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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Manea Awhi Sweeney.   

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch District Replacement Plan (the "Replacement Plan").  I have 

provided the Crown with planning advice in relation to the Replacement 

Plan since October 2014.  My first statement of evidence was provided in 

respect of the hearing on the Designations and Heritage Orders Proposal 

relating to the “roll-over” designation notices for HMNZS Pegasus and 

RNZAF Base Wigram, the latter of which is subject to this Specific Purpose 

Zone and to which I refer as "Defence Wigram".1  

1.3 A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience is contained 

in paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 of my first statement of evidence. 

1.4 I have been engaged by the New Zealand Defence Force ("NZDF") on 

behalf of the Crown to provide planning evidence in relation to the Specific 

Purpose (Defence Wigram) Zone.  

1.5 NZDF is part of the Crown and therefore is referred to as the Crown 

throughout my evidence.   

1.6 I have been involved in informal discussions with Ms Carter from the 

Christchurch City Council ("Council") on behalf of the Crown to address the 

matters raised in the Crown's submission.   

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. 

                                                
1
 See my statement of evidence dated 23 January 2015 which is available under the heading "Requiring Authority 

Evidence" at: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-10-designations-and-heritage-orders/.  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-10-designations-and-heritage-orders/
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 As stated above, I have been asked to provide planning evidence in relation 

to Defence Wigram. 

3.2 In preparing my evidence I have relied on the evidence of Mr Robert Owen 

dated 23 January 2015,2 as well as his operational evidence prepared in 

relation to this Proposal.   

3.3 I have also relied on to the following key documents: 

(a) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations;  

(b) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes (“Strategic Directions Decision”); 

(c) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS"), Chapters 6 and 

13;  

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

("LURP");  

(e) the Stage 2 notified Specific Purpose Zone Proposal (Proposal 21); 

and 

(f) the section 32 Report for Proposal 21 and the updated section 32 

extract for Defence Wigram appended to Ms Carter's evidence in 

chief as Attachment C. 

3.4 I confirm that I have read the evidence of Ms Janice Carter on behalf of the 

Council dated 5 October 2015, including the tracked-changes version of 

Proposal 21 which is attached to Ms Carter’s evidence as Appendix A 

("Revised Proposal").  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I support the establishment of a Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram) Zone 

in the Replacement Plan.  In particular, I consider that Defence Wigram is 

necessary to protect the non-defence purpose activities on the site which 

provide financial support to the Air Force Museum.  These activities are 

discussed in the evidence of Mr Owen.  

                                                
2
 In respect of the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 10: Designations and Heritage Orders. 
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4.2 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I support the Revised Proposal, 

with the additional amendments proposed by the Crown as set out in this 

statement of evidence ("Further Revised Proposal").  

4.3 These additional amendments comprise minor adjustments to the built form 

standards to more effectively manage the interface between Defence 

Wigram and the adjacent residential zone, and to provide clarity on what 

rules take precedence, thereby improving the overall plan clarity and 

usability.   

4.4 In my opinion, the Further Revised Proposal provides the necessary 

amendments to the notified provisions to fully align the anticipated activities 

in Defence Wigram with those that exist or are proposed on site.  

4.5 I am involved in ongoing discussions between the Crown and the Council 

on the Further Revised Proposal and intend on providing an update on 

these discussions at the hearing. 

5. PURPOSE OF DEFENCE WIGRAM SITE 

5.1 As explained by Mr Owen in his evidence dated 23 January 2015, there are 

three key activities at Defence Wigram, as follows: 

(a) The site is primarily the location of the successful and popular Air 

Force Museum.  This museum is a Service Museum and its ongoing 

operation is supported by commercial activities that utilise the 

unique cultural resources and location of the Air Force Museum.   

(b) Defence Wigram is an airfield for helicopter operations, and carries 

out functions for NZDF to fulfil its obligations under the Defence Act, 

for example, providing a landing location in civil emergencies.   

(c) The Christchurch Improvised Explosive Device Disposal Squadron 

is located on the site (typically referred to as “the Bomb Squad”). 

The Bomb Squad responds to callouts throughout the South Island, 

typically to dispose or make safe, unexploded ordnance items which 

are accidentally discovered.  

5.2 The site is designated for “defence purposes” (as defined by section 5 of 

the Defence Act 1990) which provides for a wide range of defence 

activities. 
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5.3 The “roll-over” notice for the designation was confirmed by the hearings 

panel in its decision issued on 7 July 2015. Notwithstanding the roll-over of 

the designation, specific provisions are required in the Replacement Plan to 

support the commercial functions that support the Air Force Museum. They 

are also required to enable the operation of aircraft, other than for defence 

or emergency activities, to occur as permitted activities provided 

appropriate standards are met.   

5.4 I agree with Ms Carter's assessment that the Defence Wigram Zone 

proposal contains only minor changes from the Operative City Plan and that 

the changes that the Crown seeks are principally designed to ensure that 

the Air Force Museum continues to function efficiently without adverse 

effects, especially noise, on neighbouring properties. 

6. PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

6.1 The resource management issues associated with urban and rural 

residential development for the Greater Christchurch area, and the manner 

in which the objectives are to be implemented, are set out in Chapter 6 - 

Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch – of the RPS. I agree with 

Ms Carter's identification, in paragraphs 5.2 and 5.3 of her statement of 

evidence, of the relevant objectives and policies of the RPS relating to 

Defence Wigram. 

6.2 In my opinion, the Further Revised Proposal gives effect to the objectives 

and policies in the RPS by recognising the primary activities that occur on 

the site and appropriately providing for the Air Force Museum and the 

associated commercial activities which are a key part of Defence Wigram’s 

strategic infrastructure.  

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

6.3 The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy") has been developed to coordinate and 

provide an overall direction for the recovery of the greater Christchurch 

area. In particular, the Recovery Strategy seeks to support the built 

environment recovery through Goal 5 which focusses on developing 

resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, 

housing and transport networks.  



 

BF\55428238\1 Page 6 

6.4 Goal 16.1 (5.6) outlined in the Recovery Strategy identifies the importance 

of having a range of affordable housing options connected to community 

and strategic infrastructure that provides for residents participation in social, 

cultural and economic activities.  As Mr Owen's 23 January 2015 evidence 

identifies, Defence Wigram provides for activities that include a range of 

functions including military training facilities, as well as cultural facilities 

associated with the Air Force Museum. 

Land Use Recovery Plan 

6.5 The LURP provides delivery mechanisms to achieve the vision of the 

Recovery Strategy and, as a consequence, the Further Revised Proposal is 

consistent with the provisions for strategic infrastructure described in the 

Recovery Strategy and RPS above.  

7. DEFENCE WIGRAM PROVISIONS 

7.1 The Crown and the Council have been involved in a number of discussions 

in relation to Defence Wigram since notification of the Proposal. This has 

resulted in agreement being reached between the parties on a number of 

provisions which have been detailed in the evidence of Ms Carter, and 

summarised in my evidence below. 

7.2 As noted above, the Crown seeks some further changes to the Proposal to 

fully align the anticipated activities in Defence Wigram with those that exist 

or are proposed on the site.   These changes are the subject of ongoing 

discussions with the Council and are explained further below.  

8. PROVISIONS SUPPORTED 

8.1 I support the Revised Proposal, as set out in Appendix A to Ms Carter's 

evidence, with the additional changes (that make up my 'Further Revised 

Proposal') as set out in paragraphs 9.1 – 9.8 below.   

8.2 The proposed changes since the notified version, as outlined in Ms Carter's 

Revised Proposal are: 

General 

(a) The addition of a notation under the Chapter Heading (21.1) to 

reference that activities subject to the designation are provided for in 

Chapter 10 - Designations.  
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Objective and Policies 

(b) Amendments to Objective 21.1.1 to include reference to cultural 

facilities to specifically recognise the Air Force Museum.  

(c) Amendments to Policy 21.1.1.1 (c and d) to include specific 

reference to the Air Force Museum and its ancillary activities.  

(d) Amendments to Policy 21.1.2 to address site referencing.  

Permitted Activities 

(e) Amendments to the Permitted activity table (21.1.2.2.1) including 

correcting a typographical error in (P1). 

(f) Amendments to (P3) to provide clarity for retail activities on the site. 

(g) Deletion of (P5) regarding activities provided for in Chapter 10 - 

Designations.  

Activities not listed  

(h) Amendments to Rule 21.1.2.2 and Rule 21.1.2.3 to include 

restricted discretionary activities (subject to standards) and 

discretionary activities, for activities that are not anticipated at this 

time.  

8.3 The reasons for these agreed changes are set out in paragraphs 6.1 – 6.26 

of Ms Carter's evidence, with which I agree. 

9. ADDITIONAL CHANGES SOUGHT 

9.1 Despite the substantial effort that Council has undertaken to address the 

matters raised in the Crown's submission, there are however some 

additional changes that were unable to be resolved at the time that this 

evidence was prepared.  The additional sought are shown in blue tracked 

changes text below using the format of text as set out in the Revised 

Proposal annexed to Ms Carter’s evidence. 

Rule 21.1.2 “How to Use the Rules” 

9.2 The Council proposes to include new Rule 21.1.2.1.2 which provides 

direction as to the other parts of the Replacement Plan which apply to the 

Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram) Zone. This includes Proposals that are 
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yet to be heard, and decided by the hearings panel, for example Proposal 6 

(General Rules and Procedures).  

9.3 Provisions sitting elsewhere in the Replacement Plan process could impact 

the provisions of Defence Wigram, depending on the outcome of each 

Proposal, as they are decided. 

