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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Maurice Richard Dale.  I hold the position of Associate Principal / 

Senior Planner at Boffa Miskell.  I have been employed by Boffa Miskell since 

November 2010. 

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

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan") for the Crown.  

My first statement of evidence was provided in respect of the Stage 1 hearing 

for Proposal 14 – Residential,1 and I continue to support the views expressed 

in that evidence.  Rather than repeating that evidence, I will adopt that 

evidence for the purposes of this second statement of evidence.   

1.3 I have also prepared the following other statements of evidence on the 

Replacement Plan:  

a) Evidence dated 23 January 2015 on behalf of the Ministry of Health on 

Proposal 10 – Designations and Heritage Orders;  

b) Evidence dated 24 April 2015 on behalf of Fletcher Building Ltd on 

Proposal 16 – Industrial; 

c) Evidence dated 27 August 2015 on behalf of Kauri Lodge Rest Home 

on Proposal 14 (Stage 2) – Residential.  

1.4 A summary of my qualifications, relevant past experience and involvement in 

the Replacement Plan process for the Crown is set out at paragraphs 1.2 to 

1.6 of my first statement of evidence on behalf of the Crown. 

1.5 My evidence builds on the evidence I gave in the Stage 1 Residential hearing 

and addresses the relief sought by the Crown in relation to the removal of 

Residential Character Areas ("Character Areas") in areas where Housing 

New Zealand Corporation ("the Corporation") has landholdings. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

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

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

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

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale on behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation dated 20 March 2015.  

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the headings 
"Hearing Documents", "Submitter evidence".   

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been engaged by the Crown to provide evidence in relation to the 

Stage 2 provisions of Proposal 14 – Residential ("Proposal 14"), as it relates 

to the Character Areas over the Corporation's landholdings.  

3.2 I have considered the following key documents when preparing my evidence:  

a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS"); 

b) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy");  

c) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP"); 

d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations; 

e) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan; 

f) The Replacement Plan and related reports prepared under section 32 

of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA");  

g) The decision of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 

("Strategic Directions Decision"); and 

h) The evidence of Mr Paul Commons on Proposal 14 (Stage 1) for the 

Corporation ("Mr Commons' evidence").2 

 

                                                
2
 Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015.  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", 
"Submitter evidence".   
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3.3 I specifically rely on Mr Commons' evidence, which sets out the Corporation's 

statutory role and functions, how it has been impacted by the Canterbury 

earthquakes, and the delivery programme for recovery of its social housing 

portfolio in Christchurch. 

3.4 I also rely on the following evidence for the Crown for Proposal 14 (Stage 2):  

a) Mr William Field, who provides urban design and amenity evidence 

regarding the Character Areas; and 

b) Ms Helen Anderson, who provides planning evidence on the objective, 

policy and rule framework for Character Areas, and the need for and 

appropriateness of those provisions.  

3.5 I have also read the following evidence for the Council on Proposal 14 

(Stage 2), which I refer to in my evidence:  

a) Ms Sarah Oliver; and 

b) Ms Josephine Schröder. 

3.6 I attended mediation on the 20th of August 2015. Agreement has been 

reached between the Council and Crown on some of the matters of particular 

interest to the Corporation, with resulting changes being reflected in the 

Council's evidence filed on the 18th of August 2015 and revised version of  

Proposal 14 dated 24 August 2015 ("Revised Proposal"). While I comment 

briefly on the matters that have been agreed, my evidence will focus on 

areas which I understand remain in contention.  

3.7 In my evidence I address:  

a) the effect of the Council's proposed Character Area restrictions on the 

Corporation's property and redevelopment programme; and 

b) the appropriateness of the Character Areas having regard to statutory 

considerations and higher order planning documents. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown's submission requests deletion of four proposed Character Areas 

where concentrations of the Corporation's landholdings exist. During the 

course of conferencing and mediation, the Council has agreed to delete two 

of these Character Areas, while retaining CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent and 

CA29 Auburn Ave from the Revised Proposal, both in Riccarton.  
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4.2 The evidence of Mr Field considers parts of these Character Areas fronting 

Riccarton Road do not exhibit the necessary character values to support a 

Character Area classification and should be removed from the Character 

Areas.  

