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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Vicki Ann Barker.  I hold the position of Managing Director of 

Barker Planning Limited in Christchurch.  I have held this position for over 

two years.  

1.2 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA") to provide planning evidence in relation to the 

Stage 2 and 3 Open Space Proposals, which includes section 13.7 of 

Proposal 13 (Central City).  Post notification the Stage 2 and 3 proposals 

have been combined into Open Space Proposal 18 ("Open Space 

Proposal").  

1.3 This is the fourth statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first 

statement of evidence was provided in respect of the Stage 1 hearing for 

Proposal 14 (Residential) in relation to non-residential activities,1 the 

second was for the Stage 1 hearing for Proposal 7 (Transport),2 and the 

third for the Stage 2 hearing for Proposal 17 (Rural).3 

1.4 A summary of my qualifications and experience is set out at paragraphs 1.2 

to 1.5 of my first statement of evidence. 

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 ("Code").  I have 

complied with the Code 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. 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Vicki Barker on behalf of the Crown dated 20 March 2015.  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", 
"Submitter evidence". 
2
 Statement of evidence of Vicki Barker on behalf of the Crown dated 10 June 2015.  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/hearings/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", "Submitter Evidence 
and Submitter Statements". 
3
 Statement of evidence of Vicki Barker on behalf of the Crown dated 29 October 2015.  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/hearings/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", "Submitter Evidence 
and Submitter Statements". 
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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 in relation to the Open Space 

provisions.  My evidence addresses: 

(a) the major themes and key submission points from the Crown's 

submission on the Open Space provisions; 

(b) the structure and content of the objectives and policies; 

(c) reducing the level of prescription, particularly with respect to the 

Central City provisions; 

(d) improving clarity and usability; 

(e) recovery activities - Temporary Accommodation and Burwood Landfill; 

and 

(f) statutory considerations. 

3.2 In addition to the CERA specific submission points, my evidence also 

addresses submission points relevant to the New Zealand Fire Service 

Commission ("NZFS") and New Zealand Transport Agency ("NZTA").  Anna 

Cameron has prepared planning evidence in relation to the Department of 

Conservation ("DOC") submission points.  My evidence will not address 

matters of detail covered by Ms Cameron to avoid duplication, but will refer 

to this evidence where necessary. 

3.3 A list of the documents and evidence I have drawn upon in forming my 

views is set out in Appendix VAB1 to this evidence. 

3.4 I have attended informal mediation meetings and had direct discussions 

with Christchurch City Council ("Council") to address the relief sought in 

the Crown's submission.  I also attended formal mediation for the Crown on 

17 December 2015 and have reviewed the revised version of the Open 

Space Proposal dated 19 January 2016 ("Revised Proposal"). 

3.5 I have identified in my evidence whether or not I agree with the Revised 

Proposal on the points I address in the Crown's submission.  In addition, 

Appendix VAB2 to this evidence contains a table of the Crown's 
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submission points for the Open Space Proposal, which identifies the 

provisions I do and do not support.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown's submissions on Proposal 18 strongly supported an integrated 

Open Space Proposal and the significant consolidation of the Open Space 

Zones, but identified some instances where prescription could be reduced 

and further clarity and usability achieved.  The rules pertaining to the Avon 

River Precinct/Te Papa Ōtākaro ("ARP") and the interrelationship with the 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan ("CCRP") are a particular focus of the 

Crown. 

4.2 The majority of the matters identified in the Crown submission have been 

addressed through productive informal mediation, and a very limited 

number of disagreements remain.  The matters yet to be resolved include: 

(a) minor modifications to 18.1.4 Policy 1 to better recognise the 

connective role the ARP plays through the Central City; 

(b) providing for activities within a listed heritage item in four of the 

Open Space Zones;4 

(c) the rule pertaining to public amenities in the Water and Margins and 

ARP Zones5 

(d) the built form standard relating to maximum building footprint in the 

Water and Margins and ARP Zones;6 and 

(e) further streamlining of the matters of discretion.7  

4.3 The amendments sought to 18.1.4 Policy 1, the public amenities rule and 

built form standard are considered relatively minor.  I am willing to work 

further with the Council and any other interested parties prior to the hearing 

to further streamline the matters of discretion as I consider a collaborative 

process would be more efficient and robust.  I am also open to working with 

the Council to further consider the rules pertaining to activities within 

heritage buildings should this be an option the Council is willing to explore 

further or the Hearings Panel requests. 

                                                
4
 Rules 18.2.2.1 P15, 18.3.2.1 P21, 18.5.2.1 P14 and 18.6.2.1 P17  

5
 Rule 18.6.2.1 P7 

6
 18.6.3.7 

7
 18.7.1, 18.7.2, and 18.7.3 
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4.4 Overall, I consider the Revised Proposal, subject to the amendments 

outlined above, is consistent with the relevant statutory documents and 

meets the Statement of Expectations and the purpose of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). 

5. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION ON THE OPEN SPACE PROPOSAL  

5.1 The major themes of the Crown's Stage 2 and 3 submissions relevant to the 

Open Space provisions are set out in Part A8 and Part B9 of the 

submissions.  I briefly expand on some of these themes below. 

Reducing prescription and improving clarity and usability 

5.2 The Stage 2 submission supported the significant consolidation of the Open 

Space zones compared to the Operative Plan.  However, further 

opportunities to reduce prescription and improve clarity and usability were 

sought, including amendments to:10 

(a) the objectives and policies to achieve more concise and directive 

objectives and policies; 

(b) the rules and built form standards to reduce duplication, remove 

unnecessary prescription and ensure greater consistency across the 

proposals; 

(c) the matters of discretion to streamline and reduce duplication; and 

(d) the planning maps to make them clearer. 

5.3 With respect to the Stage 3 Central City Open Space provisions (section 

13.7 of Proposal 13), the Crown supported the proposed integration of the 

Central City Open Space provisions with Proposal 18 to reduce duplication 

and provide an integrated set of provisions.11  

5.4 Like Stage 2, with respect to the Stage 3 provisions applicable to the Water 

and Margins and ARP Zones, the Crown considered there were 

opportunities to reduce prescription and improve clarity and usability.  In 

particular, it was considered the built form standards and the matters of 

discretion could be streamlined to reduce duplication.  Improvements to the 

                                                
8
 Pages 9-29 of the Crown Stage 2 Submission; Pages 10-23 of the Crown Stage 3 Submission. 

9
 Pages 220-226 of the Crown Stage 2 Submission; Pages 147-148 of the Crown Stage 3 Submission (in relation 

to Central City) and Pages 268-272 of the Crown Submission (in relation to Proposal 18, Part). 
10

 Pages 220 to 236 of the Crown Stage 2 Submission (2387). 
11

 Pages 147-157 of the Crown Stage 3 Submission. 
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objectives and policies were also sought at Stage 3 to make them clearer 

and more succinct. 

5.5 The Stage 3 Central City submission also identified the need for the 

planning maps to clearly differentiate between the ARP and the Community 

Parks Zones, and sought to remove the ARP zoning within the Convention 

Centre Precinct. 

Recovery Activities 

5.6 The Crown sought in its Stage 2 submission that the temporary earthquake 

accommodation in Linwood Park and Rawhiti Domain be permitted to 

enable the continued use of these facilities until 30 April 2018.  

5.7 At the time of the Stage 2 submission, the Burwood Landfill and Resource 

Recovery Park had a proposed zoning of Open Space Natural.  It was 

considered this proposed zoning did not support the on-going use of the 

site and could compromise recovery.  Therefore the Crown sought that the 

site be zoned Specific Purpose (Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery 

Park) and suggested applicable provisions. 

Linkages to Proposal 9 

5.8 The Crown Stage 3 submission relevant to the provisions outside of the 

Central City was principally concerned with the linkages to Proposal 9.12  

Anna Cameron addresses these Stage 3 provisions in her evidence. 

6. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

6.1 The Revised Proposal contains significantly amended objectives and 

policies compared to the notified versions of the Open Space Proposals.  In 

my opinion the amendments have improved the objectives and policies 

substantially, and I am in agreement with the amendments, subject to minor 

modifications to Policy 1 outlined below. 

Policy 1  

6.2 The Crown's submissions state that Policy 1 as notified was lengthy, 

overlaps with other policies, and in some instances describes the zones 

rather than providing policy direction.13  

6.3 Ms Carter's evidence states that the aim of this policy is to provide clear 

                                                
12

 Pages 268-272 of the Crown Stage 3 Submission. 
13

 Page 222 of the Crown Stage 2 Submission 
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direction for the various types of open space zones in terms of their 

anticipated function, uses, character and intensity of development.14  

6.4 I agree there is a need to provide an explanation of the function and role of 

open spaces, and consider this is especially important to guide activities 

given the significant consolidation of Open Space zones compared to the 

Operative Plan.  As the description of the zones has been removed from the 

plan compared to the Operative Plan, I consider that the policy framework is 

the appropriate place under the new plan structure for such an explanation 

where required.  I note that the Commercial Decision also has a similar 

lengthy descriptive policy which explains the role of centres (15.1.2.1 Policy 

- Role of Centres)15.  However, I consider this descriptiveness needs to be 

balanced with conciseness and clarity. 

6.5 The Council has made significant amendments to streamline Policy 1 which 

reflect the informal discussions the Crown has had with the Council, and I 

support all of the proposed changes.  I especially support the proposed 

deletion of 18.1.4a.1.E which refers to maintaining the underlying Central 

City patterns, including how the streets intersect with Central City open 

spaces, such as Latimer and Cranmer Squares.  

6.6 This clause originated from Policy 12.4.2 in the CCRP.  Policy 12.4.2 is 

applicable to the Central City Business Zones and seeks to restore and 

enhance established and important public open spaces.  I consider this 

clause is not required in Policy 1 as consideration of important heritage and 

urban parks, such as Latimer and Cranmer Squares and Hagley Park, have 

been added to 18.1.4a.1.D.  Furthermore, I consider such a clause is more 

applicable to the ARP Zone.  

