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INTRODUCTION  

1. My name is Graham Rutherford Taylor. 

2. I am a Consultant Planner and Director of Resource Management Group 

Ltd (RMG), a planning consultancy, based in Christchurch. 

3. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science (Geography / Land 

Planning and Development) from Otago University. I am a Full Member of 

the New Zealand Planning Institute and an accredited Hearings 

Commissioner.  

4. I have over 27 years’ experience as a planner working in local authority 

and private consultancy within New Zealand. Over this time I have 

prepared and provided expert evidence on a wide variety of resource 

consents, plan changes and notice of requirements, as well as preparation 

of, and submissions on resource consent applications and proposed plans. 

This has included preparing and presenting evidence at Council hearings 

and the Environment Court.  

5. I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the Code of 

Conduct in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it while 

giving oral evidence before the Hearing Panel.  Except where I state that I 

am relying on the evidence of another person, this written evidence is 

within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this 

evidence. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6. I have been engaged by a group of five rural property owners in the John 

Patterson Drive area, in South West Halswell to provide evidence in 

support of the alternative relief sought in their submissions, which relates to 

two matters being considered at this hearing as follows: 

 A request that Planning Map 44 be amended to rezone approximately 

7.4ha of land located to the west of Knights Stream as hatched in red in 

Annexure One from proposed Suburban Residential to Rural Urban 

Fringe or Open Space – Community Park; and 
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 A related requested amendment to the Halswell West Outline 

Development Plan (“ODP”) contained in Chapter 8 Subdivision, 

Appendix 8.6.6, to show the above described land to the west of 

Knights Stream as a Recreation Reserve. The operative and proposed 

plan ODP’s are contained in Annexure Two. 

7. The subject land is owned by Fulton Hogan Land Development Limited 

(“Fulton Hogan”), which intends to develop it for residential subdivision as 

part of the adjacent Knights Stream subdivision. They have also lodged 

submissions (#2097) in relation to the same land. 

8. The two matters relate to both the residential and subdivision chapters, but 

are interrelated. The Independent Hearings Panel has indicated that 

evidence on such matters should be provided to both chapter hearings. 

9. I also note that the two matters being sought at this hearing relate to an 

alternative relief being sought by the submitters, in the event that the 

primary relief otherwise sought in their submissions is not granted.  

10. The primary relief requests rezoning of land located in John Patterson 

Drive from Rural Urban Fringe to Residential New Neighbourhood. The 

reasons for this request are primarily based on concerns that the 

landowners have on the adverse effects of continuing urban encroachment 

on use of their rural land, due to reverse sensitivity effects, and adverse 

effects on rural character and amenity values, which they consider make 

future rural activity unsustainable. The land is otherwise considered to be 

highly suitable for residential development.  

11. No evidence is being submitted in support of the primary relief at this 

hearing. That matter is set down to be considered at the Rural and 

Residential New Neighbourhood chapter hearings in late 2015/early 2016.  

12. The alternative relief being discussed at this hearing is however dependent 

on the outcome of those future hearings. If the primary relief is granted, 

then the submitters concerns relating to the effects of the Fulton Hogan 

development would be resolved. I consider that the Fulton Hogan 

development would be complementary to future residential development of 

the John Patterson Drive block.  
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13. However, although I understand that there is potential agreement with 

Council staff as to the merits of such re-zoning, it is by no means certain, 

as it is subject to a future separate hearing and decision process, and the 

outcomes of the review of Greater Christchurch Land Use Recovery Plan 

(“LURP”) (and potentially the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(“CRPS”)) provisions relating to the Christchurch Urban Boundary which 

are relevant to the request are still unknown.  

14. In the event that the submitters are unsuccessful in their primary relief and 

their land remains rural, they are concerned to protect the use and 

enjoyment of their rural land from being further eroded by the cumulative 

adverse effects of additional urban encroachment. 

15. My evidence will therefore concentrate on the potential effects of 

development of the Fulton Hogan land west of Knights Stream, on the rural 

properties in John Patterson Drive. These include issues pertaining to 

reverse sensitivity effects, and rural character and amenity values.  

