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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Christian Paul Jordan.  I am a residential landlord and developer 

based in Christchurch. I have been involved in property in Christchurch since 1996. 

 

1.2 I have previously submitted to the Panel on the Residential, Commercial AND 

Subdivision Chapters. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The scope relates to my original submissions and subsequent amendments to the 

revised plan in those sections being: 

 - the maintaining and extending of Character Areas (formerly SAMs) 

- the maintaining of the original Living 5 rules in areas now Accommodation and 

Community Facilities overlay 

- amending unnecessary rules in the Residential Hills zone 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 I do not oppose the removal of the overly prescriptive rules from Character Areas 

which have been struck out of the revised proposal dated 18 August 2015.  However I 

support the retention of the Character 2 Areas and seek that both minimum lot size and 

restricted discretionary status for altering street appearance remain for both Character 

1 and 2 areas. 

 

3.2 In addition I seek that consideration of widening protection for areas with character, in 

particular pre World War II housing stock. 

 

3.3 In light of revisions to the proposal to further extend non accommodation/residential 

activities in the former Living 5 areas (in combination with newly added locations 

along Papanui Rd, Riccarton Rd and Bealey Ave), I seek to reduce the allowed 

commercial activities in particular Service Stations and larger scale community 

activites. 

 

3.4 I support the removal of Energy Efficiency and Lifestage rules from the Residential 

Hills zones.  I note that with changes made since notification to rules regarding 

Residential Hills sites that with the increase allowable building heights, that impacts 

on neighbouring properties views need to be more clearly included as a matter for 

discretion. 
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4.  Character Areas: 

 

4.1 In my original submission I note there should be greater protection for areas with 

special character right across the city, in particular more protection for homes built 

prior to World War II. 

 

4.2 The reasons I gave were that: 

- The homes can be renovated and improved often for much less than the cost of 

equivalent replacement. 

- Often the houses can provide a higher standard of accommodation then their 

replacements. 

- They provide a far greater amenity value. 

- The preserve the history, identity and memory of the city. 

 

4.3 I note that in the evidence of Sarah Olivier, (9.3) she refers to the areas of unique and 

special character adds to the district’s identity and community well being.  And (in 

9.10) she notes that with the loss of much of the built heritage… areas of special 

character become of greater importance to the city than previously. 

 

4.4 There is real value in preserving these aspects of our city, and when we consider the 

preservation of such areas in both Auckland (by local authority regulations) and 

Wellington and Dunedin (perhaps more because of geography and economics), then it 

is with great disappointment that the revised proposal of 18 August 2015 reduces 

rather than increases protection. 

 

4.5 Protection, of the character of areas is not necessarily an impediment to development.  

Consider the strict rules in the current Residential 1 zones of inner west Auckland 

(Ponsonby, Grey Lynn, etc), where the vast majority of houses have actually 

undergone major renovation and redevelopment, yet by and large the character of the 

areas have been maintained. 

 

4.6 I would like to point out that, my view here is not an irrational fear of redevelopment 

or progress, but a logical view of retaining the value of what we already have, and 

building on that rather than wasting both human energy and resources on projects 
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which have both limited financial benefit and often lead to a lesser environment for 

future residents. 

 

4.6 I do not consider the loss of the prescriptive rules (removed in the revised proposal) to 

be as significant as the prospect of removing the restricted discretionary rules 

regarding appearance from the street and the rules regarding minimum site size. 

 

4.7 I seek that all of the existing character areas (both 1 and 2) be retained, but that only 

the rules: 

- restricting garaging (parallel to the road) in front yards, 

- the RD status of altering the street appearance and 

- the minimum lot sizes of 500m2 in RS and 400m2 in RSDT 

should apply to these retained Character 2 areas 

 

4.8 Reviewing the BECA report, I disagree with the view that there is insufficient merit to 

the character 2 areas.  The qualifier for differentiating contributory and primary is too 

narrow if items such as garages and fencing can alter the status.  

 

4.9 Also the removal of the Fendalton and other zones without an assessment of the area 

seems unfair.  Despite the fact that the housing stock of the area is mixed, there is an 

underlying character that should be maintained.  Opening the area up to significantly 

smaller housing sizes (removing the current SAM8 protection) will encourage 

profiteering development and also drive up prices further as smaller sites become 

subdivisible and therefore land values increase further. 

 

4.10 Many streets that fall outside the existing SAMs should have also been considered for 

Character Areas.  The BECA report on seems to focus on removal of the existing 

zones rather than a review of areas that might be worthy of some protection.  There are 

other streets in St Albans, Papanui, Strowan, Spreydon, Sydenham, Opawa and 

Phillipstown amongst others where protection could have been provided.  Below are 

photos of some  (out of many) of these areas with character which are not in Character 

1 or 2 zones: 
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Watford Street, Strowan (both sides) 
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Brenchley Avenue, Stowan (both sides) 
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Dormer Street, Papanui (both sides) 
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Roker Street, Spreydon (both sides) 
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Scott St, Spreydon (reasonably intact 19thC cottages - sympathetic modern townhouse at end) 

 

4.11 In policy 14.1.5.8 the proposed removal of part b, in particular iii and iv maintain a 

high level of integrity in respect to the character elements identified in each area and 

be compatible with existing buildings with the same context… in relation to their 

location, scale, massing, form, proportions, material…downgrades a significant 

requirement to retain buildings are cohesive with their respective areas.  I seek that 

these policies not be removed. 