6.7 I suggest that an additional clause be added to the ARP part of Policy 1 

(18.1.4a.vi) which addresses restoration and enhancement of public open 

spaces in the Central City, and that this additional clause is re-focussed to 

address the importance of the connectivity function of the ARP.  I suggest 

an amendment to Policy 18.1.4a.vi. as follows: 

i. Open Space - Avon River Precinct (Te Papa Ōtākaro) Zone 

                                                
14

 Evidence of Janice Carter, paragraph 7.4, page 15. 
15

 Decision 11- Commercial (Part) and Industrial (Part) – Stage 1 – Page 193 
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Restore and enhance the established and important public open 

space of the Avon River Precinct/Te Papa o Ōtākaro Zone as a:  

A. People, walking and cycle focused river edge; 

B. Place providing leisure opportunities and enhancing the city's 

distinctive identity while protecting and enhancing the natural 

qualities and habitats of the river and its margins; 

C. Place that provides a continuous and connective link through 

the central city. 

6.8 The deletion of 18.1.4a.1.E and the addition of this proposed new clause to 

the ARP part of the policy are not inconsistent with the CCRP as: 

(a) Policy 18.1.4a.1.D as amended continues to recognise the 

importance of central city public open spaces in the Community 

Parks Zone; and  

(b) the proposed new clause in 18.1.4a.vi reflects the essence of the 

original CCRP Policy 12.4.2, which is about providing for connected 

places and open spaces, but is proposed to be worded more clearly 

with a particular mention of the importance of the connectivity 

function of the ARP. 

6.9 The ARP provides a connection between a number of Anchor Projects 

nearby such as the Performing Arts Precinct, Justice and Emergency 

Service Precinct and Convention Centre.  The important connectivity role 

the ARP provides to the Central City is discussed in the evidence of Robert 

Kerr.16  

Other Objectives and Policies 

6.10 The Crown accepts all of the revisions made to the other objectives and 

policies relevant to my evidence (Objectives 1 and 3 and Policies 2 and 3). 

6.11 Overall, I consider the revised objectives and policies are clearer and more 

directive, subject to the amendment to Policy 1 outlined above. 

                                                
16

 Evidence of Robert Kerr, Paragraphs 8.3 – 8.5 
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7. REDUCING THE LEVEL OF PRESCRIPTION 

Guest Accommodation 

7.1 Guest Accommodation in the Open Space Community Parks Zone is 

provided for as a permitted activity (18.2.2.1 P9).  The rule lists seven 

existing camping ground sites which are permitted by the rule.  

7.2 Guest accommodation is provided for in the proposed Replacement Plan 

through a variety of means, including: Scheduling (Proposal 6); a Guest 

Accommodation Zone (Proposal 14); an Accommodation and Community 

Facilities Overlay (Proposal 14); and by identifying specific sites 

(Proposal 18).  The Crown opposed Rule 18.2.2.1 P9 given the inconsistent 

approach to providing for guest accommodation across the plan and the 

potential lack of clarity this creates.  Scheduling or a guest accommodation 

overlay was suggested as a potential solution to achieve consistency 

across the Replacement Plan.  The Crown made similar submissions with 

respect to Proposals 6 and 14.  

7.3 With respect to the Stage 2 Proposal 14 guest accommodation provisions, 

the panel has directed that this matter be deferred until the upcoming 

Proposal 6 hearing.17  The Crown and the Council are currently working 

together in an attempt to agree on a clear and consistent approach to 

providing for guest accommodation affecting Proposals 6 and 14 prior to the 

Proposal 6 hearing. 

7.4 With respect to the specific camping grounds listed in Rule 18.2.2.1 P9, in 

my opinion this rule should remain in its current form as proposed by the 

Council.  I agree with Ms Carter that scheduling and/or an overlay is an 

appropriate tool to recognise existing activities that are not permitted in the 

zone (ie. out-of-zone activities), but this is not the case for guest 

accommodation in Open Space where some form of guest accommodation 

is anticipated.18  Whilst the Crown's submission sought to achieve a single 

consistent approach across the plan, on balance, amending the rule for 

consistency sake is not considered necessary in this instance.  Therefore 

the Crown will no longer be pursuing this submission point, but will however 

continue to seek greater clarity and consistency with respect to the directly 

overlapping Proposal 6 and 14 guest accommodation provisions. 

                                                
17

 Minute - Application re Guest Accommodation Zone, 2 September 2015 – Applicable to the Guest 
Accommodation Zone provisions at section 14.15 of the Stage 2 notified Residential Proposal and the zoning of 
sites indicated as Guest Accommodation Zone on the Planning Maps. 
18

 Evidence of Janice Carter, paragraph 8.22, Page 34. 
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Activities within a listed heritage building 

7.5 Rules 18.2.2.1 P15, 18.3.2.1 P21, 18.5.2.1 P14 and 18.6.2.1 P17 seek to 

permit certain types of activities within a building listed as a heritage item 

subject to activity specific standards.   

7.6 The Council is seeking to encourage a wider range of activities to establish 

in heritage buildings within the Open Space Zones.  The Council's section 

32 report notes that a more enabling approach is taken for Open Space 

Zones than that in Proposal 9, due to the predominantly public ownership 

and the need to enable more economic uses to support the upkeep of the 

parks and buildings.19  

7.7 Even though a permissive regime is supported in principle, the Crown 

opposes these additional rules as they are not considered necessary or 

adequately justified.  I consider the effects of activities within heritage 

buildings can be managed by other permitted activity rules and standards 

for each of the zones, which are applicable to an activity regardless of 

whether or not it is located within a heritage building.  

7.8 For example, all of the activities listed in 18.6.2.1 P17 are covered by other 

permitted activity rules,20 with the exception of conference and function 

facilities.  Conference and function facilities could be inserted as a new 

permitted activity rule subject to activity specific standards.  

7.9 The activity specific standards attached to 18.6.2.1 P17 limit residential 

activity to no more than two residential units within a heritage item and 

exempt all of the activities listed from compliance with the parking and 

loading rule 7.2.3 in Proposal 7.  There is no justification for the limit to two 

residential units (if the rule continued to apply to residential units as in the 

Revised Proposal), nor for the exemption from rule 7.2.3 in the Council's 

section 32 report.  I note that in this instance 7.2.3 does not apply in any 

case as it only applies to zones outside the Central City.  However in my 

opinion, consideration of parking and loading should be a consideration 

where there is a potential for traffic effects.  

7.10 In my opinion, as the activities subject to the rules are generally otherwise 

provided for as permitted activities they do not need to be repeated as this 

                                                
19

 "Chapter 18 – Open Space section 32 Report", pages 31 and 42. 
20

 18.2.2.1 P15 – i. ‘gymnasium' is addressed in P1 (Recreation Activity and/or Recreation Facility; iii ‘guest 
accommodation' is addressed in P9 (Guest Accommodation); iv. ‘residential activity' is addressed in P13 
(Residential Activity); and v. ‘cultural facility' is addressed in P16 (Cultural facility). 
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adds an additional layer of unnecessary prescription.  I am unaware of any 

other similar provisions in any district plan across the country.  There is also 

no such provision regulating activities within heritage buildings in other 

zones, where such uses of heritage items may want to be encouraged.  

Overall, I consider the rule is unnecessary and is introducing an 

inconsistent approach which is potentially confusing to plan users.    

7.11 I consider that a more appropriate approach would be that the rules do not 

differentiate between activities within and outside heritage items, and that 

other permitted activity rules are relied on to reduce overlap and increase 

clarity.  Where there is no existing rule to cater for a particular activity 

envisaged within heritage buildings in the zone, (such as conference and 

function facilities in 18.6.2.1 P17) I recommend a new permitted activity rule 

be introduced subject to activity specific standards that reflect the particular 

circumstances of the Open Space Zone.  Consequential amendments also 

need to be made to the restricted discretionary and discretionary activity 

rules.   

7.12 Suggested amendments to Rule 18.6.2.1 P17 and 18.6.2.2 RD7, are 

outlined in Appendix VAB3 as an example of how the rules could be 

amended.  For 18.6.2.1 P17, I have proposed an activity specific standard 

which limits the activity to an existing building within the site.  This is 

consistent with other rules and the intent of the zone to be permissive with 

respect to activities within existing buildings, but require either restricted 

discretionary or discretionary activity resource consent for new buildings.  I 

have followed the change through to 18.6.2.2 RD7. 

7.13 If the Hearings Panel is so minded, I would be willing to work with Ms Carter 

to ensure a consistent approach (which reflects the circumstances of the 

particular open space zoning) is taken to related rules namely: 18.2.2.1 

P15; 18.3.2.1 P21; and 18.5.2.1 P14, and the consequential amendments 

to other related rules and activity standards. 

Central city activity rules 

7.14 Public amenities except for visitor information centres, public toilets and/or 

changing rooms are provided for as permitted activities in the Water and 

Margins and ARP Zones in the Revised Proposal (18.6.2.1 P7).  Visitor 

information centres, public toilets and/or changing rooms are also permitted 

if they are located within an existing building or if they are located in a new 

building and comply with the maximum building footprint in 18.6.3.7. 
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7.15 Built form standard 18.6.3.7 provides for new buildings as either restricted 

discretionary or discretionary and therefore permitted activity status cannot 

be achieved with respect to new buildings, making the reference to 18.6.3.7 

in Rule 18.6.2.1 P7 redundant.  Nor is permitted activity status encouraged 

in any case as it is considered that new buildings of this type need to be 

subject to a resource consent process given the sensitivity of the zone and 

the important role it plays as a public open space with high amenity. 

7.16 In my opinion the revisions made by the Council to 18.6.3.7 have prompted 

the need for further amendment to Rule 18.6.2.1 P7 to make the rule 

clearer and consistent with the CCRP.  It is proposed that clause b. ii. in 

Rule 18.6.2.1 P7, which links the rule to built form standard 18.6.3.7, be 

deleted (and 18.6.3.7 is also sought to be deleted as outlined in paragraphs 

7.25 to 7.27 below).  Further, it is proposed that new visitor information 

centres, public toilets and/or changing rooms be provided for as a 

discretionary activity in accordance with 18.6.23 D1.  Discretionary activity 

status was proposed by the Council in any case where an activity standard 

in relation to public amenities cannot be met (18.6.2.3 D1).  I note that the 

waterway setback rules contained in Proposal 6 will likely also trigger the 

need for resource consent for new buildings in any instance.  Suggested 

amendments are outlined in Appendix VAB3. 