4.3 While I accept that the remaining parts of the Character Areas do have 

special character and amenity, I consider that all of Character Areas CA7 

Piko / Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave should be deleted. This will 

enable the Corporation to redevelop all its properties in these areas to meet 

social housing needs. This need is generated by significant infrastructural 

constraints over other areas of the Corporation's landholding where a 

significant proportion of the Corporation's redevelopment programme is 

prioritised (particularly in the Community Housing Redevelopment 

Mechanism ("CHRM") areas), but is currently prevented from proceeding. 

Given these constraints, there is a need to ensure other suitable areas of the 

Corporation's landholding are not unduly constrained from redevelopment. I 

consider Riccarton is a location well suited for social housing redevelopment.  

4.4 I consider that the competing Objectives in the Strategic Directions Decision 

("Strategic Objectives") should be reconciled in favour of ensuring the 

community's needs for housing to meet social and cultural wellbeing are 

provided for first and foremost, to achieve Primary Objective 3.3.1. Overall, 

the deletion of Character Areas CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent and CA29 

Auburn Ave would assist to achieve the Strategic Objectives. Furthermore I 

consider it will be more effective and efficient than retaining these Character 

Areas with regard to section 32 of the RMA.  

4.5 However, my conclusions are dependent on the current constrained 

opportunity for redevelopment of the Corporation's landholding for social 

housing not otherwise being addressed, e.g. through the Hearings Panel's 

decision on Proposal 14 (Stage 1), or the Council addressing infrastructure 

capacity issues.  

5. AGREEMENTS REACHED BETWEEN THE COUNCIL AND THE CROWN 

5.1 The Crown's submission requests the deletion of the following four Character 

Areas in their entirety, which fall over the Corporation's landholdings:3 

a) CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent, Riccarton (Category 1). 

                                                
3
 Crown Stage 2 submission, at pages 178 to 179. 
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b) CA8 Tika Street, Riccarton (Category 2). 

c) CA29 Auburn Avenue, Riccarton (Category 1). 

d) CA32 Emmett Street, Shirley (Category 1). 

5.2 In response to the Crown's submission, and subsequent mediation and 

expert conferencing, CA8 Tika Street along with all other Category 2 

Character Areas have been deleted in the Revised Proposal. I agree with the 

evidence of Ms Oliver that these areas are categorised as having a low or 

moderate level of integrity and intactness in terms of character values, and 

that the inclusion of the Category 2 areas will result in an unnecessary and 

inappropriate level of regulatory control.4 

5.3 CA32 Emmett Street has also been deleted in Revised Proposal, in response 

to this area being identified as a CHRM area enabling medium density 

redevelopment for social housing. I agree with the evidence of Ms Oliver that 

the inclusion of Emmett Street as a Character Area would impede the 

redevelopment of this area for social housing purposes.5    

6. THE EFFECT OF CHARACTER AREAS CA7 AND CA29 ON THE 

CORPORATION'S LANDHOLDING    

6.1 The Council's evidence continues to support the retention of CA7 Piko / 

Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave on the basis of these areas having a 

higher level of integrity in terms of character values, their contribution to the 

District's identity and community well-being, their risk to change, and there 

being significant housing opportunities elsewhere.  

6.2 The extent of Character Areas CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent, Riccarton and 

CA29 Auburn Avenue, Riccarton (Category 1) are shown as Attachment B to 

Mr Field's evidence.  

6.3 Both of these areas are included as Special Amenity Areas ("SAM's") in the 

Operative City Plan. However, compared to the Operative Plan, the 

boundaries of CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent, and CA29 Auburn Avenue in the 

Stage 2 notified version of Proposal 14 have been refined in response to the 

recommendations of the section 32 'Christchurch Suburban Character Areas 

Assessment' prepared by Beca Ltd.  

                                                
4
 Paragraphs 9.8 – 9.9, First Statement of Evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015. 

5
 Paragraph 9.12, First Statement of Evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015. 
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Repair and redevelopment of the Corporation's property portfolio  

