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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Sandra Jean McIntyre.  I currently work with Schema Limited as 

a planning, policy and project management consultant.  I have been working 

with Schema since 2006. 

1.2 This is the third statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My earlier statements of 

evidence were provided in the Stage 1 Residential Hearing1 and the Stage 1 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Hearing2, and I continue to 

support the views I expressed in those statements.  Rather than repeating 

my earlier evidence I will adopt that evidence for the purposes of this third 

statement of evidence.   

1.3 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraph 1.2 of my first 

statement of evidence.  

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

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

Crown's submission on the Stage 2 components of Proposal 14 (Residential) 

of the Replacement Plan ("Proposal 14"). I provided input to the Crown's 

submission and further submission on Proposal 14, and attended formal 

mediation on behalf of the Crown on 20 August 2015. 

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. 

                                                
1
Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 -  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading "Submitter evidence".   
2
 Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 8 June 2015 -  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/ under the heading 
"Submitter evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
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3. SCOPE 

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

submission on the Stage 2 policy framework in Proposal 14 of the 

Replacement Plan, the integration of Stage 2 provisions with the Stage 1 

provisions, and the structure and usability of the Proposal as a whole.  

3.2 My evidence discusses the following matters: 

(a) The key outcomes sought in the Crown's submission in regard to 

usability, clarity and integration of Proposal 14, and concerns raised in 

respect of these; 

(b) Clarity in direction of the Stage 2 objectives and policies, and 

integration between Stage 2 and Stage 1 provisions; 

(c) Structure of the rules, and integration with Stage 1 provisions;  

(d) Potential for rationalisation of zones;   

(e) Clarity and targeting of matters for discretion; 

(f) Consistency with the statutory framework, including relevant directions 

provided in the hearings panel's Strategic Directions decision and other 

statutory documents. 

3.3 I have reviewed the amendments in the Christchurch City Council's 

("Council") revised version of Proposal 14 dated 24 August 2015 ("Revised 

Proposal").  My evidence focuses on the matters where I disagree with the 

Council's planning evidence and the Revised Proposal, and matters that are 

not addressed in the Council's evidence.  

3.4 I have relied on the evidence of the other Crown witnesses for this hearing 

while preparing my evidence.  I have also read the evidence of the witnesses 

for the Council and am familiar with the range of submissions on 

Proposal 14.  A list of other documents I have relied on or referred to is 

included in Attachment SJM1 to my evidence. 

3.5 I have read the Hearings Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions 

Proposal. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown's submission identifies the potential to improve the clarity and 

usability of the Replacement Plan, including by restructuring and better 

integrating Stage 2 policies, by improving targeting of matters for discretion 

and by broader restructuring of Proposal 14 to reduce duplication. 

4.2 The Revised Proposal makes substantial improvements to the clarity and 

integration of policies. I make some further recommendations to ensure that 

policies are appropriately located under relevant objectives and that the 

policy direction for different zones is clear. 

4.3 Duplication in the rules of Proposal 14 would be reduced by including 

provisions that are the same across all or most zones in a set of general 

cross-zone rules. Attachment SJM2 to my evidence provides an example of 

how this could be achieved.  

4.4 There is also potential to reduce duplication by reducing the number of 

zones, and I support the recommendations in the Revised Proposal in regard 

to the Residential Conservation zone and the Guest Accommodation zone to 

achieve this. Although I consider there is also potential to merge the Stage 1 

Residential Suburban and Residential Banks Peninsula zones, in my opinion 

further rationalisation of Stage 2 zones would not significantly reduce 

duplication and complexity because of the need to incorporate significant 

variances in standards between different areas. 

4.5 The Crown's submission opposes the breadth and level of prescription in the 

notified matter of discretion for hillside and small settlement development. I 

consider that the amendments to this provision in the Revised Proposal are 

effective in making the matter for discretion more appropriately targeted. I 

also support the deletion, in the Revised Proposal, of detailed design 

guidelines for Character Areas in Akaroa and Lyttelton and their replacement 

by targeted matters of discretion. 

5. PRINCIPAL OUTCOMES SOUGHT IN THE CROWN SUBMISSION – 

USABILITY, CLARITY AND INTEGRATION 

5.1 The Crown in Part A of its Stage 2 submission sought nine principal 

outcomes.3  Principal outcome #9 states: 

                                                
3
 See Crown submission on the 2 May 2015 proposals, paragraph 8.1 
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9. Improve usability, clarity and integration 

To improve usability and clarity, by: 

• providing clear linkages between objectives and their 
implementing policies and rules; 

• being consistent in format and content across all proposals; 

• providing clear objective assessment matters and criteria that 
focus on relevant environmental effects that need to be 
addressed; 

• providing individual proposals, that when combined, allow for a 
well-integrated and duplication-free, Replacement Plan that is 
easy to understand and use. 