16. I have been involved with providing advice to the John Patterson Drive 

landowners for several years since 2007, and over that time have provided 

feedback, submissions and evidence in respect of various plan and 

development proposals pertaining to the land, including the Urban 

Development Strategy (“UDS”), Southwest Area Plan, Proposed Plan 

Change 1 to the CRPS, Plan Change 60 (Halswell West rezoning), 

Southern Motorway designations, the LURP, and now the proposed 

Christchurch City Replacement Plan. I am familiar with the sites and the 

background and issues pertaining to the submissions.   

BACKGROUND 

17. The submitters collectively own six rural sites, comprising approximately 

23ha of land located in John Patterson Drive. I note that the submission 

describes 27.42ha of land however one of the two sites previously owned 

by RJ & CB Sissons has since been purchased by the NZTA as part of the 

Southern Motorway project. The owners use the sites for a variety of 

permitted rural uses, including race horse breeding and agistment, stock 

grazing, hay production, rural residential use, and associated activities. 
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18. In order to appreciate the potential effects of the proposals on the 

submitters, I consider it necessary to have regard to the significant history 

behind the zoning of land in the area, which contributes to reasonable 

expectations of rural character and amenity values that they may enjoy. 

19. The land to the east of Knights Stream, fronting Halswell Junction Road, is 

being subdivided and developed for residential use as part of the Knights 

Stream Park development being carried out by Fulton Hogan. The land 

was identified through the 2008 Draft Southwest Area Plan and 2007 

Proposed Plan Change 1 to the CRPS as being greenfield suitable. At the 

time, Knights Stream was considered by the Council to form the western 

boundary for residential development, and this was reflected in the urban 

boundary in Proposed Plan Change 1.  

20. A proposed change to the Christchurch City Plan (PC60) sought to rezone 

the land for residential use however this was subsequently overtaken by 

rezoning directed by the Minister for Earthquake Recovery in 2012. Both 

the proposed plan change and the subsequent rezoning had Knights 

Stream as the western residential zone boundary. It is also notable that 

plan change 60 included a specific objective to “manage the rural urban 

interface through the use of appropriate landscaping treatments and 

building setback requirements”. This was reflected in proposed treatment 

of the stream corridor which separated the residential and rural uses. The 

Change also included a specific limitation on access to Quaiffes Road with 

the following explanation: “Sites adjoining Quaiffes Road are restricted to 

having access from an internal road network or alternative existing road. 

This will contribute to reinforcing the urban/rural interface at this location...” 

This limitation was retained in the Minister’s directed changes, and has 

been carried over into the Proposed Plan ODP. It is therefore evident that 

the plan change anticipated specific treatments to mitigate adverse effects 

at the rural / urban interface.  

21. The Fulton Hogan land to the west of Knights Stream was identified in the 

original proposed Plan Change 60 as a split park / rural area, and in the 

final change approved by the Minister as a possible district park (refer 

Annexure Two). The zoning was not changed, as no residential use was 

proposed, and the park use would have been permitted under the rural 

rules. Submissions by John Patterson Drive residents at the time 
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supported this, as it provided separation between rural and residential 

activities. 

22. Subsequently, the land was identified in the LURP and directed changes to 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS as being within the Greenfield Priority Area, which 

was extended from that shown in earlier Plan Change 1, to include the 

Fulton Hogan block to the west of Knights Stream. Notably however, the 

LURP did not include any additional directions to rezone this land in the 

Christchurch City Plan, and the Projected Infrastructure Boundary 

contained in the accompanying maps remained along the Knights Stream 

boundary and did not include the additional land. This is the only location in 

Christchurch where the greenfield priority and projected infrastructure 

boundaries do not align.  

23. I understand that this was deliberate, and that the inclusion of the land 

within the urban boundary merely served to recognise that its then 

proposed use for a district park is technically an “urban” activity in terms of 

the CRPS, but it was not intended to be developed or serviced for 

residential use. I do not therefore regard the lands inclusion as a greenfield 

priority area as necessarily signalling that the land should be used for 

residential purpose.  

