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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jason Christopher Jones.  I am a Consultant Planner with 

Resource Management Group Limited (also known as RMG), an urban 

and environmental planning consultancy with offices in Wellington 

and Christchurch. 

2 My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 3 – 8 

of my Statement of Evidence on Proposal 3, dated 25 November 

2014. 

3 I have previously provided evidence to the Independent Hearings 

Panel with respect to: 

(a) Proposal 3 

(b) Proposal 14 (Stage 1); and 

(c) Proposal 8 (Stage 1) 

4 Of particular relevance to this proposal, I have given evidence for 

Ngai Tahu Property in the Stage 1 Residential and Subdivision 

Proposals with respect to the New Neighbourhood provisions.  I have 

also engaged in extensive formal and informal mediation on the New 

Neighbourhood provisions with Council Officers and others.  

5 In preparing this evidence, I have read the evidence of Mr Andrew 

Collins, Ms Sarah Oliver and Mr Andy Milne for Christchurch City 

Council, and Mr Tony Penny for Canterbury Racecourse Trustees and 

Ngai Tahu Property Limited. 

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

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area 

of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in 

reliance on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material 

facts that are known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express in this evidence. 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

7 My evidence is presented on behalf of 3 submitters with similar 

interests in respect to the New Neighbourhood Zone provisions – the 

Canterbury Racecourse Reserve Trustees and Ngai Tahu Property 

Limited (Riccarton Park), Ngai Tahu Property (Wigram and Prestons 

North) and CDL Land (Prestons South).   

8 As a result of the extensive discussions which have taken place on 

these provisions both formally and informally and as a result of the 

prior hearing process, most of the remaining issues are now 

relatively discrete or relate to site specific requirements. 

9 With respect to Wigram and Prestons North my evidence addresses 

agreed components missed off the Operative District Plan (ODP), 

together with some matters of clarification. 

10 With respect to Prestons South, my evidence addresses amendments 

considered appropriate to better deal with the issue of density 

controls. 

11 With respect to Riccarton Park, my evidence addresses the proposed 

Christchurch City Council ODP and Narrative requirements relating to 

access across the existing racecourse “chute”, water supply upgrades 

and “special treatments” in allotments adjacent to the electricity 

distribution lines which traverse the site. 

12 I also revisit evidence I have provided to the Panel on non-

compliance with ODPs and density requirements within the revised 

policy and rule context proposed in the Council’s latest iteration of 

the New Neighbourhood Zone (NNZ) provisions. 

13 I have discussed all of these issues with Ms Oliver over the last week 

and note we have reached agreement on several of the amendments 

I outline below and shown in Appendix 1. 

CONTEXT AND EVOLUTION OF PROVISIONS 

14 In my evidence on Proposal 141, I set out background information on 

Prestons and Wigram.   

                                       
1 Evidence of Jason Christopher Jones for Ngai Tahu Property Ltd, 20 March 2015, pp.5-13 
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15 I will not repeat that information here, other than to highlight that 

the two areas were zoned Living G (LGZ) under the Operative City 

Plan by separate plan changes in 2011.   

16 Subdivision and household construction are now well-advanced in 

both Wigram and Prestons North2, being the areas of interest to Ngai 

Tahu Property.   

17 Prestons South3, the area of interest to CDL Land, has only been 

subject to preliminary subdivision works for initial stages.   

18 My evidence in relation to Wigram and Prestons therefore 

focusses primarily on the differences between the provisions 

of the LGZ and the Proposed NNZ. 

19 In contrast, the Riccarton Park site is a proposed new residential 

development area.  For the Panel’s reference, useful details of the 

racecourse site and the joint venture development partners 

(Canterbury Racecourse Trustees and Ngai Tahu Property Limited) is 

provided in the partners’ Stage 2 submission4.  

20 My evidence on the Riccarton Park site is focussed on the 

management of site-specific effects through the proposed 

ODP and NNZ rules. 

21 I’ve made the above distinctions to signal that the context 

surrounding these respective development areas and particularly the 

extent to which they have already been developed has shaped my 

view on the rules and methods that should apply to each under the 

NNZ.  To summarise that high-level view: 

i. the provisions of the LGZ should generally be codified in 

the NNZ for Prestons North and Wigram to avoid:  

(a) scenarios where people who have built homes in 

these areas are forced to rely upon existing use 

rights for the current nature and scale of built 

development; and 

                                       
2 Broadly speaking, this is the area within the Living G (Prestons) Zone north of Prestons 
Road 
3 Broadly speaking, this is the area within the Living G (Prestons) Zone south of Prestons 
Road 
4 Submission 2366, pp.2-3 
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(b) unjustified loss of permitted development potential 

(be it in relation to existing homes or sites where 

homes are yet to be constructed);  

ii. For Prestons South:  

(a) the area comprising the first subdivision stage 

should adopt the same approach as Prestons North 

and Wigram as subdivision and related construction 

are underway; and 

(b) the undeveloped balance of the site should adopt 

the general NNZ provisions; and 

iii. For Riccarton Park, the general NNZ provisions should 

apply, with some amendments as outlined in this 

evidence.  

22 I have conveyed this high-level view to Ms Oliver in the informal 

discussions we have held over recent months, and understand that 

her recommendations and associated amendments broadly align with 

that general view.  Apart from the few matters I raise below, I 

consider that the amendments Ms Oliver has made in response to the 

3 submitters are appropriate. 

23 Related to this, I note my appreciation to Ms Oliver for her continued 

willingness to engage on these issues.  The matters in contention 

between the Council and submitters have been substantially 

narrowed as a result, and this has assisted my own evidence 

preparation greatly.   

24 Those remaining matters in contention are the focus of the balance 

of my evidence. 

WIGRAM AND PRESTONS NORTH 

25 This section of my evidence relates to the NNZ areas at Wigram and 

Prestons North.  Specifically, I address: 

(a) missing density information on the Wigram ODP attached as 

Appendix 8.6.29 to Ms Oliver’s evidence; 
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(b) refinements to the special density provisions and associated lot 

sizes in the ODP narrative and associated NNZ rules for both 

Wigram and Prestons; and 

(c) minor points of clarification on the proposed bulk and location 

controls in Proposal 14. 

