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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Matthew Eaton Arthur McCallum-Clark. I am a Resource 

Management Consultant and a director of the firm Incite, which has offices 

in Auckland, Wellington, Nelson and Christchurch. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Laws from Canterbury University, a Bachelor of 

Commerce (Economics) from Otago University and have undertaken a 

postgraduate diploma in Environmental Auditing through Brunel University 

in the UK. I am also a qualified and experienced independent hearing 

commissioner with chair endorsement under the Ministry for the 

Environment’s "Making Good Decisions" programme. 

1.3 Apart from a short period at a city council, I have been a resource 

management consultant for about 20 years. Over this time I have worked 

on a large number of designations and resource consent projects, lodged 

submissions and presented evidence for a range of clients.  Over the last 

five years I have focussed on drafting and analysing district and regional 

planning documents, including several in Canterbury. 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Ministry of Education (the “Ministry”) to 

contribute to the analysis and submissions from the Crown on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the “Replacement Plan”), and to 

prepare evidence for this hearing. This is my sixth statement of evidence to 

the hearings panel having presented statements of evidence on behalf of 

Spark and Chorus for the Strategic Directions hearing,1 NZ Police, Spark, 

Chorus and the Minister of Education for the Stage 1 Designation hearing,2 

and on behalf of the Minister of Education for the Stage 1 Residential 

hearing.3  

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.  

                                                
1
 My evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-

and-strategic-outcomes/ under the heading " Evidence. " 
2
 My evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-10-designations-and-

heritage-orders/ under the heading "Requiring Authority Evidence" and "Requiring Authority Rebuttal Evidence". 
3
 My evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under 

the heading “Submitter Evidence”. 
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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 evidence specifically on matters of particular 

relevance to the Ministry in relation to Proposal 21: Specific Purpose 

(School) Zone (“Proposal 21”). 

3.2 My evidence focusses on:  

(a) the Ministry's support for the overall proposal and the agreements 

reached; 

(b) improvements to the usability and workability of the rules and the 

streamlining of assessment matters; and 

(c) changes of zoning requested in order to reflect the actual use of 

school sites. 

3.3 Overall, agreement has been reached with the Council, either through direct 

discussion or mediation, on all matters of substance.  Therefore, the 

purpose of my evidence is to support and explain the reasons for the 

agreed positions, explain where some further improvement could be made, 

and to address the school site-specific zone changes that have been 

sought by the Crown or the Council.   

3.4 In preparing my evidence I have relied on the evidence of Mr David Hobern 

that was prepared in relation to the Strategic Directions Hearing on behalf 

of the Crown.4  In his evidence, Mr Hobern outlines the importance of 

educational activities as part of the recovery of Christchurch, the Ministry's 

very significant investment programme in the rebuild of schools in greater 

Christchurch5, and the particular need for schools within the more general 

community recovery framework6.  I do not intend to repeat these aspects 

                                                
4
 Mr Hobern's evidence is available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx under the heading "Evidence ". 
5
  $1.137 billion towards rebuilding and renewing 115 schools in greater Christchurch.  As set out in the evidence 

of Mr Hobern, at paragraph 4.2. 
6
 See especially paragraphs 7.7 to 7.10. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/Hearings/Hearing1/Pages/default.aspx
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detailing the need for educational activities within the community or the 

need for them to be appropriately provided for in the planning framework, 

but instead rely on the evidence of Mr Hobern in this regard. 

3.5 I have also relied on the following key documents in preparing my evidence: 

(a) the Statement of Expectations outlined in the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014;  

(b) the Replacement Plan and related section 32 documentation;  

(c) the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 

2015 ("Strategic Directions decision").  I note that this decision is 

well aligned with the requested amendments in the Crown's 

submission with respect to recognition of community activities, and for 

clarity regarding the primacy of the Strategic Directions chapter; and   

(d) the decision of the Hearings Panel on the Transport (part) Proposal 

dated 7 August 2015 (“Transport decision”).  I also note that this 

decision includes car and cycle parking requirements and contains 

thresholds beyond which an Integrated Transport Assessment is 

required.  

