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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Andrew Peter Hewland Willis.  I hold the position of 

Managing Director of Planning Matters Limited in Christchurch.  I have held 

this position for over two years.  I have been engaged by the Crown, 

through the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to 

provide planning evidence relating to the Stage 2 Residential Proposal 

("Residential Proposal"). 

1.2 This is the second 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 5 (Natural Hazards), and I continue to support the views 

expressed in that evidence.  A summary of my qualifications, relevant past 

experience and involvement in the Replacement Plan process is set out at 

paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 and Attachment A of my first statement of evidence.1 

1.3 My evidence builds on the evidence I gave in the Stage 1 Natural Hazards 

hearing and addresses the relief sought by the Crown in relation to the 

Residential Proposal. 

1.4 My experience with regard to residential planning has been formed through 

working in various roles in planning.   While working for the Christchurch 

City Council ("Council") I led the team that wrote the draft Central City 

Recovery Plan regulatory framework, which contained a set of residential 

provisions.  As a consultant I was part of the team that drafted the Land Use 

Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") which 

contains policy direction on residential development.  I was also part of the 

team that drafted the residential chapter of the Christchurch Central 

Recovery Plan, Te Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ ("CCRP").  I have advised on 

and undertaken residential resource consent applications for construction 

and project management companies. I also assisted the Crown to make 

submissions and further submissions on Stage 2 of the Residential 

Proposal.     

                                                 
1
 Statement of evidence of Andrew Willis for the Crown dated 20 February 2015.  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-5-natural-hazards/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", 
"Submitter evidence".   
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2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

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

Residential Proposal.  My evidence is arranged in six parts, based on the 

Crown’s submission:  

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

submission on the Residential Proposal.2 

(b) Inconsistency across the Stage 2 zones and with the Stage 1 

Proposal. 

(c) Reduction in unnecessary prescriptive regulation.  

(d) The Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay ("ACF 

Overlay").  

(e) Proposed re-zonings. 

(f) Statutory considerations. 

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

views is set out at Attachment A to this evidence.   

3.3 I attended formal mediation for the Crown on Thursday 20 August 2015 and 

have reviewed the revised version of the Residential Proposal dated 24 

August 2015 ("Revised Provisions").  I have identified in my evidence 

                                                 
2
 See in particular pages 139 to 180 of the Crown's submission.    
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whether or not I agree with the Revised Provisions with respect to the 

points I address in the Crown's submission.   

3.4 I have compiled in Attachment B to this evidence a table of relevant 

specific submission points raised by Crown for Proposal 14 which: 

(a) identifies those points which I or other Crown witnesses support in 

the Council's Revised Provisions; and 

(b) for those points identified that I or other Crown witnesses do not 

support in the Revised Provisions, the Crown witnesses' 

recommended alternatives.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 A number of the Crown's submission points seek to achieve consistency 

across the Stage 2 zones and across the Stage 1 and 2 Residential 

Proposals.  All of the relief sought by the Crown regarding consistency was 

also sought in the Crown's Stage 1 submission and has been the subject of 

evidence before the Hearings Panel.  In my opinion, the Stage 2 provisions 

should be amended so that they are consistent with the latest version of the 

Stage 1 Proposal, as supported by the Crown's Stage 1 evidence.  Specific 

submission points also addressed instances of unnecessarily prescriptive 

regulation.       

4.2 The Crown also sought some targeted zoning changes on the planning 

maps as part of the Residential Proposal and other Stage 2 Proposals to 

more accurately reflect and provide for the existing activities and the intent 

of the identified areas.   

4.3 The Crown made a number of submission points on the Accommodation 

and Community Facilities ("ACF") Overlay seeking to remove duplication 

and unnecessarily prescriptive regulation.         

4.4 I consider that the Crown's Residential Stage 1 evidence remains relevant 

and applicable to the Crown's concerns raised in relation to the following 

Stage 2 provisions: the life stage and energy efficiency standards; 

community facilities provisions; home occupation provisions; service, 

storage and waste management provisions for social housing complexes; 

outdoor living provisions; the activity description for residential activities; 

and the repair and rebuild of buildings with cross-leases, company leases 

or unit tiles. I support the reasons given in the Crown's Residential Stage 1 
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evidence to support amendments to equivalent Stage 2 provisions to be 

consistent with that prior evidence.   

4.5 In my opinion, it is appropriate that activities in the Residential Hills Zone 

that exceed the site coverage by more than 10% are a discretionary activity 

in order to consider the merits of the development proposed.    

4.6 In the ACF Overlay, I consider that the minimum floor to ceiling height 

between ground and first floor and the maximum hours of operation should 

be deleted as these are unnecessary.   

4.7 In my opinion, the re-zonings proposed by the Crown more accurately 

reflect and provide for the existing activities and intent of the identified 

areas.   

4.8 The amendments recommended in the Revised Proposal address the 

Crown’s concerns identified in my evidence.  For the reasons given in my 

evidence I support these amendments.  

5. THE CROWN’S SUBMISSION ON THE RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL  

5.1 The major themes in the Crown’s Stage 2 submission relevant to the 

Residential Proposal are set out in Part A3 and Part B4 of the submission.  I 

briefly expand on some of these themes below. 

Structure 

5.2 The Crown made a number of comments on the structure of the Proposal.   

In particular, the Proposal needs to be restructured to achieve fewer zones 

and remove duplication in provisions that are the same across all zones.   

These structural matters are addressed in the evidence of Ms McIntyre on 

behalf of the Crown.  I rely on the views expressed in her evidence. 

Inconsistencies across the Stage 2 Zones and between Stage 1 and Stage 2  

5.3 The Crown's submission notes that there are minor inconsistencies across 

the Stage 2 Zones in the Residential Proposal, and between the mediated 

version of the Stage 1 Proposal and Zone provisions notified in the Stage 2 

Proposal.   The submission noted that a more consistent approach would 

reduce complexity and aid usability of the Residential Proposal. 

                                                 
3
 Pages 9 to 29. 

4
 Pages 139 and 140. 
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5.4 The Crown’s submission therefore sought a number of specific changes in 

the Residential Hills ("RH"), Residential Large Lot ("RLL") and Residential 

Small Settlement ("RSS") Zone provisions to achieve consistency.  

5.5 The submission points addressing consistency cover such matters as:   

(a) the life-stage inclusive and adaptive design and energy and water 

efficiency requirements for new residential units;  

(b) community facilities, such as pre-schools, veterinary care facilities, 

education activities, emergency services and spiritual and 

community welfare facilities;    

(c) the relocation of a residential unit;  

(d) home occupation activities;  

(e) the repair or rebuild of buildings with cross-leases, company leases 

or unit titles;  

(f) a number of more minor wording changes to provide clarity and to 

aid usability; and 

(g) requiring sufficient water supply for firefighting purposes.  

5.6 Other inconsistency matters identified in the Crown’s submission, such as 

for height limits and boundary setbacks, are addressed in the evidence of 

Ms McIntyre on behalf of the Crown.5   

Duplication and Unnecessarily Prescriptive Regulation – RH, RLL and RSS Zones 

5.7 The Crown also made submission points that sought to reduce the amount 

of unnecessarily prescriptive regulation in the RH, RLL and RSS Zones.  

The submission point that I address in my evidence is the change to the 

status of activities that exceed the site coverage by more than 10% from a 

non-complying to a discretionary activity (Rule 14.11.2.4).   

