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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Sandra Jean McIntyre.  I currently work with Schema Limited as 

a planning, policy and project management consultant.  I have been working 

with Schema since 2006. 

1.2 This is the fifth statement of evidence I have prepared on the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My earlier statements of 

evidence were provided in the Stage 1 Residential Hearing,1 the Stage 1 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Hearing,2 the Stage 2 Residential 

Hearing3 and for the impending Stage 3 Natural and Cultural Heritage 

hearing.4 

1.3 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraph 1.2 of my first 

statement of evidence.  

1.4 I have been engaged by the Crown (through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA")) to provide planning evidence in relation to the 

Crown's submission on provisions for the Residential New Neighbourhood 

Zone ("RNNZ") in Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks) 

("Proposal 8") and Proposal 14 (Residential) ("Proposal 14") of the 

Replacement Plan.  

1.5 I provided evidence on the Crown's submission and further submission on 

the RNNZ provisions in the Stage 1 hearings on Proposal 14 and Proposal 8.  

I have attended formal mediation and conferencing on the RNNZ on behalf of 

the Crown.  In the context of providing advice to the Crown in regard to the 

residential and subdivision components of the Replacement Plan, I have also 

been involved in discussions between the Crown and Ngāi Tahu Property 

Limited on appropriate planning mechanisms to facilitate housing 

development on land being disposed of by the Riccarton Racecourse 

Trustees.  I am familiar with the site of this proposed development. 

                                                
1
Statement of evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 14, dated 20 March 2015 - 

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the heading 
"Submitter evidence".   
2
 Statement of evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 8, dated 8 June 2015 -  

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-
earthworks/ under the heading "Submitter evidence". 
3
 Statement of evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 2 hearing on Proposal 14, dated 27 August 2015 

Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/ under the 
heading "Submitter evidence". 
4
 Statement of evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 3 hearing on Proposal 9 and related Natural and 

Cultural Heritage provisions, dated 10 December 2015 – Available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/3721-Crown-Evidence-of-Sandra-McIntyre-Central-
City-provisions10-12-20151.pdf. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/
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2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.  

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide independent planning evidence for the Crown 

in relation to the RNNZ.  In my evidence, I refer to the version of the RNNZ 

dated 7 December 2015 attached to Ms Oliver's evidence in chief ("Revised 

Proposal").  My evidence will discuss the following matters: 

(a) the three sets of submissions lodged by the Crown on the RNNZ; 

(b) the policies in the Revised Proposal, and the extent to which these 

address the Crown's concerns about the policy framework; 

(c) the rules in the Revised Proposal, and the extent to which they 

addresses the Crown's concerns; 

(d) matters for control and discretion; 

(e) the format and content of outline development plans ("ODP"s) in the 

Revised Proposal; 

(f) Residential New Neighbourhood zoning at Riccarton Racecourse; and 

(g) new definitions in the Revised Proposal. 

3.2 A list of the documents I have relied on or referred to is included in 

Attachment SJM1 to this evidence. 
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown has filed submissions on the RNNZ provisions in Stage 1 and 

Stage 2 notifications and on the new notifications of the North Halswell and 

South Masham ODPs.  I consider that the Revised Proposal satisfies most of 

the concerns raised in the Crown submission.  My evidence discusses key 

points of agreement and remaining matters of concern, and suggests 

amendments to resolve the latter.  

4.2 I consider the policy framework in the Revised Proposal is clearer than that in 

the notified proposals, and that Policy 8.1.4.1 provides appropriate direction 

as to the content of ODPs required to give effect to RPS Policy 6.3.3.  

However, I suggest an amendment to Policy 8.1.4.1 regarding staging of 

development to recognise the need to integrate development, not only with 

the Council's infrastructure planning, but also with that of other network 

providers. 