5.2 This principal outcome is reflected in broad submission points requesting 

structural amendments to the plan to improve understanding and 

implementation of the provisions4, and in specific submission points on 

provisions in Proposal 14 and related residential assessment matters in 

Proposal 8. These submission points supplement the principal outcome and 

more particularly seek:  

(a) Consolidation of Stage 1 and Stage 2 provisions; 

(b) Reduced duplication and improved linkages in policies, particularly 

those related to development in Banks Peninsula; 

(c) Amendments to several policies to reflect what is achievable and 

appropriate in implementation;  

(d) Amendments to various rules and standards to provide for a consistent 

approach across zones where there is not a clear justification, in terms 

of environmental effects, for differences; 

(e) Removal of duplication in provisions that are the same across all 

zones; 

(f) Reduction in the number of zones, and in the number of mechanisms 

used to provide for guest accommodation; 

(g) More appropriate targeting of matters of discretion for the hillside and 

small settlement areas; and 

(h) Removal of detailed residential design guidelines for Akaroa and 

Lyttelton from the Replacement Plan. 

                                                
4
 See Crown submission on the 2 May 2015 proposals, paragraph 9.4 and 18.1-18.3 
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5.3 The Statement of Expectations5 and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 

emphasise the need for clear articulation of intended outcomes in the 

Replacement Plan as well as clarity and ease of use more generally. The 

importance of clarity in resource management plans was discussed by 

Stephen Timms in his evidence for the Crown in the Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions hearing6. I agree with Mr Timms' evidence on this matter and in 

my first statement of evidence in the Stage 1 Residential hearing I 

commented on some of the problems that can arise when plans are not 

clear7.  I consider that the modifications sought above would assist to 

increase the clarity of the Replacement Plan.  

6. THE POLICY FRAMEWORK 

6.1 The 2 May notified version of Proposal 14 includes a new objective and a 

significant number of new policies to provide a framework for five additional 

residential zones, the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay, 

and the Character Area Overlay included in the Proposal. A series of policies 

describes desired development forms and amenity outcomes for each new 

zone and overlay, and there is also an objective and some policies 

addressing residential development in Banks Peninsula more generally. I 

agree with the Crown's submission that there is significant unnecessary 

repetition in these policies. This makes it difficult to discern the difference in 

policy direction between zones. The location of the Banks Peninsula 

objective and most of the Stage 2 policies also isolates the policy direction on 

development form and amenity for the Stage 2 zones from Objectives 14.1.1 

and 14.1.48 which are the overarching objectives for these matters.  

6.2 The approach of including a specific policy for each zone differs from the 

approach taken in Stage 1 (with the exception of the New Neighbourhood 

Zone, which is subject to several zone-specific policies). In Stage 1, the 

desired outcomes for different areas are juxtaposed by describing them in 

separate clauses in a single policy9. In my opinion, this provides a better 

understanding of the outcomes sought in each area because they are able to 

                                                
5
 Statement of Expectations (a), (b) and (i) 

6
 See 9.1 to 9.11, Statement of Evidence of Stephen Ronald Timms, dated 25 November 2014 -  Available for 

download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions/ under the heading "Submitter 
evidence".   
7
 See 6.2, 11.18 and 12.1, Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 -  Available for 

download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading "Submitter 
evidence". 
8
 I have used the numbering in the Revised Proposal for these and all other references to Stage 1 provisions. For 

Stage 2 provisions, I have included both notified and Revised Proposal numbering. 
9
 See Policy 14.1.1.1 (pages 3-4 Revised Proposal) and Policy 14.1.4.3 (pages 9-10 Revised Proposal).  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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be easily seen in relationship to each other, highlighting the differences 

between areas. 

6.3 I have worked with Ms Oliver to consolidate and simplify the Stage 2 policies, 

and to integrate them better with those considered in Stage 1.  I consider that 

the amendments recommended in the Revised Proposal largely address the 

concerns identified by the Crown. However there are some matters that 

would benefit from further amendments, which I discuss below.  

Banks Peninsula policies 

6.4 The Revised Proposal amalgamates and simplifies the policy direction for 

Banks Peninsula residential development.  It locates matters related to 

development form and density in Policy 14.1.1.310 under Objective 14.1.1 

(Housing supply) and matters related to amenity in Policy 14.1.4.511 under 

Objective 14.1.4 (High quality residential environments). This is mostly 

effective in setting the direction for Banks Peninsula clearly in the context of 

the district as a whole. However the wording of some clauses in Policy 

14.1.4.5 sets some amenity expectations for development on Banks 

Peninsula that cannot be appropriately met by district plan mechanisms. In 

particular: 

(a) It is not clear how residential development could ‘enhance' rural and 

coastal character elements (Policy 14.1.4.5(i)). In my opinion, the 

reference in the notified Policy 14.1.8.1(a)(i)12 to ‘complementing' the 

surrounding character is more consistent with Mr Craig's evidence for 

the Council about the importance of a clear rural/urban boundary in 

these environments13;  

(b) A requirement to maintain views from neighbouring properties (Policy 

14.1.4.5(iv)) gives this aspect of amenity inappropriate priority over 

other considerations. For example, it could act against the use of 

planting to reduce the visual dominance of buildings in the landscape. 