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

5.8 The Crown generally supports the ACF Overlay approach but seeks a 

number of minor changes to the proposed rules in order to reduce 

prescriptive regulation.  The submission points that I will address in my 

evidence are: 

                                                 
5
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre dated 27 August 2015 at paragraph 7.7.  
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(a) the minimum floor to ceiling height rules between the ground and 

the first floor (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.3 and 14.3.5.3.2);  

(b) the maximum hours of operation rule (Rule 14.2.4.4.10.11); and 

(c) the front entrances and façade rules (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.6 and 

14.3.5.3.5) 

Changes to the Planning Maps 

5.9 The Crown’s submission sought that the Specific Purpose (School) Zone be 

aligned with the boundaries of four schools, where the zone boundaries 

were not aligned with the designation boundaries. The submission also 

sought to rezone a Scenic Reserve and to defer the zoning of another site.  

I understand that the Council has commented on these submission points 

as they relate to land zoned residential.   

6. INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN THE STAGE 1 AND STAGE 2 ZONE 

PROVISIONS AND ACROSS THE STAGE 2 ZONE PROVISIONS 

6.1 There are a number of inconsistencies between the Stage 1 and Stage 2 

Zone provisions and across the Stage 2 Zone provisions in the Residential 

Proposal.  I address the key issues in turn. 

Life Stage and Energy Efficiency Standards 

6.2 The notified version of the Stage 2 Residential Proposal contained life stage 

and energy efficiency standards for the RH, RLL and RSS Zones similar to 

those notified as part of the Stage 1 Residential Proposal.   The Crown’s 

submission sought that these provisions be deleted as they sought a 

performance outcome in excess of that required under the Building Act 

2014 ("Building Act") and created additional compliance costs and 

administrative difficulties.   

6.3 The Council's evidence for the Stage 1 Proposal (particularly by Messrs 

Blair and McLeod) recommended that these provisions be deleted.  I agree 

with Mr McLeod's opinion that the provisions were not in keeping with the 

requirements of the Statement of Expectations, the Strategic Directions 

objectives or the overall requirement to reduce regulatory control in the 

earthquake recovery period.6   

                                                 
6
 Evidence of Mr Scott Blair for the Council dated 12 March 2015 at paragraph 9.1 and evidence of Mr Andrew 

McLeod for the Council dated 11 March at paragraph 6.11   
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6.4 Ms McIntyre gave evidence on behalf of the Crown for the Stage 1 

Residential hearing, also supporting the deletion of the life-stage and 

energy efficiency standards.7  While Ms McIntyre supported the outcomes 

sought by the standards, she did not agree that imposing them in a district 

plan was the best way to achieve them, noting that there are a variety of 

other mechanisms to promote sustainable building design.  

6.5 I agree with the Stage 1 evidence given by Messrs McLeod and Blair for the 

Council, and Ms McIntyre for the Crown, that life-stage and energy 

efficiency standards should be deleted from the Stage 1 Residential 

Proposal, and I consider that their reasoning remains relevant and supports 

the deletion of such standards from the Stage 2 Residential Proposal.  In 

my opinion, the life-stage and energy efficiency standards should be 

deleted from the Stage 2 Residential Proposal. 

Provision for Community Facilities  

6.6 The activity status applicable to community facilities (including health care 

facilities, veterinary care facilities, education activities, places of assembly, 

community welfare facilities, spiritual facilities and emergency service 

facilities) in the Stage 2 Residential Proposal for the RH, RLL and RSS 

Zones differ from those in the Stage 1 Proposal.  While these activities are 

permitted in the Stage 1 Proposal, they are restricted discretionary in the 

RH and RSS Zones and non-complying in the RLL Zone.   

6.7 In its submission the Crown sought that community activities in the RH, 

RSS and RLL zones be treated consistently with the community activities in 

the residential zones considered in the Stage 1 Residential hearing, so that 

they are permitted subject to appropriate standards.     

6.8 The Crown has previously provided evidence to the Hearings Panel 

regarding the provisions for community facilities in the Replacement Plan.  

6.9 Ms Mitchell's evidence for the Strategic Directions hearing discussed the 

importance of social and cultural recovery in post-earthquake Christchurch.8  

One of the issues she identified as needing to be resolved is more enabling 

district plan provisions for a wide range of community facilities that meet the 

                                                 
7
 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015 at paragraph 11.8(b).   

8
 Ms Mitchell's evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-

directions-and-strategic-outcomes/ under the hearings "Hearing", "Evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
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needs of the community, especially in the residential zones.9 I agree with 

and adopt Ms Mitchell's evidence on this point.  

6.10 Ms Barker's planning evidence for the Crown discussed the need to provide 

for community facilities in the Stage 1 Residential Proposal.  In Ms Barker's 

opinion the hearings panel recognised the importance of providing for 

community facilities and education activities by including Objective 3.3.11 

and Objective 3.3.14 in the Strategic Directions Decision.10   Ms Barker 

concludes that the implications of Objective 3.3.11 are that the objective, 

policies and rules need to better enable community facilities in residential 

areas to expedite the recovery, meet the community’s needs, and provide 

for co-location and shared use of facilities where practicable.11  I agree with 

Ms Barker’s analysis and conclusions.  In my opinion, the Strategic 

Directions Decision clearly anticipates that community facilities will be 

provided for in residential areas, and this expectation is also applicable to 

those residential areas addressed in the Stage 2 Residential Proposal.  

6.11 Mr Merry’s evidence and Ms McLeod’s evidence for the Crown discussed 

the need to permit emergency service facilities in residential zones.12   In 

my opinion permitting these activities implements Objective 3.3.13 of the 

Strategic Directions decision and addresses the concerns raised in their 

Stage 1 evidence on this matter.  

6.12 Ms Sarah Oliver's evidence on the Objectives, Policies and Methods, 

Planning Maps and Site Specific Rezonings for this Hearing refers to Issue 

24 of the Council’s updated Statement of Issues dated 11 August 2015 as 

follows:  

 "Should amendments agreed to by the Council in Stage 1 carry over 
to the Stage 2 residential zones, taking into account the different 
purpose and character of each of the Stage 2 zones?  The particular 
amendments include:   

    … 

                                                 
9
 Evidence of Ms Mitchell, dated 25 November 2014, Paragraph 4.4(a). 

10
 Evidence of Ms Vicki Barker, dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 6.2 

11
 Evidence of Ms Vicki Barker, dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 6.3 

12
 See the evidence of Mr Alan Merry dated 20 March 2015 and the evidence of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 20 

March 2015, paragraphs 8.1 – 8.19 and her rebuttal evidence dated 25 March 2015.  Mr Merry's and Ms McLeod's 
evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-
residential/http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/ under 
the headings "Hearing documents", "Submitter evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
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(iii) health care, veterinaries, preschool facilities, education activities, 
emergency service facilities, and places of assembly, relocation of 
buildings, community welfare facilities as permitted activities;"13 

6.13 Ms Oliver concludes that these community activities and the relocation of 

buildings are appropriate as permitted activities provided the built form 

standards she has proposed in the Revised Provisions are complied with.  

She considers that the built form standards she has recommended will 

effectively manage the scale of these activities and their potential effects on 

residential amenity values.14  

6.14 I agree with Ms Oliver’s conclusions and support the Council’s amended 

community facility provisions and the provisions for the relocation of 

residential units in the Revised Provisions.  In my opinion these activities 

can be permitted provided the built form standards are appropriate and 

complied with.  