4.3 I consider that, in general, the rules in the Revised Proposal in respect of 

both Proposal 8 and Proposal 14 achieve an appropriate balance between 

flexibility and control.  However, in light of the broad scope of matters for 

discretion in the Revised Proposal, I consider that subdivisions that are 

inconsistent with elements of an ODP could appropriately be treated as a 

restricted discretionary activity rather than a discretionary activity.  

4.4 I support the simplification of matters for control and discretion in the Revised 

Proposal, but suggest some amendments for consistency with the matters for 

discretion included in the Hearing Panel’s Stage 1 decision on the 

Residential Chapter. 

4.5 I support the simplification and improved focus of the ODPs included in the 

Revised Proposal.  In respect of the Riccarton Racecourse site, I consider 

Residential New Neighbourhood zoning is appropriate to facilitate delivery of 

affordable housing on the site in accordance with enabling legislation that 

has been introduced in Parliament.  

4.6 I support the intent of the new definition of "comprehensive residential 

development" included in the Revised Proposal in conjunction with extension 

of the comprehensive development rules to developments that do not have a 

subdivision component.  I suggest an amendment to this definition to avoid 

confusion with multi-unit residential complexes provided for in other zones. 
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5. THE CROWN SUBMISSIONS AND PREVIOUS EVIDENCE 

5.1 The provisions for the RNNZ have been the subject of submissions by the 

Crown in three separate notification stages: 

(a) submission 495 on the Stage 1 notified provisions requested 

amendments to the RNNZ in Proposal 8 and Proposal 14; 

(b) submission 2387 on the Stage 2 notified provisions requested 

amendments to the RNNZ in Proposal 8 and Proposal 14; and 

(c) submission RNN9 on the notifications of revised ODPs for North 

Halswell and South Masham requested amendments to the narrative 

part of ODPs for both of these areas. 

5.2 Submission 495 supported, in principle, inclusion of a process encouraging 

comprehensive subdivision and land use development in the RNNZ but 

identified a lack of clarity and workability in the specific provisions included in 

the Replacement Plan to achieve this.  The submission also sought a clearer 

differentiation between the subdivision and land use components of the 

comprehensive development process, and opposed some land use 

standards as being unnecessarily prescriptive. 

5.3 In my evidence on this submission in the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 14, I 

supported the concept of a comprehensive approach providing flexibility for 

mixed density developments, but discussed a range of concerns with the 

provisions as drafted.  I recommended that: 

(a) Policies for the RNNZ, which were divided between Proposal 8 and 

Proposal 14, should be rationalised and at least some of those in 

Proposal 14 would be more appropriately located in Proposal 8.5  

(b) The standards and assessment matters for subdivision in Proposal 8 

should be simplified and clarified.  In particular, built form standards 

and assessment matters that do not affect subdivision design should be 

clearly separated from the subdivision approval process to avoid 

complicating the process of subdivision sign-off and certification.6 

                                                
5
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraphs 6.6 and 10.5. 

6
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraphs 10.3 and 10.4. 
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(c) Overlap and duplication in assessment matters between subdivision 

design in Proposal 8 and built form in Proposal 14 should be removed.7 

(d) Amendments should be made to ensure that ongoing modifications to 

land use are not unnecessarily constrained by rules designed to fit the 

greenfield development situation.8 

5.4 During the Proposal 14 hearing, the Hearings Panel directed the Council to 

draft a new version of the RNNZ provisions to address the concerns about 

workability and clarity raised by the Crown and other parties.  This version, 

produced in supplementary evidence by Andrew MacLeod,9 included some 

simplification of rules and was based on use of controlled activity status for 

subdivision rather than the notified restricted discretionary status. 