24. John Patterson Drive is presently accessed from Springs Road, however 

the intersection is to be closed as part of the proposed Southern Motorway 

extension works. A designation by NZTA for a new access road from 

Halswell Junction road was confirmed in 2013 to serve the existing John 

Patterson Drive rural zoned properties (including the Fulton Hogan land 

west of Knights Stream, which was zoned rural at that time), as well as a 

single site fronting Halswell Junction road zoned for residential use (the 

Olive site). At the time of consideration of the designation the proposed 

road was to have served the eight rural zoned properties in John Patterson 

Drive, and the small Olive block only. No road access was proposed to link 

the new road to the Fulton Hogan residential development east of Knights 

Stream. The Halswell West ODP included three separate accesses for the 

Fulton Hogan land, from Halswell Junction Road. The new road would 

therefore function primarily as a very low use rural access road, and offer a 

similar level of rural amenity to that to be afforded the Quaiffes Road rural 

properties. 
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25. The John Patterson Drive landowners were actively involved in 

submissions and hearings throughout the above plan change and road 

designation processes, and I assisted them with the preparation of 

submissions and expert evidence. The concerns raised in submissions 

have consistently been related to potential adverse effects on their rural 

properties, due to urban encroachment, including stock disturbance, 

restriction on rural activities (spraying / noise / vegetation burning, etc), and 

loss of rural character and amenity values. 

26. I consider that the use of the Knights Stream block for a proposed reserve 

as anticipated by the operative plan provisions, and the original proposed 

use of the road to access the rural sites, contribute to the rural character 

and amenity values, and protection from the effects of urban encroachment 

that the John Patterson Drive landowners have consistently sought through 

submissions, and could reasonably expect, given the above history. 

PROPOSED REPLACEMENT PLAN PROVISIONS 

27. The proposed replacement plan provisions now seek to change the 

Halswell West development in the following ways: 

 The proposed park is to be re-located to front Halswell Junction Road. 

 The 7.4ha of land previously identified as a park to the west of Knights 

Stream to be zoned suburban residential, and developed for medium 

density housing – 84 dwellings are now proposed in this area. 

 Access to the western end of the Fulton Hogan development to be from 

the new NZTA designated road, replacing one of the previously 

proposed intersections to Halswell Junction Road. Residential 

properties will directly front the new road up to existing John Patterson 

Drive alignment, and three new roads will intersect with it to serve the 

residential subdivision. 

 The new road will be the primary access for the 84 new residential 

sites, as well as a the remainder of stage 8 of the Fulton Hogan 

development, comprising some 137 households. Properties in the 

adjoining existing stages will also be able to access through the road. 

Based on typical residential vehicle trip generation, this would result in 
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around 1370 additional vehicle trips per day on the new road, which 

was originally intended to serve only 8 rural sites. 

 The new ODP and the replacement plan rules do not include any 

provisions requiring any boundary treatment or mitigation of effects on 

adjoining rural properties. 

28. I understand the reason for these changes has arisen due to negotiations 

between Fulton Hogan and the Council Greenspace Unit over the location 

of the park, and also due to a designation for a new school, and the 

confirmation of the motorway designations. These have necessitated a 

change in the proposed subdivision layout and intersection locations.  

29. I acknowledge that the proposed changes result in benefits for the 

developer and the Council in relation to the park location and an improved 

layout and urban design outcomes for the subdivision.  

30. However, as a planner I am concerned that these “agreements” appear to 

have place effectively behind closed doors, without proper RMA 

consideration of the effects of the changes on the wider environment, 

including John Patterson Drive landowners.  

31. I note that there has been no engagement during this process with directly 

affected adjoining landowners – despite the well documented concerns that 

these parties have expressed since 2007 in various submissions, hearings 

and appeals dealing with the Halswell West development.  