6.4 The Corporation is working to repair and rebuild its earthquake damaged 

property portfolio in Christchurch.  At the same time, it is seeking to 

redevelop existing sites by using them more efficiently to improve the type, 

quality, and quantity of social housing that is available to meet changes in 

social housing needs.  Mr Commons' evidence provides a detailed 

explanation of the significant impacts that the Canterbury earthquakes had 

on the Corporation's property portfolio, the change in the type of social 

housing required by the Corporation's tenant base, and the Corporation's 

Canterbury Investment Plan. That Plan aims to deliver a future portfolio that 

is well located, structurally sound, of improved quality, and matched to future 

demand.6    

6.5 However, the Corporation's ability to supply social and affordable housing is 

constrained by infrastructure capacity constraints, particularly within the 

CHRM areas.  Mr Commons discusses these constraints in his evidence.7  

These infrastructure limitations are further discussed in the Council's 

evidence which noted that intensification opportunities are not available in the 

CHRM's for Aranui, Bryndwr, Bishopdale, and significant parts of Shirley due 

to wastewater capacity constraints.8  In answer to questions from the 

hearings panel, the Council confirmed that there is no current strategy to 

prioritise infrastructure for areas of land that are earmarked for the 

redevelopment of social housing.9 

6.6 The Corporation has significant land holdings in the Aranui, Bryndwr, 

Bishopdale and Shirley CHRM areas and relies upon additional wastewater 

capacity to achieve its redevelopment programme.10  Mr Commons' evidence 

noted that if significant areas of the Corporation's land are not available for 

redevelopment due to the existence of significant infrastructure constraints, 

then these matters should be taken into account in any revised Residential 

Medium Density Zone that may be developed as part of any subsequent 

stage of the Replacement Plan process.11  

                                                
6
 Paragraphs 53 - 73, Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015. 

7
 Paragraphs 80 - 89, Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015. 

8
 Paragraphs 6.1 – 6.13 Evidence of Bridget O’Brien dated 12 March 2015.  

9
 Chapter 14: Residential (Part), Transcript of Proceedings, 2 April 2015, Pages 497 – 498, Questioning of 

Christopher Gregory.  
10

 Paragraph 83, Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015. 
11

 Paragraph 88, Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015. 
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Implications of the Character Areas on the Corporation 

6.7 The additional controls imposed on Character Areas under the Revised 

Proposal are as follows:  

a) The relocation of a building, new buildings, and alterations or additions 

to existing buildings where it is visible from the street, are a Restricted 

Discretionary Activity within Character Areas.  Such applications are 

exempt from public and limited notification.12  Outside of Character 

Areas, these activities are permitted activities where all activity and built 

form standards are met.  

b) The assessment matters applying to new development in Character 

Areas include consideration of whether the development recognises the 

Character Area context, complements the character and enhances 

amenity, supports built character values, and has been designed with 

consideration given to any applicable design guide.13 

c) Each residential unit must be contained on its own site, with a minimum 

net site area of 600m2 for Character Areas in the Residential Suburban 

Zone, and 400m2 for Character Areas in the Residential Suburban 

Density Transition zone. Outside of the Character Areas, the minimum 

density is 450m2 and 330m2 respectively for these zones.14 

d) A landscape strip with a minimum width of 3 metres is required along 

the length of a road boundary within Character Areas.15  Outside of 

Character Areas a landscape strip of 2 metres is required.  

e) Any subdivided site must meet a minimum allotment size of 600m2 for 

Character Areas in the Residential Suburban Zone, and 400m2 for 

Character Areas in the Residential Suburban Density Transition zone. 

Outside of the Character Areas, the minimum lot size is 450m2 and 

330m2 respectively for these zones.16 

6.8 The ability for the Corporation to intensify residential development through 

redevelopment will be restricted in Character Areas CA7 Piko / Shand 

Crescent, and CA29 Auburn Ave under these controls. 

                                                
12

 Rule 14.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities, RD32, page 41. 
13

 Matters of Discretion 14.9.39 Residential Character Area Overlays, page 202. 
14

 Built Form Standard 14.2.3.1 Site Density, page 45. 
15

 Built Form Standard 14.2.3.10 Street Scene Amenity and Safety, page 55. 
16

 Rule 8.3.1.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Allotment Size and Dimensions.  
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6.9 The site analysis attached as Attachment H to Ms Schröder's evidence, and 

my own testing, indicates that the size of existing sites in CA7 Piko Crescent 

/ Shand Crescent are typically less than the 800m2 that would be required to 

enable two residential units, and the size of existing sites in CA29 Auburn 

Ave are typically less than the 1200m2 required to enable two residential 

units. I consider therefore that only the replacement of the existing quantum 

of housing stock will generally be able to be achieved as a permitted activity, 

with only a few exceptions where existing sites are large enough. Significant 

intensification will not be possible unless the demolition and reconfiguration 

of a number of adjoining sites creates further compliant development 

opportunities.  