In my opinion, consideration of the effects of development on views 

from neighbouring properties is more appropriately addressed in the 

matters for discretion. In the policy context, I consider that a focus on 

the broader concern of avoiding the visual dominance of buildings (as 

                                                
10

 Page 4, Revised Proposal 
11

 Page 11, Revised Proposal 
12

 See deletion, page 15 of Revised Proposal 
13

 See Evidence of Andrew Craig for Christchurch City Council, 5.2-5.3. 
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reflected in the Banks Peninsula policies as notified14) is more 

appropriate. 

6.5 Reference to integration of large lot developments with existing residential 

settlements has been incorporated into Policy 14.1.1.3 from the notified 

Policy 14.1.8.4 (Residential large lot development in Banks Peninsula)15. The 

specific application of this matter to the design of large lot developments has 

been lost in the re-drafting, and I consider this relationship needs to be 

restored. In my opinion the matter is also related to Objective 14.1.4 more 

closely than to Objective 14.1.1 and it would be better included in Policy 

14.1.4.5.   

6.6 I recommend the following amendments to address these matters: 

(a) Delete clause (iv) of Policy 14.1.1.3 in the Revised Proposal.16  

(b) Amend Policy 14.1.4.5 in the Revised Proposal to read as follows: 

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. ii. avoids buildings and structures on skylines within 
significant and outstanding natural landscapes;  

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

iv. maintains views from neighbouring properties; and  

v. 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. 

                                                
14

 See notified Policies 14.1.8.1(vi), 14.1.8.2(ii), 14.1.8.3(a)(ii) and (iii) 
15

 See deletion on pages 16-17, Revised Proposal 
16

 See page 4 of the Revised Proposal. 
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6.7 In light of the re-casting of the Residential Conservation Zone as a 

character area overlay, I support the approach taken in the Revised 

Proposal to incorporate Policy 14.1.4.6 (Character values in residential 

areas of Lyttelton and Akaroa) into Policy 14.1.5.8 (Christchurch City 

Residential Character Areas)17.  

Policy 14.1.1.9 - Small settlements of Kainga and Spencerville 

6.8 Policy 14.1.1.9, as notified, has been incorporated into Policy 14.1.1.118, but 

provision for infill in small settlements that was included in the notified policy 

has not been carried through. The reason for this is not clear. Policy support 

for some infill in these settlements, subject to appropriate amenity 

considerations, would assist in providing for housing supply and housing 

choice, and I recommend that it be retained by amending Policy 14.1.1.1(vi) 

to read as follows: 

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

and adjacent to existing residential settlements … 

Policy 14.1.7.6 – Non-residential activities in arterial corridors 

6.9 Policy 14.1.7.6, as notified, provides direction for the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay which enables mixed residential, community 

and accommodation activities in identified locations on arterial corridors 

where residential coherence is not strong.  

6.10 My evidence and that of other Crown witnesses in the Stage 1 Residential 

hearing19 discussed the need for increased provision for residential 

intensification to support the ability to meet targets in the Land Use 

Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") and the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS").  In my opinion, the direction 

provided in Policy 14.1.7.6 in regard to location of guest accommodation 

facilities is important to discourage expansion of guest accommodation 

facilities into areas that are needed to accommodate increased housing 

supply. Such expansion would be inconsistent with the direction of the 

LURP and Objective 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.7 in the RPS.   

                                                
17

 This has been confusingly renumbered as 14.1.4.5, and sits below the Policy 14.1.4.5 already discussed  - see 
pages 11-12 Revised Proposal. 
18

 Policy 14.1.1.1(vi) 
19

 See Section 7, Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015; Statement of Evidence 
of John Schellekens, dated 20 March 2015; Statement of Evidence of Ian Eric Mitchell, dated 20 March 2015  -  
Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading 
"Submitter evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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6.11 The Revised Proposal relocates the residential and community facilities 

components of Policy 14.1.7.6 into other policies but retains a clear direction 

in Policy 14.1.7.6 as to the appropriate location of guest accommodation 

facilities20. I support this approach. 

7. RULE STRUCTURE 

7.1 The potential to make the Replacement Plan easier to read by removing 

duplication in rules has been discussed before in these hearings, including in 

the evidence of Andrew MacLeod for the Stage 1 Residential hearing21. As 

noted in my evidence for that hearing22, I agree with Mr MacLeod on this 

matter.  