7.17 The Crown requested that the permitted activity rule relating to Public 

Transport Facilities (18.6.2.1 P18) be deleted.  The Council has agreed to 

this request.  As explained by Ms Carter, roads are zoned Transport in 

Stage 3, within which transport facilities will be more appropriately located 

and provided for.21  

7.18 During the course of informal mediation it was agreed with the Council that 

Rule 18.6.2.1 P21 could be retained in the event that any works related to 

the operation or maintenance of transport infrastructure is required.  This 

permitted activity rule would eliminate any consenting requirement for such 

minor works and I agree with its retention as proposed by Ms Carter.22 

7.19 As explained in the evidence of Robert Kerr23, CERA supports the 

establishment of future pavilion building(s) at 794 Colombo Street.  Rule 

18.6.2.2 RD9 is supported as it appears in the Revised Proposal.   

                                                
21

 Evidence of Janice Carter, paragrpah 12.13, page 58. 
22

 Evidence of Janice Carter, paragraph 12.14, page 58. 
23

 Evidence of Robert Kerr, section 7, pages 6 to 7 
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Activity standards  

7.20 The Crown submitted that it is not clear in every instance why activity 

specific standards are required where they overlap with built form 

standards.   

7.21 The Council has made extensive amendments to the activity specific 

standards and I consider these changes are appropriate.  For example, in 

relation to Ancillary Office Activity in the Community Parks Zone (18.2.2.1 

P10), the activity specific standard relating to gross floor area of buildings 

has been made clearer and the standard relating to operating hours has 

been deleted.  I agree with Ms Carter that such activities will be relatively 

small in scale and other provisions of the Replacement Plan can address 

effects.  The proposed amendments reduce duplication and enhance 

clarity. 

Built form standards  

7.22 The Crown submitted in support of the building setbacks from roads in 

18.2.3.1 as the built form standard appropriately manages potential reverse 

sensitivity effects on infrastructure and strategic infrastructure in 

accordance with Strategic Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions 

Decision.  I agree that the provision in the Revised Proposal is appropriate 

to manage these effects. 

7.23 The Crown submission requested that built form standard 18.6.3.3 

(Minimum building setbacks from an internal boundary) be deleted for the 

ARP as it is considered sufficient to rely on the sunlight and outlook built 

form standard (18.6.3.5).  It is also noted that such a standard does not 

apply in the equivalent CCRP provisions.24  Ms Carter has accepted this 

request and the recommended change satisfies the Crown's relief.25 

7.24 The Crown also sought the deletion of the outdoor storage standards 

(18.6.3.6) as they are considered an example of unnecessary regulation, 

given it is unlikely outdoor storage areas26 would be located in the ARP.  

Once again, it is also of note that such a standard does not apply in the 

                                                
24

 CCRP, Conservation 5 Zone, 2.2 Development Standards, page 25. 
25

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragrpah 12.15, page 58. 
26

 Proposal 2 defines ‘outdoor storage area' as follows: “means any land used for the purpose of storing vehicles, 
equipment, machinery and/or natural or processed products outside of fully enclosed buildings for periods in 
excess of 12 weeks in any year.” 
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equivalent CCRP provisions.  Ms Carter has proposed deletion of the 

standard as it applies to the ARP, which is supported.27   

7.25 The Crown submission questioned the need for the built form standard 

relating to maximum building footprint (18.6.3.7) as other bulk and location 

controls such as maximum height and sunlight and outlook could 

adequately control amenity effects.  Furthermore, calculating site coverage 

with respect to narrow and sometimes disjointed land parcels along the 

Avon River and other waterways could be difficult.  

7.26 Ms Carter agrees the built form standard as notified could be problematic to 

apply in practice due to long and narrow land parcels, and has proposed an 

amended standard to control building size based on gross floor area28 and 

not site size as it was previously.   

7.27 Whilst the proposed amended control is definitely clearer and easier to 

apply in practice, I continue to consider the control is not necessary with 

respect to the Water and Margins and ARP Zones.  Such an equivalent 

control is not contained in the CCRP.  Furthermore, new buildings in these 

zones require either restricted discretionary or discretionary activity 

resource consent in any case, whereby the assessment matters are 

considered sufficiently broad to ensure adequate assessment of the effects 

of new buildings.   

7.28 Amendments to Rule 18.6.2.1 P7 are also recommended to delete 

reference to this built form standard as outlined in paragraph 7.16 of my 

evidence.  All of the other permitted activity rules relate to activities within 

existing buildings and not new buildings, and therefore 18.6.2.1 P7 is the 

only rule affected by the deletion of this built form standard.  

8. IMPROVING CLARITY AND USABILITY 

General Matters of Clarity 

8.1 Each of the zones has a 'How to use the rules' section which directs the 

plan user to: the activity tables and the built form standards applicable to 

the zone; the other proposals of potential relevance; and other applicable 

rules or constraints, including other legislation. 

8.2 The Crown submitted that the reference to other applicable rules and 

                                                
27

 Evidence of Janice Carter, paragrpah 12.16, pages 58-59. 
28

 Buildings with a gross floor area not exceeding 100m
2
 are proposed to be restricted discretionary and those 

over 100m
2
 up to 250m

2
 are proposed to be discretionary activities.   
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constraints, such as regional rules under the Canterbury Regional Council 

Plans, is not always complete and the sections are inconsistent across the 

zone.  These sections have been amended in the Revised Proposal and I 

consider they now provide consistent and clear advice to plan users. 

8.3 With respect to built form standard 18.6.3.1 (Minimum building setbacks 

from water bodies), Ms Carter considers that the built form standard needs 

to remain with a cross-reference to Proposal 6 rather than deleting the built 

form standard entirely so it is clear that the Proposal 6 provisions apply.29  I 

agree that such a cross-reference is needed, but consider a note is more 

appropriate to minimise duplication and is more consistent with the plan 

structure developed to date.  I consider a clause should be added to the 

permitted activity text in 18.6.2.1 directing plan users to consider Rule 6.6 in 

Proposal 6.  Suggested amendments are set out in Appendix VAB3. 

8.4 The Avon River Precinct zone as notified was referred to as Papa o 

Ōtākaro, whereas Te Reo experts have confirmed with the Crown that the 

correct reference should be Te Papa Ōtākaro.  The Crown submission 

sought that these references be corrected accordingly.  This is accepted by 

Ms Carter and the necessary revisions have been made in the Revised 

Proposal.30  

8.5 The Crown strongly supports the integration of the Central City provisions 

(Section 13.7 of Proposal 13) with Proposal 18 given integrated provisions 

result in a more concise and clear plan and are consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations. 

Emergency Service Facilities 

8.6 NZFS supports the inclusion of rules that provide for emergency service 

facilities across the Open Space zones as permitted where required.31  

Furthermore, NZFS supports the deletion of this equivalent rule in the 

Canterbury Agricultural Park Zone (18.3.4.1.1 P15) to avoid duplication as 

such activities are otherwise permitted by 18.3.4.1.1 P1, and in the 

Temporary Christchurch Stadium Zone (18.3.5.1.1 P15) given emergency 

service facilities are not anticipated in this zone.  This approach to 

permitting emergency service facilities across the zones where required or 

foreseen is consistent with the Residential, Commercial and Industrial 

                                                
29

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragrpah 12.1, page 54. 
30

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragraph 12.18, page 59. 
31

 Rules 18.2.2.1 P21, 18.3.2.1 P22, 18.3.4.1 P15, 18.3.5.1 P15, 18.4.2.1 P17. 
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Decisions and appropriately implements Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic 

Directions Decision.  

8.7 NZFS also supports the inclusion of a water supply for firefighting built form 

standard in each of the Open Space zones as agreed to by Ms Carter,32 

however the built form standard should also be added to 18.6.3 so that it 

also applies in the Water and Margins and ARP Zones consistent with the 

other zones.  Not including this built form standard in 18.6.3 appears to be a 

minor oversight.  Inclusion of such a built form standard is critical to the 

mitigation of potential adverse effects as a result of fire hazards, and its 

inclusion is consistent with the Residential, Commercial and Industrial 

Decisions.  

8.8 The consequential amendment made by the Council to insert a matter of 

discretion relating to water supply for firefighting (18.7.2.5) is also supported 

and it is noted that this matter of discretion is consistent with previous 

Decisions.  

Temporary Christchurch Stadium 

8.9 The Crown submission sought that the introductory text to the Christchurch 

Temporary Stadium zone provisions be streamlined (18.3.5).  Ms Carter 

agrees and has suggested revisions to this text.33  I support these revisions 

as they are clearer, more concise and avoid overlap, especially the deletion 

of clause e. in its entirety as it is covered elsewhere. 

8.10 NZFS and NZTA both support the inclusion of an event management plan 

provision in the Temporary Christchurch Stadium Zone (18.3.5.2.6), 

especially for such plans to include coordination with NZFS and NZTA.  The 

standard appropriately provides for the protection of the community, public 

safety and efficient movement of vehicles during events. 

Matters of Discretion 

8.11 The Crown submission opposed the matters of discretion in part as there 

are three overlapping sets of matters of discretion.  These matters relate to: 

non-compliance with activity specific standards (18.7.1); built form 

standards (18.7.2); and discretionary activities (18.7.3).  The Crown 

submission questioned whether all of these matters of discretion are 

                                                
32

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragraph 14.5, Page 66 and Appendix C - Rules 18.2.3.7, 18.3.3.6, 18.3.4.2.6, 
18.4.3.5, 18.5.3.6. 
33

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragraph 9.26, Page 46 and Appendix C Pages 49-50. 

2387 Crown - Evidence of Barker
Page 17 of 45



 

BF\55683536\1 Page 16 

necessary and whether they could be streamlined into one set of matters to 

reduce duplication and improve clarity.  

8.12 In my opinion the matters of discretion could be streamlined by: 

(a) reconsidering the need for the activity specific matters of discretion in 

18.7.1 and whether instead these can be covered by a more generic 

set of matters given many of the criteria apply across a number of 

activities/zones and are not always activity specific; 

(b) reconsidering whether the discretionary matters of discretion (18.7.3) 

are required if already covered elsewhere or could be merged; and 

(c) relying on matters of discretion in other proposals (especially 

Proposals 6 and 9) and cross-referencing to avoid duplication. 

8.13 It is of note that the Residential Stage 1 decision has one set of matters of 

discretion.34 

8.14 At the mediation on 17 December 2015 it was agreed that I would circulate 

a proposed amended version of the matters of discretion to all parties.  A 

version with suggested tracked changes and comments was circulated to 

the mediation parties on 23 December 2015.  No feedback was received 

from any of the parties.  

8.15 The Council has substantially revised the matters of discretion in the 

Revised Proposal, which does reflect some of the suggested amendments 

following formal and informal mediation.  I support this significant 

streamlining, but have made some additional suggestions to further reduce 

duplication as outlined in Appendix VAB4. 