32. To my knowledge there has been no evaluation of effects on adjoining rural 

properties undertaken. Certainly there is no evidence of any section 32 

assessment being carried out as part of the replacement plan preparation 

in relation to the extended zoning and changed layout. My understanding 

from the wording of Council submissions lodged in respect of the Phase 

One replacement plan notification, was that Council staff believed that the 

re-zoning was necessary to give effect to subdivision consents that had 

already been approved – however that was not the case. No subdivision 

consents have been granted for residential development of the Fulton 

Hogan land west of Knights Stream. 
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33. The submissions by Fulton Hogan, and the City Council officers report both 

justify the changes as being necessary to give effect to agreements 

between the developer and the Council. There is no other assessment of 

the effects of the changes, or acknowledgement of the issues raised by the 

John Patterson Drive submitters.  

34. In my opinion is it insufficient to simply justify such changes on the basis of 

private agreements reached behind closed doors, where there has been no 

external input into these agreements, and without any real effects 

assessment being undertaken. This approach seems to be little more than 

a convenience to justify the ends as a fait acompli –and dismisses any 

meaningful input from affected parties in the process.  

35. For this reason, I do not consider that the agreements reached between 

the developer and Council in their own right provide justification for the 

changes to the development. I agree that they are a relevant matter for 

consideration, however the proposals also require a wider evaluation of 

their effects against the provisions of the RMA.  

EFFECTS ON JOHN PATTERSON DRIVE PROPERTIES 

36. The submitters have raised concerns that they have with the effects of 

ongoing urban development. These include: 

 Reduced rural outlook and amenity 

 Conflicts with rural farming activities 

 Disturbance of valuable livestock 

 Increased traffic 

 Wandering dogs 

 Restrictions on future rural use (spraying / noise / burning, etc) 

 Increased litter and vandalism 

 Effects of motorway extension 
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37. I acknowledge that some of these issues are already arising, and are being 

experienced by landowners as a consequence of ongoing urban 

development that is already approved with the current zoning. I also 

acknowledge that it is often difficult to directly apportion effects to a 

particular development. For example rural residents have experienced an 

increase in unlawful rubbish dumping, however this may not necessarily 

link to residents of the Halswell West subdivision. 

38. I also note that effects on rural outlook will already occur in respect of the 

property adjoining Knights Stream at 26 John Patterson Drive – although in 

that case there is a proposed wide planted area within the stream corridor 

that when established will provide some visual mitigation.  

39. Whether or not all existing adverse effects can be attributed to the Halswell 

West subdivision, I am in no doubt that they are attributable to urban 

growth and encroachment in general. It stands to reason that as increased 

development occurs on the rural fringe, there will be an increase in 

conflicts. 

40. However, whilst the John Patterson Drive land owners must therefore 

expect that a degree of conflict, and reduced rural character and amenity 

may occur as a consequence of existing approved urban growth, I do not 

consider that it justifies further incremental erosion of their rural 

environment. On the contrary, I consider that it becomes increasingly 

important to protect what is left, to ensure that viable permitted rural 

activities can continue to be sustained, and that remaining rural character 

and amenity values are maintained. 

41. I consider that this is necessary to properly achieve the purpose of the 

RMA as set out in section 5. In particular, I note that the rural environment 

is a physical resource that is required to be sustainably managed in a way 

that enables people (including the John Patterson Drive landowners) to 

provide for their social and economic wellbeing, whilst avoiding, remedying 

or mitigating any adverse effects on the environment – which includes the 

rural properties, and inherent amenity values. I also note that particular 

regard is to be had to the maintenance and enhancement of amenity 

values under section 7(c). I do not consider that the proposed development 

in its current form addresses or achieves these matters.  
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ANTICIPATED RURAL ENVIRONMENT 

42. The term environment is defined in the RMA, and I need not repeat it here. 

It is a cornerstone to the purpose of the Act and the assessment of plans 

and proposals under it. I note that it includes: 

 people and communities – which therefore includes the John Patterson 

Drive landowners 

 natural and physical resources – which includes the productive use and 

potential of the rural land 

 amenity values – which includes rural amenity 

43. Amenity values are defined in the RMA as including “those natural or 

physical qualities and characteristics of an area that contribute to people's 

appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and cultural and 

recreational attributes”  

44. In this case, amenity values are influenced by a range of factors. I have 

already discussed the history of the Halswell West development and 

zoning, and the proposed road realignment in this evidence. I consider that 

the legitimate expectations arising out of the existing zoning and road 

proposals are a significant influence on anticipated rural amenity. 