7.2 The problem of duplication is brought into focus again in Stage 2 by the 

addition of five further zones23 to Proposal 14. This adds significantly to the 

length of the proposal. More importantly, duplication of rules and standards 

that do not differ, or only differ slightly, between zones will make it more 

difficult to ensure the provisions remain consistent as the Replacement Plan 

is developed and changed over time.  

7.3 I have given further thought to the practicalities of restructuring the rules to 

reduce duplication. Restructuring options could include:  

(a) Grouping activities that have the same activity status and activity 

standards across zones into a set of general rules; and/or 

(b) Grouping built form standards that are identical in all or most zones 

(with any exceptions identified in the standard); or 

(c) Extracting all built form standards from zone rules and incorporating 

them in a set of cross-zone rules by use of tables setting out 

differences between zones.  

7.4 I discuss these options in further detail below. 

Grouping activities that are treated the same way 

7.5 There are many activities that are dealt with the same way across all or most 

zones. Examples of such activities include care of non-resident children, 

                                                
20

 See page 14, Revised Proposal. 
21

 See 6.14, Statement of Evidence of Andrew James Malcolm MacLeod for Christchurch City Council, dated 11 
March 2015 - Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the 
heading "Christchurch City Council evidence". 
22

 See 12.2, Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 - Available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading "Submitter evidence". 
23

 These include the Residential Bach zone, which is not being considered in this hearing. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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storage of heavy vehicles and most residential activities. As discussed in Mr 

Willis' evidence24, the Crown has also sought similar consistency across 

zones for a range of community activities. In my opinion, creating a set of 

general rules for such activities across all zones would significantly reduce 

the length and duplication in zone activity status tables. This would allow 

users to navigate the tables more quickly and easily.  

Grouping built form standards that are all or mostly alike 

7.6 Differences in built form standards provide the main distinction between 

zones in the Replacement Plan and there is less potential to group these 

standards than to group activities. With the exception of the fire-fighting water 

supply standards sought by the Crown, and the adaptive life-stage and 

energy efficiency standards which the Crown has requested be deleted, the 

built form standards are not totally consistent across zones.  

7.7 Although differences in built form standards are important in defining and 

maintaining the particular amenity characteristics of the various zones, 

Proposal 14 contains some instances where there are relatively small 

differences in built form standards between zones which, in my opinion, are 

unlikely to result in appreciable amenity differences between zones. In these 

instances, there may be potential to rationalise the differences and include 

the standards with others that apply across zones. For example25, with the 

exception of the Residential Medium Density zone, height standards across 

zones (as notified) are evenly split between 7 metres and 8 metres. I support 

the rationalisation of these differences recommended in the Revised 

Proposal, and consider that some other standards, such as those for road 

boundary setbacks, could be similarly rationalised. 

7.8 Where standards differ in only one or two zones, it would still be possible to 

incorporate these in a ‘general rules' section by use of wording that specifies 

exceptions to the standard. This treatment is likely to be most helpful in 

regard to standards that are more closely linked to particular types of building 

than to specific zones, such as standards that apply to garages or to multi-

unit developments.  

                                                
24

 See Evidence of Andrew Willis for the Crown, paragraphs 6.6 -6.15  
25

 As highlighted in Crown submission points on 14.12.3.3 and 14.14.3.2. 
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Grouping all built form standards into a set of cross-zone rules 

7.9 An alternative way to reduce duplication in built form standards would be to 

have one set of standards, with tables used within standards where 

necessary to identify differences between zones.  This would be similar to the 

approach already used in the Replacement Plan for matters such as 

minimum allotment sizes in Proposal 826. This would have a greater effect on 

removing duplication than the options above. However, Plan users would 

have to search through every standard to determine whether and how it 

applied to a particular zone. In my opinion, the benefits of reduced 

duplication would be outweighed by an increase in difficulty for Plan users in 

identifying the full range of activity standards applying in a zone.  

Recommended approach 

7.10 Decisions about the structure of a RMA plan are normally made at an early 

stage of plan development so that the plan provisions can be developed in a 

way that fits the structure. Any restructuring to be undertaken at this stage of 

the Replacement Plan process would need to be easily adapted to the 

various proposals (or at least to the zone chapters) and to provide sufficient 

advantage, in terms of clarity and usability, to warrant the work involved in 

converting rules from the current structure. I consider that a modification to 

the structure to group activities and built form standards that are treated the 

same way across all or most zones would meet these requirements. An 

example of this structure is attached (Attachment SJM2).  