5.5 In the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 8 my evidence discussed implications for 

Proposal 8 related to the discussions in the hearing on Proposal 14 and the 

revised version of the RNNZ produced by Mr MacLeod for the Council at the 

end of that hearing.  I supported a simplified controlled activity approach,10 as 

well as inclusion of policy guidance to ensure that ODPs for Residential New 

Neighbourhood zoned areas are sufficiently clear and appropriately focused 

to support this approach.  I proposed a policy on ODP form and content.11  

5.6 In the Stage 1 notification of the Replacement Plan, the RNNZ was applied to 

two undeveloped greenfield areas (North Halswell and South Masham).  The 

Stage 2 notification has extended this zoning to a significant number of 

additional areas.  Many of these were initially established as Living 

Greenfield ("Living G") zones by way of private plan changes to the 

Operative City Plan, and were subject to bespoke rules and standards in that 

Plan.  A large number of these rules and standards, as well as the existing 

ODPs, were carried into the Replacement Plan with little modification.  

5.7 Submission 2387 requests simplification of the Stage 2 RNNZ provisions and 

ODPs, and also seeks amendments to make rules and ODPs consistent 

across Residential New Neighbourhood zones and between Stage 1 and 

Stage 2.  The submission notes that Stage 1 provisions in the RNNZ are 

designed for land which has not undergone any urban development and will 

require revision to accommodate the standards already established in areas 

                                                
7
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraphs 10.5 and 10.6. 

8
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraph 10.8. 

9
 See supplementary evidence of Andrew MacLeod, dated 16 May 2015, in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, available 

at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-
Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf. 
10

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 8 hearing, paragraphs 9.1-9.6. 
11

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 8 hearing, paragraphs 9.9-9.13. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
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in which development is underway.  It also requests deletion of unnecessarily 

prescriptive standards applying in some of the Stage 2 Residential New 

Neighbourhood zones. 

5.8 Submission 2387 also includes two site-specific zoning matters: 

(a) it supports Residential New Neighbourhood zoning of surplus land at 

Riccarton Racecourse; and 

(b) it notes that Proposal 14 includes a RNNZ standard for an education 

site identified in the Wigram ODP (Appendix 14.10.10), and requests 

that the rule is deleted and the site zoned as Specific Purpose (School) 

Zone rather than RNNZ. 

5.9 Submission RNN9 generally supports the approach taken in the newly 

notified North Halswell and South Masham ODPs, but requests amendments 

to the narrative to ensure they are appropriately focused on the matters 

required by the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS") and that their 

requirements can be easily interpreted.  I consider that the matters raised in 

submission RNN9 are also relevant to other ODPs. 

5.10 I consider that the relief the Crown seeks in its three sets of submissions has 

largely been satisfied in the Revised Proposal, for the reasons given by 

Ms Oliver and Mr Collins and as expanded in my evidence.  My evidence 

focuses on the remaining differences between the Revised Proposal and the 

Crown's submission.  I have compiled, in Attachment SJM2 to my evidence, 

a table of the relevant Crown submission points in which I do not consider the 

Revised Proposal has appropriately addressed.  Within this table I identify my 

recommended alternatives.  

6. REVISED RNNZ POLICY FRAMEWORK 

6.1 I consider that the policy framework in the Revised Proposal adequately 

addresses the concerns about usability that I discussed in my evidence in the 

Stage 1 hearings for Proposal 8 and Proposal 14.12  Although the 

'ring-fencing' of policies for the RNNZ inevitably results in some duplication of 

policies applying to other zones, the duplication and overlap between RNNZ 

policies has been removed, making them easier to read and understand.  

Placement of the policies in Proposal 8, rather than in Proposal 14, 

recognises that most of the policy direction is focused on the initial 

                                                
12

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraphs 6.6 and 10.5; evidence 
of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in the Stage 1 Proposal 8 hearing, paragraphs 9.9-9.13. 
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development of an area.  In most circumstances in Christchurch, this involves 

either subdivision before land use or a combined subdivision and land use 

application.  Development of land use before subdivision in the greenfield 

residential context is uncommon. 

6.2 Policy 8.1.4.1 provides guidance as to the required content of ODPs, and 

closely follows the wording of RPS Policy 6.3.3(3).  In my evidence in the 

Stage 1 hearing for Proposal 8, I commented that it should not be necessary 

to repeat the RPS wording.13  However I accept that departing from this 

wording carries the risk of aspects of the RPS policy being lost in translation 

and I am satisfied that the wording of Policy 8.1.4.1 in the Revised Proposal 

will contribute to greater consistency in the content of any future ODPs than 

has been evident until now. 