Home Occupation Rules 

6.15 The Stage 2 Residential Proposal has generally repeated the home 

occupation provisions from the Stage 1 Proposal in the RH, RLL and RSS 

Zones.  However there are two key exceptions across each of the three 

Stage 2 Zones. 14.11.2.1 (P4)(d), 14.12.2.1(P5)(d) and 14.14.2.1(P5)(d) 

which limit the hours of operation of the activity to 50 hours per week, and 

14.11.2.1(P4)(g), 14.12.2.1(P5)(g) and 14.14.2.1(P5)(g) which limit the 

activity to the ground floor where the activity is open to visitors and clients in 

a multi-level apartment complex, were retained in the Stage 2 Proposal.  

These clauses were deleted from the Stage 1 provisions as supported in 

the Council’s closing submissions for the Stage 1 Residential hearing ("the 

23 April Proposal") as a result of the Crown’s Stage 1 submission.   

6.16 In its Stage 2 submission, the Crown sought that the above identified 

clauses ((d) and (g)) be deleted as these were considered unnecessary.   

6.17 Ms Barker presented evidence on these provisions on behalf of the Crown 

in the Stage 1 Residential hearing.  I note and agree with Ms Barker's 

evidence in relation to the proposed 50 hours per week limit and the ground 

floor location requirement.15   In my opinion, a 50 hour per week restriction 

is not necessary in the RH, RLL or RSS zones when there are already 

                                                 
13

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18 August 2015, Paragraph 5.1.  I note that Ms Oliver's evidence differs 
from the wording of Issue 24 in the Council's updated Statement of Issues dated 11 August 2015.   
14

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18 August 2015, Paragraph 5.8 
15

 Evidence of Ms Vicki Barker, dated 20 March 2015, Paragraphs 8.7 and 8.10 
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hours of operation rules applying to home occupations.  Limiting home 

occupations to the ground floor of multiple level apartment complexes 

unnecessarily restricts home occupations that would not necessarily create 

adverse effects given the gross floor area, FTE and hours of operation 

limitations already in the rule.  I therefore support amending the home 

occupation provisions to address these concerns.   

6.18 The deletion of these clauses was agreed to by the Council at mediation on 

the Residential Stage 2 Proposal on the 20th August 2015, and the Revised 

Provisions have been amended accordingly.16   

Multi-unit Social Housing Complexes – Service, Storage and Waste Management 

Spaces  

6.19 The Crown's Stage 2 submission sought to amend the service, storage and 

waste management spaces provisions for multi-unit social housing 

complexes in the RH Zone (Rule 14.11.3.13) to be consistent with the 

wording of the equivalent standards which were amended in the Stage 1 

provisions, as supported in the Council’s closing submissions for the 23 

April Proposal.  It was considered that the wording of Rule 14.11.3.13 in the 

Stage 2 notified Proposal was unnecessarily prescriptive and too complex.  

6.20 Ms McIntyre addressed this matter in her Stage 1 Residential evidence.17  

She noted that the standard controlling the size, location and functionality of 

service and storage areas needed to be simplified and made consistent 

with the equivalent standard in the Central City Residential Zone.18  Ms 

McIntyre also noted that the Council’s Revised Provisions had accepted the 

amendments requested by the Crown, with a further amendment to include 

a specific provision for a clothesline.  She supported the amended wording 

and the additional clothesline requirement.19  I agree with her evidence.  

6.21 During meetings and mediation on the Stage 2 Residential Proposal, the 

Council agreed to amend the service, storage and waste management 

spaces rule for the RH Zone in accordance with the relief sought in the 

Crown’s Stage 2 submissions, consistent with the Council’s position in the 

23 April Proposal.  I note however that Rule 14.11.3.13 (renumbered as 

                                                 
16

 14.11.2.1(P4) page 230; 14.12.2.1(P5) page 251; 14.14.2.1(P5) page 267 
17

 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 11.10. 
18

 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 11.10. 
19

 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 11.10. 
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14.11.3.11) remains unchanged in the Council’s Revised Provisions, though 

this may be an unintentional oversight.20 

6.22 In my opinion the reworded provisions, as set out in the 23 April Proposal, 

are clearer and more concise and are therefore consistent with Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.2(c).   I support the Stage 2 provisions being 

reworded so that they are the same as those in the 23 April Proposal.  The 

amendments will ensure there is greater consistency across the provisions 

applying in the residential zones across the Stage 1 and 2 Proposals 

making the Replacement Plan easier to use, consistent with Clause (i) of 

the Statement of Expectations.  

Outdoor Living Space 

6.23 The Crown's submission sought to amend the wording of the outdoor living 

space rule (Rule 14.14.2.1 (P3)) as the requirement for each residential unit 

to have 75m2 of outdoor living space was considered onerous and would 

restrict the flexibility to develop the site for residential activity.  The Crown 

also made a similar submission on the equivalent standards in the Stage 1 

Proposal.  The Crown's Stage 1 submission and evidence resulted in the 

corresponding activity specific standard being reworded (e.g. for 14.2.2.1 

(P19)) in the 23 April Proposal.   

6.24 Ms McIntyre addressed the wording of the outdoor living space rule in her 

Stage 1 evidence.21  In her evidence Ms McIntyre considered the 

requirement to be excessive and inconsistent with other provisions for more 

than one unit on a site.  I agree with her conclusions.  Her evidence also 

noted that the wording of the rule was clearly a drafting error which had 

been corrected in the Council’s track-changes version of the Stage 1 

Residential Proposal.   In my opinion, the same amendments should be 

made to the Stage 2 provisions, for similar reasons. 

6.25 During meetings and mediation on the Stage 2 Proposal, the Council 

agreed to amend the outdoor living space requirements in accordance with 

the Crown’s submission and with the Council’s position in the Stage 1 

residential hearing.  I note however that, Rule 14.14.2.1 (P3) remains 

unchanged in the Council’s Revised Provisions, though this may be an 

                                                 
20

 Page 249 
21

 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 11.7(c). 
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unintentional oversight.22   For the reasons given above I consider that this 

rule should be amended as set out in the Crown’s submission. 

Activity Description for Residential Activities 

6.26 Rules 14.12.2.1 (P1) and 14.14.2.1 (P1) refer to residential activities that 

occur within a residential unit.   The Crown sought to delete the qualifying 

clause "that occur within a residential unit" from those rules to make it clear 

that the provisions are intended to include the erection of new residential 

units.  This deletion would make the identified provisions consistent with 

Rule 14.11.21 (P1) in Stage 2, and with the Council's position on the Stage 

1 Residential Proposal.  

6.27 In her Stage 1 evidence Ms McIntyre addressed this matter, stating that the 

wording of the equivalent provisions was confusing and that there is no 

need to refer specifically to residential units in the activity description as 

they are encompassed in the definition of ‘Residential activity’.23  She 

supported the Crown’s submission and noted that the Council had 

incorporated amendments in its revised version of Proposal 14 (Stage 1).  I 

agree with Ms McIntyre’s conclusions and consider that the same 

amendments should be made to the Stage 2 provisions. 

6.28 During meetings and mediation on the Stage 2 Proposal, the Council 

agreed to amend the activity description for residential activities in 

accordance with the Crown’s submissions and with the Council’s position in 

the Stage 1 Residential hearing.  Rule 14.14.2.1 has been amended in the 

Council’s Revised Provisions and I support this revision.24  I note however 

that the wording of 14.12.2.1 (P1) remains unchanged, though this may be 

an unintentional oversight.25  In my opinion 14.12.2.1 (P1) should be 

similarly amended.  