7.11 Separating activities and standards that are common across zones would 

make the points of difference between zones clearer, enabling a much more 

direct link between the rules and the outcomes sought for each zone. This 

would be helpful for plan users in assessing the effects of proposals on the 

amenity of a particular zone, and would particularly assist users such as 

network utility operators who need to look at activities running across more 

than one zone. E-Plan navigation needs could be easily addressed by 

including a link from zone rules to the ‘cross-zone' rules.   

8. POTENTIAL FOR RATIONALISATION OF ZONES  

8.1 Notification of the Stage 2 proposals increased the number of zones in 

Proposal 14 from six to eleven, as well as adding overlays to protect 

character areas and to provide for guest accommodation and community 

                                                
26

 Rule 8.3.1.1 Table 1 
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facilities. Taking Proposal 14 as a whole, I agree with the Crown's 

submission that the number of zones could be reduced without affecting the 

desired outcomes in regard to amenity or development form.  

8.2 The purpose of zoning is to package together a set of rules and standards 

that, in combination, supports the pattern of development and the type of 

amenity sought in an area. Separate zones are only necessary where a 

distinctly different set of rules and standards is needed to support the desired 

outcome. Within the zone framework, overlays can be used to address 

localised variances in amenity or activity provision. Consistent with this 

approach, I support the recommendation, in Ms Oliver's evidence, to replace 

the Residential Conservation zone with a Character Overlay.  

8.3 I also support the Crown's request, which has been accepted by Ms Oliver, to 

remove the Guest Accommodation zone and provide for the existing activities 

on these sites by including them in the list of scheduled activities in Proposal 

6. This would provide certainty for the existing activities while ensuring that 

changes in use would clearly be considered in the context of an underlying 

residential zone. Although the notified Guest Accommodation zone provides 

for residential activity27, it does not provide for any of the other activities 

permitted in residential zones. This would impose a significant and 

unnecessary restriction on change of use in the event that the existing guest 

accommodation activity ceased to operate.   

8.4 In Proposal 14, the differences between zones are influenced strongly by the 

different approaches taken in the Christchurch and Banks Peninsula 

operative plans.  Although outside the scope of this hearing, the clearest 

example of this is a comparison of the Stage 1 Residential Suburban and 

Residential Banks Peninsula zones. These zones are intended to provide for 

the same pattern of development and the same amenity outcomes, but the 

Residential Banks Peninsula zone is subject to fewer standards and a 

generally lower degree of prescription.28  There is no substantive justification 

in the section 32 documents for the differences in prescription between the 

two zones. In my opinion, although combining the two zones would 

necessitate either relaxation of standards in the Residential Suburban zone 

or an increase in prescription in the Residential Banks Peninsula zone, this 

could be achieved without affecting amenity outcomes for either area.  

                                                
27

 See 14.15.2.1 P4 as notified. 
28

 For example, standards for outdoor living space, landscaping, fences and garages do not apply to the residential 
zones in Banks Peninsula and other settlements outside the main Christchurch urban area. 
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8.5 The differences between residential zones notified in Stage 2, and the 

Stage 1 residential zones, are more significant than the differences between 

the Residential Suburban and Residential Banks Peninsula zones. There are 

clear differences in minimum net site area standards as well as some 

variances in other standards to reflect both difference in site area and other 

differences in the character of the respective zones. Although overlays could 

be used to provide for such differences, in my opinion there is no significant 

usability advantage to be gained from doing this because of the need to 

incorporate the variances in standards.  

9. CLARITY AND TARGETING OF MATTERS FOR DISCRETION 

9.1 I have discussed the need for clarity and targeting of matters for discretion in 

my earlier statement of evidence for the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 1429. 

The Crown's submission requests amendments to matters for discretion 

14.9.40 (Hillside and small settlement development).  

9.2 Matter for discretion 14.9.40, as notified, is lengthy and includes reference to 

a combination of broad outcomes and prescriptive methods. I support the 

amendments to 14.9.40 recommended in the Revised Proposal (renumbered 

as 14.9.9(8) on page 183). The matter for discretion is more concise and 

more clearly targeted at the range of effects that should appropriately be 

considered.  

9.3 The Crown's submission also seeks deletion of detailed design guidelines for 

Akaroa and Lyttelton from Proposal 14. In my opinion, it is not appropriate to 

include such guidelines in a district plan; instead, matters for discretion 

should refer to the design outcomes sought and could also appropriately 

refer directly to specific guidance documents that sit outside the 

Replacement Plan. I consider that the Revised Proposal achieves this 

appropriately in 14.3.9(d) and (e)30. 

10. CONSISTENCY WITH STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  

10.1 My evidence deals with clarity and usability of the Replacement Plan. The 

Statement of Expectations and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 provide a 

directive to consider this, and I have made recommendations to improve the 

                                                
29

 See 11.18, Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 -  Available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading "Submitter evidence" 
30

 See page 203, Revised Proposal 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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clarity of direction in policies and the usability of the Replacement Plan more 

generally.  

