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INTRODUCTION  

1. My name is Darryl Kenneth Millar. I am a Director and senior planner with 

Resource Management Group Limited (RMG), a planning consultancy 

practicing in Christchurch and Wellington.  

2. I have appeared before the Hearings Panel in relation to Stage 1 and 2 

matters of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP). 

My experience is recorded in the statement of evidence presented on 

behalf of Ngai Tahu Property Limited for the Natural Hazards and 

Industrial/Commercial hearings.  

3. This hearing concerns itself with the Open Space Chapter of the pCRDP. 

My evidence deals with a specific proposal by Canterbury Sports Limited 

(CSL) to zone land Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone (OMF). The 

rezoning proposal would facilitate the further development of a sports 

facility. The land subject to the rezoning request is currently proposed to be 

zoned Rural Urban Fringe in the pCRDP.  

4. My relevant experience in planning matters relating to recreation facilities 

includes: 

(a) Planning lead for the redevelopment of Rugby Park for the CRFU 

(b) Planning commissioner for the redevelopment of Jellie Park Aquatic 

Centre in Christchurch and Hinemoa Park in Waimakariri District 

5. In addition, I am currently engaged as the Planning lead for the 

development of the Eastern Sports Recreation Centre (the “QEII” 

replacement) and the Metro Sports Facility anchor project. 

6. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The evidence in chief for the Council witnesses Janice Carter (19 

January 2016);  

(b) The Statement of Mr Paul Bridgman (27 January 2016) 

(c) The Independent Hearing Panel’s decision on Chapter 3 – Strategic 

Directions (Decision 1). 

(d) The notified versions of Chapter 18 (Open Space) 
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(e) The red-line versions of Chapter 18 (19 January 2016) and Chapter 

17 (October 2014) 

(f) The Decision of Commissioner Ken Lawn on RMA92023228 

(October 2014) 

(g) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

7. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and I agree to comply with it. My 

experience as an expert is set out above. I confirm that the issues 

addressed in this statement of evidence are 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. 

SUBMISSIONS SUMMARY 

8. The submission of CSL (2277) seeks to rezone land from Rural Urban 

Fringe (RUF) to Open Space Metropolitan Facilities Zone (OMF). As noted 

in paragraph 25.2 of Attachment A to the evidence in chief of Janice 

Carter1, CSL has confirmed that the spatial extent of the rezoning sought 

has been scaled back to only include land currently owned by the 

submitter; i.e. 466-482 Yaldhurst Road.  

9. Mr Paul Bridgman, and Robbie and Denyse Rowland, occupy land to the 

north of the submitter’s site. The Bridgman and Rowland sites both contain 

a dwelling and outbuildings, site landscaping and outdoor amenity areas. 

The attached aerial photograph (Appendix One) shows the extent of the 

land sought to be rezoned and the location of the Bridgman and Rowland 

properties. 

10. Mr Bridgman/Rowland further submission opposed the rezoning sought by 

CSL 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

11. My evidence is presented in three parts: 

(a) Part One provides a summary of the recent planning history of the 

CSL site, including a commentary on resource consent 

                                                
1
 19 January 2016 
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(RMA92023228) granted in October 2014 to partially develop the 

site for recreation purposes 

(b) Part Two outlines the relevant Open Space objectives and policies 

and summarises the activities provided for by the OMF.  

This provides a context in which to consider the potential scale of 

development that could occur and the interface effects on the 

Bridgman/Rowland properties. 

(c) Part 3 considers the rezoning request within the context of the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), the Land Use 

Recovery Plan (LURP) and Chapter 3 of the pCRDP (Strategic 

Directions) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

12. CSL propose to rezone land from RUF to OMF. The OMF provides for a 

broad range of recreation activities and facilities, together with supporting 

ancillary activities. The related OMF rules provide for generous floorspace, 

site coverage, hours of operation and height limits. 

13. The construction of the OMF zone package anticipates, in my view, an 

urban standard of development.  

14. Some development of the CSL land has occurred and recreational 

activities are underway. The CSL master plan suggests significant further 

development and intensification of activities on site.  

15. The landowner/occupier to the north (Bridgman) has outlined his concerns 

on the interface effects current being experienced as a result of the site’s 

operation.  