45. These include a large urban park providing significant separation from the 

residential development, and a road realignment that would essentially 

serve very low volumes of rural property traffic only. The large park would 

provide visual separation to mitigate the adverse effects of built 

development on rural outlook and sense of open space and would also 

serve as a buffer between potentially incompatible rural and residential 

activities. The road would experience a comparable level of usage to that 

from the existing John Patterson Drive properties accessed from Springs 

Road.  

46. Amenity values and the anticipated rural environment are also influenced 

by expectations arising from relevant objectives and policies contained in 

RMA planning documents. In this case I consider that the following is 

relevant: 
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CRPS 

47. The following objectives are contained in the Operative Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement, which I note the District Plan is required to give 

effect to under section 75(3). 

Objective 5.2.1 – Location, design and function of development (Entire 

Region) Development is located and designed so that it functions in a way 

that: 

1) achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and 

around existing urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the 

region’s growth; and  

(2) enables people and communities, including future generations, to 

provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and health and 

safety; and which:… 

(e) enables rural activities that support the rural environment 

including primary production; … 

(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible activities. 

48. I do not consider that the proposed residential development adequately 

addresses potential conflicts between incompatible rural and residential 

activities. The evidence from landowners is that conflicts are already 

occurring that are restricting the continued sustainable use of their sites for 

productive rural use. I consider that the proximity of increased residential 

development to the rural boundary, with no required mitigation, will further 

increase the potential for such conflict, and be inconsistent with the CRPS 

objective. 

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework Recovery, rebuilding and 

development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use 

and infrastructure framework that:… 

(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and settlements; 
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49. I do not consider that the proposals adequately address the effects of the 

proposed residential activity on the rural character and amenity values 

enjoyed and anticipated by the John Patterson Drive landowners.  

Policy 6.3.3 – Development in accordance with outline development plans 

Development in greenfield priority areas and rural residential development 

is to occur in accordance with the provisions set out in an outline 

development plan or other rules for the area. Subdivision must not proceed 

ahead of the incorporation of an outline development plan in a district plan. 

Outline development plans and associated rules will:… 

(10) Show how other potential adverse effects on the environment, 

including the protection and enhancement of surface and groundwater 

quality, are to be avoided, remedied or mitigated;… 

50. Clause 10 requires consideration of “other” potential adverse effects on the 

environment. It is not limited to only effects on surface and groundwater 

quality. This requires the outline development plan to address potential 

adverse effects on the adjoining rural land – this is not addressed or 

achieved. I note that the outline development plan does address effects on 

rural land in other locations – including the Quaiffes Road interface – but is 

silent in relation to the John Patterson Drive land.  

Proposed Replacement Plan Objectives 

51. The proposed replacement plan also includes relevant proposed objectives 

and policies dealing with activities at the rural / residential interface. I 

acknowledge that these are still subject to submissions and decisions, 

however these will form part of an overall “package” with the proposed 

rules and provisions, therefore it is necessary to consider them to provide 

context as to the types of amenity and environmental outcomes that the 

proposed replacement plan provisions anticipate. I also note that these 

matters are very similar to existing objectives and policies contained in the 

Operative City Plan, and I consider such provisions to reflect common 

practice in District Plans dealing with rural/residential environments.  
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Residential Chapter Policy 14.1.6.9 - Separation of incompatible activities 

1. Ensure adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity) on existing 

businesses, strategic infrastructure, and rural activities are avoided or 

adequately mitigated. 