9.4 Defence Wigram may also be affected by decisions on other Proposals, 

such as Natural and Cultural Heritage which forms part of the Stage Three 

content. While Ms Carter acknowledges that the Council has checked to 

ensure there are no “double-ups” between other Proposals and Defence 

Wigram –  from a planning perspective the outcome of other Proposals (for 

example, the noise provisions in Proposal 6) could result in additional 

consent requirements.  I consider that this could be addressed by the 

insertion of the following wording below Rule 21.1.2.1.2 in the Defence 

Wigram Proposal: 

21.1.2.1.2 The Activity Status Tables and Standards in the following chapters 
also apply to activities in the Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram) Zone:  

5 Natural Hazards;  

6 General Rules and Procedures;  

7 Transport;  

8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks;  

9 Natural and Cultural Heritage;  

11 Utilities and Energy; and  

12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land.   

[#2123.220 CCC, #FS2810.283 CERA, #2249 CRC]  
 

Note: in the event of an activity being provided for by rules in more than one 

chapter then the relevant rule in Chapter 21 prevails. 

Rule 21.1.3 “Built Form Standards” 

9.5 Rule 21.1.2.3.2 relates to Street Scene and sets a minimum set-back 

distance of 10m from any road boundary.  The Crown seeks to reduce this 

setback to 4.5m on the basis that 10m is overly conservative and 

unnecessary. I consider that a 4.5m setback would be appropriate and note 

that this would be consistent with provisions relating to the adjacent zoning, 

being the Residential Suburban zone. This amendment also provides for a 

consistent setback along the length of a street. I suggest the rule is 

amended as follows: 
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21.1.2.3.2 Street scene 
Buildings shall be set back a minimum distance of 10 4.5m from any road 
boundary.  
 

9.6 Rule 21.1.2.3.5 relates to Separation from Neighbours and sets a minimum 

distance of 10m from any boundary other than a road boundary. The Crown 

seeks that this distance is reduced to 3m. I understand that the adjacent 

zoning requires a 1.8m setback from internal boundaries. I am aware that 

separation distances seek to manage effects on privacy and amenity on 

adjacent residents/activities. As the nature of activities undertaken at 

Defence Wigram differs from that of the adjacent activities (i.e. while the 

effects are appropriately managed they are not ‘residential’ in nature), I 

consider that a greater setback than 1.8m is appropriate. I do however 

consider that 3m is sufficient to provide appropriate separation from 

adjoining activities.  I suggest the rule is amended as follows: 

21.1.2.3.5 Separation from neighbours  
Buildings shall be set back a minimum of 10 3m from any boundary other than a 
road boundary.  

 
9.7 Rule 21.1.3.2 relates to Height, Street Scene, and Sunlight and Outlook for 

neighbours. Clause (b) of this standard requires consideration of “the visual 

impact on adjoining activities”. I consider that this clause does not provide 

enough clarity as to what would be expected by an applicant when 

addressing this matter. I suggest that clause (b) is replaced with the 

following: 

21.1.3.2 Height, street scene, and sunlight and outlook for neighbours  
a. The extent of overshadowing and impact on the outdoor living spaces and main 

living areas of residential buildings, and/or activities undertaken within the space 

affected.  
b. The visual impact on adjoining activities. The visual dominance of proposed 

buildings or activities on the outlook from adjacent sites, roads, and 

public open space in the surrounding area, where it is out of character 

with the local environment. 

c. The effect on privacy of an adjoining site.  
d. The extent and quality of any landscaping.  
e. The scale, length and size of walls, and appearance of buildings and the effect 

on amenity.  
f. The mitigating effect of any landscaping and trees proposed on the boundary of 

the site.  
g. The function or use to which the building is to be put and whether this dictates 

particular locational requirements.  
h. The extent to which there would be increased noise intrusion as a result of a 

reduced setback.  
i. The ability to provide adequate vehicle manoeuvring, loading or parking areas 
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9.8 Rule 21.1.3.4 includes General Standards. These standards generally 

require consideration of the extent of adverse effects of allowing a land use. 

I recognise that some future land-uses may be consistent with the purpose 

of Defence Wigram, and therefore suggest the inclusion of the following 

standard to recognise this: 

21.1. 2.5.33.4 General  
a. The extent to which the proposed land use would promote the objectives 

and policies of Defence Wigram 

a b The extent to which the proposed land use would be likely to have any effects 

which would conflict with the primary purpose of the designation and the 

education, cultural, [#2387 CERA] recreation and retail activities within the 

zone, or the use of any adjoining areas.  

b c. Whether the proposed land use is temporary and the period of such intended 
use. 

C d The assessment matters in relation to noise shall be those set out in Chapter 
6.1. [#2123 CCC, #FS2810 CERA]  

 

9.9 Overall, I consider that the Further Revised Proposal: 

(a) is consistent with the Statement of Expectations; 

(b) is consistent with the Strategic Directions Decision; 

(c) is the most appropriate to meet the objectives; and 

(d) achieves the purpose of the Act. 

 

Manea Sweeney 

15 October 2015 