3.6 I confirm that I have read the relevant evidence prepared on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council ("Council").  In particular, I have considered the 

evidence of Mr David Falconer and Ms Glenda Dixon, including the tracked-

changes revision of Proposal 21 that is attached to Ms Dixon’s evidence, 

and the updated tracked changes revision of Proposal 21 circulated on 13 

October 2015, following the mediation session of 12 October 2015.   

3.7 In its submission on Proposal 21 the Crown requested that a built form 

standard requiring water supply for firefighting in accordance with the NZFS 

Code of Practice be added into the Specific Purpose (School) Zone. This 

aspect of the submission is addressed in the evidence of Ms Ainsley 

McLeod. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I support the intent of the Specific Purpose (School) Zone and the following 

amendments that have been made to Proposal 21: 
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(a) amendments to Objective 21.6.1.1 and Policy 21.6.1.1.1 to more 

appropriately balance the operational needs of educational facilities 

and the effects that education facilities have on the character and 

amenity of the surrounding environment; 

(b) amendments to Objective 21.6.1.2 and Policy 21.6.1.2.1 to provide 

more certain guidance to decision-makers and improve certainty for 

education providers; 

(c) amendments to the rule framework to provide better linkages to the  

identified alternative zoning for school sites; 

(d) amendments to the Matters of Discretion contained in 21.6.3.1 and 

21.6.3.2 to reduce duplication; and 

(e) amendments to the Specific Purpose (School) Zone boundaries 

depicted on the planning maps in order to accurately reflect the actual 

boundaries of school sites. 

4.2 I acknowledge that while it would be helpful if Rules 21.6.2.1.1, 21.6.2.1.2 

and 21.6.2.2.1 were amended to clarify what rules apply to activities in the 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone, this is a matter of consistency across the 

whole plan and is better left in the hands of the Council. 

4.3 I also consider that the assessment matters for traffic issues (21.6.3.2 in the 

updated Proposal), are not well linked to activities that may trigger these 

assessment matters, and I foresee difficulties with implementation.  

However, as all State schools are designated, these assessment matters 

have little impact on the Ministry.  In my opinion, this is more a matter to be 

considered in light of the Statement of Expectations. 

4.4 I remain concerned regarding the ‘default’ non-complying activity status for 

activities not specifically provided for under Rule 21.6.2.2.4, as it is, in my 

opinion, unduly restrictive, and discretionary activity status is more 

appropriate. However, the Council explained, immediately prior to 

mediation, that this is also a matter of consistency across the whole plan. 

4.5 Overall, agreement has been reached on all matters of substance, and the 

Ministry of Education supports the amendments to Proposal 21 shown in 

the tracked changes version circulated to the parties by Ms Dixon on 13 

October 2015.  
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5. OVERALL SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSAL AND AGREEMENTS 

REACHED 

5.1 The Crown and the Council had a number of meetings to discuss this 

Proposal prior to notification.  A number of adjustments were made to 

earlier drafts, resulting in a Specific Purpose (School) Zone proposal that 

has largely been supported by the Crown. 

5.2 These discussions have continued since notification, and the Council has 

agreed to the following amendments:  

(a) First, the Ministry requested the removal or amendment of provisions 

which placed overly restrictive requirements on education facilities 

with respect to adverse effects on the amenity and character of the 

neighbourhood and adjoining zones.  In particular, the notified 

Objective 21.6.1.1 ‘use of education facilities’ required education 

providers to mitigate any adverse effects on the amenity of adjoining 

zones.  In my opinion this was too restrictive and I support the 

agreement reached with the Council..  In addition, changes to Policy 

21.6.1.1.3 ‘Contribution of Education Sites to the Character of 

Neighbourhoods’ have been agreed, recognising that the operational 

needs of education providers should be a priority, and the need to 

retain mature trees and open space is not the only or most 

appropriate means of achieving a high standard of visual amenity.   

(b) Secondly, the matters of discretion contained in 21.6.3.1 and 21.6.3.2 

had considerable overlap and it was agreed that the matters of 

discretion should be combined. Several of the matters are identical 

between the lists, while others address the same effect, and only 

differ as to perspective – the street or the neighbours. 