16. The relief being sought by CSL raises concerns in respect to the ability of 

such a facility to sit comfortably within the rural environment and alignment 

with the higher order planning instruments of the LURP and the CRPS. 

17. Overall, my view is that the relief sought in the CSL submission should be 

rejected and the zoning of the site remain RUF. 
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MEDIATION 

18. I attended mediation that occurred on the 17th December 2015, where the 

parties discussed the CSL original and the Bridgman/Rowland further 

submission. There was no resolution of the issues in that forum. 

19. I have been involved in further discussions between the parties following 

the mediation and these discussions are ongoing. 

PART ONE: THE CSL SITE  

20. The CSL site, and adjoining land to the east, north and west is zoned Rural 

5 (Airport Influences) in the operative City Plan. The properties to the north 

and west of the CSL site are largely developed as (or available for 

development as) 4 hectare lifestyle blocks. Land on the south side of 

Yaldhurst Road is zoned Living G and Living 1. Land to the east of Russley 

Road is predominantly zoned Living 1. 

21. Contextually, a similar zoning pattern is developed in the pCRDP. The CSL 

and adjoining land is zoned Rural Urban Fringe. Urban zonings exist to the 

south of Yaldhurst Road (RNN, RS and Commercial Core) and east of 

Russley Road land is zoned RS). 

22. In October 2014 the Christchurch City Council granted a resource consent 

(RMA92023228) to establish a recreational football facility on the CSL site. 

This approval provided for two full sized artificial football fields, one full size 

natural turf football field, six artificial mini-football fields (two of which are 

covered), lighting towers, covered seating, and sealed and unsealed car 

parking. The proposal also included a two level clubroom building providing 

spectator seating and: 

• On the ground level - changing rooms, coaches room, offices, 

therapy room, reception area and pro shop; and 

• On the first level – clubrooms, including a bar, kitchen and seating 

areas, function room (including an elevated stage), space for board, 

sponsors and corporate boxes, and an office for Mainland Football. 

23. The consent included a suite of conditions dealing with traffic and parking 

matters, landscaping, noise management, lighting, the use of the 
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clubrooms, and construction related activities. In particular, the conditions 

limited the use of the clubrooms for non-soccer related functions. 

24. One of the issues that the Independent Planning Commissioner considered 

during his deliberations was whether the proposal subject to the application 

should be considered as a “rural” or “urban” activity. Overall he concluded 

that it was best considered as an “urban activity”2.  

25. With the consent in place, CSL has commenced site development with the 

two artificial fields, lighting, vehicle access and some on-site parking 

provision in place. I understand these facilities are in use and Mr Bridgman 

describes in his Statement how his family have experienced the effects of 

the use of the land so far.  

26. The CSL submission acknowledges the submitter’s desire to further 

develop the site as a multi-sport facility for the wider Christchurch 

community – hence the desire to rezone the land OMF and remove the 

need for future consenting processes as the site is progressively 

developed. To illustrate the development possibilities, the CSL submission 

included a master plan (Attachment 3 to the submission). I acknowledge 

that the master plan is only conceptualising a vision that CSL has for the 

site, but it does illustrate at one level the building development and activity 

intensification that is being considered by the submitter. To this end, the 

master plan shows additional large buildings, parking, swimming pool, mini 

pitches or outdoor courts and football fields. 

PART TWO: THE OMF ZONE 

27. In considering the CSL submission, I have attempted to determine the 

general role and function of the OMF zone by reviewing the relevant policy 

and rule framework. 

28. In terms of the objectives and policies3: 

18.1.3 Objective 3 – Character, quality and amenity reads, in 

part: 

a. Activities, buildings and structures within open spaces are of a 

scale, form and design which: 

                                                
2
 RMA92023228 Commissioner Lawn decision, paragraphs 117 – 123, and 137 

3
 Redline version dated 19 January 2016, included as Attachment C to the evidence of Janice Carter 
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i. maintains the predominance of open space except for sites 

specifically dedicated to a more intense built development of 

recreation, sports or community facilities; 

ii. is compatible with the role and anticipated use of the open 

space, acknowledging that metropolitan facilities sites may 

contain large scale built development; 

iv. is integrated and consistent with the character of the 

surrounding area; 

v. minimises adverse effects, within the open space and on 

the adjoining land uses the surrounding environment’s 

ecological, landscape , natural and amenity values; 