6.3 In mediation on the provisions on 16 November, I recorded my concern that 

reference in Policy 8.1.4.1(i) to "sense of place" treated this matter as a 

development requirement in the same way as the matters in RPS Policy 

6.3.3(3) that are (to the extent relevant) to be shown on any ODP.  "Sense of 

place" is linked to the urban design principles in RPS Policy 6.3.2.  The 

Crown's submission in RNN9 comments that Policy 6.3.3(2) requires ODPs 

to be prepared in accordance with the matters set out in Policy 6.3.2, but that 

the requirement does not go further than this.  I support that interpretation.  In 

my view, the wording in Policy 6.3.3(2) simply means that the way in which 

the matters in Policy 6.3.3(3) and the following clauses are addressed must 

recognise the principles in Policy 6.3.2.  

6.4 I accept that it is helpful for desired outcomes to be expressed in an ODP, to 

guide assessment of a subdivision application and ensure appropriate effect 

is given to the principles of good urban design in RPS Policy 6.3.2, but I 

consider this should be clearly distinguished from the matters that Policy 

6.3.3 requires to be "shown", "identified" or "demonstrated".  I consider that 

the new explanation in clause (a) of Policy 8.1.4.1 of the Revised Proposal 

that ODPs "describe context and provide guidance on the outcomes sought" 

appropriately reflects the relationship between Policy 6.3.3 and Policy 6.3.2 

of the RPS. 

6.5 Clause (a)(viii) of Policy 8.1.4.1 in the Revised Proposal incorporates wording 

in regard to infrastructure planning that was previously included in Policy 

14.1.6.1(b).  Submission 2387 supports reference to the need to support 

                                                
13

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in the Stage 1 Proposal 8 hearing, paragraph 9.10. 
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development of Greenfield Priority Areas with planning for infrastructure 

provision, but requests that this be broadened to recognise infrastructure 

requirements outside the Council's remit.  I agree that it would be appropriate 

to recognise the need to integrate staging of development with broader 

infrastructure planning such as State highway upgrades, and note that this is 

provided for in some ODPs in the Revised Proposal.14  I consider that Policy 

8.1.4.1 could be amended to better address the Crown submission point as 

follows:   

viii.  Staging requirements for that give consideration to the provision, 

funding, implementation and operation of new and upgraded 

infrastructure that will facilitate staged development of the area and will 

guide Council’s Long Term Plan and Capital Works Programme 

processes infrastructure planning processes of the Council and other 

network providers. 

7. REVISED RNNZ RULES IN PROPOSAL 8 AND PROPOSAL 14 

Activity status 

7.1 Submission 2387 requests various amendments to the rules governing 

activity status in the RNNZ in Proposal 8 to reflect a change from a restricted 

activity approach for subdivision to an approach based on a controlled 

activity starting point.  As part of this, the submission requests: 

(a) discretionary activity status for subdivisions that are not in accordance 

with fixed elements identified in the ODP; and 

(b) non-complying activity status for subdivisions that do not achieve the 

minimum density requirement of 15 households per hectare. 

7.2 The requests in the submission reflect the Crown’s support for the approach 

in Mr MacLeod’s evidence in the Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing.  The Revised 

Proposal departs from this as follows: 

(a) Any subdivision activity that is not consistent with the relevant ODP is a 

discretionary activity.  This rule does not distinguish between fixed and 

flexible elements (fixed elements in the revised ODPs are generally 

limited to key road access points).  Removal of this distinction imposes 

a higher test, for applications that are inconsistent with flexible 

                                                
14

 For example Appendix 8.6.25 Prestons (North and South) ODP includes staging requirements in regard to the 
construction of the Northern Arterial route. 
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elements in an ODP, than the restricted discretionary status that 

Mr MacLeod recommended. 