8.16 As this is a substantial exercise, I am open to working with the Council and 

any other interested parties prior to the hearing in an attempt to further 

streamline these matters.  A collaborative approach would be beneficial to 

ensuring a more robust outcome which does not undermine any of the 

provisions or lose any vital linkages between Proposal 18 and the other 

relevant parts of the Replacement Plan. 

Planning Maps 

8.17 The ARP Zone and the Community Parks Zone are shown as the same 

colour on the Central City planning maps (Maps 32, H11, H15, H16 and 

                                                
34

 Decision 10 Residential (Part) – Controlled and restricted discertionary matters, pages 233-243. 
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H19) as notified.  This is confusing and the Crown submission sought that 

these zones should be clearly distinguishable.  Attachment B of Ms Carter's 

evidence accepts this submission point35 and during informal mediation with 

the Council it was noted that this mapping clarity matter is in the process of 

being rectified.  

8.18 The Crown's Stage 3 Open Space submission sought that a small area of 

the Convention Centre Precinct zoned ARP is removed.36  This submission 

point was also duplicated for completeness in the Stage 3 submission 

relating to the Central City Business Zone given the Crown sought that the 

zoning be changed from Open Space to Business.37  

8.19 The evidence in chief of Mark Stevenson for the Council in relation to the 

Central City Business and Mixed Use Zones recommends that the subject 

area of land be rezoned from Open Space to Business as requested by the 

Crown.38  This recommendation satisfies the Crown's relief and will be 

addressed at the Central City Proposal hearing.  Ms Carter also accepts 

this change in zoning.39  

8.20 All of the other mapping issues identified by the Crown are addressed by 

Anna Cameron. 

9. RECOVERY ACTIVITIES 

Burwood Landfill 

9.1 The notified Stage 2 version of Proposal 18 proposed to zone the Burwood 

Landfill and Resource Recovery Park as Open Space Natural.  The Crown 

opposed this significantly more restrictive proposed zoning as it would 

compromise the ongoing operation of the landfill and earthquake 

recovery.40  The Crown sought that the site be zoned Specific Purpose 

(Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery Park) and included a proposed 

set of zone provisions. 

9.2 The Council accepted this request to rezone the site and developed 

Proposal 21.12 Specific Purpose (Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery 

Park) Zone in conjunction with CERA and the Canterbury Regional Council.  

                                                
35

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Appendix B, Submission Point 3721.733, Page 26. 
36

 Crown submission 3721 - paragraph 21.6, page 147. 
37

 Crown submission 3721 - paragraph 19.3 page 20; and pages 122-123. 
38

 Evidence of Mark Stevenson for Christchurch City Council dated 16 December 2015, pages 250-251. 
39

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Appendix B, Submission Point 3721.622, Page 26. 
40

Under the Operative City District Plan the Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery Park is zoned Specific 

Purpose (Landfill) and Rural and operates in accordance with consents approved under the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Resource Management Act - Burwood Resource Recovery Park) Order 2011. 
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Proposal 21.12 was notified as part of Stage 3 and heard before the 

Hearings Panel in December 2015.  The Crown supports the updated 

redline version of Proposal 21.12 filed by Ms Rolton, Ms Yozin and 

Mr Murray on 10 December 2015. 

Temporary Earthquake Accommodation 

9.3 There are temporary earthquake accommodation villages located at 

Linwood Park and Rawhiti Domain.  Both of these reserve areas are zoned 

Open Space Community Parks.  The villages were established under 

Orders in Council41 to provide temporary accommodation for those 

displaced by the earthquakes.  To ensure the ongoing operation of the 

villages beyond the April 2016 expiry of the Orders, the Crown Stage 2 

submission sought that these existing activities be permitted until 30 April 

2018 through either Proposal 6.4 (Temporary Earthquake Recovery 

Activities) or Proposal 18. 

9.4 Rule 6.4.2.2.1 P1 in Decision 2: Temporary activities related to earthquake 

recovery, permits temporary activities of this nature until 2018.42  This 

operative rule is sufficient to enable the continued operation of the 

temporary accommodation villages until 30 April 2018, and therefore no 

changes are required to the Open Space Proposal.  This agreed position is 

also reflected in Ms Carter's evidence.43 

10. STATUTORY ASSESSMENT 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Recovery Strategy for Greater 

Christchurch Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha and the Land Use Recovery 

Plan Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone  

10.1 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement does not contain any specific 

direction with respect to the Open Space Proposal provisions, but does 

provide direction more generally in terms of sustainability and social and 

cultural wellbeing.  The role of open spaces in achieving social, cultural and 

economic wellbeing is integral to recovery and the rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch (Chapter 6). 

10.2 The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha likewise sets a high priority for the social, cultural and built 

                                                
41

 The Canterbury Earthquake (Resource Management Act Permitted Activities) Order 2011 and the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Reserves Legislation) Order (No.2) 2011. 
42

 Decision 2: Temporary activities related to earthquake recovery was notified on 5 March 2015. 
43

 Evidence of Janice Carter, Paragraph 8.34, Page 37. 
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environment recovery, including opportunities and facilities for sporting, 

recreational and cultural activities (Sections 5, 14, 15 and 16).  The policy 

framework in the Revised Proposal supports the delivery of these aims. 

10.3 The Land Use Recovery Plan -Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone seeks to 

achieve the timely, cost effective and sustainable recovery and rebuilding of 

the District.  Outcomes sought include RMA plans and regulatory processes 

which enable rebuilding and development to go ahead without unnecessary 

impediments, and a supportive and certain regulatory environment which 

provides investor confidence.44  Subject to the recommended amendments 

to the Open Space provisions, the Revised Proposal generally meets these 

outcomes. 

10.4 I have considered the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 but consider 

there are no directly relevant provisions. 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan - Te Mahere Maraka Ōtautahi  

10.5 The CCRP was developed after the Christchurch earthquakes to provide 

recovery focussed planning provisions deliberately aimed at expediting 

recovery for up to 10 years.45  The evidence of Mr Ken Gimblett for the 

Crown for Proposal 13 explains the development of the CCRP and the 

background and intent of the CCRP planning framework.46 

10.6 A key aspect of the CCRP is the provision of a widened and enhanced 

ARP, with boardwalks, new people spaces and provision for continuous 

journeys for cyclists and pedestrians.47  The evidence of both Don Miskell48 

and Robert Kerr outlines the vision for the ARP as the premier open space 

in the CBD. 

10.7 Under the CCRP, the ARP is zoned Conservation 5.  The Conservation 5 

zone has been replicated in Proposal 18 as the ARP Zone (excluding roads 

which are now proposed to be part of the Transport Zone).49  The 

Conservation 5 provisions include development standards relating to street 

scene, height of buildings and sunlight and outlook for neighbours.50  A 

further community standard relating to site coverage states that "The 

                                                
44

 Land Use Recovery Plan – Section 3.3 Land Use Recovery Plan Outcomes 4 and 5. 
45

 CCRP, page 103. 
46

 Third Statement of Evidence of Kenneth Gimblett on behalf of the  Crown, Proposal 3 (Stage 1 and Stage 3): 
Strategic Directions and Proposal 13: Central City, dated 14 January 2016, Sections 5 and 6, pages 6-18. 
47

 Statement of Evidence of Donald Miskell for the Crown, Proposal 3 (Stage 1 and Stage 3): Strategic Directions 
and Proposal 13: Central City, dated 14 January 2016, Paragraph 5.12(a), page 8. 
48

 Statement of Evidence of Donald Miskell for the Crown, Proposal 3 (Stage 1 and Stage 3): Strategic Directions 
and Proposal 13: Central City, dated 14 January 2016, paragraph 5.43, Page 16. 
49

 CCRP, Map1. Central City: Business and Mixed Use Zones, page 89. 
50

 CCRP, Conservation 5 Zone, 2.2 Development Standards, page 25. 
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erection of any building shall be a discretionary activity except for 

boardwalks, bus shelters and light poles (which are permitted activities)".51  

There is a single assessment matter relating to site coverage which 

considers the effects on public access to or through the area and the 

appreciation of its values, and whether the proposed building or structure 

forms an integral part of the zone, in which case regard will be had to any 

approved Park Master Plan.52 

10.8 The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act requires that the Replacement 

Plan not be inconsistent with the CCRP.53  It is of note that all of the built 

form standards in the CCRP have been carried over into Proposal 18, with 

the addition of 18.6.3.7 Maximum building footprint.  As discussed in 

paragraphs 7.25 to 7.27 of my evidence, I consider this built form standard 

is not necessary with respect to the ARP and seek deletion consistent with 

the CCRP. 

10.9 As the CCRP makes any new building in the zone a discretionary activity 

with the exception of boardwalks, bus shelters and light poles, a lesser 

activity status of restricted discretionary in some instances for new buildings 

such as the Future Pavilion building(s)54 captures the intent of the CCRP. 

Resource consent is still required for new buildings and the assessment 

matters are considered broad enough to enable a robust assessment of any 

new building.  

10.10 Overall, it is considered that the Revised Proposal contains an enabling set 

of provisions for the ARP which are consistent with the CCRP's vision for 

this area. 

11. STATEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS 

11.1 I consider the Revised Proposal generally meets the Statement of 

Expectations contained in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 for the following 

reasons: 

(a) the number of open space zones has been reduced significantly; 

                                                
51

 CCRP, Conservation 5 Zone, 2.3 Community Standards, page 25. 
52

 CCRP, 3.0 Assessment matters for resource consents, 3.2.3 Site Coverage, page 26. 
53

 CER Act 2011, section 23. 
54

 Rule 18.6.2.2 RD9. 
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(b) the objectives and policies clearly state the outcomes that are 

intended for the Christchurch district;55 

(c) prescriptiveness has been reduced;56 and 

(d) the language used throughout the Revised Proposal is considered to 

be clearer and more concise.57 

12. PART 2 RMA 

12.1 I consider the Revised Proposal meets the purpose of the RMA.  I agree 

with Anna Cameron that the objectives and policies and associated 

provisions provide appropriate direction for the development and protection 

of natural and physical resources (section 5); have regard to the efficient 

use and development of natural and physical resources (section 7(c)); and 

have regard to the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the 

environment (section 7(f)).  

13. CONCLUSION 

13.1 The amendments recommended in the Revised Proposal mostly address 

the Crown's concerns identified in its submission.  I have identified some 

relatively minor additional amendments to achieve greater clarity and 

usability.  For the reasons given in my evidence I support these 

amendments.  In my opinion, compared to the notified versions of the Open 

Space Proposal, the Revised Proposal and the further revisions outlined in 

my evidence better meet the purpose of the RMA. 