18.1.4 Policy 1 – The role of open space and recreation 

facilities reads, in part: 

a. Provide, restore and enhance a network of public and private 

open spaces and recreation facilities that cater for a range of 

roles, functions and activities as follows: 

ii.  Open Space – Metropolitan Facilities Zone  -  

aAccommodates  public and private major sports facilities, 

larger recreation facilities, marine recreation facilities, and 

motorised sports facilities on sites that provide: 

A. Sufficient land area to accommodate large scale 

buildings, and structures, car and parking, cycle 

parking and, where necessary, buffer areas to minimise 

reverse sensitivity; 

B. Sufficient area to facilitate marine recreation 

activities, recreational boating and associated 

facilities while maintaining and enhancing public 

access to the coastal marine area for recreation; 

C.B. Capacity for multifunctional use, and provision for co-

location of complementary or compatible activities, 

including community and ancillary commercial 

activities and for hosting city, regional, national and 

2820 Bridgeman & Rowland - Evidence of Millar
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international events which provide entertainment to 

residents and visitors;  

D.C. Capacity to host city, regional, national and 

international events providing entertainment to 

residents and visitors; and  

E.D. Opportunities for revitalisation of Christchurch 

after the earthquakes.  

18.1.5 Policy 2 – Multifunctional use, accessibility and 

recovery reads, in part: 

a. Increase the capacity of the open space and recreation facilities 

by promoting compatible mixed or multi-functional use of land, 

buildings and facilities through adaptable designs. 

b. Maximise utilisation of metropolitan facilities and large urban 

parks while maintaining the open space amenity. 

c. Provide for community gardens, temporary activities and 

facilities, where appropriate, to revitalise and connect 

communities, and promote recovery.  

d. Maintain and enhance accessibility of open spaces to 

communities by providing provision of appropriately located 

entrances, public access ways, frontages on to public roads, 

and waterways, and wherever practicable connectivity with the 

wider open space and transport network.  

e. Recognise and provide for opportunities for revitalisation 

of Christchurch after the earthquakes. 

18.1.8 Policy 5 – Environmental effects reads, in part: 

a.  Ensure activities and the scale, layout, and design of open 

spaces and/or the facilities within them are appropriate to the 

locality and context, and adverse effects on the amenity values 

of neighbours, Ngāi Tahu cultural values, conservation 

activities and programmes, and wider community are avoided, 

remedied or mitigated, including through:  

2820 Bridgeman & Rowland - Evidence of Millar
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i. provision of sufficient separation distances and limiting the 

height of buildings; 

ii. limiting the floor area and site coverage; 

iii. landscaping and screening requirements; 

iv. mitigating adverse noise, glare, dust and traffic effects 

which may in some cases require a buffer area; 

v. restricting the types, duration, hours of operation and 

frequency of activities; 

b.  Ensure the scale, layout, and design of facilities, buildings and 

structures is consistent with the role and function of the open 

space, its anticipated level of spaciousness and character.  

29. The OMF4 provides for a range of permitted activities including: 

(a) Recreation facilities 

(b) Minor sports facilities 

(c) Major sports facilities 

(d) Gymnasium (excludes health care facility) 

(e) Ancillary sports and fitness health care services 

(f) Ancillary office and retail activity (10% of GFA) 

(g) Food and beverage (10% of GFA) 

(h) Conference and function facilities (ancillary function) 

(i) Guest accommodation 

(j) Community activities and facilities 

(k) Emergency service facilities  

 

 

                                                
4
 Redline version dated 19 January 2016, included as Attachment C to the evidence of Janice Carter 
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30. The built form standards5, include: 

(a) Road boundary building setback – 10m 

(b) No requirement for a building setback from adjoining rural zones 

(c) 20m maximum building height 

(d) No recession plane (sunlight and outlook) control for adjoining rural 

zones 

(e) 20% site coverage  

(f) 30% impervious surfaces coverage 

31. The policy framework of the pCRDP and the supporting rules potentially 

enable significant building development and a range of recreational, 

community facilities and activities. The scale of development that could 

occur with the OMF provisions on the CSL site are usefully illustrated in a 

table contained in paragraph 25.9 of Ms Carter’s evidence in chief where 

she notes that’s some 39,000m2 of building coverage and 59,000m2 of 

impervious surfaces could be authorised by the provisions as currently 

proposed.  