10.2 I do not consider that there are any other matters in the statutory documents 

that have particular relevance to my evidence. 

11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 The amendments recommended in the Revised Proposal address many of 

the Crown's concerns about the clarity of the policy framework and matters 

for discretion. I consider that my recommendations in Sections 6 and 9 of this 

evidence will further assist in making the policy direction clearer and focusing 

the matters for discretion on outcomes rather than methods.  

11.2 I support the reduction in the number of zones achieved by replacing the 

Residential Conservation zone with an overlay and replacing the Guest 

Accommodation zone with scheduling of the existing guest accommodation 

facilities in this zone. I have proposed a means of restructuring rules which I 

consider will reduce duplication of provisions in Proposal 14 significantly and 

also make it easier for users to understand the distinctions between zones. 

This will aid clarity and usability of the Replacement Plan.  

 

 

Sandra Jean McIntyre 

27 August 2015 
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ATTACHMENT SJM1: DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO 

In addition to the Crown's submission and further submission, other relevant 

submissions, and evidence of witnesses for the Crown and for Christchurch City 

Council for this hearing, I have referred to or relied on the following documents: 

(a) The notified and revised versions of Proposal 14, and section 32 reports 

(b) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

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

(d) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha 

(e) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 

(f) Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

Schedule 4 – Statement of Expectations 

(g) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel – Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Related Definitions), dated 26 February 2015 

(h) Statement of Evidence of Stephen Ronald Timms, dated 25 November 2014 -  

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-

strategic-directions/ under the heading "Submitter evidence" 

(i) Statement of Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre, dated 20 March 2015 -  

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-

residential/ under the heading "Submitter evidence"  

(j) Statement of Evidence of John Schellekens, dated 20 March 2015 -  Available 

for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ 

under the heading "Submitter evidence"  

(k) Statement of Evidence of Ian Eric Mitchell, dated 20 March 2015  -  Available 

for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ 

under the heading "Submitter evidence" 

(l) Statement of Evidence of Andrew James Malcolm MacLeod for Christchurch 

City Council, dated 11 March 2015 - Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the 

heading "Christchurch City Council evidence" 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-3-strategic-directions/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
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ATTACHMENT SJM2: ALTERNATIVE RULE STRUCTURE  

Note: This should be viewed as an example only, as the contents of a ‘general rules' section will 

be subject to decisions on the details of specific rules. 

 

14.1 Objectives and Policies 

… 

 

14.X General Rules Applying Across All Zones except the Residential Bach Zone 

14.X.1.1 The activity status in 14.X.2 applies to the listed activities in all residential zones except the 
Residential Bach zone.  

14.X.1.2 Activities not listed in 14.X.2 are subject to the activity status listed in the relevant zone in 
14.2 to 14.[14]. 

14.X.1.3 The built form standards set out in 14.X.3 apply to all permitted activities in all residential 
zones, in addition to the built form standards for the relevant zone in 14.2 to 14.[14]. 

14.X.1.4 The Activity Status Tables and standards in the following chapters also apply to activities in 
14.X.2 (where relevant): 

5 Natural Hazards; 

6 General Rules and Procedures; 

7 Transport; 

8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks; 

9 Natural and Cultural Heritage; 

11 Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure; and 

12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land. 

14.X.2 Activity status 

14.X.2.1 Permitted activities 

The activities listed below are permitted activities if they comply with: 

(a) the Activity Specific Standards set out in this table and  

(b) the Built Form Standards in 14.X.3 and in the relevant zone in 14.2 to 14.[14] 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P1 Residential activity In any zone except in the Residential Large Lot zone, a 

residential unit (including any sleep-outs) shall not contain 

more than six bedrooms in total 

P2 Bed and breakfast There shall be: 

a. a maximum of six guests accommodated at any one time;  
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Activity Activity specific standards 

b. at least one owner of the residential unit residing 

permanently on site; and 

c. no guest given accommodation for more than 90 

consecutive days. 

P3 Care of non-resident children 

within a residential unit in 

return for monetary payment 

to the carer 

There shall be: 

a. a maximum of four non-resident children being cared for in 

return for monetary payment to the carer at any one time; and 

b. at least one carer residing permanently within the residential 

unit 

P4 Home occupation The home occupation shall limit: 

a. the gross floor area of the building plus the area used for 

outdoor storage area occupied by the occupation to less than 

40m
2
; 

b. the number of FTE employed persons, who reside 

permanently elsewhere than on the site, to two; 

c. any retailing to the sale of goods grown or produced on the 

site, or internet-based sales where no customer visits occur; 

d. the hours of operation when the site is open to visitors, 

clients, and deliveries to between the hours of: 

i. 0700 – 2100 Monday to Friday; and 

ii. 0800 – 1900 Saturday, Sunday and public holidays. 