 

Vicki Ann Barker 

27 January 2016 

 

                                                
55

 Statement of expectations – Clause (b). 
56

 Statement of expectations – Clause (a((ii). 
57

 Statement of expectations – Clause (i). 
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APPENDIX VAB1 - DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

(a) The Stage 2 and Stage 3 Open Space Proposal and Proposal 2 (Definitions) 

of the Replacement Plan (as originally notified) 

(b) The Council's Revised Open Space Proposal dated 19 November 2015 

(c) The Council's Revised Open Space Proposal dated 19 January 2016 

(d) The Council section 32 evaluation report for the Open Space Proposal 

(e) The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(f) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(g) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha 

(h) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

(i) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' 

(j) The Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision of the independent 

hearings panel dated 26 February 2015 

(k) The evidence of all of the Crown's witnesses namely that of Mr Kerr and Ms 

Cameron. 

(l) All of the evidence filed by the Council on 19 January 2016, with particular 

attention to the evidence of Janice Carter insofar as that statement of 

evidence relates to CERA's interests in the Open Space Proposal. 
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APPENDIX VAB2 - CROWN SUBMISSION POINTS 

The following table follows the order of relevant specific submission points in parts of the Crown's Stage 2 and Stage 3 (including the Central City submission points 
in relation to section 13.7) submissions relating to Proposal 18.  Also included are broad submission points of relevance.  The submission points are colour coded as 
follows: 
 
Stage 2 submission points - black text 
Stage 3 Central City submission points - blue text 
Stage 3 Outside Central City submission points - green text 
 
The provision numbering used in the left-hand column reflects the numbering at the time of the submission.  There are instances where different numbering relates 
to a single provision given the Stage 2 and 3 versions of the Proposal, including the Central City provisions, have been integrated.  Duplicate provisions are noted in 
square brackets.  
 
The provisions as contained in the Council's Revised Proposal dated 19 January 2016 are used as the starting point (clean version), and the changes sought by the 
Crown are shown as underlined and strikethrough text. 
 
The table identifies points where the Crown witnesses accept the Revised Proposal and points where amendments are recommended. 

 

Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

How to use these rules (applicable across the Open Space 
zones) 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.1 – 8.3 

General - Spelling of Te Papa Ōtākaro Zone Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.4 

General - Integration of 13.7 with Proposal 18 Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.5 

18.1.1a.v. Objective 1 - Provision of open spaces and 
recreation facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.10 

18.1.2 Objective 2 - Natural open space, water bodies and 
their margins [Also refer to 13.7.1.2 below] 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.5   

13.7.1.2 Objective - Water bodies and their margins Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.5 

18.1.3 Objective 3 - Character, quality and amenity Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.10 
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Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

18.1.4 Policy 1 - The role of open space and recreation 
facilities [Also refer to 13.7.1.4] 

Amendment proposed to Policy 18.1.4a.vi. as outlined in 
Appendix VAB3 

Barker 6.7 

13.7.1.4 a. i. A-D) Policy - The role of open space and 
recreation facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.1 

13.7.1.4 a. i. E Policy - The role of open space and 
recreation facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.1 

13.7.1.4 a. iii Policy - The role of open space and 
recreation facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.1 

18.1.4 b. Policy 1 - The role of open space and recreation 
facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZFS) 6.1 

13.7.1.4 b. Policy - The role of open space and recreation 
facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.1 

18.1.5 Policy 2 - Multifunctional use, accessibility and 
recovery [Also refer to 13.7.1.5] 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.10 

13.7.1.5 - Multifunctional use, accessibility and recovery Accept Revised Proposal Barker 6.10 

18.1.6 Policy 3 - Safety Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZFS) 6.10 

18.1.7 Policy 4 - Water bodies and their margins Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.5 

18.1.8 Policy 5 - Environmental effects 

[Also see 13.7.1.7 a.vi below] 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.5 

13.7.1.7 a. vi. Policy - Environmental effects Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.5 

18.2.2.1 Permitted activities section before the restricted 
discretionary activity section 

Accept Revised Proposal Very minor matter not 
addressed in evidence 

18.2.2.1 PX - Proposed permitted activity - Temporary 
earthquake accommodation - Linwood Park and Rawhiti 
Domain 

Accept 6.4.2.2.1 in Proposal 6.4 Barker 9.4 

18.2.2.1 P9 Guest Accommodation Accept Revised Proposal Barker 7.4 

2387 Crown - Evidence of Barker
Page 26 of 45



 

BF\55683536\1 Page 25 

Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

18.2.2.1  

P10a.ii Ancillary Office Activity 

P11a.ii, P12b.ii Ancillary Retail Activity 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 7.21 

18.2.2.1 P15, 18.3.2.1 P21, 18.5.2.1P14, 18.6.2.1 P20 - 
Activities within a listed historic heritage place 

 [Also refer to 13.7.3.2.1] 

Delete 18.2.2.1 P15, 18.3.2.1 P21, 18.5.2.1P14, 18.6.2.1 P17  

Recommended amendments to 18.6.2.1 P17 and consequential 
amendment to 18.6.2.2 RD7 as an example is outlined in 
Appendix VAB3. 

Barker 7.12-7.13 

13.7.3.2.1 Permitted Activities (P14) Activities within a 
listed heritage place 

As above Barker 7.12-7.13 

18.2.2.1P21 [Also see 13.7.3.2.1], 18.3.2.1P22, 
18.3.4.1.1P15, 18.3.5.1.1P15, 18.4.2.1P17,8.5.2.1P20 

Emergency service facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZFS) 8.6 

13.7.3.2.1 Permitted Activities (P18) Emergency Service 
Facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal  Barker (NZFS) 8.6 

18.2.2.1 P22 Community gardens Accept Revised Proposal.  The Crown supports providing for 
community gardens as a permitted activity with no activity specific 
standards. 

Submission point in 
support not addressed 
in body of evidence  

18.2.2.3 RD12 - Any activity listed as RD1-RD11 which is 
located within or adjacent to the Coastal Environment 
overlay area. [Now RD13 ] 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.15 

18.2.2.4 D5 - any activity listed as D1-D4 which is located 
within or adjacent to the Coastal Environment Overlay Area 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.15 

18.2.3.1 

Built Form Standards - Minimum building setback from road 
boundaries 

Accept Revised Proposal  Barker 7.22 

18.2.3.4 Accept Revised Proposal.  Clauses b. and c. in 18.2.3.4 have Submission point in 
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Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

Built Form Standards -Maximum building height been combined as sought by the Crown submission.  support (in part).  
Minor matter not 
addressed in body of 
evidence 

Built Form Standards -  

18.2.3.X, 18.3.3 X, 18.4.3 X, 18.5.3 X 

[Also refer to 13.7.3.3] 

Accept Revised Proposal, and add the built form standard 
applicable to water supply for firefighting to 18.6.3 consistent with 
the other zones as outlined in Appendix VAB3. 

Barker (NZFS) 8.7 

18.3.2.3 RD16 Any activity listed above as RD1 - RD15 
which is located within or adjacent to the Coastal 
Environment overlay area. 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.15  

18.3.2.4 D3 Any activity listed in 18.3.2.4 as D1-D2 or D4 
which is located within or adjacent to the Coastal 
Environment overlay area. 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.15 

13.7.3.3 Built Form Standards – Open Space Community 
Parks Zone 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZFS) 8.7 

18.3.5 

Rules - Christchurch Stadium - Temporary Zone - 
Introductory Text 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.9 

18.3.5.2.6 

Built Form Standards - Event management plans 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZFS, NZTA) 
8.10 

18.4.2 Activity Status Tables – Heading of Zone incorrect Accept Revised Proposal Very minor matter not 
addressed in body of 
evidence 

18.5.2.1 P6 Customary Harvesting Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.7 

18.5.2.1 P7 Farming and Farm Buildings Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.7 

18.5.2.1 P12 Planting of exotic vegetation or native plants 
of non-local origin 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.8 
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Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

18.5.2.3 RD11 Indigenous vegetation clearance Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.10 

18.5.2.3 (RD14) 

Coastal environment overlay 

[Now RD13 in interim redline version] 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.15 

18.5.2.4 (D3) 

Plantation Forestry 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.21 

18.5.2.4 (D4) 

Coastal environment overlay 

 Cameron 5.15 

18.5.2.5 (NC4) 

Plantation forestry 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.21 

13.7.2.2.1 

Permitted Activities a. and b. (notes) 

Delete 18.6.3.1 which is a built form standard relating to 
waterbody setbacks and amend the notes at 18.6.2.1 as outlined 
in Appendix VAB3. 

Barker 8.3 

18.6.2.1 P7 Public Amenities [Also refer to 13.7.2.2.1] Amend 18.6.2.1 by deleting b.ii. (and delete 18.6.3.7). Barker 7.16 

18.6.2.1 P12 Indigenous vegetation clearance Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.10 

18.6.2.1 P13 Amenity Tree Planting Accept Revised Proposal  Cameron 5.10 

18.6.2.1 P16 Opening and closing of lake Forsyth/Waiwera 

[Now P15 in interim redline version] 

Accept Revised Proposal  Cameron 5.13 

18.6.2.2 RD4 and RD5 - Indigenous vegetation clearance Accept Revised Proposal  Cameron 5.10 

18.6.2.2 (RD4) and (RD5) 

Indigenous vegetation clearance 

Accept Revised Proposal  Cameron 5.10 

18.6.2.2 (RD11) 

Coastal environment overlay 

 Cameron 5.15 
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Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

18.6.2.3 (D4) 

Coastal environment overlay 

 Cameron 5.15 

13.7.2.2.1 Permitted Activities - (P5) Public amenities 

[Refer to 18.6.2.1 P7] 

As above Barker 7.16 

13.7.2.2.1 Permitted Activities - (P11) Public Transport 
Facility [Refer to 18.6.2.1 P18] 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 7.17 

13.7.2.2.1 Permitted Activities - (P13) Activities within a 
listed historic heritage place [Refer to 18.6.2.1 P17] 

See recommendation in relation to 18.2.2.1 P15, 18.3.2.1 P21, 
18.5.2.1P14, 8.6.2.1 P17 

Barker 7.12-7.13 

13.7.2.2.1 Permitted Activities - (P15) Transport 
Infrastructure in the Transport Zone outside the water body 
setbacks [Refer to 18.6.2.1 P21] 

Accept Revised Proposal 

 

Barker 7.18 

13.7.2.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities - (RD6) Future 
pavilion building/s at 794 Colombo Street 

[Refer to 18.6.2.2 RD9] 

Accept Revised Proposal  Barker 7.19 

13.7.2.3.3 Minimum building setbacks from an internal 
boundary with a Central City Residential and/or Central 
City Guest Accommodation Zone  

[Refer to 18.6.3.3] 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 7.23 

13.7.2.3.6 Outdoor storage 

[Refer to 18.6.3.6] 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 7.24 

13.7.2.3.7 Minimum building footprint, site coverage and 
impervious surfaces 

[Refer to 18.6.3.7] 

Delete 18.6.3.7 as outlined in Appendix VAB3 Barker 7.27 

Matters of Discretion 

18.7.1, 18.7.2 and 18.7.3 

Further amendments to the Matters of Discretion are 
recommended.  Refer to AppendixVAB4. 