26 The version of the Wigram ODP map attached to Ms Oliver’s evidence 

shows a large proportion of the area within the ODP boundary as 

uncoloured.   

27 I have discussed this matter with Ms Oliver, and understand this was 

an oversight.  With Ms Oliver’s assistance, I have provided an 

updated plan that assigns the correct density notation to the 

previously uncoloured areas (Appendix 1).  I note Ms Oliver and I are 

in agreement that this version of the ODP should replace the version 

attached to her evidence in chief. 

28 For completeness, I also note this same area was the subject of my 

evidence on Proposal 14.  The Council originally proposed to zone 

this area Residential Suburban under Proposed Replacement District 

Plan (pRDP) Stage 1.  As a result of the Proposal 14 hearing, 

however, Council and Ngai Tahu Property subsequently agreed that 

proposed Residential Suburban zoning was not appropriate. This was 

expressed to the Panel by both parties5 and a deferral was sought to 

determine the appropriate zoning through future stages of the pRDP.   

29 It is now accepted by Council and Ngai Tahu Property that the NNZ is 

appropriate and should the Panel accept that shared position, a 

consequential amendment will need to be made to the proposed 

planning maps to assign an NNZ notation to the area. 

30 Turning to the matter of special density areas and related lot sizes, 

Ms Oliver has ‘grandfathered’ in a large portion of the LGZ provisions 

for the NNZ areas at Prestons and Wigram.  Short of retaining the 

LGZ provisions (as sought by the Ngai Tau Property submission), I 

consider Ms Oliver’s approach is generally appropriate and will 

achieve similar ends.   

31 In some cases, Ms Oliver has deleted redundant clauses and/or 

simplified provisions that were unnecessarily complex under the LGZ 

                                       
5 Ngai Tahu Property’s closing submissions on Proposal 14 may assist the Panel with 
additional context, including the annotated maps attached to those submissions.  
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regime.  I support those amendments and consider they improve the 

usability of the Plan in general. 

32 As a consequence of converting the LGZ provisions to the NNZ 

framework, however, some of the Council’s redline provisions lack 

clarity.   

33 For example, Clause 2(b) under the controlled activity standards for 

subdivision duplicates Clause 2(a) in the Prestons ODP Narrative: 

8.2.3 Activity standards 

8.2.3.1A Standards applying in the Residential New 

Neighbourhood Zone 

… 

(2) Residential net density 

(b) Within the Prestons ODP area 

(Appendix 8.25) the minimum net 

density is to be between 13 and 15 

households per hectare.   

2.  Density Variations 

a) A density of between 13 and 15 households per 

hectare (hh's/ha) is to be achieved across the ODP 

area, with variety in density and housing types. The 

density yields will be defined on an approved 

subdivision consent plan. 

34 Moreover, consideration of Clause 2(a) above is triggered both by 

Standard 1 and Standard 2(d) of 8.2.3.1A. 

35 In my view, this duplication is unnecessary, and I consider the 

simplest way to resolve this would be to delete Standard 2(b) under 

8.2.3.1A. I have included an amendment to that extent in Appendix 

1.   

36 I have also included a minor amendment to Clause 2(a) in the 

Prestons ODP narrative for density variations to make a direct 

connection between the densities shown on the ODP map and the 
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narrative, and to make it clear within the Plan which areas are 

subject to the special density provisions in Chapters 8 and 14.     

37 I have duplicated that clause in the Wigram narrative (as a new 

Clause 4 under 8.6.29.D) as the redline provisions lacked any 

direction about the density distribution at Wigram. 

38 With respect to the controlled activity subdivision standards, my view 

is that Standard 4 under 8.2.3.1A should be amended.  I support the 

inclusion of Clause (f) under Standard 4, which exempts the special 

density areas (Density A and B sites) in Wigram, Prestons and 

Yaldhurst.  However, the lot size requirements for these special 

density areas are otherwise innominate in the NNZ provisions.   

39 I consider lot size range for these special density areas should be 

specified under the rule.  I have drafted an amendment to that effect 

in Appendix 1. 

40 If the Panel is of a mind to accept those recommendations, there 

may be a need to make consequential changes for the Yaldhurst ODP 

area. 

41 Clause (e) under Standard 5 creates the same innominate outcome 

as Standard 4.  In this respect, a similar amendment to the above 

could be made to Clause (e) to specify minimum lot widths for these 

areas.   

42 That said, there are no minimum lot widths currently specified for 

these areas in the Operative City Plan to rely upon.  Rather, the 

operative provisions manage minimum lot width through other 

mechanisms, such as yard setbacks and outdoor living space 

dimension requirements. 

43 I am aware that there are several sites within these areas that have 

widths as low as 8m, and for that reason, I support Ms Oliver’s 

approach of exempting Density A and B sites from the 10m minimum 

width for other NNZ sites.  However, I consider further amendment is 

required to Standard 5 so it is clearer what, if any, minimum width 

requirement applies.  

44 In my view, this could be achieved by either specifying that no 

minimum lot width applies for these areas (per the operative plan) or 

by reducing the minimum for the areas to 8m to accommodate the 
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narrowest as-built sites completed to date.  My preference is for the 

former option to maintain consistency with the operative LGZ 

provisions and I have amended Clause (e) on Appendix 1 to that 

effect. That amendment also adopts similar language to the amended 

Clause (f) as proposed by Ms Oliver for the sake of consistency. 

45 Finally, I have recommended two minor changes to the standards 

under Clause 14.6.3 in the annotated Proposal 14 provisions 

attached as Appendix 1.  These relate to: 

(a) deletion of unnecessary text in Clause (d) under the site 

coverage standard 14.6.3.2; and 

(b) an additional exception to Clause (a) under the road boundary 

setback standard 14.6.3.11. 

46 Both of these changes are consequential and improve the clarity and 

function of the relevant standards. 