32. While that raises some concerns in my mind regarding adverse amenity 

effects on the adjoining rural property owners, particularly given the 

apparent absence of internal boundary setback and recession plane rules, 

the greatest “unknown” in my opinion is the effects outcomes associated 

with the activities that could occur on the site. By this I mean potential 

adverse amenity effects associated with further intensification of activities 

on site in the form of, for example, noise and light spill.  

33. I acknowledge that for the purposes of my evidence I have not quantified 

the scale and extent of such effects – as I am simply unable to do so given 

the lack of clarity around the detail of how the site could develop and be 

used in the future. Rather, I have used Mr Bridgman’s experiences to date 

(as outlined in his Statement) with the current development as a measure 

of the potential impacts on his property. 

                                                
5
 ibid 
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34. With the exception of the OMF at Lake Roto Kohatu reserve6, I am not 

aware of any other existing OMF within Christchurch that immediately 

adjoins a rural zone or, as in this particular case, which adjoins a rural zone 

with established rural/residential lifestyle blocks. As a consequence of that 

I have doubts that the suite of rules developed for the OMF would 

adequately address all adverse effects that could arise. This is particularly 

so given the Open Space objectives and policies recognise that such 

zones may have more intensely developed sites and the clear imperative in 

18.1.3 Objective 3 which seeks that activities, buildings and structures 

within open spaces are of scale, form and design “which is integrated and 

consistent with the character of the surrounding area”.  

35. When considering the “character” issue raised in 18.1.3 Objective 3, I have 

reviewed the objectives and policies of the Rural Zones7 to determine the 

environmental outcomes anticipated for the zone. While not specific to the 

RUF zone: 

(a) 17.1.1 Objective 1 (The rural environment is maintained) 

recognises a need to maintain “a contrast to the urban 

environment” 

(b) 17.1.1.2 Policy 2 (Contributing elements to rural character and 

amenity values) highlights that the elements that characterise a 

rural area include “a landscape dominated by openness and 

vegetation” 

36. Overall I do not consider that these objective and policy references add 

meaningful debate to the issue, other than in the plain and ordinary 

interpretation of the text in italics above. Having said that, I note that the 

site coverage calculations provided in Ms Carter’s evidence (paragraph 

25.9) illustrate the differences between the open space and RUF zones. It 

is arguable in the context of that information that dominance of open space 

could be significantly diminished by development occurring within the 

parameters of the OMF provisions.  

37. At the other end of development scale, the RUF zone provisions do provide 

for ‘recreation activities’ (P10) as a permitted activity, subject to a 100m2 

                                                
6
 Contains two artificial lakes used for motorised water sports, and adjoins the Rural Waimakariri and 

Industrial Heavy Zones 
7
 Redline version dated 8 December 2015, included as Appendix 1 to the Council’s Closing Legal 

Submissions 
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limitation on floorspace and impervious surfaces. Developments breaching 

this standard variously move through from restricted discretionary (500m2) 

to full discretionary activity (>500m2) status depending upon floorspace. 

This stringent control on recreational activity floorspace and impervious 

surfaces further reinforces my view that development of the scale and form 

anticipated by the OMF zone is contrary to the outcomes anticipated in the 

rural area. 

38. It may be possible to develop a suite of provisions8 designed specifically for 

this site, which also recognises and retains existing rural amenity levels. In 

my view, however, the submitter’s approach of relying on the OMF rules as 

they currently exist will not achieve this. 

39. In making that statement, however, I do acknowledge that the CSL 

submission specifically sought that should the rezoning occur, the site 

should be included in the list of privately owned metropolitan facilities 

contained in rule 18.3.3.2b. This would impose a 10m internal boundary 

building setback. 

40. I note that the submission also seeks that the site is included in the list of 

privately owned metropolitan facilities contained in rule 18.3.1.4 Table 1. 

