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MAY IT PLEASE THE HEARINGS PANEL: 

Introduction  

1. In Proposal 21 (Specific Purposes Zones) the Crown is seeking to 

ensure that: 

 the operational interests of the various Government departments (a)

and Crown entities who have interests in particular Specific 

Purpose Zones are appropriately provided for; and 

 the Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") (b)

is clear and usable, and that regulation and prescriptiveness are 

reduced. 

2. Expert witnesses on behalf of the Council and Crown have worked 

together such that there are very few matters remaining in dispute.   

3. These submissions address provisions in the following Specific Purpose 

Zones: 

 Specific Purpose (Defence Wigram) Zone ("Defence Wigram"); (a)

 Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone ("Hospital Zone"); (b)

 Specific Purpose (School) Zone ("School Zone");  (c)

 Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone ("Tertiary Education (d)

Zone"); and 

 Specific Purpose (Cemetery) Zone ("Cemetery Zone"). (e)

4. In particular these submissions focus on:  

 the wording in the "How to Use the Rules" section of the Defence (a)

Wigram Proposal and the scope issue raised by the Council in 

relation to the changes to the "Built Form Standards"; 

 confirming the Crown's position in relation to the recently agreed (b)

changes to the Hospital Zone provisions; 

 the scope issue regarding the rezoning of CDHB-owned land (c)

adjacent to Hilmorton Hospital; 
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 the default non-complying status for activities in the School Zone (d)

and changes to the planning maps in those zones to align with the 

designation boundaries; 

 the scope issue regarding the matters agreed between the New (e)

Zealand Fire Service and the Council on the School and Tertiary 

Zone provisions; and 

 the most appropriate way to direct a 'comprehensive consent (f)

approach' in relation to the Cemetery Zone.  

5. In these submissions, references to the various Government 

departments and Crown agencies are within the Crown submission and 

are to be read as coming under 'Crown umbrella' approach for this 

Replacement Plan. 

Defence Wigram  

6. The Crown's key focus for Defence Wigram1 is to ensure that the 

provisions provide appropriately for the ongoing operation of the Air 

Force Museum, including: 

 recognition of the regional and national asset that the Air Force (a)

Museum represents; 

 recognition that (as described in the evidence of Mr Owen) the Air (b)

Force Museum serves a number of purposes which contribute 

culturally, recreationally and educationally to the community, and 

that it has a significant role in shaping the public's perception and 

engagement with defence force services; and 

 clear provision for the ongoing function and viable operation of the (c)

Air Force Museum. 

7. As discussed in the evidence of Mr Robert Owen, the use of land and 

buildings at the Defence Wigram site for 'non-defence purposes' (i.e. 

purposes that are not already provided for under the designation) 

generates an income stream that is essential to the long term financial 

viability of the Air Force Museum.2  

                                                
1
 Defence Wigram was the subject of evidence for the Designations hearing in Stage 1 of the Replacement 

District Plan process, as the site is designated for defence purposes.  
2
 Evidence of Mr Owen, paragraph 3.1.  
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8. The New Zealand Defence Force ("NZDF") through its planner, Ms 

Sweeney, has worked closely with the Council's planner (Ms Carter) to 

address the matters raised in the Crown's submission.  Significant 

progress has been made towards reaching agreement on the provisions 

and narrowing the issues for the Panel to determine.  

9. In particular, agreement has been reached between Ms Carter and Ms 

Sweeny in relation to: 

 the following 21.1.2.3 "Built Form Standards": (a)

(i) 21.1.2.3.2 – street scene; and 

(ii) 21.1.2.3.5 – separation from neighbours (subject to scope); 

and 

 the following 21.1.3 "Matters of Discretion": (b)

(i) 21.1.3.2 – visual impact on adjoining activities; and 

(ii) 21.1.3.4 – general standards. 

10. These changes have been included in the updated red-lined Proposal 

that was provided to the Panel in the joint memorandum of counsel filed 

on Monday 2 November.   

11. The key outstanding area of disagreement relates to the "How to Use 

the Rules" section in 21.1.2 and the scope of the Crown's submission in 

relation to the building setback provisions in 21.1.2.3.5 (counsel 

understands that the position is agreed apart from issues as to scope).   

12. In terms of "How to Use the Rules" the Crown supports the evidence of 

Ms Sweeny and submits that the following wording should be added to 

this section to provide clarity and ensure there are no "double ups": 

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

than one chapter then the relevant rule in Chapter 21 prevails."  