Barker 8.15-18.16 

Matters of Discretion - 13.7.4.1, 13.7.4.2 and 13.7.4.3 As above Barker 8.15-18.16 
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Replacement Plan Provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 
reference 

Matter of Discretion 

18.7.1.2 

Scale of activity and displacement 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.15-18.16 

Matter of Discretion 18.7.1.4 -Traffic generation and access 
[Refer 18.7.1.3] 

Accept Revised Proposal  Barker (NZTA) 8.15-
18.16 

Matter of Discretion 18.7.1.12 - Indigenous vegetation 
clearance 

Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.10 

Matter of Discretion 18.7.2.1(a)(ii) - Setback from road 
boundaries 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker (NZTA) 8.15-
8.16 

18.7.4 Effects of activities on the Coastal Environment Recommended this matter of discretion be deleted and a cross-
reference to Proposal 9 inserted into the relevant rules subject to 
this matter of discretion 

Cameron 5.18 

Central City Planning Maps 32, H11, H15, H16, H19 and 
the Central City Zoning, Designations and Scheduled 
Activities Map in addition to the Legend to distinguish 
between the Central City Avon River Precinct (Te Papa 
Ōtākaro) Zone and the Central City Community Parks 
Zone. 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.17 

Rezoning of Convention Centre from Open Space to 
Business 

Accept Revised Proposal Barker 8.19 

Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery Park - Maps 13 
and 20 and associated provisions 

Accept Proposal 21.12 – Specific Purpose (Burwood Landfill and 
Resource Recovery Park) Zone 

Barker 9.2 

All Banks Peninsula Maps Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.23 

Map R4   Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.24 

Map 60 Accept Revised Proposal Cameron 5.25 
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APPENDIX VAB3 - RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO PROVISIONS 

Policy 18.1.4a.vi: 

Open Space - Avon River Precinct (Te Papa Ōtākaro) Zone 
Restore and enhance the established and important public open space of the Avon River Precinct/ Te Papa o Ōtākaro Zone as a:  

A. People, walking and cycle focused river edge; 

B. Place providing leisure opportunities and enhancing the city's distinctive identity while protecting and enhancing the natural qualities and 
habitats of the river and its margins; 

C. Place that provides a continuous and connective link through the central city. 

 
18.6.2.1 Permitted Activities 
 

P7 Public amenities a.   Nil except as specified in b. below;  
b. Any visitor information centres, public toilets, 

and/or changing rooms shall:  
i. be located within existing buildings in the 

zone.; or 
ii. located in a new building which complies 

with the maximum building floor area 
limits specified in Rule 18.6.3.7. 

 

P17  The following additional activities 
within a building listed as a heritage 
item  
i.vi gymnasium;  
ii.vii.  cConference and function 

facilities; 
iii.viii. guest accommodation; 
iv.x. residential activity; and 
v.ix cultural facility. 

a. Shall be limited to an existing building within 
the site. 

 
a. Residential activity shall be limited to no more 

than two residential units. 
b. Irrespective of anything to the contrary in this 

Plan, any activities within a heritage item or 
heritage setting shall be exempt from 
compliance with: 

i. Rules 7.2.3 in relation to parking and 
loading – Open Space Zones 

Note: Refer also to Rule 9.3.3.5 for rules 
relating to historic heritage places. 
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18.6.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

RD7 Any Permitted activity listed in 
18.6.2.1, P17 (activities within 
listed heritage items conference 
and function facilities) that does 
not meet one or more of the 
Activity Specific Standards 

a. Hours of operation – 18.7.1.4 

b. Residential activities – 18.7.1.13 

c.    Scale of activity, displacement, multi-
functional, non-recreational, community and 
cultural facilities -18.7.1.2 

d.   Traffic generation and access – 18.7.1.3 

 
Delete 18.6.3.1 and amend 18.6.2.1 as follows: 

18.6.3.1 Minimum building setbacks from water bodies 

Note: For provisions on building setbacks from water bodies refer to the requirements in Chapter 6, General Rules, Rule 6.6.  

18.6.2.1 Permitted Activities 

a. In the Open Space Water and Margins Zone and the Avon River Precinct Zone the activities listed below are permitted activities if they comply 

with the Activity Specific Standards set out in the table below and the Built Form Standards in Rule 18.6.3.  The Built form standards do not apply 

to an activity that does not involve any development. 

b. Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying as specified in Rules 18.6.2.2 - 18.6.2.4. 

c. For provisions on building setbacks from water bodies refer to the requirements in Chapter 6, General Rules, Rule 6.6 
 
 
18.6.3.7   Maximum building footprint  

 Restricted 
discretionary 

Discretionary Matters of Discretion 

a. Buildings with a gross 
floor area not 
exceeding 100m2. 

 

Buildings with a gross 
floor area over 100m2 
but not exceeding 
250m2. 

a. Building footprint, site coverage 
and impervious surfaces - 
18.7.3.1  

b. Scale of activity, and 
displacement, multifunctional, 
non-recreational, community and 
cultural facilities – 18.7.1.2  
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c. Additional matters for Open 
Space Water and Margins Zone 
and Avon River Precinct Zone – 
18.7.3.6  

 
18.6.3.8 Water supply for firefighting  

a.  Provision for sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for firefighting shall be made available to all buildings (excluding accessory 
buildings that are not habitable buildings) via Council's urban reticulated system (where available) in accordance with the New Zealand Fire 
Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS: 4509:2008).  

b.   Where a reticulated water supply compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008 is not available, or the only supply available is the controlled restricted rural 
type water supply which is not compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008, water supply and access to water supplies for firefighting shall be in 
accordance with the alternative firefighting water sources provisions of SNZ PAS 4509:2008. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX VAB4 - RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO MATTERS OF DISCRETION - REFER SEPARATE DOCUMENT 
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APPENDIX VAB4 - RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

Note: This version of the matters of discretion is the version contained in the Revised Proposal dated 19 January 2016.  All underlined text has been 
accepted and all strikethrough text deleted to produce a 'clean' version as the basis for comments. 
 
The Stage 2 text is shown in black.  Any text shown in blue results from integration of the Central City Proposal 13.7 and Stage 3 Proposal 18 with the 
Stage 2 Proposal 18.  Red text are additions made by the Council after 19 November 2015. 
 
 
Matters of Discretion for non-compliance with activity specific standards 
 
18.7.1.1 Minor and major sports facilities  

a. With respect to minor and/or major sports facilities, whether the reduced site size will:  
i. Provide sufficient separation to mitigate the effects of activities, buildings and car parking on open space and adjoining residents;  
ii. Provide adequate public access and connectivity; 
iii. Promote a safe physical environment and reflect principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED);  
iv. Enable a mixed or multifunctional use of land and facilities, and/or an adaptable design to increase the capacity of the open space and the 

recreation facility;  
v. Create benefits in terms of satisfying the needs of the local community, particularly where there is an identified deficiency, or specialised 

recreational needs. 
b. Whether the scale of the facility is in keeping with the local context and character of the surrounding environment.   
c. Whether any natural and historic heritage areas, and/or significant trees will be protected. 
d. In addition, in the case of Naval Point Boat Harbour, 16-25 Marina Access, Lyttelton, whether the facility: 

i. will displace the permitted recreational boating, marine recreation activities and/or associated facilities; 
ii. will have adverse impacts on access to the boat launching facilities and/or the coastal marine area.  

e. In addition, in the case of Open Space McLeans Island Zone, whether the facility and associated activities will adversely affect conservation 
activities, including the captive bird breeding programme, within the Peacock Springs Conservation Area (identified in Appendix 17.9.X, Chapter 
17, particularly in terms of noise disturbance.  

 
18.7.1.2 Scale of activity, displacement, multifunctional, non-recreational, community and cultural facilities 

a. Whether the activity/facility has a practical or functional need to be located within the open space and/or recreation facility.  
b. Whether the activity/facility and/or its scale will: 

i. Significantly reduce open space or impede access to it; 
ii. Displace recreation facilities or activities;  
iii. Be compatible with open space functions and recreation activities;  

Comment [VB1]: Separation distance 
is a matter of consideration which 
applies to many activities across the 
zones - could be added to 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB2]: Public access and 
connectivity is a matter of consideration 
which applies to many activities across 
the zones - could be a stand-alone 
matter or added to 18.7.1.2 b.i. 

Comment [VB3]: Safety is also 
addressed in 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB4]: Multi-functionality is 
also addressed in 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB5]: Scale of activities is 
also addressed in 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB6]: Could be addressed 
under 18.7.1.4 Landscaping and Trees 
and need to ensure no duplication with 
Proposal 9 with respect to heritage. 

Comment [VB7]: There are several 
components to this matter of discretion 
which could potentially be separated 
out for clarity.  For example, multi-
functionality./mixed use and safety 
could be separate stand-alone matters 
of discretion. 
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iv. Have a layout and design that is appropriate to the locality, context, character and/or natural values of the area; 
v. Adversely impact on the amenity of adjoining open space and residents, including visual impacts, noise, glare, nuisance and traffic effects.; 
vi. Promote a safe physical environment and reflect principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED).  

c. The extent to which the ground level area of the building interacts with pedestrians and pedestrian linkages.  
d. Whether the activity will provide economic benefits enabling the ongoing operation and maintenance of recreation facili ties and/or open spaces. 
e. The extent to which the activity/facility maintains existing or future public access connections to walking/cycling track networks including alignment 

with the Christchurch City Council Public Open Space Strategy 2010-2040.  
 
