
Statement of the Little River Issues Working Party 

 
Introduction 

1. My name is Mick O’Donnell.   

2. I provide this statement as current nominated chair of the Little River Issues Working 
Party. 

3. The Little River Issues Working Party was formed following the Little River Issues and 
Options: A Scoping Document report undertaken by Dr Suzanne Vallance (community 
member and Lincoln University lecturer) funded by the Akaroa Wairewa Community 
Board and the Little River Wairewa Community Trust Identified the need for co-
ordinated planning in the Settlement,  particularly in relation to flood management, 
water and wastewater management, roading and traffic issues, including cycleways 
and walkways. 

4. This report prompted the formation of the Little River Issues Working Party comprising 
three members of the Akaroa Wairewa Community Board (Pam Richardson, Bryan 
Morgan and Maria Bartlett), the Chair of Wairewa Rūnanga (John Boyles) and 
representatives from the community (Mick O’Donnell, Victoria Peden, Suzanne 
Vallance and Janet Reeves (who has made an independent submission on the District 
Plan Review).  

 

Pre-hearing 

Given that there was no resolution on matters during the mediation process, the Working Party 
refer to the original submission as a basis for this statement.  Any notes from the 
mediation are to be considered without prejudice where they are brought to the 
attention of the decision-makers.  

5. This statement is that of the Little River Issues Working Party based on agreed an 
position during meetings of the members that were held in advance of finalising the 
submission.  There has been no significant deviation from those agreed positions.  

 

Working Party Relief Requested 

6. The following table comments on the requested relief of the Working Party, as stated in 
submission, as it compares with the revised Christchurch City Council proposal 
(Attachment A of the Evidence in Chief of Mr Matheson), and incorporates reference to 
any further requested relief, where applicable. 

Plan Reference Position 

Objective 4.1.1 The new proposal introduces a Zone and an Overlay.  Only the term 
Zone is mentioned in the Objective.   

The Working Party position has not changed from one of support for 
development of land in mana whenua ownership within the area of the 
original Maori Reserve, which is understood to be the shape of both 
the original proposed Papakainga Zone and the larger option of the 



two new proposed Overlay areas. 

The Working Party wish to see the Objective reflect this position.  

Policy 4.1.1.1 This policy addresses matters raised in submission regarding support 
for Papakainga development.  No further relief is sought. 

Policies 4.1.1.2 to 
4.1.1.3 

These policies address matters raised in submission regarding 
elements to be taken into account during development.  No further 
relief is sought. 

Policies 4.1.1.4 and 
4.1.1.6 

This policy addresses matters raised in submission regarding support 
for Papakainga development.  No further relief is sought. 

Rules 4.2.1.1 to 
4.2.1.2 

and 

Rules 4.2.2.1 to 
4.3.2.4 

 

These Rules apply within the original proposed Papakainga Zone and 
differentiate between permitted activities on land in mana whenua 
ownership around the marae and restricted discretionary activities 
on land in mana whenua ownership elsewhere within the original area 
of the Māori Reserve. 

Between these Rules, matters raised in submission regarding basic 
controls to be placed on development are addressed.   

In the new proposed Zone, the permitted activity rules are more 
permissive than the controlled activity status proposed in submission.  
They are in line with the enabling intent of the original submission.   

In the new proposed Overlay proposal, the rules are more restrictive 
than the controlled activity status proposed in submission because 
they introduce the opportunity to decline consent.  Otherwise, the 
matters for discretion generally accord with what was proposed in the 
original submission as controls.   

The Working Party position has not changed with respect to matters to 
be considered in relation to development of land in mana whenua 
ownership within the original Māori Reserve area, and to the intent of 
the Working Party to lean towards enabling Papakainga development 
through plan Rules.  Controlled activity status was proposed as a 
means of accomplishing both. 

In relation to Rule 4.3.2.1 for the new proposed Overlay and the 
permitted activity rules applying within the new proposed Zone, these 
address the issue raised in submission regarding differentiation 
between land in mana whenua ownership and land in Pakeha 
ownership.  No further relief is sought on that point.  

Rules 4.2.1.3 to 
4.2.1.4 

These rules address matters raised in submission regarding elements 
to be taken into account during development.  No further relief is 
sought. 

Rules 4.2.4.1 to 
4.2.4.4  

and 

These rules address matters raised in submission regarding elements 
to be taken into account during development.  No further relief is 
sought. 



Rule 4.2.4.6 

and 

Rules 4.3.1 to 4.3.8 

Rule 4.2.4.5 Regarding maximum Zone coverage.  In submission, the Working 
Party refers to ‘site coverage’ as a matter for control. 

In the new proposal it is not clear what 50% maximum ‘Zone 
coverage’ means in practice.   

Given the introduction of the new Zone and Overlay relationship, it 
would appear to apply to the area covered by permitted activities only.  
There is no maximum coverage area specified in relation to the 
Overlay and this requires clarification.  

If the 50% is intended to refer to ‘site coverage’ it appears inconsistent 
with other settled areas of the Peninsula. However, it is not clear that 
that is the intent of this Rule.   

The Working Party consider that this Rule is not clear in purpose and 
our relief sought is that the wording and percentages associated with 
this Rule should be clarified and consistent with other settled areas of 
the Peninsula. 

  

 