Repair and rebuild of buildings with cross-leases, company leases or unit tiles 

6.29 The Crown's submission sought that a new permitted activity be inserted 

into Rule 14.14.2.1 to permit the repair or rebuild of buildings with cross-

leases, company leases or unit tiles.  These activities are permitted in 

14.11.2.1 (P14) and 14.12.2.1 (P11) in the Stage 2 Residential Proposal.  

The Crown’s submission noted that Decision 3 of the hearings panel dated 

                                                 
22

 Page 266 
23

 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraph 12.11 
24

 Page 266 
25

 Page 250 
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26 February 2015 provided specific provisions to enable the repair and 

rebuild of buildings under these forms of titles.  Provisions consistent with 

this decision were sought in the Crown’s submission.  Such an amendment 

would also be consistent with the equivalent provisions in the Stage 1 

Residential Proposal (e.g. 14.3.2.1 (P17)) as amended by Decision 3 of the 

Hearings Panel.26 

6.30 In my opinion, there is no reason why the repair or rebuild of buildings with 

cross-leases, company leases or unit titles, should not be permitted within 

the RSS Zone.  There are no distinguishing features of this zone relative to 

this provision that would warrant different treatment.   

6.31 During meetings and mediation on the Stage 2 Proposal, the Council 

agreed to amend Rule 14.14.2.1 in accordance with the Crown’s 

submission.   Unfortunately, while a new permitted activity has been 

inserted into Rule 14.14.2.1 in the Council’s Revised Provisions to permit 

these activities, the wording inserted is the original Stage 1 wording, rather 

than the Decision 3 wording.27   I also note that the original Stage 1 wording 

has been unnecessarily inserted into Rules 14.11.2.1 and 14.12.2.1 in the 

Revised Provisions, which already contain an equivalent permitted activity 

for the repair or rebuild of buildings with cross-leases, company leases or 

unit titles, consistent with Decision 3.28  I support the amended Rule 

14.14.2.1 subject to the correct Decision 3 wording being used.     

Water Supply for Firefighting 

6.32 The Crown’s submission sought that a built form standard be inserted into 

Rules 14.11.3, 14.12.3 and 14.14.3 to require sufficient water supply for 

firefighting purposes.  These submission points were also made on Stage 1, 

with evidence being provided by Ms Ainsley McLeod on behalf of the Crown 

at the Stage 1 Residential Proposal hearing.29    

6.33 In her evidence Ms Oliver accepts the content of the proposed firefighting 

built form standards,30 and I note that the Revised Provisions include these 

                                                 
26

 Decision 3 (Repair and rebuild of multi-unit residential complexes) dated 26 February 2016.   
27

  P21, page 270 
28

 P24, page 235 and P14, page 231; P25, page 255 and P11, page 251 
29

 See the evidence of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 20 March 2015, paragraphs 9.1 – 9.7 and her rebuttal evidence 
dated 25 March 2015.  Ms McLeod's evidence is available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-
strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/ under the headings "Hearing documents", "Submitter evidence". 
30

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18
th
 August 2015, Paragraph 5.12 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions-and-strategic-outcomes/
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standards as requested.31  In my opinion this approach appropriately 

implements Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions Decision. 

7. REDUCTION IN UNNECESSARY PRESCRIPTIVE REGULATION 

7.1 As indicated earlier in my evidence, the Crown sought to change the status 

of activities under Rule 14.11.2.4 (RH Zone) that exceed the site coverage 

by more than 10% from a non-complying to discretionary activity.  The 

Crown considered that a non-complying activity status was unnecessarily 

onerous and inconsistent with the provisions in other zones such as the 

RLL Zone.   

7.2 In considering whether a non-complying status is onerous for this zone, I 

note that there are variances across the zones (in Stage 1 and 2) in relation 

to maximum permitted site coverage and the status of activities that breach 

this.  For example, in the Residential Suburban ("RS") Zone site coverage 

of up to 35% is permitted (Rule 14.2.3.4), site coverage between 30% and 

40% is restricted discretionary (14.2.2.3 (RD13)), while site coverage over 

40% is non-complying (Rule 14.2.2.5 (NC4)).  However, in the Medium 

Density ("MD") Zone, site coverage of up to 45% is permitted (Rule 

14.3.3.3), while site coverage over 45% is restricted discretionary (14.3.2.3 

(RD9)).   These differences are anticipated given the objectives and policies 

for these different zones.  

7.3 In his evidence for the Council, Mr Andrew Craig considers at length the 

matter of maximum site coverage in the RH Zone.32  Mr Craig notes that 

large buildings are currently not common in this area and that for large 

buildings to be acceptable the character and amenity of the existing Port 

Hills needs to be maintained as it is. He notes that any large buildings 

would therefore need to be designed so as to achieve that outcome.  Mr 

Craig then identifies various design characteristics to achieve that outcome 

such as extensive architectural modulation and recessive colours. He also 

refers to reasonably extensive tree and garden plantings.33   

7.4 Mr Craig states that large buildings or building complexes are not ruled out, 

but rather their effects have to be well managed in order to maintain 

existing consistency and visual coherence.34  Mr Craig concludes that 

overall it is possible to accommodate increased site coverage, and allied to 

                                                 
31

 Rule 14.11.3.13, page 249; Rule 14.12.3.10, page 262; Rule 14.14.3.8, page 278 
32

 Evidence of Mr Andrew Craig dated 18 August 2005, Paragraphs 9.37 to 9.47 
33

 Evidence of Mr Andrew Craig dated 18 August 2005, Paragraph 9.41 and 9.44 
34

 Evidence of Mr Andrew Craig dated 18 August 2005, Paragraph 9.45 
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that, potentially large buildings on the Port Hills, but it is important that in so 

doing the appearance of consistent open space, the landscaping it enables 

and the buildings’ density across all of the Residential Hills is maintained.  

In his opinion the best means of achieving that is to require at least some 

degree of intervention to ensure existing character and amenity is 

maintained.35  

7.5 In my opinion, the evidence of Mr Craig supports a discretionary activity 

status for a breach of site coverage, as sought by the Crown.  A non-

complying activity status would indicate that increased site coverage and 

larger buildings were not anticipated in the RH Zone, whereas Mr Craig 

suggests that these can be considered on their merits.  In my opinion, a 

discretionary consent pathway provides the Council with the opportunity to 

do this. 

7.6 I consider that a discretionary activity status appropriately provides for this 

activity, allowing the opportunity for greater density in the RH Zone through 

a consent pathway where the adverse effects can be appropriately 

managed.  I consider that the Crown's proposed approach is consistent with 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.4 – housing capacity and choice and 

Objective 3.3.7 urban growth, form and design.    

7.7 During meetings and mediation on the Stage 2 Proposal, the Council 

agreed to amend Rule 14.11.2.4 (RH Zone) in accordance with the relief 

sought in the Crown’s submissions.  This amendment has been made in the 

Revised Provisions.36   In her evidence, Ms Oliver states that in her opinion, 

for the existing developed residential areas on the Port Hills, the package of 

rules set out in Attachment D to her evidence will achieve an appropriate 

balance between managing adverse effects on amenity, whilst providing 

sufficient land development opportunities.37  I agree with Ms Oliver's 

conclusion in relation to the Crown’s submission point.    