13. As explained by Ms Sweeny in her evidence, provisions elsewhere in 

the Replacement Plan could have an impact on the Defence Wigram 
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provisions, depending on the outcome of each Proposal as they are 

decided.3   

14. The Crown submits that the whole purpose of a Specific Purpose Zone 

is effectively to provide "spot zoning" to enable certain activities to occur 

on a site.  The most efficient and effective way of achieving the 

objectives of the zone is to ensure that the necessary provisions and 

anticipated outcomes are contained in one complete package.  

15. Further, the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision 

confirmed that one of the objectives of the Replacement Plan is to 

"minimise…resource consent processes…the number, extent, and 

prescriptiveness of development controls….and use clear concise 

language so that the District Plan is easy to understand and use"4  The 

Statement of Expectations similarly expresses an intention to "reduce 

significantly…the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development 

controls" and to use clear, concise language to ensure that the 

Replacement Plan is easy to use.5   

16. The Crown submits that this additional wording, as well as the changes 

agreed to between the experts, are necessary to achieve the purpose of 

the RMA and are the most efficient and effective way to achieve the 

objectives of the Plan.  

17. In terms of the building setback in Standard 21.1.2.3.5 we understand 

that the provisions are agreed at 6m subject to the Council having 

concern as to matters of scope.  The Council's opening submissions 

summarise some of the case law related to scope.6  While these issues 

can be more fulsomely addressed in closing submissions the Crown 

agrees that the two key issues to be considered are: 

 whether the submission addresses the change to the pre-existing (a)

status quo advanced by the plan change (and in doing the 

question is "does the submission as a whole fairly and reasonably 

                                                
3
 Evidence of Ms Sweeny, paragraphs 9.2 – 9.4.  

4
 Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision.  

5
 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4, Statement of 

Expectations, paragraph (i).  
6
 At paragraphs 2.4 – 2.7. 
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raise some relief, expressly or by reasonable implication, about an 

identified issue”);7 and  

 whether there is a real risk that persons directly or potentially (b)

directly affected by the changes have been denied and effective 

response to them. 

18. The Crown's 'specific' submission on the Built Form Standards only 

sought the addition of a reference to cultural activities on the site.  

However, the 'broad' submission relating to Defence Wigram seeks that 

the Proposal is amended to "incorporate objectives, policies and 

provisions which provide for the ongoing function and viable operation of 

the Air Force Museum."8 In addition, the Crown's general submission, 

Part A, section 8, seeks to reduce costs and increase efficiency by 

reducing consenting and notification requirements.9 

19. The Crown submits that the changes sought are within scope because 

they are "fairly and reasonably" envisaged by the submission as a 

whole, addresses a change to the pre-existing status quo and does not 

create a real risk that persons directly or potentially directly affected will 

be denied an effective response.  

20. The Crown does not consider that neighbouring landowners would be 

adversely affected by the agreed 6m setback standard such that they 

would have otherwise submitted.  For example, the revised proposed 

building setback provision in the industrial zone from neighbouring 

residential zones is 3m.10  

21. If however this change is considered to be out of scope then the Crown 

respectfully submits that these corrections be dealt with by either: 

 the panel's powers not being limited to the scope of the proposal (a)

under clause 13(2) of the Order (recognising however the 

importance of natural justice and fairness); 

 the panel's power to direct notification if it considers a change, in a (b)

material way, to be outside the scope of the notified proposal; and 

                                                
7
 Campbell v Christchurch City Council [2002] NZRMA 332.  

8
 Paragraph 23.8 on page 238 of Part B of the Crown's Stage 2 submission.  

9
 Page 26. 

10
 Standard 15.2.3.4 attached to Mr Stevenson's rebuttal planning evidence on the Commercial Proposal (part) 

and the Industrial Proposal (part) dated 1 May 2015.  Noting however the height limit at 3m is 12m.   
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 as a change of no more than minor effect pursuant to clause 13(6) (c)

of the Order.   

Hospital Zone 

22. The Crown's key focus for the Hospital Zone is to ensure that there is a 

positive planning framework that enables the Ministry of Health ("MOH") 

and the Canterbury District Health Board ("CDHB") to continue to 

develop and intensify use of their existing sites.  