PRESTONS SOUTH 

47 As indicated in the context section of my evidence above, the 

approach I consider most appropriate for Prestons South is two-fold:  

the initial stage, where subdivision construction is underway, should 

adopt the same approach as Prestons North and the balance of the 

area should adopt the general NNZ provisions. 

48 Overall, I consider the version of the Prestons ODP attached to Ms 

Oliver’s evidence achieves this dual approach, subject to the 

refinements I have described above. 

49 Collectively, these amendments will ensure that the initial stages of 

Prestons South where subdivision is advanced can be completed as 

envisaged under the LGZ provisions. Future stages which have not 

been progressed to that level will be able to enjoy the enhanced 

development flexibility afforded by the general NNZ provisions. 

RICCARTON PARK  

50 My evidence on Riccarton Park is organised to address four matters, 

namely: 

(a) water supply;  
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(b) access across the racecourse ‘chute’; 

(c) landscape setbacks from electricity distribution lines; and 

(d) general drafting of ODP narrative provisions. 

51 The redline version of the ODP narrative attached to Ms Oliver’s 

evidence includes development requirement (5a), which requires the 

upgrading of existing water supply mains on five roads6 that adjoin 

the site.   

52 I have discussed potential amendments to this clause with Council’s 

witnesses, Ms Oliver and Ms O’Brien, and with the submitters’ civil 

engineer with a view to requiring new mains to be provided where 

appropriate as opposed to upgrading all of the existing mains on the 

site’s periphery. 

53 As a result of that dialogue, I have included an agreed amendment to 

Clause 5(a) to note that a new main will be provided on Yaldhurst 

Road to Service the adjoining development stage.  The remainder of 

the development will be serviced by upgrades to existing mains as 

set out in the redline provisions.   

54 With respect to the racecourse chute, I note that Mr Penny has 

already described this feature in his evidence.  I adopt that 

description for the purposes of my evidence. 

55 As noted by Mr Penny, the Council has proposed an indicative 

connection across the chute (by way of two red arrows), supported 

by Clause 3(f) in the ODP narrative which requires a future road 

connection across the chute. 

56 In my review of the Council’s evidence, I have been unable to detect 

any consideration of the costs or benefits of requiring such a 

connectional, though I note Mr Milne does provide some commentary 

on the Council’s desire for the connection to be provided for. 

57 At paragraph 13.4  of his evidence, Mr Milne states that the copy of 

the ODP attached to the joint venture’s submission “fails to address 

the Council's goal of seeing an ODP that provides future scope to 

connect to the area currently used for the racecourse operations.” I 

disagree with that finding.   

                                       
6 Yaldhurst Road, Steadman Road, Zenith Place, Kinross Street and Cicada Place 
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58 The ODP attached to the submission makes specific provision for 

future road connections to the operational area east of ‘Area 1’ along 

Yaldhurst Road, and east of ‘Area 3’ towards the racecourse 

grandstand and Racecourse Road.  This was done specifically to 

enable future integration with those areas in the event they become 

surplus to the racecourse’s needs.   

59 Mr Milne also registers his opposition to the submission version of the 

ODP due to its failure to meet the following key transport 

requirements of the RPS and the Christchurch Strategic Transport 

Plan: 

(a) Providing high quality, barrier free, multimodal connections; 

(b) Documenting the infrastructure required, and how it will be 

funded; and 

(c) Principal through roads, connections with surrounding road 

networks and relevant infrastructure service and area for 

possible future development. 

60 Mr Penny has addressed the first matter above in his evidence.  I 

adopt his findings, and will not repeat them here. 

61 With respect to the latter two matters, Mr Milne cites the matters as 

being derived from Policy 6.3.3 to the RPS.  I note that policy is not a 

relevant policy consideration for the Riccarton Park site given it is not 

identified as a ‘greenfield priority area’  within the meaning of that 

term in the RPS. 

62 In light of the above, I do not share Mr Milne’s view that the link 

across the chute is required to meet RPS policy.   

63 I also share Mr Penny’s view that Mr Milne has not demonstrated that 

the benefits to be derived from a future linkage across the chute 

outweigh the costs. 

64 Accordingly, I have recommended the deletion of the narrative text 

and map notations for the chute link in Appendix 1. 

65 The ODP narrative also includes a development requirement that “To 

help mitigate the impact of the transmission lines, special interface 

treatments such as deeper lots and boundary planting are required 

for adjacent properties.” 
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66 In my view, this development requirement lacks sufficient certainty 

as to what is expected for future development adjacent to the lines.  

Moreover, I am unaware of any other provisions in the Plan (apart 

from one other ODP area) where such a provision is required of 

future development near electricity infrastructure. 

67 In my view, the proposed subdivision corridor and yard setbacks 

from lines and substations are sufficient to manage adverse effects 

on the transmission and distribution line networks.  No additional 

‘special interface treatments’ are justified in my view for Riccarton 

Park. 

68 Finally, I have suggested some other amendments to the drafting of 

the ODP narrative, most of which are to improve certainty or reduce 

ambiguity.   

69 I also consider that the narrative provisions generally lack a 

consistent style with some clauses using the term ‘shall’, others 

using ‘are required’ and others with no active direction at all (for 

example ‘A second access road from Steadman Road to the collector 

road in Area 2’).  I have not proposed to convert the Riccarton Park 

narrative to a single style as I appreciate this may be a matter the 

Panel wishes to explore with several parties but simply note that it 

would benefit from further refinement.    

INCONSISTENCIES WITH ODP 

70 Mr Collins7, Consultant Planner for the Council, has noted that the 

redline provisions for subdivision and land use trigger a fully 

discretionary activity resource consent where the controlled or 

permitted standards (respectively) are not met for consistency with 

the ODP.  He supports this approach, noting his view that it gives 

effect to the RPS as well as proposed Objective 8.1.4 and Policy 

8.1.4.1(b) in Proposal 8. 