Should this occur, the provision enables sites not required for recreation 

and sports activities to be developed in accordance with the provisions of a 

stated underlying zone. It is not clear from the submission which underlying 

zone CSL consider should prevail. If CSL is successful in its submission it 

should, in my view, be RUF.  If the submitter is seeking an urban zone, 

however, I do not consider that it is appropriate in the context of the current 

zoning pattern. 

41. In my view some support for the rezoning proposal can be found in the 

open space objectives and policies. This includes the objectives and 

policies that: 

(a) recognise the need for a network of open spaces, earthquake 

recovery and meeting the needs of population growth (18.1.1 

Objective 1 – Provision of open spaces and recreation facilities. 

18.1.5 Policy 2 – Multifunctional use, accessible and recovery).  

                                                
8
 Possibly including an ODP 

2820 Bridgeman & Rowland - Evidence of Millar
Page 13 of 19



13 

BRI10123 4712369.1 BRI4710543.1 
 

(b) promote mixed use or multi-functional use of land, buildings and 

facilities. Integration (18.1.5 Policy 2 – Multifunctional use, 

accessible and recovery). 

42. On balance, however, my predominant view remains one of an overall 

concern about the ability of a metropolitan sports facility (developed in line 

with the currently proposed OMF zone rules) to appropriately integrate into 

the existing rural environment. 

PART THREE: THE LURP, CRPS AND STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS 

 The Land Use Recovery Plan and the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement 

43. The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) inserted Chapter 6 into the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS). The introductory statement 

to Chapter 6 notes that it “provides a resource management framework for 

the recovery of Greater Christchurch, to enable and support earthquake 

recovery and rebuilding, including restoration and enhancement, for the 

area through to 2028.”  

44. Objective 6.2.1 and policy 6.3.1 are particularly relevant. They read, in part: 

Objective 6.2.1 – Recovery Framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater 

Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that:  

(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater 

Christchurch;  

(3) avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield 

priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS;  

(7) maintains the character and amenity of rural areas and settlements 

 Policy 6.3.1 – Development within the Greater Christchurch area 

 In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch: 

(1) Give effect to the urban form identified in Map A, which identifies the 

location and extent of urban development that will support recovery, 

rebuilding and planning for future growth and infrastructure delivery; 

2820 Bridgeman & Rowland - Evidence of Millar
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(4) ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or 

identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are 

otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS 

45. The CSL site is not located within an existing urban area or identified 

greenfield priority area. To give effect to the RPS requires consideration of 

whether the proposal is “urban development” or an “urban activity” 

(Objective 6.2.1(3), policy 6.3.1(4)). Policy 6.3.1(4) provides an exception 

for urban activities outside of the urban area and greenfield priority areas 

where “expressly provided for in the CRPS”. Such exceptions exist in 

policies 6.3.1(5) and 5.3.4, but they are not applicable to the types of 

activities anticipated on the CSL site.  

46. In addition, it is necessary to consider whether the outcomes sought by 

objective 6.2.1(7) would be achieved. In short, given my earlier conclusions 

regarding the ability of the proposal to sit comfortably within a rural context, 

particularly with reference to the replacement Plan policy framework for the 

Rural area, I do not consider that OMF zone covering the CSL site is 

aligned with objective 6.2.1(7) 

47. The CRPS definitions of “Urban Activity” and “Rural Activity” are given 

below. “Urban development” is not defined in the CRPS. 

“Urban activities means activities of a size, function, intensity or character 

typical of those in urban areas and includes:  

• residential units (except rural residential activities) at a density of more 

than one household unit per 4 ha of site area;  

•  Business activities, except those that fall within the definition of rural 

activities;  

•  Sports fields and recreation facilities that service the urban population 

(but excluding activities that require a rural location);  

•  Any other land use that is to be located within the existing urban area or 

new Greenfield Priority Area.” 

“Rural activities means activities of a size, function, intensity or character 

typical of those in rural areas and includes:  

2820 Bridgeman & Rowland - Evidence of Millar
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•  Rural land use activities such as agriculture, aquaculture, horticulture 

and forestry.  

•  Businesses that support rural land use activities.  