 

4.12 Ideally I would seek that where a building built prior WWII (in a much wider area of 

Christchurch not just Character Areas) was proposed to be redeveloped, that an 

assessment of the amenity value was done prior to granting consent.  The same is 

currently done for trees, with protection orders often put on trees of dubious merit as 

part of the resource consent process.  Making demolition or altering such buildings a 

restricted discretionary activity would potentially achieve this, but this may be an issue 

for stage 3 Hertitage consideration.  However in this context there is a significant 
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overlay between character and heritage issues and the two perhaps should have been 

addressed concurrently. 

 

 

5. Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay: 

 

5.1 I accept that the revised proposal will allow both accommodation and community 

facilities in the ACF overlay and have adjusted my position in the hope that some 

common sense prevails in the rules for this section. 

 

5.2 The underlying zoning remains residential, and prior to the revised proposal many of 

the sites in the overlay were zoned only Living 1. 

 

5.3 The new proposal allows Service Stations without any impacts on neighbours being 

included in the matters for discretion (14.2.4.2RD7 (in RS and RSDT) and 

14.3.4.2RD6 (in RMD)). 

 

5.4 Given the underlying residential nature of the zone, and the impact that both the scale 

of activity, traffic and potential nuisance fumes would have on the neighbouring 

properties, then I consider that not requiring written consent of the immediate 

neighbours would be demonstrably unfair.   

 

5.5 A service station also greatly changes the amenity of an area, and potentially wider 

community consultation would also be appropriate. 

 

5.6 Given that these residential locations within the overlay consist only of Papanui Rd, 

Riccarton Rd and Bealey Ave, and that the areas are already well serviced with Petrol 

Stations.  Riccarton Rd alone has 4 existing service stations, one near the corner of 

Papanui and Bealey another along Bealey Ave, and several in other nearby locations.   

 

5.7 I seek that service stations should require notified consent and written neighbours 

approvals in these residential zones. 
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5.8 In addition a recent amendment to the policy in regards community activities in 

residential zones 14.1.6.2b, the use of the phrase “Enable larger scale community 

activities and facilities” could mean that large scale buildings replace houses on sites 

which are aggregated. 

 

5.9 As “larger scale community activity” is not defined, and certainly a 5000m2 facility 

on a residential site would raise concern for nearby residents, the use of the word 

“larger” should be removed, so that any proposals go through a normal consenting 

process, and are not automatically deemed to comply with planning policy. 

 

5.10 I note that existing sites that are in general suitable for such “larger scale” community 

activities are already likely zoned “special purposes” or have an industrial or 

commercial zoning.  There are likely to be very few large residential sites which meet 

the criteria of being walking distance to the CBD or major commercial centre. 

 

6. Residential Hills rules: 

  

6.1 I support the removal of the Liftestage and the Energy and Water Efficiency rules.  

These are matters for building codes and not individual territorial authorities.  I note 

that although consistency appears to be intended across all zones (according to 

written Council evidence), however the same rules are still included under sections 

14.4.3.7 and 14.4.3.8 in the RBP zone (from stage 1) on the copy of the revised 

proposal dated 18 August 2015.  I assume this is a typographical error still to be 

corrected?? 

 

6.2 The revised proposal amends the Living Hills height limit from 7 to 8m, with 

restricted discretionary at 8-9m.  This will have a significant impact on neighbouring 

properties views given the longstanding 7m restriction.   

 

6.3 Although I am not opposing the increase of the height limit to 8m as there are 

considerations such as making consenting easier and very site specific issues which 

may make 7m less practical, however I believe that the increase to 9m for restricted 

discretionary needs to clearly state the impact on neighbouring properties as a matter 
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for discretion.  In this way a limited notified application (neighbours consent) would 

be required if the recession plane was exceeded. 

 

6.4  I also note typographical errors in these sections on the revised proposal dated 18 

August 2015.  Heading 14.9.9 on page 173 should be 14.9.1.  And in section RD17 of 

the Residential Hills zone (pg 234) the matter for discretion (a) should have been 

amended to reflect the changes in 14.9 to read “Impacts on Neighbouring Properties 

– 14.9.3. 

 

6.5 Although I vigorously support the inclusion of 14.9.1.8 (a)viii: where appropriate and 

possible maintain views from properties.  I seek that an additional clause be added to 

14.9.3a(i) Impact on Neighbouring Property, stating: 

 C.  Any loss of view or outlook from adjoining sites beyond that anticipated by the 

recession planes and height restictions for the zone. 

 This is similar to the wording of clause B and C in this section, and is an appropriate 

clause in consideration of the hill zones.  On the flat land, this wording would have no 

impact greater than the rules for protection of sunlight in part A of the same section. 

 

6.6 Below is a sketch showing how not explicitly considering the adjoining property 

owners’ outlook and view could allow a building that significantly impacts on them: 
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Christian Jordan 

 

 

 

 

______________________ 
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