71 While I understand Mr Collins’ conclusion, my view is that the 

Proposal will better implement the operative and proposed Objectives 

if amendments to the policy and rules are made. 

                                       
7 Evidence of Andrew Collins (7/12/15), page 17, para 8.4 and page 29, para 11.13 
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72 Addressing the policy level first, I refer the Panel to my evidence8 on 

Proposal 8, where I supported the revised version of the ODP9 

proposed by the Crown’s Planner, Ms McIntyre, following mediation.  

In my statement, I noted my particular support for the change in 

approach from the notified version as: 

(a) Ms McIntyre’s proposed policy was focussed on what should be 

included in ODPs; whereas; 

(b) the notified policy was focussed on measuring compliance with 

a given ODP. 

73 The redline version of the policy supported by Mr Collins now 

performs both of these functions. For the reasons outlined in my 

Proposal 14 evidence, I do not support the compliance function of the 

Policy.  In my view, that role is already performed by the controlled 

activity standard for subdivision and the permitted standard for land 

use.   

74 Where those standards are deviated from and assessment against 

Policy 8.1.4.1(b) is triggered (as a discretionary activity), my view is 

that decision-makers will not be assisted by the main aim of the 

proposed policy, being “subdivision, use and development is 

consistent with the relevant Outline Development Plan.”   

75 By definition, such applications will not be consistent with the ODP, 

which is why consent is required.  In some cases, the resulting 

proposal may be better than (or at least no worse than) the ODP, 

and such proposals should not be “punished” by the policy 

framework.  Instead, the focus should be on assessing the extent to 

which deviations from the ODP lead to poor, neutral or better 

outcomes.   

76 Accordingly, I recommend that clause (b) of the policy be deleted.   

77 If the Panel prefers to retain the clause, I recommend that the focus 

be adjusted towards evaluating the extent to which any deviations 

from the ODP result in adverse effects and/or compromise the 

balance of this policy or the other policies that implement proposed 

Objective 8.1.4.  Either of these amendments I have proposed would 

                                       
8 Proposal 8 Evidence of Jason Jones (8 June 2015), page 5, paras 17-19 
9 At that time, the policy was labelled Policy 8.1.2.9 
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be consistent with the aim of RPS Policy 6.3.3 and proposed 

Objective 8.1.4 in my view. 

78 In relation to the default activity status for the ‘consistency with the 

ODP’ rules, I refer the Panel to the joint planning statement10 arising 

from conferencing on Proposal 8 (which I participated in).  The 

annotated provisions attached to that statement adopted the 

following approach to subdivision of land subject to ODPs: 

(a) subdivision in accordance with ‘fixed’ elements on the ODP is 

controlled, irrespective of whether the proposal is in accordance 

with ‘flexible’ elements on the ODP; and 

(b) subdivision not in accordance with ‘fixed’ elements is restricted 

discretionary. 

79 I remain in support of this approach, and I note this is in contrast to 

the provisions as proposed by Mr Collins and Ms Oliver (who did not 

attend the Proposal 8 conferencing). Their proposed provisions also 

set out a greater level of prescription in the ODPs and include more 

defined assessment matters relative to the notified proposals and/or 

the provisions derived from Proposal 8 conferencing.  

80 While I generally support their changes to the ODPs and assessment 

matters, I do not agree that a change in default activity status for 

subdivision or land use proposals that are inconsistent with an ODP 

(relative to the conferencing statement approach) is required.   

81 For example, the proposed narrative for the Northwest Belfast ODP 

(Appendix 8.6.23.D) requires a new walkway between Belfast and 

the Waimairi Walkway.  In my view, non-compliance with this 

requirement need not be considered as a fully discretionary activity, 

as the effects to be assessed are limited and easily identified.    

82 The same applies in the ODP narrative where the required upgrade to 

Wastewater Pump Station 62 is not complied with .  In my view, 

there is no need to consider effects wider than those relating to the 

management of wastewater capacity for such a proposal. 

83 In short, the Council’s ability to apply appropriate conditions, or 

decline, an application that fails to meet these requirements is not 

                                       
10 Planning expert conferencing statement – Chapter 8: Conferencing Matters A, B, C, D, E, F, 
H and I (26 June 2015) 
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diminished by adopting a restricted discretionary default status and 

rather, enables a more focused and efficient assessment. 

84 My view is that adopting a restricted discretionary default status is 

more consistent with the aims11 of the Strategic Directions Chapter 

to foster investment certainty and minimise transaction costs 

associated with future consent processes.   

85 That said, even if a restricted discretionary default is adopted, I note 

that the structure of the proposed rule framework already enables a 

much wider discretion for inconsistency with an ODP than it does for 

subdivisions that fail to meet one of the ‘other’ controlled activity 

standards (for example, lot size or width).  This is owing to the 

relevant standard (8.2.3.1A (1) or 14.6.3.16) applying to the ODP as 

a whole, and not to specific requirements within the ODP.   

86 In other words, it doesn’t matter if 1 or 20 development 

requirements are not met by a given application – inconsistency with 

the entire ODP is the resulting matter of restricted discretion. 

87 In my view, this adds force to the default activity status for 

inconsistency with an ODP being restricted discretionary rather than 

fully discretionary. 

NONCOMPLIANCE WITH DENSITY REQUIREMENTS 

88 Related to the above issue, I refer the Panel to my presentation of 

evidence at the Proposal 8 hearing12 in relation to non-compliance 

with minimum net density requirements.  

89 In summary, my  view was that restricted discretionary activity status 

would be appropriate where a given application does not achieve the 

15hh/ha minimum, provided that such a process would enable an 

opportunity for affected landowners in the ODP area to be involved 

and that it could be demonstrated through the restricted 

discretionary process that the minimum net density of 15hh/ha for 

the ODP overall would still be met by some mechanism ensured by 

that process.   

                                       
11 Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 
12 Transcript for Proposal 8 Hearing, Wednesday 24 June 2015, pp.179-182, pp.192-195, and 
198-200 
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90 Further, I noted that where that overall minimum net density 

precondition for restricted discretionary activity could not be met, it 

would be appropriate to decline the application.  I remain of that 

view. 