23. The Crown has sought to ensure appropriate recognition is provided to 

facilitate development within existing hospital sites including: 

 recognition of the importance of hospital services to Christchurch (a)

and the region;  

 recognition of the need to use existing sites effectively and (b)

efficiently rather than develop onto additional areas of land;  

 clear and specific recognition (objectives and policies) of the need (c)

to balance the requirement to intensify development within existing 

sites with the need to recognise the character and amenity values 

of the surrounding environment, which in the case of the suburban 

sites is mainly residential; and 

 the need to develop hospital facilities without undue restriction (d)

(Built Form Standards) to ensure the most appropriate clinical and 

fiscal outcomes are achieved. 

24. In particular, the Replacement Plan provisions must provide for 

intensified hospital development by recognising and acknowledging the 

key drivers for the MOH including: 

 the need to provide a vital service to the community and Region (a)

that operates efficiently and effectively; 

 the need to enable the efficient and flexible use of existing sites; (b)

 consideration of the significant financial investment in  (c)

re-developing and intensifying use on existing sites and the need 

for certainty in terms of the ability to undertake development; and 
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 the balance between intensification of suburban sites and retention (d)

of amenity values in the surrounding area, particularly at site 

interfaces. 

25. In his evidence Mr Cabell explains the CDHB's intentions to intensify 

and concentrate its health activities at Burwood and Hilmorton Hospitals, 

in addition to Christchurch Central Hospital.11  It is important that the 

planning framework provides sufficient opportunity and recognition of the 

need for the MOH and CDHB to effectively manage its hospital sites, 

including the necessary intensification of hospital activities, in a way that 

best meets its programme for delivering health services to meet 

changing health needs.12 

26. Following mediation Ms Kelly, Ms Schroder, Mr Blair and Mr Willis have 

continued to be involved in discussions in relation to a number of 

provisions and as a result they have resolved all outstanding issues.  On 

Monday 2 November a joint memorandum of counsel was filed outlining 

the changes that have been agreed to and confirming that the MOH and 

the Council agree to these changes.  We also understand that the 

CDHB has agreed to these changes too.  This is a positive result.  

27. The Crown supports these changes and submits that they are essential 

to ensure that the planning framework for the Hospital Zone is fit for 

purpose and achieves the purpose of the RMA.  

Scope issue regarding the rezoning of CDHB-owned land adjacent to Hilmorton 

Hospital 

28. The CDHB is not presenting legal submissions in relation to the Hospital 

Zone, however it has been involved in discussions with the Council in 

relation to the proposed rezoning of land adjacent to the Specialist 

Mental Health Services facility, across from the Hillmorton Hospital, on 

Annex Road from Residential Suburban to Specific Purpose (Hospital) 

Zone.  

29. Mr Willis, planner for the CDHB, supports this rezoning however he 

indicated in his evidence that a potential scope issue would be 

                                                
11

 Statement of evidence of Mr Cabell, paragraphs 23 to 28. 
12

 Statement of evidence of Ms Kelly, paragraph 5.1. 
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addressed in legal submissions.13  The Crown agreed to address this 

scope matter on behalf of CDHB. 

30. Mr Blair, planner for the Council has subsequently agreed in his rebuttal 

evidence that this land can be re-zoned so that it falls within the Specific 

Purpose (Hospital) Zone.   

31. However, for completeness we note that potential scope issue, as 

explained by Mr Willis14 and Mr Blair15 is that the Hillmorton Site was 

notified in Stage 1 as Residential Suburban yet the CDHB's submission 

to rezone the site so that it falls within the Specific Purpose (Hospital) 

Zone was made at Stage 2.   

32. There is a simple explanation for this.  At the time of writing the Stage 1 

submission there was no Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone.   

33. The Crown's Stage 1 submission expressed concerns that the Stage 1 

Proposals did not identify zones other than residential, commercial or 

industrial.  Once a Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone was introduced at 

Stage 2 the CDHB sought to rezone the land accordingly.   

34. The issue of rezoning the adjacent land is clearly before the Hearings 

Panel, and within scope, as no decision has yet been made on this 

issue.   

35. We also note that Ms O'Brien for the Council no longer opposes the 

rezoning of this site as she has confirmed that it is not located within a 

wastewater constraint area.16 

36. As such it is respectfully submitted that the adjacent site as shown in 

Appendix A of these submissions be rezoned so that it falls within the 

Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone. 