8. ACCOMMODATION AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES OVERLAY 

8.1 The Crown also sought a number of minor changes to the ACF Overlay 

rules in order to reduce prescriptive regulation.  The three provisions that I 

wish to comment on are the minimum floor to ceiling height rule between 

the ground and first floor (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.3 and 14.3.5.3.2), the 

                                                 
35

 Evidence of Mr Andrew Craig dated 18 August 2005, Paragraph 9.47 
36

 Page 2.4.1 
37

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18
th
 August 2015, Paragraph 6.10 
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maximum hours of operation (Rule 14.2.4.4.10.11) and the front entrances 

and facades requirements (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.6 and 14.3.5.3.5).   

8.2 The minimum floor to ceiling height rule between the ground and first floor 

was first proposed in the Council’s draft Central City Recovery Plan and 

was incorporated into the CCRP.  The intention behind this provision is to 

provide flexibility in building use, thereby increasing resilience.   This 

approach is of most benefit when applied in areas that permit a broad range 

of activities, including offices, retail and hospitality, such as in commercially 

zoned parts of the city.  In my opinion, this approach is therefore of limited 

use in the ACF Overlay as its provisions only provide for a limited range of 

activities and do not provide for office and retail activities.  I note that Ms 

Oliver comes to the same conclusion in her evidence.38   In my opinion, 

Rules 14.2.4.4.10.3 and 14.3.5.3.2 should be deleted.   

8.3 Regarding the maximum hours of operation rule, the Crown sought to 

delete this rule as the hours of operation for activities are already specified 

in the activity specific standards (e.g. 14.2.4.1).  This created unnecessary 

duplication and confusion.   I support deleting Rule 14.2.4.4.10.11 because 

it would be consistent with clause (i) of the Statement of Expectations.   

8.4 In her evidence Ms Oliver states that there have been some amendments 

to the ACF Overlay built form standards in order to avoid overlaps between 

the hours of operation rule and that noted within the permitted activity 

standard.39   

8.5 Both these matters were considered during meetings and mediation with 

the Council on the Stage 2 Residential Proposal, with agreements reached 

between the Council and the Crown to delete these two requirements.  The 

agreed provisions are set out in the Revised Provisions.40  The amended 

provisions address the Crown's concerns and accordingly, I agree with 

them.    

8.6 Regarding the front entrances and facades rules, the Crown sought that 

these be deleted because they are more appropriate when the buildings are 

located on key pedestrian frontages such as in commercial zones. 

                                                 
38

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18
th
 August 2015, Paragraph 10.11(d) 

39
 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18

th
 August 2015, Paragraph 10.11(b) 

40
 Minimum floor to ceiling height rule, pages 78 and 129; hours of operation, page 82   
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8.7 The front entrances and facades requirements are discussed in Ms 

Schröder's evidence,41 and Ms Oliver’s evidence.42  I accept their evidence 

and as such consider that these requirements should be retained.     

9. PROPOSED RE-ZONINGS 

School Sites 

9.1 The Crown’s submission on Stage 2 sought that the Specific Purpose 

(School) zone be aligned with the boundaries of four schools, where the 

zone boundaries were not aligned with the designation boundaries.  In 

summary, the changes sought were:  

(a) Hornby Primary: seven residential properties that are not associated 

with the school are zoned Specific Purpose (School).  Re-zoning to 

residential was sought for these sites; 

(b) Harewood: Approximately one third of the school site is zoned Rural 

Urban Fringe.  Re-zoning to Specific Purpose (School) was sought; 

(c) Hornby High: A large part of the school site is zoned 

Residential.  Re-zoning to Specific Purpose (School) was sought; 

(d) Kirkwood Intermediate: A small part of the school site is zoned 

residential, and a small area that is not part of the school site is 

zoned Specific Purpose (School).  Adjusting the zone boundaries to 

match the underlying uses and ownership was sought.                 

9.2 Ms Oliver’s evidence has, somewhat inconsistently, indicated that one or 

more of the submission points may be ‘out of scope’.  In Appendix B to her 

evidence which covers site specific zoning requests, Ms Oliver has 

recommended the re-zoning requests in relation to Hornby Primary and 

Kirkwood Intermediate be accepted and the request in relation to Hornby 

High School be rejected as out of scope.43  In the accept/reject table, the 

changes in respect to Kirkwood Intermediate is recommended to be 

accepted and the requests in relation to Hornby High School and Hornby 

Primary School be rejected as being out of scope.   

9.3 I understand that the question of scope will be addressed in legal 

submissions.  In terms of the merits of these re-zoning requests, these 

                                                 
41

 Evidence of Ms Josie Schröder dated 18
th
 August 2015, Paragraphs 9.12 to 9.15  

42
 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, dated 18

th
 August 2015, Paragraphs 10.14 to 10.18 

43
 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver dated 18

th
 August 2015, Attachment B: Hornby Primary School, Page 66; Hornby 

High School, page 96; Kirkwood Intermediate, page 97 
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schools are existing schools that have been on these sites for many 

years.  They are all designated, and the Crown is seeking to align the 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone boundaries with the boundaries of the 

designations.  This will enable the management of the school sites to be 

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

not directly covered by the designated purpose, such as community 

activities. For these reasons, I consider that the corrections to the zone 

boundaries are appropriate and efficient. 

Sage Recreation Reserve 

9.4 The Crown’s submission on Stage 2 sought that the Sage Recreation 

Reserve in Diamond Harbour be re-zoned from Residential Small 

Settlement to Open Space Natural Zone.44 The Crown also noted that the 

area of land between Lyttelton Harbour and Church Lane has been zoned 

Transport and considered this zoning inappropriate because it is on steep 

land adjacent to the coastal marine area.  The Crown sought that this land 

be re-zoned as Open Space Water and Margins. 

9.5 In Attachment B to her evidence, Ms Oliver states that this Department of 

Conservation land, known as Sage Arboretum Scenic Reserve, has flora 

conservation, scenic and recreational values and considers it appropriate to 

be rezoned to the Open Space Natural zone as sought by the Crown.45  Ms 

Oliver has not addressed the area zoned Transport, presumably because 

this is evidence for the Residential Proposal rather than the Transport 

Proposal.  However, I support her evidence re-zoning the reserve to Open 

Space Natural Zone.   

Land adjacent to Frosts Road and Kingsbridge West 

9.6 The Crown’s submission on Stage 2 stated that the area that is zoned 

Residential Suburban adjacent to Frosts Road and Kingsbridge West is 

incorrect because the area is a wetland and that therefore residential 

development within these areas is inappropriate.  The Crown sought that 

the zoning of these areas be determined through future notification 

processes, as it is for the adjacent CERA land (now notified as Flat Land 

Recovery Zone). 

                                                 
44

 The site is located at 13 Church Lane, Governors Bay, shown on Planning Map 60 and R1 
45

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver dated 18
th
 August 2015, Attachment B, Page 18 
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9.7 In Attachment B to her evidence Ms Oliver states that this area is dedicated 

to stormwater treatment and retention and that the Council's approach to 

the zoning of stormwater facilities has typically been to retain the zoning of 

the area they service e.g. residential, unless the stormwater function is 

combined with recreational uses and/or conservation values. In this case, 

she notes that Anzac Reserve (Living 1 Zone in the operative City Plan) is 

not only a stormwater reserve but also a scenic, wildlife and in part 

recreation reserve.46 While the residential zoning (Residential Suburban) 

was carried over during the review in accordance with the Council’s typical 

approach, she considers that in this case the Open Space Community Park 

Zone (OCP) is more appropriate, as that better recognises the scenic, 

wildlife and recreational values the area supports. On this basis, she 

recommends that the submission be accepted. 