P5 Pre-school facility The facility shall: 

a. only locate on sites with frontage and the primary entrance 

to a minor arterial or collector road where right turn offset, 

either informal or formal is available; 

b. only occupy a gross floor area of building of:  

i. less than 300 m
2
 for a health care facility 

ii less than 200 m
2
 for any other facility; 

c. limit the hours of operation when the site is open to visitors, 

clients, and deliveries to the following hours: 

i. Monday to Friday 0700 - 2100 

ii. Saturday a. 0700 – 1300 for a pre-school 

facility 

b. 0700 – 2100 for any other 

facility 

iii. Sunday and public 

holidays 

a. 0700 – 1300 for a pre-school 

facility 

b. closed, for an education activity 

or a place of assembly that is an 

P6 Health care facility 

P7 Veterinary care facility 

P8 Education activity 

P9 Places of assembly
31

 

                                                
31

 Note that this is currently a discretionary activity in the Residential Banks Peninsula zone 
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Activity Activity specific standards 

entertainment facility 

c. 0700 – 2100 for any other 

facility 

d. only locate on sites where any residential activity on an 

adjoining front site, or front site separated by an access, with 

frontage to the same road is left with at least one residential 

neighbour. That neighbour shall be on an adjoining front site, 

or front site separated by an access, and have frontage to the 

same road; and 

e. only locate on residential blocks where there are no more 

than two non-residential activities already within that block; 

f. for a pre-school facility, limit outdoor play areas and facilities 

to those that comply with the Group 1 acoustic standard for 

residential zones 

g. for a veterinary care facility, limit the boarding of animals on 

the site to four. 

P10 Spiritual facilities The facility shall limit the hours of operation to 0700-2200 

P11 Emergency services facilities Nil 

P12 Temporary military or 
emergency service training 
activities 

Nil 

P13 Market gardens, community 
gardens, and garden 
allotments 

Nil 

P14 Storage of heavy vehicles No more than one vehicle shall be stored on the site. 

P15 Dismantling, repair, or 

storage of motor vehicles 

and boats 

The vehicles and/or boats shall be owned by people who live 

on the same site. 

P16 Relocation of a building Nil 

P17 Repair or rebuild of buildings 

with cross leases, company 

leases or unit titles 

a. Where the repair or rebuild of a building will not alter the 

building footprint, location, or height, the building need not 

comply with any of the Built Form Standards. 

b. Where the building footprint, location, or height is to be 

altered no more than necessary in order to comply with legal 

or regulatory requirements or the advice of a suitably qualified 

and experienced chartered engineer: 

i. the only Built Form Standards that shall apply are those 

specified in Rules 14.11.3.3 (Maximum building height) 

and 14.11.3.6 (daylight recession planes); 

ii. in relation to the road boundary setback, the repaired or 

rebuilt building shall have a setback of at least 3m; and 

iii. the standards at i. and ii. shall only apply where the 

repaired or rebuilt building increases the level of 

noncompliance with the standard(s) compared to the 
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Activity Activity specific standards 

building that existed at the time of the earthquakes. 

Clarification: examples of regulatory or legal requirements 

that may apply include the New Zealand Building Code, 

Council bylaws, easements, and other rules within this Plan 

such as requirements for minimum floor levels in Chapter 5. 

c. If standards (a) and (b) are not met, the relevant Built Form 

Standards apply. 

Any application arising from noncompliance with standards 

(a) and (b) (i) will not require written approval except from the 

affected adjoining landowner(s) and shall not be publicly 

notified. 

Any application arising from noncompliance with Standard 

(b)(ii) (road boundary setbacks), will not require written 

approval and shall not be publicly or limited notified 
 

P18 Activities, buildings and 

fences within 12 metres of 

the centre line of Electricity 

Distribution Line shown on a 

planning map in urban areas 

a. There shall be no new buildings associated with a sensitive 

activity except: 

i. an accessory building for a sensitive activity under 2.5 

metres high and less than 10m2 in area; or 

ii building alterations or additions for a sensitive activity that 

is under the height and within the footprint of the existing 

building. 

b. There shall be no new sensitive activities or hazardous 

facilities. 

c. Buildings and fences shall: 

i. have a minimum vertical clearance of 10 metres below the 

lowest point of the transmission line conductor (wire) or 

demonstrate that safe electrical clearance distances 

required by the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 

Electrical Safe Distances (NZEDP, 34:2001) are maintained 

under all operating conditions. 

ii, be at least 12 metres for buildings and 5 metres for 

fences from the nearest line support structure foundation, 

except for network utilities within a transport corridor or any 

part of electricity infrastructure that connects to the 

transmission line. 