(b) Subdivisions that do not achieve the minimum density requirement of 

15 households per hectare are also classified as a discretionary 

activity. 

7.3 Mr Collins' evidence does not discuss the reasons for the use of discretionary 

activity status in either of these cases except to express a view that it is 

consistent with the RPS.15  

7.4 In general (and as discussed in my evidence relating to the Residential 

Medium Density zone for the Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing),16 I support non-

complying activity status for failure to comply with minimum density 

requirements. However, I agree that discretionary activity status is 

appropriate in this circumstance in the RNNZ. This will provide flexibility for 

density staging and density transfers between individual subdivision 

proposals as part of meeting the requirement across the ODP area as a 

whole.  

7.5 In regard to the activity status for subdivision that is not consistent with the 

relevant ODP, in my opinion discretionary activity status is unnecessary.  The 

requirements of the ODPs included in the Revised Proposal address a 

narrower range of matters than those in the notified proposals.  Although the 

matters for discretion have been refined somewhat in comparison to those in 

the notified proposals, they still cover a broad range of matters.  I accept that 

the effects of non-compliance with some elements of ODPs could extend 

beyond the boundaries of the ODP area to adjoining areas and could have 

implications in regard to road access and infrastructure servicing.  However, 

it is not clear to me what type of likely effect, in relation to either flexible or 

fixed elements, would fall outside the scope of the matters for discretion in 

8.2.4.2A.  I consider that restricted discretionary status, while retaining the 

ability for limited notification of an application, would provide adequate scope 

to manage any likely effects of inconsistency with aspects of the ODP.17  

                                                
15

 Evidence of Andrew Collins for the Council, paragraph 8.4. 
16

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraph 7.21. 
17

 In my suggested drafting at Attachment SJM2 I include a limited notification provision, because under rule 
8.2.1.1(1)(a) there is no notification unless stated otherwise.  
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Standards 

7.6 Submission 2387 focuses on two matters relating to the standards applying 

to activities in the RNNZ: 

(a) that the standards did not clearly provide for the pattern of development 

authorised by the Living G zones in the operative City Plan; and 

(b) that a large number of unnecessarily prescriptive area-specific 

standards were carried through from the Living G zones to the  

Residential New Neighbourhood zones. 

7.7 Although not all of the specific amendments requested in the Crown’s 

submission have been made, I consider that the Revised Proposal 

adequately provides for ongoing development in the areas established under 

Living G provisions.  The amendments made in the Revised Proposal 

generally represent an appropriate balance between flexibility and control in 

regard to the standards in both Proposal 8 and Proposal 14.  Although some 

prescriptive standards criticised in the Crown submission have been 

retained,18 I understand that these reflect outcomes of earlier resource 

consent processes that have been accepted by the developers. 

8. MATTERS FOR CONTROL AND DISCRETION 

8.1 I discussed the need to simplify and clarify matters for discretion in my 

evidence for the Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing.19  I consider that the Revised 

Proposal has made significant improvements in this respect.  The wording of 

matters for control and discretion was not fully agreed at mediation, and 

matters (e), (f), (g) and (h) have been added to 14.9.26 since the mediation 

of 16-17 November. 

8.2 I support the Council having discretion over the matters specified in rule 

14.9.26 (e), (f) and (g), but I consider that the drafting could be refined to 

make them easier to follow. For example, the requirement in the second part 

of 14.9.6(g) that the development "does not dominate the development" does 

not make sense.  

8.3 I note that, since the filing of the Council's evidence in chief, the Hearings 

Panel has released the Stage 1 decision on the Residential Chapter.20  I 

                                                
18

 For example inclusion of a planting list in the Prestons (North and South) ODP (Appendix 8.6.25) 
19

 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown in Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, paragraphs 10.3 -10.6 
20

 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/decisions/, Stage 1 Residential decision dated 10 December 2015.  I refer to 
provisions on pages 233-235 of that decision. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/decisions/
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consider that the equivalent provisions determined by the Hearings Panel 

could equally be applied to the RNNZ Proposal.21  Also, 14.13.1(e)(ii) of the 

Hearings Panel's decision clearly sets out that it is "carparking and garaging" 

that is not to "dominate the development", which is presumably the intent of 

the wording in 14.9.6(g) in the Revised Proposal.  