6.10 Furthermore, any new development must also respond to the existing 

context, character, and amenity as per the assessment matters which apply 

to new buildings. This requirement may serve to limit the density, typology, 

scale and design of development.  

6.11 Removal of the Character Areas would enable the Corporation to intensify 

development through a number of different Replacement Plan development 

mechanisms, including: 

a) The rules enabling comprehensive medium density development under 

the Enhanced Development Mechanism ("EDM"), where it meets the 

qualifying and constraint criteria.17 

b) The rules enabling social multi-unit complexes in the Residential 

Suburban Zone, and multi-unit complexes in the Residential Suburban 

Density Transition Zone.18  

c) The rules enabling replacement of an earthquake damaged residential 

unit with two units.19 

6.12 Under those parts of Proposal 14 considered through Stage 1, these 

mechanisms are not enabled within Character Areas. 

6.13 There are 33 properties owned by the Corporation which are affected by CA7 

Piko / Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave that remain in the Revised 

Proposal (9 are located in CA7 and 24 are in CA29), as identified in the maps 

included as Attachment B to Mr Field's evidence. Some properties contain 

                                                
17

 Rule 14.7 Enhanced Development Mechanism. 
18

 Rule 14.2.2.1 P20 Social-Housing Multi Unit Residential Complexes, and P21 Multi Unit Residential Complexes, 
page 24 and 25.  
19

 Rule 14.2.2.1 P17 Replacement of a Residential Unit with two residential units, page 23.  
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multiple units. Currently 13 of those properties are identified for potential 

redevelopment as part of the Corporation's Stage 4 redevelopment 

programme (2 in CA7 and 11 in CA29, of which 4 have been cleared). Many 

of the sites identified for redevelopment are adjoining sites enabling 

comprehensively designed redevelopment in compliance with the underlying 

zone rules, or by way of resource consent.  

6.14 The opportunity for redevelopment within CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent and 

CA29 Auburn Ave would not be insignificant in the event that the Character 

Areas are removed. In particular, parts of CA7 would qualify for 

comprehensive development under the EDM, once the Riccarton Wastewater 

Interceptor upgrade is complete.  

6.15 I note Mr Field's evidence does not support the inclusion of parts of 

Character Areas CA7 and CA29. Specifically he does not support the 

inclusion of the property on the corner of Shand Crescent, Riccarton Road, 

and Paeroa Street in CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent, which he considers has 

been modified and is predominately part of the streetscape of Riccarton 

Road. Similarly he does not support the inclusion of the properties fronting 

Riccarton Road in CA29 Auburn Ave, which he considers are visually and 

spatially separated from Auburn Ave, and form part of the mixed streetscape 

character of Riccarton Road.  

6.16 Removing the Riccarton Road properties recommended by Mr Field from the 

Character Areas CA7 and CA29 would release 9 of the Corporation's 

properties on Riccarton Road for redevelopment. Beyond those properties he 

recommends be removed, I accept Mr Field's evidence that these areas 

exhibit character worthy of Character Area status.  

6.17 The overall number of properties affected in CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent and 

CA29 Auburn Ave is small in the context of the Corporation's wider 

Christchurch landholding (approximately 0.2% of the overall landholding). 

However, the implications of not being able to redevelop these properties are 

more significant due to infrastructural constraints over other areas of the 

Corporation's landholding where a significant proportion of the Stage 4 

redevelopment programme is prioritised (particularly the CHRM areas), but is 

currently constrained from proceeding.  

6.18 Given these constraints, with there being no certainty as to how and when 

they may be resolved, there is a need to ensure that other areas of the 

Corporation's landholding are not unduly constrained from redevelopment. 
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This is particularly where other areas are suitable for redevelopment to 

ensure there is sufficient opportunity to meet social housing needs as 

described by Mr Commons. 

6.19 The evidence of Ms Oliver suggests that there are significant land 

redevelopment opportunities in other more suitable areas, particularly within 

the Residential Suburban Density Transition and Residential Medium Density 

Zones.20   

6.20 While I agree that other housing opportunities are available elsewhere, those 

opportunities are otherwise constrained for a significant proportion of the 

Corporation's property within the CHRM areas. This includes within part of 

Shirley where the removal of CA32 Emmett Street would otherwise enable 

comprehensive medium density social housing redevelopment.  