52. I do not consider that the proposals adequately address adverse effects 

between rural and residential activities. The proposals would result in 

residential properties directly fronting the rural access road opposite rural 

zoned land, and others directly adjoining the rural boundary. Such 

properties are potentially affected by rural activities including odour, noise, 

spraydrift, heavy vehicles and disturbance from activities such as burning, 

haymaking and cropping. Proximity of houses increases the potential for 

disturbance of stock, and potential complaints against rural activities that 

potentially restrict use of the land. There is no provision for any separation, 

buffer or other mitigation of these effects, nor is it addressed elsewhere in 

the proposals. 

17.1.1 Objective 1 - A productive and diverse rural environment 

1.  Christchurch District has a productive and diverse rural 

environment where:  

1) the range of activities supports and maintains the rural working 

environment, including the potential productive capacity of the land;  

2) subdivision and development does not create reverse sensitivity 

effects on rural activities, strategic infrastructure, access to high 

quality gravel resources and natural hazard mitigation works; and 

3) rural character is maintained and enhanced, including the 

distinctive character of Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills. 

53. Again, I do not consider that the proposals adequately provide for the 

maintenance and support of the rural working environment in John 

Patterson Drive. The lack of separation of uses on the zone boundary 

potentially gives rise to increased reverse sensitivity effects due to conflicts 

between rural and residential use, and disturbance to rural activities, which 

would inhibit the landowners expectations and ability to use their sites for 

permitted rural activities.  
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54. I do not consider that the potential erection of dwellings directly fronting 

and adjoining rural properties will be consistent with the maintenance of 

rural amenity values. 

17.1.1.2 Policy 2 - General elements of rural character and amenity 

1. Ensure the nature, scale and intensity of subdivision, use and 

development in all rural areas is characterised by:  

1) land in pasture, trees, crops or indigenous vegetation;  

2) a low density of buildings and structures with a high ratio of 

openness to built form; and 

3) a general absence of urban scale or type of infrastructure. 

55. I consider this to be a key policy, as it defines what the proposed City Plan 

provisions consider to be appropriate amenity values in rural areas. The 

policy seeks to ensure that these are achieved.  

56. In particular, I note the emphasis on low density of buildings, high ratio of 

openness, and absence or urban scale. 

57. Such elements are common components of rural amenity values. I 

consider that the John Patterson Drive landowners should realistically 

expect that the new provisions of the Proposed Plan maintain these values, 

as required by the proposed policy, but also as required by the CRPS 

objectives, and to be had particular regard to under section 7 to the RMA. 

58. I do not consider that the proposed zoning and outline development plan 

achieves this policy. It will place dense residential development directly on 

the rural boundary, with no separation or other mitigation. This will result in 

highly visible overtly urban scale development directly affecting the 

enjoyment of the rural environment.  

59. Parts of John Patterson Drive will become a residential street, with 

residential properties directly fronting and accessing the road, and high 

levels of residential traffic accessing large parts of the stage 8 subdivision. 

I consider that this introduction of urban infrastructure is highly inconsistent 
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with the low level rural traffic environment that landowners had up to now 

expected and does not achieve the policy.  

60. The above is in direct contrast to the low building density, high open space, 

and absence of urban scale infrastructure that the policy seeks to ensure is 

achieved. 

61. Overall I consider that the present proposals give rise to adverse effects on 

John Patterson Drive properties that are inconsistent with the rural 

environment and amenity values that can reasonably be expected, given 

the present environment, the history of development, and the relevant 

objectives and policies that are not achieved. 

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS 

62. The relief in the submissions seeks that the zoning and outline 

development plan be amended, to essentially return to the status quo 

under the operative plan – that is a large reserve situated west of Knights 

Stream, and no vehicle access to the Fulton Hogan residential subdivision 

from the realigned John Patterson Drive.  

63. I have considered whether it is necessary to retain the whole of the 7.4ha 

block, in order to achieve the objectives and policies I have discussed 

above. Putting aside my opinion that the Council has not in the first 

instance discharged its duty to properly assess the actual and potential 

effects of the proposals, I also agree that it is not necessary to retain the 

whole block to provide appropriate separation and mitigation of effects on 

rural use and amenity values. I am unaware of any other situations around 

the City where such a large buffer has been required, and agree that whilst 

desirable from the landowners point of view, it is not able to be fully 

justified in RMA terms.  