School Zone 

37. A key focus for the Ministry of Education ("MOE") is on providing greater 

flexibility for the use of school sites in the School Zone and improving 

the usability and clarity of the provisions. 

                                                
13

 [cite relevant part of CDHB submission] 
14

 Evidence of Mr Willis, paragraph 4.9.  
15

 Rebuttal evidence of Mr Blair, paragraph 4.3.  
16

 Rebuttal statement of evidence of Ms O'Brien, paragraph 4.3. 
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38. As set out in paragraph 4.1 of Mr McCallum-Clark's statement of 

evidence, the MOE and the Council have reached agreement on the 

majority of matters raised in the Crown's Stage 2 submission, including 

amendments to the objectives and policies and a number of changes to 

the rule framework.   

39. From the MOE's perspective, there are however two outstanding matters 

which relate to: 

 the default non-complying activity status for activities not (a)

specifically provided for under Rule 21.6.2.2.4; and 

 changes to the relevant planning maps to align the School Zone (b)

boundaries with the designation boundaries.   

Default non-complying status 

40. In Mr McCallum-Clark's opinion, the default non-complying activity status 

for activities not specifically provided for under Rule 21.6.2.2.4 is unduly 

restrictive and discretionary activity status is more appropriate.17  He 

also states that he was informed by the Council "immediately prior to 

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

plan"18 

41. Ms Dixon, planner for the Council, has disagreed with this statement and 

confirmed that it is not actually a consistency point.  Rather, her view is 

that other uses should generally not be provided for while the land 

remains owned and used for educational purposes.  

42. However, it is submitted that for activities which fall outside the 

educational purpose of the designation and are not provided for under 

the generally residential alternative zoning (for example, community 

sports events and public and private shared-use facilities for sports and 

clubs), a default discretionary activity status is more enabling and 

appropriate than a default non-complying status.  

43. Case law confirms that generally non-complying status is used where 

the receiving environment is regarded as "delicate or vulnerable and/or 

                                                
17

 Statement of evidence of Mr McCallum-Clark, paragraphs 4.4 and 5.3(c). 
18

 Statement of evidence of Mr McCallum-Clark, paragraph 4.4. 



 

BF\55444315\2 Page 12 

the activity in question is particularly noisome or noisy, or in some other 

way likely to produce significant adverse effects".19 

44. Overall, the Crown submits that the default non-complying status in 

21.6.2.2.4 should be changed to a default discretionary status. This 

would provide the greater flexibility for the use of school sites as sought 

by the Crown and be the most appropriate to achieve the objects, and 

purpose of the RMA, as well as better align with the Statement of 

Expectations.  

Planning Maps 

45. As explained by Mr McCallum-Clark the Crown's Stage 2 submission 

sought to align the Specific Purpose (School) Zone boundaries with the 

boundaries of the designations.  

46. Mr Willis gave evidence on these matters in relation to the Stage 2 

Residential Proposal, however the matter of rezoning was deferred to 

this hearing.20  Mr McCallum-Clark supports the evidence of Mr Willis in 

relation to this matter.  

47. As outlined to the Panel at the Stage 2 Residential hearing,21 the Crown 

and the Council agree on the merits of correcting the School Zone 

boundaries to align with the designated boundaries of the following four 

schools: 

 Kirkwood Intermediate; (a)

 Hornby Primary; (b)

 Hornby High; and (c)

 Harewood Primary. (d)

48. In addition, the Council has sought further changes to the School Zone 

boundaries for Mt Pleasant Primary School and Shirley Intermediate 

                                                
19

 See Mighty River Power Limited v Porirua City Council [2012] NZEnvC 213 at [18] and Day v Manawatu – 
Wanganui Regional Council [2012] NZEnvC 182 at [2-48].  
20

 On 29 September 2015 the Hearings Panel directed the Council to provide a record of deferred proposals.  In 
its 12 October 2015 memorandum in response to the Hearing Panel's direction, counsel for the Council 
confirmed that the rezoning of schools would be addressed at this hearing. 
21

 Paragraph 6.1 of the Crown's opening submissions in the Stage 2 Residential hearing. 
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School.22  Mr McCallum-Clark agrees with Ms Dixon's evidence in 

relation to these boundary changes. 

49. The Crown submits that in light of the evidence and agreement between 

parties, the appropriate outcome is to align the Specific Purpose 

(School) Zone boundaries with the corresponding designation 

boundaries.  