91 The revised standard for minimum density described by Mr Collins 

adopts a similar approach; however, it brings in the opportunity for 

departure from the 15hh/ha under the controlled activity standard. 

Failure to reliably demonstrate that the shortfall can be 

accommodated elsewhere in the ODP triggers a fully discretionary 

activity consent requirement under the redline approach. 

92 In my view, classifying such proposals as fully discretionary will be 

no more effective at implementing the RPS or pRDP policies than 

restricted discretionary, and would arguably be less efficient (owing 

to unnecessarily broad discretion being applied to future applications 

and decision-making).  The matters to be assessed under such a 

proposal are reasonably confined and well understood, so there is no 

justification in my view for a fully discretionary status over a 

restricted one. 

 

Jason Christopher Jones 

15 December 2015 



APPENDIX 1  Annotated changes by Mr Jones shown as highlighted 

Appendix 1 / Page 1 

REVISED PROPOSAL 8 DECEMBER 2015 – RESDIENTIAL NEW NEIGHBOORHOOD 

CHAPTER 8 PROVISIONS 
 

Amend proposed Policy 8.1.4.1 as follows: 

 
8.1.4.1  Policy – Outline Development Plans  

… 
 
b. Subdivision, use and development is consistent with the relevant Outline Development Plan and 

any interim subdivision, use and development does not compromise the timely implementation of, 
or outcomes sought by, the Outline Development Plan. 

 

 

 

Amend proposed Rule 8.2.2.2 as follows: 

 
8.2.2.2  Restricted Discretionary Activities  

 

 Activity Activity Standard Matters of discretion 

RD2 Subdivision in any zone other 
than the Residential New 
Neighbourhood Zone not 
complying with C5 (except as 
specified at 8.2.2.3 or 8.2.2.4) 

N/A The matters for control at 
8.2.4.1(4) and, where relevant 
8.2.4.1(5), and the relevant matter 
of discretion in relation to the non-
compliance as follows: 

RD2A Subdivision in the 
Residential New 
Neighbourhood Zone 
not complying with C6 

8.2.3.1A(1) 
Consistency with Outline 
Development Plan 
 
8.2.3.1A(2) 
Residential net density 

Refer 8.2.4.2A 

 

Note there may be a need to make further consequential amendments as a result of the above deletions. 

 

  

 

Amend Standard 2 under Clause 8.2.3.1A as follows: 

 
(2)  Residential net density 

(a)  The subdivision shall achieve a minimum net density within residential development areas of 15 
households per hectare, except as provided for in (b), (c), (d) or (e)  below. in areas shown on an 
Outline Development Plan as being subject to development constraints. Alternatively, where an 
Outline Development Plan specifies (on plan or in narrative) different minimum net density 
requirements for any part of the land concerned, then it shall achieve the specified net density. 

 
(b)  Within the Prestons ODP area (Appendix 8.25) the minimum net density is to be between 13 and 

15 households per hectare. 
 
(c)  Within areas shown on an Outline Development Plan as being subject to development constraints 

either an alternative minimum net density may be specified in the Outline Development Plan or 
else no minimum net site density applies. 

 … 
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Amend Standard 4 under Clause 8.2.3.1A as follows: 

 

(4)  Minimum lot size (residential lots) Creation of lots: 

(a)  Corner lots shall have a minimum net site area of 400m². 
 
(b) All other lots shall have a minimum net site area of 300m². 
 
(c)  Except that 20% of lots in the subdivision may be 180 – 299m² in size. 
 
(d)  The standards in (a) to (c) above do not apply in respect of comprehensive residential 

developments where subdivision and land use consents are sought concurrently (refer Chapter 
14). 

 
(e)  The standards in (a) to (c) above do not apply to rear lane serviced lots in the Yaldhurst ODP 

(Appendix 8.6.28). A minimum net site area of 250m2 applies to such lots. 
 
(f)  In the following Outline Development Plan areas, Tthe standards in (a) to (c) above do not apply 

to Density A and B areas that are defined either in the Outline Development Plan or on an 
approved subdivision consent.  All lots shall comply with the size requirements specified below for 
the following Outline Development Plan areas: 
 
i. Prestons ODP - Appendix 8.6.25 

a.  Density A lots shall have a minimum net site area of 200m
2
 and a maximum net site area of 

250m
2 

b.  Density B lots shall have a minimum net site area of 450m
2
 and a maximum net site area of 

500m
2 

 
ii. Wigram ODP - Appendix 8.6.29 

a.  Density A lots shall have a minimum net site area of 200m
2
 and a maximum net site area of 

250m
2 

b.  Density B lots shall have a minimum net site area of 250m
2
 and a maximum net site area of 

450m
2 

 
iii. Yaldhurst ODP - Appendix 8.6.28  

 

Note – Yaldhurst lot sizes may also need to be expressly stated 

 

 

Amend Standard 5 under Clause 8.2.3.1A as follows: 

 

(4)  Minimum lot width  
 

(a)  Corner lots shall have a minimum net site area of 400m². 
 
… 
 
(e)  In the following Outline Development Plan areas, tThe standards in (a) to (d) above do not apply 

and there shall be no minimum lot width for to Density A and B areas defined either in the Outline 
Development Plan or on an approved subdivision consent for the following Outline Development 
Plan areas: 

 
i. Prestons ODP - Appendix 8.6.25 
ii. Wigram ODP - Appendix 8.6.29 
iii. Yaldhurst ODP - Appendix 8.6.28 
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Amend Standard 14.6.3.2 (site coverage) as follows: 

 

14.6.3.23 Site coverage 

 

The maximum percentage of the net site area covered site coverage by buildings, excludingis: 

… 

shall be as follows: 

… 

(d)  80% of net site area for Within Density A areas as shown on an approved subdivision consent 
plan the Prestons Outline Development Plan (Appendix 8.6.25) or on the Wigram Outline 
Development Plan (Appendix 8.6.29). in the following Outline Development Plan areas, the 
maximum site coverage shall be as follows: 

 
 

Amend Standard 14.6.3.2 (site coverage) as follows: 

 

14.6.3.1112 Road boundary building setback 

 

(a)  The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be 4m except where (b) or (c) applies. 