8.4 I therefore consider that, in the Revised Proposal: 

(a) matter for discretion 14.9.26(e) should be replaced with the text from 

14.13.1(b) of the Residential Stage 1 decision; 

(b) matter for discretion 14.9.26(f) should be replaced with the text from 

14.13.1(c) of the Residential Stage 1 decision; and 

(c) matter for discretion 14.9.26(g) should be replaced with the text from 

14.13.1(e) of the Residential Stage 1 decision. 

8.5 Matter for discretion 14.9.26(h) applies the built form standards in 14.6.3 as a 

guideline for assessment of "whether good design outcomes are achieved".  

This is vague and could be interpreted in an inappropriately broad way.  

I consider that the outcomes relevant to the built form standards are all 

encompassed, and more clearly specified, in the other matters for discretion 

and that 14.9.26(h) should be deleted. 

8.6 I consider it would also be appropriate to make matters for discretion 

14.9.26(b), (c) and (d) more consistent with the Residential Stage 1 decision.  

This could be most simply be done by: 

(a) replacing 14.9.26(b) with 14.13.1(d) of the Residential Stage 1 

decision; 

(b) replacing the detail in matters 14.9.26(c) and (d) with reference to 

equivalent matters 14.13.2 and 14.13.3 of the Residential Stage 1 

decision, as follows: 

(c) Whether For sites proposed to exceedwhere the maximum 

site coverage in standard14.6.3.2 is exceeded, the matters in 

14.13.2 are internal to the application site and will not 

compromise the achievement of ensure a high level of amenity 

within or beyond the development. 

                                                
21

 By reaplcement, as detailed below, or by appropriate cross reference.  
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(d) Whether For buildings proposed to exceeding the maximum 

permitted height in standard 14.6.3.1, the matters in 14.13.3 will 

contribute positively to the overall coherence, design, layout and 

density of the development and surrounding sites.  

9. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONTENT AND PRESENTATION 

9.1 Submission 2387 raises a concern that the Stage 2 ODPs as notified 

included an inappropriate level of detail and prescription, including many 

requirements that would be more sensibly addressed in conditions of a 

subdivision consent.  I consider that the Revised Proposal has appropriately 

addressed this concern.  The ODPs are significantly simpler, clearer and 

focus appropriately on the matters required by RPS Policy 6.3.3. 

9.2 Submission 2387 requested that a school site identified in the Wigram ODP 

should be zoned Specific Purpose (Schools) Zone rather than RNNZ, and 

that an area-specific RNNZ standard 
22 applying to this site should be 

deleted. Inspection of the planning maps reveals that the notified Wigram 

ODP23 extends beyond the area zoned as Residential New Neighbourhood.  

The school site is included in the Residential Suburban zone.  

9.3 The amended Wigram ODP included in the Revised Proposal 24 excludes the 

school site and the area-specific standard has been deleted.  The zoning of 

the site was not addressed in evidence at the Specific Purpose Zones 

hearing, and would be beyond the scope of the current hearing.  However, 

I understand that the Ministry of Education has initiated a notice of 

requirement for designation of the site that will provide appropriately for 

educational activities.  

10. RICCARTON RACECOURSE SITE 

10.1 The Crown has been working with Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd and the Riccarton 

Racecourse Trustees to facilitate delivery of affordable housing as part of a 

residential development on land at Riccarton Racecourse.  To remove 

obstacles to use of the land for this purpose, legislation to uplift existing 

reserve status over the site has been promoted by the Council and the 

Minister for Building and Housing.  The Riccarton Racecourse Development 

                                                
22

 Rule 14.6.4.2(c) in the Stage 2 notified Proposals 
23

 Appendix 14.10.10 in the Stage 2 notified Proposals 
24

 Appendix 8.6.29 in the Revised Proposal 
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Bill25 and its companion legislation, the Riccarton Racecourse Development 

Enabling Bill,26 have been introduced in Parliament. 