9.8 Noting Ms Oliver's comments, I agree that an Open Space Zone is 

appropriate for this area.  However, rather than the Open Space 

Community Park Zone that Ms Oliver has recommended, I consider that the 

Open Space Natural Zone would better reflect the site’s wetland 

characteristics and the zoning of Travis Swamp which I understand this site 

is associated with.    

10. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS – RMA, RPS, LURP, RECOVERY 

STRATEGY, SOE, MAHAANUI IWI MANAGEMENT PLAN    

10.1 The majority of the statutory considerations for the changes outlined in my 

evidence to achieve consistency between Stage 1 and Stage 2 and across 

the Stage 2 Residential Proposal have been covered through the Stage 1 

Residential hearing by the identified witnesses.47  I accept their conclusions 

and do not intend to repeat their statements here.   

10.2 For the repair and rebuild of buildings with cross leases, company leases or 

unit titles, I note that Decision 3 of the hearings panel dated 26 February 

2015 provided specific provisions to enable the repair and rebuild of 

buildings under these forms of titles. In my opinion including these 

provisions with the Stage 2 Zones (RH, RLL and RSS Zones) would be are 

consistent with Clauses (a)(i) and (d) of the SOE.  They also are consistent 

                                                 
46

 Evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver dated 18
th
 August 2015, Attachment B, page 71 

47
 Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre dated 20 March 2015, Paragraphs 13.1 – 13.15 for life stage and energy 

efficiency, storage and service space in multi unit social housing, outdoor living space, and activity descriptions for 
residential activities;   Evidence of Ms Vicki Barker, dated 20 March 2015, Paragraphs 10.1 – 10.15 and 11.1 for 
community facilities, home occupation rules; Evidence of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 20 March 2015 and her 
rebuttal evidence dated 25 March 2015 for emergency service facilities and water supply for firefighting.   
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with and help deliver LURP Outcome 4: "RMA plans and regulatory 

processes enable rebuilding and development to go ahead without 

unnecessary impediments."48 

10.3 For the site coverage rule, in my opinion the change sought is consistent 

with LURP Outcome 4 and the SOE to enable housing supply.49  The rule 

strikes an appropriate balance between providing housing choice and 

ensuring adverse effects on character and amenity are addressed, 

consistent with the purpose of the RMA.   

10.4 With regard to the ACF Overlay changes, I consider that the changes made 

will remove unnecessary prescriptive regulation, thereby reducing 

consenting requirements, consistent with the SOE.50 

10.5 For the proposed re-zonings, the changes sought more appropriately 

recognise the character and nature of the sites and the activities 

undertaken on them, thereby better promoting sustainable management.  

11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 The amendments recommended in the 24 August Proposal generally 

address the Crown’s concerns identified in my evidence.  However, I have 

identified some minor corrections to ensure consistency with the outcomes 

of mediation.  For the reasons given in my evidence I support these 

amendments.   In my opinion, the Revised Provisions better meet the 

purpose of the RMA.   

 

Andrew Peter Hewland Willis 

27 August 2015 

 

 

  

                                                 
48

 LURP, Outcome 4, page 16 
49

 SOE, Clause (d) 
50

 SOE, Clauses (a)(i) and (a)(ii) 
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ATTACHMENT A – LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND EVIDENCE RELIED ON 

(a) The notified version of the Residential Proposal ("Replacement 

Plan"). 

(b) The section 32 evaluation report for the Residential Proposal. 

(c) The amended Residential Proposal dated 18 August 2015. 

(d) The amended Residential Proposal dated 24 August 2015. 

(e) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch: Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy"). 

(f) The LURP.  

(g) The Statement of Expectations ("SOE") in Schedule 4 of the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014.  

(h) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

(i) The evidence of Michelle Mitchell on behalf of the Crown dated 25 

November 2014 for the Strategic Directions hearing regarding the 

importance of social and cultural recovery in post-earthquake 

Christchurch. 

(j) The decision of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 

2015.   

(k) The following statements of evidence for the Council on the Stage 1 

Residential Proposal, to the extent they address the life-stage and 

energy efficiency provisions:  

(i) evidence of Scott Blair dated 12 March 2015;  

(ii) evidence of Andrew McLeod dated 11 March 2015; and  

(l) The evidence of Vicki Barker on behalf of the Crown dated 20 March 

2015 for the Stage 1 Residential hearing regarding the provision for 

community facilities. 
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(m) The evidence of Sandra McIntyre on behalf of the Crown dated 20 

March 2015 and 27 August 2015 on the Stage 1 and Stage 2 

Residential Proposals respectively. 

(n) The evidence of Ainsley McLeod on behalf of the Crown dated 20 

March 2015 on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal. 

(o) The evidence of Alan Merry on behalf of the Crown dated 20 March 

2015 on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal. 

(p) The evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015 for the Council. 

(q) The evidence of Andrew Craig dated 18 August for the Council. 

(r) The evidence of Josie Schröder dated 18 August for the Council. 
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ATTACHMENT B - RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

 
The following tables follow the order of relevant specific submission points in the parts of the Crown's submission and further 

submission relating to Proposal 14. They identify points where the Crown witnesses support the Revised Proposal and points 

where amendments are recommended. 

 

Proposal 14: Residential 

 

Submission 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Objectives and policies generally Accept Revised Provisions except as indicated below.  McIntyre 6.1-6.7 

14.1.1.9 Policy - Small 

settlements of Kainga and 

Spencerville 

(Revised Provisions pgs 4, 6) 

Accept Revised Provisions except as follows: 

Amend Policy 14.1.1.1(vi) to read: 

vi. limited low density residential development and infill is provided for within and 

adjacent to existing residential small settlements … 

McIntyre 6.8 

14.1.4.6 Policy - Heritage values 

in residential areas of Lyttelton 

and Akaroa 

(Revised Provisions pg.10-11) 

Combine Policies 14.1.4.6 and 14.1.5.8 in to a single policy as follows: 

 

Policy 14.1.4.X – Character Areas 

Maintain and enhance the identified residential character values across the District 

arising from the following elements: 

i. The continuity or coherence of the character; 

ii. The pattern of subdivision, open space, buildings, site layout and 

streetscape; 

iii. The maintenance of the landscape setting; 

iv. The landforms or features that contribute to the qualities of the 

Field 

Anderson 5.1(c) 

McIntyre 6.7 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

landscape and built form; 

v. The scale, form and architectural values of buildings and their 

landscape setting; 

vi. The qualities of the streetscape. 

vii. Within the Lyttelton and Akaroa Character Areas, limiting residential infill 

development and ensuring that new buildings are of a similar scale, 

form and design to existing residential dwellings. 

14.1.5.5 Policy – Neighbourhood 

character and residential amenity 

in residential areas of Banks 

Peninsula 

 

Accept Revised Provisions except as follows: 

 

1. In Revised Proposal Policy 14.1.1.3, delete clause (iv) 

 

2. Amend Policy 14.1.4.5 to read: 

14.1.4.5 Character of residential development in Banks Peninsula 

a. Ensure that residential development in Banks Peninsula: 

i. complements and maintains and enhances the rural and coastal 

character elements that are distinct and unique to the local area and 

existing residential settlements;  

ii. maintains the landscape setting and does not visually dominate views 

from land and water; 

iii. avoids buildings and structures on skylines within significant and 

outstanding natural landscapes;  

iv. encourages innovative design and sustainable land-use development; 

and where possible  

v. maintains views from neighbouring properties; and  

vi. where possible, provides access to mahinga kai and sites of Ngai 

Tahu cultural significance. 

b. Ensure that large lot residential development adjacent to existing residential 

townships and small settlements integrates well with existing residential areas 

and where possible creates and enhances connections to recreational, open 

space and ecological areas. 