 
(b)  The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be 3m on any site within the Prestons 

Outline Development Plan area (Appendix 8.6.25) or Yaldhurst Outline Development Plan 
(Appendix 8.6.28): 

 
(c)  The minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be 2m on any site in Density A areas 

within the Wigram Outline Development Plan area (Appendix 8.6.29).  
 

Within Density A areas as shown on an approved subdivision consent plan in the following Outline 
Development Plan areas, the minimum building setback from road boundaries shall be 3m: 
(i) Prestons ODP Appendix 8.6.25 
(ii) Wigram ODP Appedix 8.6.29 
(iii) Yaldhurst ODP Appendix 8.6.28 
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Amend Appendix 8.6.25 Prestons ODP as follows: 

REVISED PROPOSAL 8 DECEMBER 2015 - RESIDENTIAL NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD 

OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLANS 
 

APPENDIX 8.6.25 PRESTONS (NORTH AND SOUTH) OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 

8.6.25.A CONTEXT  

The Prestons Outline Development Plan area covers approximately 200ha of land on the north east edge of 

the city and involves land both north and south of Prestons Road. It is bounded by Mairehau Road to the 

south and Lower Styx Road to the north. To the east, the site adjoins the established suburb of Burwood 

and residential developments such as The Limes, Tumara Park and Waitikiri. There are also two 18-hole golf 

courses to the north-east that link the zone to Bottle Lake Forest Park. To the west, there is mostly an area 

of what is considered to be more productive and versatile soils, which provides a setback and buffer to 

residential properties from Marshland Road. 

8.6.25.B GUIDANCE  

Guidance on the means to achieve the development requirements and form and design elements is 

provided within the Christchurch City Council’s New Neighbourhood Design Guide.  

8.6.25.C DEVELOPMENT FORM AND DESIGN 

The following design elements and features are relevant considerations in exercising control over the 

matters in 8.2.4.1A or the matters for discretion in 8.2.4.2A. They are not requirements which must be met 

to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 Consistency with the Outline Development Plan.    

1. New development is to integrate with established urban areas and with on-site and nearby natural 

features and open space.  

2. Commercial activities will be centrally located and will accommodate local retail, business, civic and 

community/recreational activities.  

3. The key feature of the new neighbourhood will be the central stormwater and open space corridor.  

8.6.25.D DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

The development requirements which must be met to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 

Consistency with the Outline Development Plan are described below and shown on the accompanying  plan.  

1. INTEGRATION AND INTERFACES 

a) Subdivision designs will demonstrate connectivity between different land ownership areas 

through road, open space and pedestrian and cycleway linkages.   

b) From and along the rural boundary a 15m building setback is required and prior to or 

concurrently with the construction of the first building on any allotment, a solidly clad boundary 

fence shall be erected, having a minimum height of 1.8 metres and a maximum height of 2m. 
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c) A 10m deep landscape strip shall be planted along the frontage with Lower Styx Road with native 

shrubs and small trees selected from the Prestons Planting List. One large native tree selected 

from Prestons Planting List shall be provided per 40m² of the 10m required landscape strip. 

d) Buildings shall be setback 15m from Lower Styx Road. 

e) Fencing along the boundary with Lower Styx Road, and fencing along first 10m of internal 

boundaries back from Lower Styx Road, shall not exceed a maximum height of 1.2m and shall be 

at least 50% visually transparent. 

f) A 3m landscape strip shall be planted along with Mairehau Road with native shrubs and small 

trees selected from the Prestons Planting List. One tree selected the Prestons Planting List shall 

be provided per 20m2 of the 3m required landscaping strip. A Minimum 50% of required trees 

shall be native. 

g) Buildings shall be setback 10m from Mairehau Road. 

h) Fencing on the boundary with Mairehau Road, and fencing along first 3m of internal boundaries, 

back from Mairehau Road shall not exceed a maximum height of 1.2m and shall be at least 50% 

visually transparent. 

i) A 10m landscape strip shall be provided adjacent to boundary with the Waitikiri and Windsor 

Golf Courses and shall be maintained as turf. One large tree selected from the Prestons Planting 

List shall be provided per site adjoining golf courses. One additional large tree selected from the 

Prestons Planting List shall be planted per 100m² of the 10m required landscape strip. 

j) A minimum 10m building setback from the boundary with the Waitikiri and Windsor Golf 

Courses. 

k) Fencing on the boundary with Waitikiri and Windsor Golf Courses, and fencing along first 10m of 

internal boundaries back from Waitikiri and Windsor Golf Courses, shall not exceed a maximum 

height of 1.2m and shall be at least 50% visually transparent. 

2. DENSITY VARIATIONS 

a) A density of between 13 and 15 households per hectare (hh's/ha) is to be achieved across the 

ODP area, with variety in density and housing types. The density yields types will be defined on 

the Outline Development Plan maps below or on an approved subdivision consent plan. 

3.  OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

a) A continuous reserve corridor located from the Domain on Prestons Road through to Mairehau 

Road.   

b) Additional community parks are required to support the higher density areas.  

4. ACCESS AND TRANSPORT 

a) A fully interconnected local road network across the site that achieves a high level of accessibility 

for people, including opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport.  

b) No direct vehicle access from any residential allotment shall be granted to Mairehau Road from 

the following unless the 80km speed limit on Mairehau Road is reduced to 60km or less, or a 

subdivision consent plan establishing residential access is approved; 

(i)    any secondary road until such time as the portion of the main primary road linking 
Prestons Road to Mairehau Road is open to traffic; 

(ii)    any residential allotment. 
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5.  STORMWATER 

a) All watercourses in the neighbourhood are to be integral components of the open space 

network.  