18.7.1.3 Traffic generation and access  

a. Whether traffic generation and vehicle access will adversely affect character and amenity of the surrounding area and/or safety and efficient 
functioning of the road network. 

b. The ability to cater for increased traffic generation taking into account: 

i. The classification and formation of the connecting road network; and  

ii. The hourly, daily and weekly pattern of vehicle movements;  

iii. The ability to provide safe vehicle access and adequate on-site car parking and circulation;  

iv. Traffic Management plans. 

c. Any adverse effects in terms of noise, vibration, dust, nuisance, glare and fumes that are incompatible with the amenity of the open space and/or 
adjoining residents. 

 

18.7.1.4 Hours of operation  

a. The extent to which the hours of operation will result in adverse effects on the amenity of open space and/or residents, including noise, glare, 
nuisance, disturbance, loss of security and privacy.  

b. The extent to which the hours of operation support the retention and viability of the use within a historic heritage item.  
 

18.7.1.5 Parking areas and public transport facilities  

a. Whether the parking area or public transport facility within open space will:  
i. Significantly reduce open space and/or displace recreation activities;  
ii. Give rise to nuisance effects; 
iii. Be designed and landscaped to mitigate visual effects.  Reference should be made to General Rules and Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, Part B 

for guidance and information on tree species;. 
iv. Promote a safe physical environment and reflect principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED);.  
v. Allow for better utilisation and improve the amenity of the open space and/or facilities within.   

Comment [VB8]: NZTA supports the 
retention of this assessment matter.  
This matter of discretion is broadly 
consistent with 14.3.6 in the Residential 
Decision, which is supported. 

Comment [VB9]: Do not support the 
rules relating to activities within a 
heritage item and therefore consider 
this assessment matter is not required. 

Comment [VB10]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB11]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.3 Traffic generation and access 

Comment [VB12]: Landscaping 
matter also addressed in 18.7.1.14 

Comment [VB13]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.2 
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b. Whether the facility has a practical need to be located within open space. 
c. In the case of Major sports facility on that part of Elmwood Park located at 83D Heaton Street (Lot 1, DP 12727) developed in conjunction with 

part of the adjacent Lot 1 DP11232 (Heaton Street Intermediate Normal School, 125 Heaton Street), whether the reduced on-site car parking will 
create extra demand for parking in the surrounding streets and/or adversely affect the efficiency and safety of the road network, and/or the 
amenity values of the surrounding environment.  

 
18.7.1.6   Public amenities 

a. With respect to a public amenity building containing toilets and/or changing rooms, whether the reduced setback will:  
i. detract from amenity of adjoining residents and give rise to nuisance effects; 
ii. promote a safe physical environment and reflect principles of CPTED.  

b. With respect to other public amenity buildings/structures, whether the building/structure will:  
i. be of scale that detracts from the open space qualities, particularly the natural character of waterway margins; 
ii. have a layout and design that is appropriate to the locality, context and character of the area; 
iii. allow for better utilisation and improve the amenity of the open space. 

c. The extent to which the design and landscaping mitigates visual effects.  Reference should be made to General Rules and Procedures, Appendix 
6.11.6, Part B for guidance and information on tree species. 

d. In the case of the Open Space McLeans Island zone, whether adequate disposal of effluent can be provided, and whether buildings can be 
protected from flood risk.  

e. The extent to which indigenous flora and fauna and their habitats will be damaged or destroyed and whether any replacement planting or habitat 
is proposed.  

f. The extent to which the removal of vegetation and/or proposed planting recognises Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua cultural values such as  biodiversity 
or mahinga kai.  

 
18.7.1.7 Surface water management structures and birdstrike risk 

a. The extent to which the design, and future operation and management of the proposed water features/ stormwater management system will be 
attractive to bird life that have the potential to pose a bird strike risk to the operation of Christchurch International Airport.;  

b. Whether a management plan has been developed that demonstrates there will be ongoing operation and maintenance of the stormwater system 
to minimise bird strike risk for the life of the stormwater system, and whether that plan has been developed in consultation with Christchurch 
International Airport Limited.; 

c. The extent to which Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua values associated with the creation of surface water management structures are recognised and 
enhanced.  

 

18.7.1.8  Activities and development within the Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone – Temporary Christchurch Stadium  

a. For night sporting events that exceed capacity limits specified for permitted activities in 18.3.5.1.1: 

i The duration of the activity and its timing; 

Comment [VB14]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB15]: Landscaping 
matter also addressed in 18.7.1.14 

Comment [VB16]: Also addressed in 
18.7.3.4 

Comment [VB17]: Consider 
duplication with Proposal 9 

Comment [VB18]: Consider 
duplication with Proposal 9 

Comment [VB19]: Ned to consider 
overlap with Proposal 6. 
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ii. The nature of the activity including its value and/or benefit (economically, socially and/or culturally) to the wider community; 

iii. The availability or otherwise of alternative venues with an appropriate capacity; 

iv. The impact on nearby residential properties and occupants; 

v. The cumulative effect of the activity. 

b. For concerts that exceed noise levels specified for permitted activities in 18.3.5.1.1: 

i. The proximity of sensitive land uses; 

ii. The levels of noise predicted to be received at residential properties in the vicinity and elsewhere, and the scale and nature of  associated 
effects; 

iii. Relevant standards and guidelines for noise effects assessment; 

iv. The duration of the activity and its timing; 

v. The nature of the activity including its value and/or benefit (economically, socially and/or culturally) to the wider community; 

vi. The availability or otherwise of alternative venues with an appropriate capacity; 

vii. The effectiveness of methods of control and mitigation proposed in the Event Management Plan; 

viii. Sound system design and calibration;  

ix. Any proposals made by the applicant to reduce noise generation, including:  

A. reduction of noise at source;  

B. screening of boundaries.  

c. For any other permitted activity which does not meet the provisions of the Outline Development Plan, Appendix 18.8.2, the act ivity specific 
standards specified for permitted activities in 18.3.5.1.1, or the built form standards in 18.3.5.2: 

i. The impact on nearby residential properties and occupants; 

ii. The cumulative effect of the activity; 

iii. The necessity for the location as opposed to elsewhere on site where it may be permitted; 

iv. The duration, timing and frequency of the activity; 

iv. The nature of the activity including its value and/or benefit (economically, socially and/or culturally) to the wider community.  

 

18.7.1.9 Planting of exotic vegetation 

a. The extent to which planting of exotic vegetation: 
i. Will adversely affect natural habitats, including their restoration and enhancement; 
ii. Could be substituted with appropriate endemic native plants;  
iii. Will create a risk of the species spreading to adjoining land; 
iv. Has benefits in terms of control of localised erosion; 
v. Provides a temporary shelter for endemic native plants.  

b. Whether there will be opportunities to remove the exotic plants and replace with endemic native plants and the likely timeframes. 
c. The extent of adverse effects on the functioning and indigenous vegetation of the wetlands adjoining Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere). 
d. In the context of the historic parks design, whether exotic vegetation would maintain the predominant character of existing planting.  
e. The extent to which the activity will impact on Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua cultural values, including biodiversity and mahinga kai. 
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18.7.1.10  Activities on the surface of water bodies   

a. The size and speed of any vessels to be used and the extent to which activities on the surface of the water body will adverse ly affect: 
 

i. The natural values of water bodies and their margins; 
ii. Margin and bank stability and the likelihood of erosion; 
iii. Wildlife, including disturbance to nesting, feeding or spawning sites; 
iv. Residents in adjoining Residential, Guest Accommodation or Rural zones, in terms of noise impacts in particular; 
v. Public access to the water body and create potential congestion where vessels are loaded and unloaded;. 
vi. The extent to which the activity will impact on Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua cultural values, including biodiversity and mahinga kai.   

 
18.7.1.11 Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere), Wairewa (Lake Forsyth), and Kaitorete Spit - Open Space Water and Margins Zone  

a. The extent to which the activities will impact tangata whenua's cultural values, customary harvesting rights, the viability of the lakes as a source of 
mahinga kai, and the health of their ecology. 

b. The ability to prevent nutrients and pollutants from entering the lakes.  
c. Whether the activities are consistent with the established cultural significance of the lakes to iwi. 
d. The extent to which activities are designed to avoid sediment and contaminants from entering the lakes and coastal waters. 
e. The extent to which activities are designed to avoid inducing erosion, subsidence or landslip. 
f. Whether the opening and closing of Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere) and Wairewa (Lake Forsyth) manages lake water levels in a way which avoids, 

remedies or mitigates adverse effects on the character and the cultural, ecological and amenity values of the lakes.  
g. The extent to which public vehicle access to Kaitorete Spit and the margins of Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere), other than to formed roads or 

authorised vehicle tracks, and except for emergency services, farming, and scientific research, will adversely affect the natural character, 
indigenous ecosystems, human safety or the amenity values of the lake margins and the adjacent land. 

 
18.7.1.12  Community markets 

a. Whether the activity: 
i. has a practical or functional need to be located within the open space; 
ii. will significantly reduce the use open space and/or displace recreation activities. 

b. Whether the scale and frequency of the activity will adversely impact on the amenity of adjoining open space and residents, including noise, glare, 
and nuisance effects. 

c. The extent to which any adverse traffic effects can be mitigated. 
 

Comment [VB20]: This matter of 
discretion could be deleted as covered 
elsewhere (with minor amendment to 
existing provisions) 

Comment [VB21]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB22]: Largely addressed 
in 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB23]: Also addressed in 
18.7.1.2 
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18.7.1.13 Residential activity 

a. Whether a dwelling or additional dwelling(s) is needed for custodial or management purposes, or other purposes. 
b. The extent to which available open space would be reduced by proposed buildings and their surrounds and adversely affect the range of 

recreational activities undertaken on the site. 
c. Whether the scale of residential accommodation would have adverse effects on the visual quality of the environment, residential amenities and 

traffic generation. 
d. The extent of the visual impacts of such development as seen from any residential zone or street frontage. 
 
18.7.1.14  Landscaping and trees 

a. The extent to which the proposed landscaping and tree planting: 

i. achieves a high level of on-site amenity while minimising the visual effects of activities and buildings on the surroundings; 

ii supports the growth of vegetation and its protection through the provision of space, or other methods e.g. barriers; 

iii. recognises Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua values through the use of indigenous species. 

b. Whether any lesser landscaping (or in the case of the Open Space Metropolitan Facilities – Canterbury Agricultural Park Zone, mounding) would 
increase actual or perceived noise. 

c. The extent to which the non-compliance is mitigated through the design, scale and type of landscaping proposed, including the species used. 