McIntyre 6.1-6.6 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

14.1.5.7 Policy – Residential 

development on the Port Hills  

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 6.1-6.3 

14.1.5.8 Policy - Residential 

Character Areas in Christchurch 

City, Akaroa Lyttelton 

(renumbered 14.1.4.5 in Revised 

Provisions, pg 11-12 

Category 2 Character Areas - all 

provisions and map references to 

these   

Accept Revised Provisions Field 

Anderson 5.1(c) and (d) 

Dale 

14.1.7.6 Non-Residential 

Activities in Arterial Corridors 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 6.9-6.11 

14.1.8 Residential development 

in Banks Peninsula 

See 14.1.5.5 above McIntyre 6.1-6.6 

14.1.8.1 Policy  Character, 

amenity and identity of Banks 

Peninsula  

and  

Policies, 14.1.8.2, 14.1.8.3 and 

14.1.8.4. 

See 14.1.5.5 above McIntyre 6.1-6.6 

Policy 14.1.8.2 Residential 

townships in Banks Peninsula 

See 14.1.5.5 above McIntyre 6.1-6.6 

14.1.8.3 Policy  Small 

settlements in Banks Peninsula 

See 14.1.5.5 above McIntyre 6.1-6.6 

14.1.8.4 Policy  Residential 

Large Lot development in Banks 

Peninsula 

See 14.1.5.5 above McIntyre 6.1-6.6 

Rules 14.2.2.3 RD32, 14.3.2.3 

RD22 

Accept Revised Provisions Field 

Anderson 5.1(g) 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Restricted Discretionary Activities 

- Activities in Character Areas 

(Revised Provisions pgs. 41-42 

and pg. 102).  

14.2.3.1 Site Density  

6, 7, 8, 9 – Character Areas 

(Revised Provisions pgs. 45-46) 

Review whether applying site density rules 14.2.3.1 and 14.3.3.20 to a Character 

Area is appropriate. 

Field 

Anderson 9.9 – 9.12 

Rules 14.2.4.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.2.4.2 RD7 Restricted 

Discretionary Activities – 

Emergency Service Facilities 

14.3.4.1 Permitted Activities 

14.11.2.1 Permitted Activities 

14.12.2.1 Permitted Activities 

14.14.2.1 Permitted Activities,  

14.14.2.3 RD11 Restricted 

Discretionary Activities – 

Emergency Service Facilities 

(Revised Provisions pgs 63, 64, 

67, 123, 230- 235, 250 – 256, 

266-271, 274) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.2 - 6.33  

Rules 14.2.4.4.10.3,  14.3.5.3.2 

Minimum Floor to Ceiling Height 

Between Ground and First Floor 

(Revised Provisions, pgs 78, 

129) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 8.1, 8.2, 8.5 

Rules 14.2.4.4.10.6,  14.3.5.3.5 

Front Entrances and Facades 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 8.6 - 8.7 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

(Revised Provisions pgs 79, 80, 

129, 130) 

Rule 14.2.4.4.10.11  Maximum 

Hours of Operation 

(Revised Provisions pg 82) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 8.1, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5 

14.9.39 Matters of Discretion - 

Character Areas Overlay 

(Revised Provisions pgs. 202-

203) 

Amend 14.9.39  to further consolidate the assessment matters in 14.9.39 as follows: 

 

a. Area Context 
Whether development recognises the distinctive landforms, landscape setting and 
development patterns of the character area in respect to: 

i. retaining and enhancing the areas' natural features; 
ii. integrating with the existing pattern and grain of subdivision and 

building; 
iii. the extent and scale of vegetation retained and/or provided; 
iv. the relationship with adjoining sites and buildings, particularly in respect 

to heritage values; 
v. visual coherence of the area. 

 
b. Site Character and Street Interface 
Whether the development complements the residential character and enhances the 
amenity of the character area by: 

i. providing a balance of open space to buildings across the site 
consistent with the surrounding sites within the block, and to a lesser 
extent, the wider area; 

ii. providing a front yard building setback which is consistent with the 
overall depth and pattern of the Character Area, and in particular with 
other sites within the street; 

iii. retaining the front yard for outdoor living, open space, tree and garden 
planting,  

iv. avoiding the location of vehicle access, parking, garaging within the 
front yard, or where it visually dominates the streetscene; 

v. having low height or no fencing on the street frontage; 
vi. enabling visual interaction between the residential unit and the street; 

and 

Field 7.11 – 7.13 

Anderson 9.13 – 9.16 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

vii. orientating the building on the site to face the street. 
 
c. Built Character 
Whether the development supports the residential built character values of the 
character area in regard to: 

i. the scale and form of the building; 
ii. the predominance of hip and gable roofs and the avoidance of flat or 

monopitch roofs; 
iii. architectural detailing including features such as verandas, materials, 

window and door design and placement; 
iv. providing a front entry, where applicable, and it’s prominence within the 

streetscape; 
v. Complementary and compatible (but not repetitive or replicated) 

building design; 
vi. The recognition of heritage values of adjacent buildings. 

 
d. Design Guidelines 
Whether the development has been designed with consideration given to the 
applicable Residential Character Area Overlay Design Guideline. 
 
e. Akaroa and Lyttelton 
In addition to the matters listed above, in respect to Akaroa and Lyttelton character 
areas, whether the development: 

i. retains important views from public places; 
ii. reduces the potential for visual dominance of the development when 

viewed from elsewhere within the viewing catchment; 
iii. responding through the use of the landscape at the street interface to 

the existing informality or formality of the streetscape; 
iv. retains residential buildings, including accessory buildings, that were 

built prior to 1945 and/or that contribute to the architectural traditions 
and character values; 

v. reflects the small scale and simple forms of residential building.  

 

14.9.40 Matters of Discretion - 

Hillside and small settlement 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 9.1-9.2 
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reference 

development 

14.10.5 Appendix Residential 

Design Guidelines Akaroa 

14.10.6 Appendix Residential 

Design Guidelines Lyttelton 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 9.3 

Rules 14.11.2.1 P4, 14.12.2.1 

P5, 14.14.2.1 P5 

Permitted Activities - Home 

Occupation 

(Revised Provisions pgs 230, 

251, 267) 

Accept Revised Provisions 

 

Willis 6.15 – 6.18 

Rules 14.11.2.1 P5 , 14.12.2.1 

P6, 14.14.2.1 P7 

Permitted Activities – Emergency 

Service Training Activities 

(Revised Provisions pgs 230, 

251, 267) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.6 – 6.14 

Rules 14.11.2.1 P14, 14.12.2.1 

P11, 14.14.2.1 PX 

Cross-leases, company leases or 

unit titles 

(Revised Provisions pgs 231, 

232, 251, 252, 270) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.29 – 6.31 

Rule 14.11.2.1, 14.12.2.1, 

14.14.2.1 Permitted activities 

New activity – Relocation of a 

building 

14.14.2.3 RD3 

(Revised Provisions pgs 235. 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.12 – 6.14 
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reference 

255, 270, 272) 

 

Rules 14.11.2.1, 14.12.2.1, 

14.14.2.1 Permitted activities 

New activities – Spiritual activity 

Community welfare facilities 

(Revised Provisions pgs 234, 

235, 254, 255, 269, 270) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.6 – 6.14 