7.  WATER AND WASTEWATER 

a) The area is serviced by a vacuum sewer system.  The Vacuum Sewer Pump Station VS5003 has 

capacity for the equivalent of 2,364 residential lots. 

8.  STAGING 

a) No more than 1700 residential units and 7200m2 of non-residential activities within the Prestons 

ODP area shall occur until such time as construction of the Northern Arterial and the 4-laning of 

QEII Drive between Main North Road and Innes Road together with either the Northern Arterial 

extension or the Hills Road extension has commenced. 

9. PRESTONS PLANTING LIST 

Large Native Trees 

Dacrydium cupressinum rimu 

Podocarpus totara totara 

Prumnopitys taxifolia matai 

Large Exotic Trees 

Acer campestre field maple 

Alnus Glutinosa black alder 

Liquidambar styraciflua liquidambar 

Platanus orientali 'autumn glory' plane tree 

Quercus coccinea scarlet oak 

Quercus palustris pin oak 

Tilia cordata small-leaved lime 

Small Native Trees 

Dodonea viscosa akeake 

Kunzea ericoides kanuka 

Leptospermum scoparium manuka 

Plagianthus regius manatu lowland ribbonwood 

Sophora microphylla south island kowhai 

Native Shrubs and Small Trees >1.2m 

Coprosma propinqua mikimiki 

Coprosma robusta karama 

Coprosma aff. mikimiki (shrub) 

Cordyline australis ti kouka kouka/cabbage tree 

Griselinia littoralis kapuka/broadleaf 
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Hebe salicifolia koromiko (shrub) 

Hoheria angustifolia hohere/narrow-leaved lacebark 

Lophomyrtus obcordata rohutu/nz murtle 

Melicope simplex poataniwha (shrub) 

Melicytus ramiflorus mahoe 

Myrsine divaricata weeping mahout 

Olearia paniculata golden akeake/akiraho 

Pennantia corymbosa kaikomako 

Phomium tenax harakeke 

Pittosporum tenuifolium kohuhu/black matipo/tawhiro 

Pseudopanax crassifolius horoeka/lancewood 

Native Shrubs <1.2m 

Anemanthele lessoniana hunangamoho/wind grass 

Astelia frangrans kakaha/bush lily 

Carex buchananii purei 

Carex testacea speckled sedge speckled sedge 

Cyperus ustulatus toetoe upotangata 

Dainella nigra inkberry 

Festuca novae-zelandiae fescue tussock 

Haloragis erecta toatoa 

Hypericumm gramineum new zealand st johnswort 

Libertia ixioides mikoikoi/nz iris 

Poa cita silver tussock 

Poa colensoi blue tussock 

Polystichum richardii pikopiko/black shield fern 

Uncinia uncinata hook-sedge 
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Amend Appendix 8.6.17 Riccarton Park ODP as follows: 

APPENDIX 8.6.17 RICCARTON PARK (RICCARTON RACECOURSE) OUTLINE 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN  

 

8.6.17.A CONTEXT  

Champions Mile new neighbourhood is located on surplus land on the western part of Riccarton Racecourse. 

It borders the established residential areas of Broomfield and Russley. The Paparua Stream runs across the 

southern part of the neighbourhood linking Arcon Stream Reserve in the west and Showgate Reserve to the 

south east.  The existing access to the racecourse from Steadmans Road is tree lined and there are mature 

trees along part of Steadman Road, the stream and in the south eastern corner of the neighbourhood. On 

the racecourse site to the south east of the new neighbourhood there are a number of protected trees and 

two listed heritage buildings (Riccarton Racecourse Grandstand and Tea House). The site is bisected by the 

sprint track 'Chute' which must remain clear for racecourse operations.  Due to the fragmented development 

areas and restricted access, road connections through the area are limited. Transmission Electricity 

distribution lines run parallel to the southern boundary of the neighbourhood.  

8.6.17.B GUIDANCE  

Guidance on the means to achieve the development requirements and form and design elements is provided 

within the Christchurch City Council’s New Neighbourhood Design Guide.  

8.6.17.C DEVELOPMENT FORM AND DESIGN 

The following design elements and features are relevant considerations in exercising control over the 

matters in 8.2.4.1A or the matters for discretion in 8.2.4.2A. They are not requirements which must be met 

to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 Consistency with the Outline Development Plan.    

1. This new neighbourhood is distinguished by its association with, and utilisation of, the racecourse, the 

mature trees and the Paparua Stream . A sense of place is to be created by utilising these features.  

2. Subdivision layouts are to be designed to take advantage of the existing tree lined access and the open 

outlook across the racecourse.  

3. Retention of the mature trees along the access and any protected trees is maximised and the layout 

designed to ensure they have sufficient space.  

4. Streets and paths are aligned to maximise visibility and accessibility of the stream corridor and focus  

on existing trees,  and heritage buildings where possible. 

5. Development has a good interface with adjacent roads and the interface is consistent along the length 

of the road. Although there is no direct vehicle access from properties on Yaldhurst Road, the 

subdivision design encourages housing to relate well with Yaldhurst Road and complement the 

properties which front the northern side of the road.  

6. A small scale community and commercial node, in a high profile location, may develop to serve the 

neighbourhood and adjacent existing residential areas, with opportunities for higher density 

development available adjacent to this node. 

7. There is potential for a small scale community and commercial node, in a high profile location, to 

serve this neighbourhood and adjacent existing residential areas. The subdivision design should 
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provide for this opportunity and higher density development could be established adjacent to this 

node. (DELETED AS THIS DUPLICATES CLAUSE 6) 

8.6.17.D DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

The development requirements which must be met to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 

Consistency with the Outline Development Plan are described below and shown on the accompanying  plan.  

1. INTEGRATION 

a) Properties are to front onto Steadman Road where they adjoin the road 

b) A screen planting strip adjacent to the Carmen Road/Masham Road (SH1) frontage shall be 

provided.  

c) To help mitigate the impact of the transmission lines, special interface treatments such as deeper 

lots and boundary planting are required for adjacent properties. 

2. OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

a) Two local reserves to be located within the development to maximise the number of properties 

within 400m walking distance of these reserves. 

b) The stream corridor to be developed to provide for recreational routes and the potential 

enhancement of its aquatic ecology.  

3. ACCESS AND TRANSPORT 

a) A network of pedestrian/cyclist routes through the neighbourhood and connecting to 

existing residential areas to the north and west, to and along the stream corridor, across the 

electricity distribution line corridor to Buchanans Road and forming part of a walking/cycling circuit 

around the racecourse that connects to Racecourse Road 

b) A loop road running through Area 1, with two access points from Yaldhurst Road  

c) An upgrade to the existing access from Steadman Road to form a collector road to the eastern 

boundary of the residential development area, with a private connection to the Racecourse 

Hospitality area.  

d) A second access road from Steadman Road to the collector road in Area 2.   

e) A second collector road which runs through the development area to connect to Zenith Place. 

Both collector roads shall be constructed to accommodate a bus route. 

f) Provision for a future road connection across the Chute to connect Area 1 and 2. 

g) The Yaldhurst Road/Steadman Road intersection shall be upgraded to include traffic signalisation, 

prior to the occupation of dwellings in Areas 2 or 3 of the development. 

h) The ability to provide a future vehicle connection between Area 1 and the adjacent racecourse 

facilities along Yaldhurst Road shall not be precluded.   

i) A footpath and required pedestrian refuges shall be constructed adjacent to development on 

Yaldhurst Road within the State Highway designation (between Cutts and Steadman Roads) prior 

to the occupation of any dwellings in Area 1. 

j) A footpath along the the Steadman Road boundary shall be constructed prior to the occupation 

of any  dwellings in Areas 2 and 3 and a pedestrian refuge at the intersections of Cicada Place and 

Kinross Street with Buchanans Road shall be constructed prior to the occupation of any dwellings 

in Area 4. 
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4. STORMWATER 

a) The design and layout of the stormwater management system to utilise reticulation to convey 

stormwater from hard surfaces (including rooftops and roading) to adequately sized treatment 

and infiltration basins with all stormwater being discharged to ground soakage. 

b) Stormwater facilities shall consist of a soil adsorption basin to capture and treat the first flush, 

and an infiltration basin with a rapid soakage system to mitigate the 50-year critical storm. 

c) Overland flowpaths for all stormwater facilities spilling to Paparua Stream in extreme storm 

events   

d) The design and operation of stormwater facilities shall take into account the need to protect and 

enhance the Paparua Stream corridor and identify and safeguard springs (if any). 

5. WATER AND WASTEWATER 

a) A new water supply main will be provided at Yaldhurst Road to service Area 1, and Tthe Water 

supply pipe network will be upgraded on Yaldhurst Road, Steadman Road and Zenith Place, 

Kinross Street and Cicada Place to service the remainder of the development area. 

b) Wastewater is to be reticulated, with Area 1 discharging via gravity to an existing main located in 

Yaldhurst Road. The wastewater flows for Areas 2, 3 and 4 will drain via gravity to a single pump 

station to be located on the northern side of the Paparua Stream. From the pump station, flows 

will be conveyed via rising main to an existing sewer in Buchanans Road. The storage in the pump 

station shall be sized to attenuate peak flows, to avoid exacerbating downstream overflows. The 

final location and detailed design of these facilities will be determined through the resource 

consent process. 
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Amend Appendix 8.6.29 Wigram ODP as follows: 

APPENDIX 8.6.29 WIGRAM OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

8.6.29.A CONTEXT  

The Wigram Outline Development Plan area is located on part of the former Wigram Aerodrome in the 

south west of the city. It is part of a larger neighbourhood developed under a former Living G zoning, known 

as Wigram Skies.  This wider neighbourhood is characterised by substantial areas of conservation and open 

space and a commercial local centre, known as The Landing.  

8.6.29.B GUIDANCE  

Guidance on the means to achieve the development requirements and form and design elements is provided 

within the Christchurch City Council’s New Neighbourhood Design Guide. Further background and guidance 

is provided in the South West Area Plan, Christchurch City Council, April 2009 http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-

council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/area-plans/south-west-area-plan/     

8.6.29.C DEVELOPMENT FORM AND DESIGN 

The following design elements and features are relevant considerations in exercising control over the 

matters in 8.2.4.1A or the matters for discretion in 8.2.4.2A. They are not requirements which must be met 

to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 Consistency with the Outline Development Plan.     

1. A sense of place is to be continued from the adjoining Wigram Skies development which is centred 

around the former runway and a new town centre (The Landing) and acknowledges airforce 

associations, Tangata whenua values and enhancement of the Heathcote River and Haytons Drain.  

2. The town centre provides a focal point for the wider community.  

3. The town centre and its surrounds are provided to encourage a more prominent built form associated 

with higher density development. Buildings with elements of additional height have been encouraged 

in the town centre to reinforce its role as a visual and activity focal point for the community.  

8.6.29.D DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

The development requirements which must be met to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) and Rule 14.6.3.17 

Consistency with the Outline Development Plan are described below and shown on the accompanying  plan. 

1. A linear park along the north-eastern edge following Haytons drain. The open space will accommodate 

stormwater infrastructure and help form a buffer between the residential area and the industrial area. 

The provision of open space to accommodate Haytons drain will provide an opportunity to protect and 

enhance ecological and tangata whenua values and restore wildlife habitat.   

2. A collector road along the route of the runway, completing The Runway road between Awatea Road and 

Haytons Road.  

3. A stormwater management system to include swales and flow paths as well as detention/soakage 

facilities within the public open spaces linking and containing the Heathcote River and realigned Haytons 

Drain. All stormwater systems will be designed in a manner which recognises the values important to 

tangata whenua particularly in regards to enhancing ecological values and water quality associated with 

the Heathcote River and Hayton Drain. 

http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/area-plans/south-west-area-plan/
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/area-plans/south-west-area-plan/
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4. Residential density types will be defined on the Outline Development Plan maps below or on an 

approved subdivision consent plan. 
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