•  Large – footprint parks, reserves, conservation parks and recreation 

facilities.  

•  Residential activity on lots of 4 ha or more.  

•  Quarrying and associated activities.  

•  Strategic Infrastructure outside of the existing urban area and priority 

areas for development. 

48. In my view there are elements of the CSL master plan proposal that can be 

considered as “rural activities” – such as recreation facilities. Unhelpfully 

the term “recreation facilities” is not defined in the CRPS. That aside I do 

not consider the scale and intensity of activities permitted within the OMF 

zone is consistent with what could be anticipated as “activities of a size, 

function, intensity or character typical of those in rural areas”. My 

conclusion on this is strongly influenced by the policy framework and 

permissive rules9 supporting the OMF.  

49. In considering this issue further I note that the definition of “urban activity” 

makes specific reference to “sports fields and recreation facilities that 

service the urban population (but excluding activities that require a rural 

location)” I am not certain if the CSL proposal “requires” a rural location, 

but even if it could be argued in general terms that it did, the range of 

activities expressed in the CSL master plan (including the covered 

swimming pool, a 6000m2 stage 3 building, and a 4500m2 gymnastics 

building) and the range of activities permitted within the OMF raise doubts 

in my mind as to the validity of such an argument.  

50. Overall I am of the view that rezoning the site OMF would not give effect to 

the CRPS and, as a consequence, would be inconsistent with the LURP. 

 

 

                                                
9
 Both in terms of the range of ‘permitted’ activities and the development standards 
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The Strategic Directions Decision  

51. At a very broad level there is an argument in my view to consider 

amendments to the proposed Plan to accommodate the scale and extent of 

development that has been consented. This would enable the developer 

and operator of the site to undertake minor amendments and adjustments 

to site layout without necessarily revisiting resource consent processes. I 

see this concept aligning well with Strategic Directions 3.3.1 Objective 

(Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the district) 

and 3.3.2 Objective (Clarity of language and efficiency The District Plan) – 

particularly to the extent that it would minimise transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consent processes.  

52. I do not consider, however, that such an approach can be supported for the 

specific relief that is sought in the CSL submission; i.e. rezoning the site 

OMF.  

53. I accept that such a zoning would provide certainty for the site developer 

and operator, and would no doubt fulfil a recreational need for the city. For 

the reasons that I have outlined earlier, however, the outcome of this 

potentially raises concerns about the adverse effects on the adjoining rural 

zone and the extent of alignment with the CRPS and the LURP10. 

54. I fully promote the concept of permissive zoning regimes, particularly in this 

phase of post-earthquake recovery and rebuild the City faces. It is critical, 

in my view, that Plan provisions be as enabling as possible. Within this 

context, and putting the LURP and CRPS to one side for the moment, it 

may be possible to develop a suite of rules that provide for some further 

development on the site. In the absence of refined rules, including 

potentially an outline development plan which would reference site layout 

and use, I cannot support the CSL rezoning proposal. 

55. Within this context, my overall view is that the zoning should remain RUF. 

 

                                                

10 I note for completeness that the rezoning proposal may also be inconsistent with Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.7 (Urban growth, form and design) in the sense that an urban activity 

would occur outside of the existing urban limits.  
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CONCLUSION 

56. CSL propose to rezone land from RUF to OMF. The OMF provides for a 

broad range of recreation activities and facilities, together with supporting 

ancillary activities. The related OMF rules provide for generous floorspace, 

site coverage, hours of operation and height limits. 

57. The construction of the OMF zone package anticipates, in my view, an 

urban standard of development.  

58. Some development of the CSL land has occurred and recreational 

activities are underway. The CSL master plan suggests significant further 

development and intensification of activities on site.  

59. The landowner/occupier to the north (Bridgman) has outlined his concerns 

on the interface effects current being experienced as a result of the site’s 

operation.  

60. The relief being sought by CSL raises concerns in respect to the ability of 

such a facility to sit comfortably within the rural environment and alignment 

with the higher order planning instruments of the LURP and the CRPS. 

61. Overall, my view is that the relief sought in the CSL submission should be 

rejected and the zoning of the site remain RUF. 

 

 

_________________ 

Darryl Millar 

27 January 2016 
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