(c) Thirdly, the Crown’s submission requested a number of alterations to 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone Rules 21.6.2.1.1, 21.6.2.1.2 and 

21.6.2.2.1 to improve the usability of the rule framework.  These rules 

explain the relationship between the Chapter and other Chapters of 

the Replacement Plan, and the structure of the rules within the 

Chapter.  While it is my opinion that there is potential for confusion 

and uncertainty in how these are drafted, I accept Ms Dixon’s view 

that consistency with the remainder of the Plan is more important. 



 

BF\55428230\1 Page 7 

5.3 These changes form part of the Council's revised proposal attached to Ms 

Dixon’s evidence dated 6 October 2015. In addition, at the mediation 

session on 12 October 2015, agreement was reached on some additional 

issues. These matters are outlined below and are recorded in the ‘tracked 

changes’ version circulated to the parties by Ms Dixon on 13 October 2015:  

(a) In its submission, the Crown sought that Objective 21.6.1.2 be 

deleted.  I support the replacement Objective in Ms Dixon’s tracked 

changes version of the Chapter. 

(b) The Council has agreed that Policy 21.6.1.2.1 is more certain and 

efficient if it refers to the more specific ‘identified alternative zone’ and 

deletes reference to the ‘surrounding area’.  By way of background, 

the Specific Purpose (School) Zone proposal contains a list of all 

schools in Christchurch and identifies an ‘alternative’ zone against 

which non-educational activities can be assessed.  Recognition of the 

identified alternative zone in the Policy, as requested by the Crown, 

provides certainty for both the community and the education provider.  

(c) The Crown submitted on the Non-Complying Activity Status Table 

associated with Rule 21.6.2.2.4.  Proposal 21 makes the default 

activity status for activities not listed as permitted or restricted 

discretionary a non-complying activity.  The Crown’s submission 

stated that a non-complying activity status may be too restrictive for 

some activities, especially if they would otherwise have a lesser 

activity status pursuant to the identified alternative zoning.  The 

Council has agreed to a range of rule amendments that better reflect 

the rule framework of the identified alternative zone, which largely 

resolves this issue.  It is my opinion that the overall default activity 

status would be better reduced from non-complying to a discretionary 

activity.  However, in this instance I accept the view of the Council 

regarding consistency with other chapters. 
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(d) The Crown’s submission identified that the Matter of Discretion 

21.6.3.3 Traffic Issues, is adequately covered in the Transport 

Chapter and that inclusion in the Specific Purpose (School) Zone is 

unnecessary.  The Council has agreed to wording changes to address 

the direct overlap with the resource consent requirements of Chapter 

7 (Transport), in particular the Integrated Transport Assessments. 

5.4 Overall, the agreements reached during mediation are an improvement to 

the version that was notified. Provided they are implemented, the only  

other changes I consider necessary are the zone changes outlined below. 

6. ZONE CHANGES 

6.1 The hearings panel requested that matters relating to the relevant planning 

maps should be addressed at this hearing, in its direction of 29 September 

2015.  During the Stage 2 Residential Proposal hearing, Mr Andrew Willis 

on behalf of the Crown addressed these matters in paragraphs 9.1 to 9.3 of 

his evidence.7  

6.2 In its submission the Crown sought to align the Specific Purpose (School) 

Zone boundaries with the boundaries of the designations.  The four schools 

involved are Hornby Primary, Harewood Primary School, Hornby High 

School and Kirkwood Intermediate. The changes that the Crown requested 

be made to the boundaries of these schools are detailed in Mr Willis’s 

evidence.  

6.3 I support the reasoning of Mr Willis in that it is appropriate and efficient to 

make these changes to enable the management of school sites to be 

consistent across the full extent of the school sites, particularly for activities 

not directly covered by the designated purpose, such as community 

activities.  I note that Ms Dixon in her evidence for the Council concurs that 

these zone boundary changes are appropriate. 

6.4 In addition, the Council has sought three further changes to the Specific 

Purpose (School) Zone boundaries for other State schools, being Mt 

Pleasant Primary School, Ouruhia Model School, and Shirley Intermediate 

School.   

                                                
7
 Mr Willis’s evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-

part-stage-2/ under the heading "Evidence ". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/
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6.5 These changes are addressed in the evidence of Ms Dixon, and I agree 

with the position stated in Ms Dixon’s evidence. 

 

Matthew Eaton Arthur McCallum-Clark 

15 October 2015 

 