The Crown's position in relation to other the submitters' evidence on the School 

Zone 

50. In its current form, the Crown does not oppose the relief sought by the 

Elmwood Club, the Catholic Bishop of Christchurch and Kiwirail on the 

basis that it does not affect the activities undertaken by the Crown within 

the relevant zones. 

School Zone and Tertiary Education Zone – matters relating to the New 

Zealand Fire Service Commission 

51. As stated by Ms McLeod in her evidence, the Crown's submission seeks 

the retention of provisions that provide for alternative development, 

including emergency service facilities, within the School Zone and the 

Tertiary Education Zone and the inclusion of Built Form Standards 

requiring a firefighting water supply, and associated fire appliance 

access.23 

52. This aspect of the Crown's submission has been addressed by the 

agreements reached in mediation and reflected in further revisions to the 

School Zone and the Tertiary Education Zone that are attached to Ms 

Dixon's rebuttal evidence.  

53. Notwithstanding these agreements, at paragraph 4.1 of her rebuttal 

evidence, Ms Dixon queries whether there is scope to make the change 

to the wording of Policy 21.7.1.3 in the Tertiary Zone chapter that was 

agreed to at mediation.  

54. At mediation it was agreed that the wording of Policy 21.7.1.3 would be 

amended to match the similar amendments to Policy 21.6.1.2.1 so that 

                                                
22

 As stated in Ms Dixon's rebuttal evidence at paragraph 3.3 further changes were also sought in relation to the 
boundaries at Ouruhia Model School however that submission point has been withdrawn.  
23

 Evidence of Ms McLeod, paragraph 4.1.  
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"compatible with the surrounding area" becomes "compatible with the 

identified alternative zoning".   

55. The Crown submits that such relief is within the scope of its submission.  

Section 9.7, Part A of the Crown's Stage 2 submission seeks that 

proposals are amended to provide consistency in content and format 

across all proposals.   

56. If this change is considered to be out of scope then the Crown 

respectfully submits that these corrections be dealt with as a change "of 

no more than minor effect" pursuant to clause 13(6) of the Order.  

Cemetery Zone 

57. As set out in the evidence of Ms Hickey, subject to the exception below, 

the Crown's submission points have now all been resolved through 

changes that have been made since the Cemetery Zone was notified.24 

58. The single outstanding issue relates to the 'comprehensive consents' 

approach that has been adopted by the Council through advice "Note 1" 

in the version attached to Mr Eman's evidence.   

59. The comprehensive consent approach requires joint hearings to be 

undertaken where consents are triggered by the Council, the Canterbury 

Regional Council and under the Resource Management (National 

Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 

Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011.  Ms Hickey considers 

that the direction requiring a comprehensive consent approach to be 

undertaken should be included in a Policy rather than in an advice note.    

60. As explained by Ms Hickey, the use of a Policy rather than an advice 

note:   

 better achieves the purpose of the RMA; (a)

 is consistent with the relevant planning documents; (b)

 is the most appropriate way to achieve objectives of the Strategic (c)

Direction Chapter; and 

 is consistent with the Ministers’ Statement of Expectations, (d)

specifically clauses (a) and (b). 

                                                
24

 Statement of Evidence of Ms Hickey, paragraph 4.1.  
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61. While Mr Eman agrees that "it is good practice to strive for integrated 

planning and to apply for related consents together"25 he has 

reservations about the use of a policy which remains the key 

outstanding issue between the experts.  In particular, the Council's 

opening submissions raise issues as to consistency with other proposals 

illustrating importance of the issue.26  However, the example provided, 

the Rural Quarry Zone, is yet to be heard by the Hearings Panel so 

consistency could readily be achieved if appropriate.   

62. Mr Eman also considers that policy direction is unnecessary in relation 

to joint hearings because section 102 of the RMA already appropriately 

deals with joint hearings.27  The use of joint hearings for any future 

consent applications was a key tenant of the Crown's submission and 

the hearings panel in its decision on the Strategic Directions Proposal 

stated that “nothing in the RMA precludes a plan from including 

objectives and/or policies pertaining to matters of process.”28  In this 

regard the Hearings Panel has inserted policies into the Replacement 

Plan relating to process matters and guiding planning responses.29  

Further, there are examples of other Councils directing the use of joint 

hearings through their district plans.30  

63. Mr Eman also considers that the scope of the Crown's submission does 

not extend to seeking to include a new policy that provides direction on 

undertaking a comprehensive consent approach.  Ms Hickey responds 

to this is section 6 of her evidence.  