 

14.X.2.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

Activity Matters for discretion 

RD1 Boarding house … 

RD2 Any activity in 14.X.2.1 P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, or 

P10 that does not comply with one or more of the 

permitted activity standards for that activity  

… 

RD3 Non-compliance with the following rules: 

14.X.3.1 Water supply for fire-fighting 

… 
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Activity Matters for discretion 

14.X.3.2 Building height 

14.X.3.3 Garages and accessory buildings – boundary 

setbacks 

14.X.3.4 Fences and garaging – street scene 

14.X.3.5 Service, storage and waste management areas 

 

14.X.2.3 Discretionary activities 

Activity 

D1 Show homes 

D2 Camping grounds 

D3 Any activity in 14.X.2.1 P9, P14, or P15 that does not comply with one or more of the permitted 

activity standards for that activity  

 

14.X.2.4 Non-complying activities 

Activity 

NC1 Any activity in 14.X.2.1 P18 that does not comply with one or more of the permitted activity 

standards for that activity 

 

14.X.3 Built form standards applying to permitted activities in all residential zones: 

14.X.3.1 Water supply for firefighting 

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

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

14.X.3.2 Building height  

Unless specified otherwise in rules in 14.2 to 14.[14], the maximum height of any building shall be: 

  Activity Standard 

a. All buildings unless specified below 8 m 

b. All buildings in the Residential Medium Density zone 11 m provided there is a 

maximum of three storeys 

c. Minor residential units 5.5 m and of a single storey only 

 

Note: See the permitted height exceptions contained within the definition of height. 
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14.X.3.3 Garages and accessory buildings – boundary setbacks 

Garages and accessory buildings shall comply with all boundary setbacks specified in relevant zone rules 
in 14.2 to 14.[14] except that: 

a. Garages 

Except in the Residential Medium Density and Residential New Neighbourhood zones, a new garage 
located in front of an existing residential unit is exempted from the road boundary setback where: 

i. side walls are parallel to the road boundary and no more than 6.5m in length; 

A. side walls facing the road contain a window with a minimum dimension of at least 0.6m 
(including the window frame); 

B. space between the side wall and the road boundary has planting that includes a minimum of 
two trees capable of reaching 4m height at maturity; 

Where this planting conflicts with required visibility splays the visibility splay rules will prevail and 
the planting not be required. 

or 

i. the garage is a single garage, with the door facing the road boundary, accessed off a local road; 

A. the garage is a maximum 3.6m wide; 

B. the garage is fitted with a sectional door and can be operated with an automatic opener. 
Where the garage is more than 3.5m from the road boundary an automatic opener is not 
required. 

b. Accessory buildings 

Accessory buildings are exempted from internal boundary setbacks where the total length of walls or 
parts of the accessory building within the specified setback of each internal boundary does not exceed 
10.1m in length. 

14.X.3.4 Fences and garaging – street scene 

Except as specified in zone rules
32

:  

a. Fences: 

i. The maximum height of any fence in the setback from a road boundary with a local road shall be: 

Residential New Neighbourhood zone 1.2 m 

All other 
zones 

Where at least 50% of the fence structure is visually transparent 1.8 m 

Where less than 50% of the fence structure is visually transparent 1.0 m 

 

ii. The maximum height of any fence in the required building setback from any road boundary with any 
collector road, or arterial road shall be 1.8m. 

b. Garages: 

Except in the Residential Medium Density zone, garages and carports shall comprise no more than 50% 
of any ground floor elevation of the residential building viewed from any one site and shall not be more 
than: 

i. 6.5 m wide in the Residential New Neighbourhood zone. 

                                                
32

 The Replacement Plan does not impose these standards in the Residential Banks Peninsula, Residential Small Settlement and 
Residential Large Lot zones. If this distinction is maintained, an exemption  to 14.X.3.4 could be specified in the zone rules for those 
zones to reflect this. 
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ii. 6.8 m wide in all other zones. 

For garages with the vehicle door generally facing a shared access or road boundary the minimum 
garage setback shall be 5.5m from the shared access or road kerb. This rule does not apply to garages 
established under Rule 14.X.3.3. 

14.X.3.5 Service, storage and waste management areas - multi-unit residential complexes 

a. Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 2.25 m
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 3 m
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 a dedicated shared communal space, and shall not be located 
between the road boundary and any habitable room. 

d. Waste management areas shall be designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into any water 
body. 

 

Zone Rules 

14.2 Residential Suburban Zone and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone 

14.2.1.1 The rules that apply to activities in the Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban Density 
Transition Zone are contained in: 

a. The Activity Status Tables (incl. Activity Specific Standards) in Rules in 14.X.2 and 14.2.2; 

b. Built Form Standards in Rules in 14.X.3 and 14.2.3. 

… [structure and content as in notified Proposal, but with provisions in 14.X extracted] 

 

Other zones as for 14.2 

 

Matters for Discretion 
 

Appendices 
 
 