64. I also agree that relocation of the proposed park as proposed may lead to 

improved design outcomes for the subdivision, that will benefit the Council 

and Fulton Hogan, however this needs to be balanced against effects on 

rural properties. 

65. I therefore accept that some residential use of the land west of Knights 

Stream could be accommodated provided that the relevant objectives and 



16 

 
 
 

 

policies relating to rural reverse sensitivity, and maintenance of rural 

amenity values are able to be achieved. At present this is not done, and 

the proposals provide no recognition or mitigation of these effects at all.  

66. In order to address these concerns, I consider that the following needs to 

be addressed: 

 Separation of residential activities from the rural boundary to reduce 

potential reverse sensitivity effects; and 

 Separation and screening of residential development from rural 

properties to maintain rural outlook and open space amenity values; 

and 

 Retention of the new John Patterson Drive alignment as a rural access 

road only, with no direct residential property access, to retain rural 

character for John Patterson Drive landowners, and avoid conflicts with 

high levels of residential traffic generation; and  

 Restriction on use of the new John Patterson Drive realignment, to 

avoid conflict with residential uses fronting the road – I accept that 

residential access could still occur as far as the Richmond Avenue 

alignment in the north corner of the block, to link through the “Olive” 

land to Halswell Junction Road, but it should not otherwise extend into 

the John Patterson Drive rural area.  

67. I consider that addressing the above issues would enable development by 

Fulton Hogan to occur, but would also provide the degree of protection 

from reverse sensitivity effects and erosion of rural character and amenity 

values, that the John Patterson Drive owners can and should realistically 

expect under the City Plan provisions. It would be consistent with the 

treatment afforded rural / residential boundaries elsewhere in the City.  

68. I consider that this can be achieved in a manner that is enabling of 

development, and also potentially enables the John Patterson Drive block 

to be integrated into future residential development, should it be rezoned in 

future.  

69. In order to achieve these outcomes, I consider that the following amended 

relief could be granted. This is a lesser relief than that sought in the 
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submissions, but I consider it to be within scope, and amount to a partial 

acceptance of the submissions: 

Suggested Amendments 

1) Amend Appendix 8.6.6 – Halswell West as follows: 

a) No direct property access or intersections accessing the John 

Patterson Drive realignment beyond the proposed Richmond 

Avenue intersection, in the north corner of the site; and 

b) A 40m planted setback required to any residential property 

boundary from the John Patterson Drive realignment boundary 

along the north west boundary of the development; and  

c) A 20m planted setback from any residential boundary be provided 

along the south west boundary of the site adjoining 20 John 

Patterson Drive; and 

d) The setbacks required in b) and c) above to be planted with trees at 

minimum spacings of 5m, with a minimum height at time of planting 

of 1.8m, and to reach a minimum height of 8m at maturity; and 

2) Amend Planning Map 44 to provide that a 40m strip along the western 

boundary of the Fulton Hogan land fronting the John Patterson Drive 

realignment, be identified as “Residential Suburban – Deferred”, with a 

subsequent amendment to the rules to provide that the Rural – Urban 

Fringe rules shall apply until such time as the rural zoned land in John 

Patterson Drive is rezoned for non-rural purposes.  

70. I acknowledge that the amendments suggested in 2) above may be 

impracticable, and also suggest that as an alternative, that the ODP 

amendments to Appendix 8.6.6 may be all that is necessary, with potential 

further amendment to facilitate development of the remaining land able to 

be considered as part of any future plan change process for John 

Patterson Drive.     

 

Graham Taylor 

27 August 2015 



18 

 
 
 

 

Annexure One: Proposed Planning Map 44 identifying subject land hatched red 
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Annexure Two – Operative and Proposed Halswell West Outline Development Plans  

 

 

 

 