64. The Crown's submission on the Stage 2 Proposal is set out in two Parts.  

Part A is the General Submission, and Part B contains the submissions 

on specific proposals.  The Crown's Part B submission on this point is 

attached to Ms Hickey's evidence but essentially the Crown was 

opposed to the fact that "the provisions unnecessarily refer to the need 

for an undefined, comprehensive consenting process."   

                                                
25

 Evidence of Mr Eman, paragraph 5.8.  
26

 At paragraph 6.5. 
27

 Evidence of Mr Eman, paragraph 5.9.  
28

 Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and related Definitions) paragraph 117.   
29

 See for example Policy 5.2.4.2(c) of the Natural Hazards Chapter which requires the Council to regularly 
notify changes to the planning maps to reflect updated rockfall hazard information.   
30

 For example Chapter 17.11.2 (Other Methods - Joint Hearings) of the Waikato District Plan states 
"Environment Waikato will seek to ensure joint hearings are held where any proposal requires resource 
consents from more than one consent authority." 
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65. Section 9 of Part A summarises the general decisions sought by the 

Crown and it refers to "consequential or ancillary changes."  It states: 

"The Crown seeks the following decisions: 

… 

9. 8  Amend the proposals in accordance with the more detailed 

decisions sought in Part B of this submission. 

9. 9  Any additional or alternative relief that achieves the same or 

similar outcomes to the above. 

9.10  Consequential or ancillary changes as a result of the above." 

66. As explained by Ms Hickey, discussions were had with the Council to 

develop an appropriate method for directing the comprehensive consent 

approach that the Council wanted to retain.  Following these 

discussions, Ms Hickey formed the opinion that the most appropriate 

method for directing this approach (if it was to be retained in the Plan) 

was through a Policy.  This, the Crown submits, is within scope because 

it is a "consequential or ancillary change" associated with the original 

relief sought by the Crown in relation to the comprehensive consenting 

process.  

67. It is submitted that the addition of a policy as sought by the Crown is 

within scope as it is "fairly and reasonably" envisaged by the submission 

as a whole, addresses a change to the pre-existing status quo and does 

not create a real risk that persons directly or potentially directly affected 

will be denied an effective response.  

Conclusion 

68. For these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the Hearings Panel 

should grant the relief sought by the Crown, which:  

 assists the Council in carrying out its functions in order to achieve (a)

the purpose of the RMA;31 

 is in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA;32 (b)

                                                
31

 Section 72 of the RMA. 
32

 Section 74(1)(b) of the RMA. 
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 gives effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement;33 (c)

 is no inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy, the LURP, and the (d)

CCRP;34 

 is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, (e)

and for policies and rules is the most appropriate way to achieve 

the objectives of the Replacement Plan (including the Strategic 

Directions);35 and 

 has particular regard to the Statement of Expectations.36 (f)

Witnesses 

69. The Crown will be calling the following witnesses: 

 Ms Sweeney, a planner, regarding relief sought by NZDF; (a)

  Ms Kelly, a planner, regarding the relief sought by the MOH;  (b)

  Ms Hickey, a planner, regarding the relief sought by the Crown for (c)

the Cemetery Zone; and 

  Mr McCallum-Clark , a planner, regarding the relief sought by the (d)

MOE.  

70. No party has sought to cross examine the following witnesses and leave 

was granted on 2 November 2015 to have them excused from the 

hearing: 

 Mr Flowers, health facility design expert in relation to the Hospital (a)

Zone;  

  Mr Owen, NZDF operational expert; and  (b)

                                                
33

 Section 75(3)(c) of the RMA. 
34

 Sections 15 and 23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. 
35

 Section 32 of the RMA (and to the extent relevant for any further evaluation, section 32AA of the RMA). 
36

 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, clause 14(10(d) and Schedule 
4. 
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  Ms McLeod, planner regarding the relief sought by the NZFS.  (c)

Date:  3 November 2015 

 
 

D Allen / L Bazalo 
Counsel for the Crown 
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Appendix A  

Extract from the CDHB's Stage 2 submission in relation to the proposed rezoning of land adjacent to the Hillmorton Site (page 32) 

 


