includes the submitters land), shown on the 
attached map: 

(1) that as most preferred relief, the land be 
zoned Industrial General; 

(2) that as second most preferred relief, the land 
be zoned Residential Suburban; 

(3) that as third most preferred relief, and 
should the land retain a Rural Urban Fringe 
zoning) 

5.  16.9-Industrial General Zone (FS2810.174) 

New Issue Industrial zoning now for the Area 3 in 
the North Industrial Area identified in the LURP 

(Oppose relief sought by Equus Trust (2183) that 
the Replacement Plan zone 76 Hawthornden Road 
for industrial use 

(Rezoning of this land could have detrimental 
effect on the safe and efficient operation of the 
State Highway.  Therefore access arrangement for 
this site and other impacts need to be reflected in 
any subsequent rules relating to the zoning of this 
land) 

 

Accept Revised Provisions (reject relief sought by the submitter) Stevenson Section 16 

Council accept/reject table 
p 12 (rejecting relief sought 
by Equus Trust) 

Clark 7.13 – 7.17 

Whyte 5.25-5.32 

 

6.  16.9-Industrial General Zone (FS2810.178) 

New Issue Industrial zoning now for the Area 3 in 
the North Industrial Area identified in the LURP 

Oppose in Part LH Hsiu-Ying & L Hsi-Chang, DG & 
SE Wilson, J&T Martin 2278 that the submitters' 
land, together with the land identified in hatching 
on the attached plan be rezoned as Industrial 
General (or similar) 

Accept Revised Provisions Stevenson Section 16 

Council accept/reject table 
p 12 (rejecting relief sought 
by DG & SE Wilson and 
ors) 

 

Clark 7.3 – 7.12 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

(Rezoning of this land could have detrimental 
effect on the safe and efficient operation of the 
State Highway.  Therefore access arrangement for 
this site and other impacts need to be reflected in 
any subsequent rules relating to the zoning of this 
land) 

Whyte 5.25-5.32 

7.  Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road) 

(Oppose Corston G and K 2440) (FS 2810.259; 
FS2810.260) 

(The Crown supports the zoning of the land 
Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road) those parts 
of the submission not supported relate to the 
provisions applying to the nature and scale of non-
industrial related activities particularly retail and 
hotel development.) 

Support Revised Provisions  Stevenson 15.20-15.23 

Council accept/reject table, 
p 19 reject Corston's 
submissions  

Whyte 5.14-5.18 

  

8.  16 – Industrial (part) 

Ensure that there are provisions in the plan which 
prevent industrial activities establishing which may 
have adverse effects on the adjacent school 

FE2810.53 (in support of Canterbury Regional 
Council submission) 

This matter was addressed and agreed between the Council and 
Crown at mediation. 

 

Amend provisions consistent with agreed position at mediation 

Council accept/reject table, 
p 18 accept Canterbury 
Regional Council 
submission in part 

Whyte 5.19 

9.  West Preston’s Group (2234) Opposed by Crown 
FS#2810.265 

Sue McLaughlin [#2459] Opposed by Crown 
FS#2810.268 
 
requests that the two northern most blocks with 
frontage to Marshlands Road (identified in their 
submission as land south of Lower Styx Road) are 
zoned for business purposes which provides for 
the current and proposed activities on these two 

Support Revised Provisions 
Stevenson Para 18.4-18.7 
Whyte 5.22-5.24 
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 Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation 
Evidence paragraph 

reference 

sites.  In a similar vein, Sue McLaughlin [#2459] 
requests that 548 Marshland Road be zoned 
business to reflect the nature of the business at 
538 Marshland Road and the possibility of 538 
being zoned as Business.  

 

 
 