Rules 14.11.2.3 RD7 Pre-school 

facility  

14.11.2.3 RD8 Health Care 

Facility 

14.11.2.3 RD9 Veterinary Care 

Facility 

14.11.2.3 RD10 Education 

activity 

14.11.2.3 RD12 Places of 

Assembly 

14.11.2.1 

(Revised Provisions pg 238) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.6 – 6.14 

Rule 14.11.2.3 RD19 

(Revised Provisions pgs 239, 

240) 

Accept Revised Provisions Anderson pg 7 

Rule 14.11.2.4 

Rule 14.11.2.3 RD16  

(Revised Provisions pgs 239, 

241) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 7.1 – 7.7 

14.11.3.11, 14.12.3.10, 14.14.3.7 Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.2 – 6.5 
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reference 

Life-stage inclusive and adaptive 

design for new residential units  

and  

14.11.3.12, 14.12.3.11, 

14.14.3.8, 14.15.3.10 Energy and 

water efficient standards for new 

residential units 

(Revised Provisions pgs 247, 

248, 263 - 265, 279 - 281) 

14.11.3.13 Multi-unit social 

housing complexes – Service, 

storage and waste management 

spaces 

(Revised Provisions pg 249) 

Change not made in Revised Provisions despite agreement reached at mediation.  

 

Reword the provision consistent with Stage 1 as follows:  

1. Each residential unit shall be provided with: 

1. an outdoor service space of 3m2 and waste management area of 

2.25m2 with a minimum dimension of 1.5 metres;  and 

2. a single, indoor storage space of four cubic metres with a minimum 

dimension of one metre. 

2. Any space designated for waste management, whether private or communal, 

shall not be located between the road boundary and any buildingroom and 

shall be screened from adjoining sites, conservation or open space zones, 

roads, and adjoining outdoor living spaces to a height of 1.5 metres. 

3. If a communal waste management area is provided within the site, the 

minimum required outdoor service space is 3m2 for each residential unit. 

4. If a communal waste management area area is provided, it must be 

demonstrated to be: 

1. of a sufficient size to accommodate the number and dimensions of bins 

required to meet the predicted volume of waste generated by theresidential 

units; 

2. accessible and safe for use by all residents; and  

Willis 6.19 – 6.22 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41645
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43562
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41691
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43562
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41645
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43562
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684


 

BF\54025788\12 Page 33 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

3. easily accessible for the collection of bins by waste management 

contractors. 

 

a) Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 2.25m
2
 with a minimum 

dimension of 1.5 metres of outdoor or indoor space at ground floor level for the 

dedicated storage of waste and recycling bins. 

b) Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 3m
2
 with a minimum 

dimension of 1.5 metres of outdoor space at ground floor level for washing 

lines. 

c) In a multi-unit development, the required spaces in a and/or b, for each 

residential unit shall be provided either individually, or within dedicated shared 

communal space, and shall not be located between the road boundary and any 

habitable room. 

d) Designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into any water body. 

 

14.11.3, 14.12.3, 14.14.3 Built 

Form Standards – Water supply 

for firefighting 

14.11.2.3, 14.12.2.3, 14.14.2.3 

Restricted Discretionary Activities 

(Revised Provisions pgs 240, 

249, 258, 262, 275, 278) 

Accept Revised Provisions but locate rules in recommended 14.X General Rules 

Applying Across All Zones  

Willis 6.32 

McIntyre 7.1-7.11 and 

Attachment SJM2 

Rules 14.12.2.1 P1,  

Residential activities that occur 

within a residential unit 

(Revised Provisions pg 250) 

Change not made in Revised Provisions despite agreement reached at mediation. 

Reword the provision as follows:  

 

Residential activityies that occur within a residential unit 

 

Willis 6.26 – 6.28 

14.14.2.1 P1 

(Revised Provisions pg 266) 

Accept Revised Provisions 

 

Willis 6.26 – 6.28 
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reference 

Rules 14.12.2.1, Permitted 

Activities – New Activities 

Pre-school facility 

Health care facility 

Veterinary care facility 

Education activity 

Places of assembly 

(Revised Provisions pg 252 - 

245) 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 6.6 – 6.14 

14.12.3.3 Built Form Standards 

Building Height 

(Revised Provisions pg 260) 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 7.7 

Rule 14.14.2.1 Permitted 

Activities 

14.14.2.1 P3 – Minor residential 

unit where the minor unit is a 

detached building and the 

existing site it is to be built on 

contains only one residential unit. 

(Revised Provisions pg 266, 267) 

Change not made in Revised Provisions despite agreement reached at mediation.  

Reword the provision as follows:  

 

Each residential unit shall have There shall be a total outdoor living space on the 
site with a minimum area of 75m

2
 and a minimum dimension of 6m. This total space 

can be provided as:  

i. a single continuous area with a minimum dimension of 6m; or  

ii. be in 2 connected spaces each with a minimum dimension of 6m;  

iii. be divided into two separate unconnected spaces, provided that each unit is 
provided with an outdoor living space that is directly accessible from that unit and is 
a minimum of 30m

2
 in area. 

 

Willis 6.23 – 6.25 

Rules 14.14.2.1 Permitted 

Activities – New Activities 

Pre-school facility 

Health care facility 

Accept Revised Provisions 

 

 

 

Willis 6.6 – 6.14 
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reference 

Veterinary care facility 

Education activity 

Places of assembly 

(Revised Provisions pgs 268, 

269) 

 

14.14.2.3  

RD5 Pre-schools facility  

RD7 Education activity 

RD9 Health care facility 

(Revised Provisions pgs 273, 

274) 

 

 

 

 

 

Accept Revised Provisions 

14.14.3.2 Built Form Standards 

Building Height 

(Revised Provisions pg 276, 277) 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 7.7 

14.15 Rules - Guest 

Accommodation Zone 

Accept Revised Provisions McIntyre 8.3 

14.15.3.3 Maximum Length of 

Continuous Built Frontage 

Defer to hearing of Proposal 6  

14.15.3.7 Building overhangs Defer to hearing of Proposal 6  

Residential Character Areas CA7 

Piko Crescent / Shand Crescent, 

CA8 Tika Street, CA29 Auburn 

Avenue, and CA32 Emmett 

Street 

(shown on planning maps) 

Delete Residential Character Areas CA7, CA8, CA29, and CA32 Dale  

 

Map 26 Re-zone the identified area Open Space Natural Zone Willis 9.6 – 9.8 
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reference 

Maps 60 and R1 

13 Church Lane, Governors Bay 

Accept Revised Provisions Willis 9.4 - 9.5 

Maps 31, 36, 37,  Re-zone sites as requested in the Crown’s submission Willis 9.1 – 9.3 

 

FURTHER SUBMISSION 

 

Replacement Plan 

provisions 

Submitter Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Rules 14.2.3.1, 

14.3.3.20 Site density 

(Revised Provisions 

pgs. 45-46 and pg.121) 

Christchurch City Council 

(2123.142, 2123.143) 

The Crown opposes this submission. Anderson 9.16 – 9.20 

Residential zones in 

Banks Peninsula – 

protection of views and 

sunlight 

Lyttelton Mt Herbert 

Community Board 

(2354.12) 

Accept revised proposal Matter for Discretion 14.9.9.8(a)(viii) 

(page 183), and 

Delete revised proposal Policy 14.1.4.5(iv) (page 11) and 

replace with: 

ii. maintains the landscape setting and does not visually 

dominate views from land and water 

McIntyre 6.4(b) 

  

 

 