 

18.7.2 Matters of discretion for built form standards 

18.7.2.1 Setback from boundaries 

a. The extent to which a reduced internal boundary setback will result in: 
i. Adverse visual effects on open space and/or adjoining residents; 
ii. Potential for activities within the building to give rise to disturbance to neighbours or nuisance effects.; 

b. The extent to which a reduced road setback will detract from the pleasantness, coherence, openness and attractiveness of the site as viewed 
from the street and adjoining sites, including consideration of: 
i. Compatibility with the appearance, layout and scale of other buildings and sites in the surrounding area; 
ii. The classification and formation of the road, and the volume of traffic using it in the vicinity of the site;. 

c. Whether the scale and height of the building/s is compatible with the layout, scale and appearance of other buildings within the site and/or on 
adjoining sites. 

d. The extent to which the provision of planting or screening will mitigate adverse effects of the encroachment.  Reference should be made to 
General Rules and Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, Part B for guidance and information on tree species. 

e. Whether the development is designed and laid out to promote a safe environment and reflects principles of Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED).  

Comment [VB24]: Could be covered 
by a general amenity matter of 
discretion and traffic generation also 
addressed in 18.7.1.2 

Comment [VB25]: It is proposed that 
these matters of discretion be 
reconsidered as to whether they are 
necessary or could be deleted or 
merged with other existing matters.   

Comment [V26]: NZTA support this 
matter insofar as it ensures 
consideration of the road network in 
relation to the site and recognises the 
classification of the road as an 
assessment matter. 
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f. The extent to which the reduced setback will result in a more efficient, practical and better use of the balance of the site. 
g. Whether a reduced setback from the railway corridor will enable buildings, balconies or decks to be constructed and/or maintained without 

requiring access above, on, or over the railway corridor.  
 
18.7.2.2 Outdoor storage 

a. The extent to which planting or screening will mitigate any adverse visual effects of outdoor storage.  Reference should be made to General Rules 
and Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, Part B for guidance and information on tree species.; 

b. The extent to which the materials or goods stored within the setback have an adverse visual effect. 
 

18.7.2.3 Building height 

a. The extent to which the increased building height will result in: 

i. Visual dominance; 

ii. Loss of privacy and outlook for adjoining residents; 

iii. Incompatibility with the character and scale of buildings within and surrounding the site; 

iv. Adverse visual effects that are mitigated by landscaping. Reference should be made to General Rules and Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, Part 
B for guidance and information on tree species. 

b. Whether the increased height will result in any benefits in terms of retention of open space, significant trees or the satisfaction of specialised 
recreational needs. 

c. Whether the development is designed and laid out to promote a safe environment and reflects the principles of Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED).  

d. In addition, in respect of the Canterbury Museum and Robert McDougall Art Gallery site (Rolleston Avenue), the extent to which the increased 
building height: 

i. reflects or complements adjoining or nearby areas of important public or open spaces; 
ii. impacts on the use of adjoining public open space (e.g. shadowing and wind funnelling); 
iii. impacts on the definition or containment of any adjoining public open space; 
iv. visually dominates nearby focal points or features (e.g. statues, memorials, water features or specimen trees); 
v. impacts on any vistas or pedestrian linkages. 
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18.7.2.4 Sunlight and outlook at boundary with a Residential and Guest Accommodation Zones and/or Accommodation and Community 

Facilities Overlay 

a. The extent to which the recession plane intrusion will result in:  
i. Overshadowing and reduced sunlight admission, taking account the location of residential units on adjoining sites and the position of main 

living areas and outdoor living spaces; 
ii. Loss of privacy and outlook for adjoining residents;  
iii. Visual dominance; 
iv. Compatibility with the character and scale of buildings within and surrounding the site; 
v. Adverse visual effects that can be mitigated by landscaping.  Reference should be made to General Rules and Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, 

Part B for guidance and information on tree species. 
b. Whether the recession plane intrusion will create any benefits in terms of retention of open space or the satisfaction of specialised recreational 

needs. 
 
18.7.2.5  Water supply for firefighting  
a.  Whether sufficient firefighting water supply is available to ensure the health and safety of the community, including neighbouring properties.  
 
18.7.3 Open space – matters for discretionary activities 

18.7.3.1 Building footprint, site coverage and impervious surfaces  

a. Whether the proposal is consistent with the role and function of the open space and/or recreation facility.; 
b. Whether the scale of development will detract from amenity values, public use and enjoyment of the open space and/or recreation facility.  
c. Whether the location, layout and design is consistent with urban design principles. 
d. Whether the scale, design, materials, and external appearance are appropriate to the receiving environment.   

e. Whether the development is designed and laid out to promote a safe environment and reflects principles of Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design (CPTED). 

f. Whether appropriate public access and connectivity is provided.; 
g. The extent to which any adverse visual effects can be mitigated by effective use of planting.  Reference should be made to General Rules and 

Procedures, Appendix 6.11.6, Part B for guidance and information on tree species.  
h. The extent to which mixed or multifunctional use of land and facilities, and adaptable design increases the capacity of the open space and 

recreation facility.;  
i. The extent to which the proposal meets a recreational need of the community, particularly where there is an identified deficiency, or a specialised 

recreational need.   
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18.7.3.2 Additional matters for Community Parks 

a. Whether the proposal will encroach on open space and/or displace recreation activities.  
b. Whether the proposal will generate demand for additional car parking that will detract from the amenity values of adjoining residents and give rise 

to nuisance effects. 
 

18.7.3.3 Additional matters for Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone – Canterbury Agricultural Park (Agribusiness Centre) 

a. Whether any provision for exclusive lease or licence to occupy arrangements may have impacts on public use or enjoyment of the open space or 
reserve. 

b. The extent to which activities and/or change in their location or intensity would create adverse effects on the adjacent environment, including 
residential and open space, in terms of noise, traffic, visual detraction or odour. 

c. Whether the proposal will encroach on open space and or displace recreation activities. 
d. Any adverse impact on the functioning of the Wigram East retention basin within the Nga Puna Wai Park. 
e. Whether any lesser setbacks, landscaping and/or mounding would: 

i. Increase noise transmission from activities in the Agribusiness Centre to residential areas on the other side of Curletts Road (State Highway 
75); 

ii. Increase the visual impact of buildings and activities within the Agribusiness Centre on residential areas on the other side of Curletts Road 
(State Highway 75) and/or on drivers on State Highways 73 and 75. 

 

18.7.3.4 Additional matters for Open Space McLeans Island Zone 

a. The potential effects on the activity from inundation in an extreme flood event and the extent to which these effects can be mitigated. 
b. The extent to which the proposed activity will exacerbate flooding effects in the surrounding environment.  
c. The extent to which the spacious natural character of the area will be maintained through the retention and enhancement of vegetation. 
d. The manner in which buildings are visually integrated into the environment.   
 
18.7.3.5 Additional matters for Open Space Natural Zone 

a. The extent to which indigenous flora and fauna and their habitats will be maintained and/or enhanced. 
b. The extent to which the proposal will enable people to experience the natural environment. 
c. The relationship of the activity and/or facility with the natural environment and whether it is necessary or dependent on being located within an 

open space natural environment.  
d. Whether the facility supports recreation and/or tourism activities and provides necessary services such as public toilets.  
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18.7.3.6 Additional matters for Open Space Water and Margins Zone and Avon River Precinct Zone 

a. The extent to which the proposal may have adverse effects on the water body and margins, ecosystems, water quality and the ab ility to drain 
stormwater.  

b. Whether the proposal may have adverse effects on wildlife by way of disturbance to nesting or feeding sites. 
c. The extent to which any building within the water body margins may affect public access to and along the water body.  
d. Whether the proposal will have adverse impacts on the visual, natural or heritage character of the water body and/or margins and their value to 

the public. 
e. The extent of the visual impact of the proposed development's scale and its appropriateness having regard to the purpose of the zone. 
f. Whether the proposed building or structure forms an integral part of the Avon River Precinct/Te Papa Ōtākaro in which case regard will be had to 

any approved Park Master Plan.  
g. The extent to which the activity will impact on Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua cultural, biodiversity and mahinga kai values.  
 

18.7.3.7   Plantation forestry  

a. Whether the plantation forestry promotes best practice in terms of any recognised industry standards or guidelines and any management plan for 
the operation. 

b. The effects of the plantation forestry on the open space character and amenity taking into account: 
i. The scale and extent of the proposed forestry and any cumulative effects taking into account existing forestry in the vicinity;. 
ii. Any adverse effects of tracking or roading, including visibility, scarring, the extent to which existing contours are followed and any proposed 

measures to remedy or mitigate the effects;. 
iii. Any adverse effects on the landscape values of the site and surrounding environment;. 
iv. The relationship of the planted area to existing landforms, including ridgelines. 

c. The effects of forestry activities, in particular harvesting, on infrastructure and the surrounding environment amenity, in terms of traffic generation 
and safety, noise, dust and nuisance and proposed management methods to mitigate the potential effects. 

d. Any benefits generated by the forestry in relation to carbon sequestration and reduction of greenhouse gases. 
e. The potential for the spread of wilding trees and any management plans to contain or eradicate wilding trees.  
 

18.7.3.8 Recreation facilities 

a. Whether the recreation facility: 
i. Is consistent with the role and function of the Open Space Zone it is proposed in; 
ii. Will displace the permitted recreation facilities and activities; 
iii.Has a practical or functional need to be located within the open space; 
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iv. Will displace recreational boating, marine recreation activities or facilities at the Naval Point Boat Harbour, 16-25 Marina Access, Lyttelton, 
and/or adversely affect public access to the coastal area.  

 
 
18.7.4 Effects of activities on the Coastal Environment  

a. For any proposal in the Coastal Environment overlay area, the extent to which the nature, scale, intensity and location of the proposal will have 
adverse effects on: 
i. the natural character, natural landscapes and features, visual qualities and amenity values of the Coastal Environment;, 
ii. historic and cultural heritage values;, 
iii. ecological and biodiversity values;, 
iv. public access to and along the coast;,  
v. coastal hazards susceptibility;, and  
vi. customary fishing areas  
as set out in the Coastal Environment objectives and policies in 19.1.  

 
 

Comment [V27]: 18.7.4 is sought to 
be deleted by Anna Cameron and a 
cross-reference to Proposal 9 added to 
the relevant rules. 
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