6.21 I understand from the Proposal 14 (Stage 1) evidence of Ms Bridget O'Brien 

that there are currently wastewater constraints to intensification in the 

Riccarton Interception Catchment, but that this constraint will be relieved by 

programmed improvements during 2016-2020.21 In light of infrastructure 

constraints in other areas, I consider Riccarton is an appropriate location for 

social housing redevelopment.  

6.22 The pending decision of the hearings panel on Proposal 14 (Stage 1) may 

potentially provide greater city wide opportunity for social housing 

development, including over the Corporation's properties. Such a decision 

may alleviate the need for social housing redevelopment in CA7 Piko / Shand 

Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave. In that event I consider redevelopment 

opportunity within the Character Areas could be readily surrendered in favour 

of redevelopment of the Corporation's land in areas where opportunity is 

provided and where there are no special character or amenity values.  

6.23 In the absence of a decision from the Hearings Panel on Proposal 14 

(Stage 1), it is my current view that:  

a) greater potential for social housing redevelopment is required in 

Christchurch in light of the constraints in other areas prioritised for such 

development;  

b) Riccarton is an appropriate location for such development; and  

                                                
20

 Paragraphs 53 – 73, First Statement of Evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015. 
21

 Paragraphs 7.1 – 7.3 First Statement of Evidence of Bridget O’Brien dated 12 March 2015. 
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c) Character Areas CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent, and CA29 Auburn Ave 

should therefore be removed in their entirety.  

6.24 I accept that the removal of the Character Areas will have implications for the 

character values of these areas. However the risk to character values may be 

lower in the case of redevelopment undertaken by the Corporation. As 

outlined in Mr Commons' evidence, the Corporation aims to build and 

manage positive 'blind tenure' integrated communities, which outwardly have 

the same or similar external appearance to other surrounding housing.22 

Furthermore, where the EDM is used to facilitate comprehensive 

development, resource consent is required under the Replacement Plan with 

regard to urban design considerations. This includes consideration of the 

surrounding context and character. Thus, the resource consent process may 

serve to retain important elements of existing character.  

6.25 Finally, the evidence of Ms Anderson addresses a number of changes to the 

Character Area provisions, which I support. While these will provide a more 

appropriate basis for subdivision and development within the Character 

Areas, they will not necessarily enable greater intensification of development 

in the Character Areas than that provided for in the notified Stage 2 

Proposal 14. Consequently, those changes do not alter my conclusions with 

regard to the deletion of Character Areas CA7 and CA29.  

7. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 The evidence of Ms Anderson has set out the statutory framework 

supporting character area provisions, as set out in section 7(c) of the RMA, 

the RPS, and LURP. I agree with and adopt her evidence on this high level 

framework.  

7.2 In section 15 of my first statement of evidence, I considered and commented 

on the key higher order documents23 and the key outcomes anticipated by 

the Statement of Expectations.  I noted that the Strategic Directions Decision 

has outlined the overarching direction for the Replacement Plan, and that the 

Strategic Objectives articulated in the Strategic Directions Decision stem 

from the direction and guidance within the higher order RPS, Recovery 

Strategy and the LURP.  I continue to support the views expressed in my first 

statement of evidence, and remain of the view that it would be most useful to 

                                                
22

 Paragraph 44, Evidence of Paul Commons dated 20 March 2015. 
23

 Including the RPS, the Recovery Strategy and the LURP.   
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focus on the Strategic Objectives when considering the appropriateness of 

Character Areas, particularly as they relate to the Corporation's landholdings. 

7.3 In my opinion, the Strategic Objectives which are relevant to Proposal 14 

(Stage 2) are 3.3.1, 3.3.4, 3.3.7(b), 3.3.7(d), 3.3.7(h), 3.3.7(i) and 3.3.7(j).  

Taking these Objectives together, I consider that there is a clear intention for 

the community's housing needs to be met to promote social and cultural 

wellbeing24, including for community and social housing25. Diverse housing 

opportunities are to be provided26, including through intensification in and 

around KACs, and larger neighbourhood centres, thereby improving 

accessibility27. New housing is to optimise the use of existing infrastructure 

and be co-ordinated with infrastructure provision28.  

7.4 However, the Strategic Objectives that seek to enable new development also 

need to be considered in light of other Strategic Objectives that seek to meet 

the community's social and cultural wellbeing, including a high quality urban 

environment in which areas of demonstrated special and valued character 

are identified, and their values managed29.  

7.5 In my opinion, these seemingly competing objectives should be reconciled in 

favour of ensuring that the community's needs for housing are provided for 

first and foremost.  The community's immediate and longer term needs for 

social and community housing in particular is a core component of ensuring 

social and cultural wellbeing.  I consider this has heightened importance over 

other Strategic Objectives given its inclusion in Objective 3.3.1 which has 

primacy over other objectives.  

7.6 While the retention of areas of special character and amenity can also 

contribute to social and cultural wellbeing, I consider that the contribution is 

comparatively less than the contribution that social and community housing 

can provide, recognising the impacts that the Canterbury earthquakes had on 

the Corporation's property portfolio, and existing and future tenant demands. 

7.7 Furthermore, the retention of areas of special character and amenity is not 

explicitly mentioned in Primary Objective 3.3.1, and is instead mentioned in 

Objective 3.3.7(b) which must be expressed and achieved in a manner 

consistent with Primary Objective 3.3.1.  

                                                
24

 Strategic Objective 3.3.1 
25

 Strategic Objective 3.3.4 
26

 Strategic Objective 3.3.4 
27

 Strategic Objective 3.3.7(d) and (h) 
28

 Strategic Objectives 3.3.7(i) and (j) 
29

 Strategic Objectives 3.3.7(b) 
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7.8 As I discuss at paragraphs 6.17 to 6.21 above, there is a need for further 

opportunities for redevelopment of social housing in the City, given 

infrastructure constraints over areas where such development was identified 

to be prioritised (i.e. within the CHRM areas).  I consider that deletion of 

Character Areas CA7 Piko / Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave is 

appropriate to provide those further opportunities, and this would better 

achieve Primary Objective 3.3.1.  

7.9 Enabling additional social housing redevelopment opportunity in these 

Character Areas would also support achievement of Objective 3.3.7(d) 

insofar as it will allow such housing areas near to the Riccarton KAC, Bush 

Inn/Church Corner neighbourhood centre, and a core public transport route. 

It will also support accessibility and connectivity consistent with Objective 

3.3.7(h). Finally, it will support achievement of Objective 3.3.7(i) in enabling 

development in an area where the Council's Stage 1 evidence is that there 

will be supporting infrastructure capacity from 2020.   

7.10 Recognising the above, it is my opinion that the outcomes sought by the 

Crown would assist to achieve the Strategic Objectives.  

7.11 Section 32 of the RMA requires an examination of whether the proposals are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the Replacement Plan 

by identifying other reasonably practicable options, and assessing the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives.  

7.12 Having reviewed the Council's section 32 evaluation report, it is apparent that 

the effectiveness of the proposed approach to Character Areas has only 

been considered against those objectives of the Replacement Plan 

addressing character and amenity and not those addressing housing needs. 

In my opinion the section 32 report is deficient in this regard.   

7.13 For the reasons given above, I consider that the relief sought by the Crown 

will be more effective in achieving the Strategic Objectives of the 

Replacement Plan. I also consider that relief sought will be more efficient, 

with the economic, social and cultural benefits of the provision of social 

housing outweighing the costs. While there is some risk of increased 

environmental cost through the removal of the Character Areas, I consider 

that increased cost in an overall sense is tempered by the increased social 

and cultural benefits of increased opportunities for the redevelopment of 

social housing. I also note that the increase in environmental costs is 

moderated to some degree by the Corporation's objectives to achieve 'blind 
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tenure' communities, and by the design controls that apply to comprehensive 

development under the EDM.  

7.14 My conclusions are dependent on the current constrained opportunity for 

redevelopment of the Corporation's landholding for social housing in other 

locations in Christchurch not otherwise being addressed. If sufficient 

redevelopment opportunity of the Corporation's landholdings to meet social 

housing needs is enabled through the hearings panel's decision on 

Proposal 14 (Stage 1), or through the Council prioritising infrastructure 

capacity in these areas, then this would alleviate the need to delete CA7 Piko 

/ Shand Crescent, and CA29 Auburn Ave.  

 

 

Maurice Richard Dale 

27 August 2015 

 