10.2 Appropriate zoning to support use of the land for housing, including medium 

density housing, is necessary to enable development of the land.  I provided 

feedback to Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd representatives on the drafting of an 

ODP to guide development in the area, particularly in regard to ensuring it 

would satisfy the requirements of RPS Policy 6.3.3. 

10.3 Submission 2387 supports Residential New Neighbourhood zoning for the 

site and the Crown's further submission also supports the ODP included in 

the submission of Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd and the Riccarton Racecourse 

Trustees.27  As part of the exercise of making ODPs across the RNNZ 

consistent, the Council has proposed amendments to the ODP submitted on.  

I understand that Ms Oliver has worked with the developers to resolve 

disagreements on the practical details of these amendments.  At the time of 

writing this evidence, I understand that these matters had not been fully 

resolved and that Jason Jones, in his evidence for Ngai Tahu Property 

Limited, will suggest amendments to ensure the development is not 

unreasonably constrained.  Subject to the matters discussed by Mr Jones, 

I support the amended ODP for this area.  

11. DEFINITIONS 

11.1 The Revised Proposal introduces three new definitions.  I consider that the 

definitions of "net density" and "outline development plan" will assist 

interpretation of the RNNZ rules in Proposal 8.  

11.2 The definition of "comprehensive residential development" has been 

introduced to ensure that the scope of the rules for comprehensive residential 

development (including the applicable exemptions from subdivision and built 

form standards) encompass medium density or mixed density developments 

that do not have a subdivision component.  I support the intent of this 

definition, but I am concerned that it overlaps with the definition of "multi-unit 

residential complex".  This could be confusing.  

                                                
25

 Available at http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/local/2015/0078/latest/d56e2.html  
26

 Available at: 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2015/0080/latest/DLM6632308.html?search=ad_act%40bill__riccart
on____25_ac%40bc%40rn%40dn%40apub%40aloc%40apri%40apro%40aimp%40bgov%40bloc%40bpri%40bme
m%40rpub%40rimp_ac%40bc%40ainf%40anif%40bcur%40rinf%40rnif_a_aw_se&p=1 [ 
27

 Submission 2366: Canterbury Racecourse Reserve Trustees and Ngāi Tahu Property Limited 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/local/2015/0078/latest/d56e2.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2015/0080/latest/DLM6632308.html?search=ad_act%40bill__riccarton____25_ac%40bc%40rn%40dn%40apub%40aloc%40apri%40apro%40aimp%40bgov%40bloc%40bpri%40bmem%40rpub%40rimp_ac%40bc%40ainf%40anif%40bcur%40rinf%40rnif_a_aw_se&p=1
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2015/0080/latest/DLM6632308.html?search=ad_act%40bill__riccarton____25_ac%40bc%40rn%40dn%40apub%40aloc%40apri%40apro%40aimp%40bgov%40bloc%40bpri%40bmem%40rpub%40rimp_ac%40bc%40ainf%40anif%40bcur%40rinf%40rnif_a_aw_se&p=1
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2015/0080/latest/DLM6632308.html?search=ad_act%40bill__riccarton____25_ac%40bc%40rn%40dn%40apub%40aloc%40apri%40apro%40aimp%40bgov%40bloc%40bpri%40bmem%40rpub%40rimp_ac%40bc%40ainf%40anif%40bcur%40rinf%40rnif_a_aw_se&p=1
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11.3 Multi-unit residential complexes are not provided for in the RNNZ.  I consider 

an amendment to the definition of "comprehensive residential development" 

to clarify that it only applies in the RNNZ would avoid any confusion.  I 

recommend the following amendment: 

Comprehensive residential development 

In the Residential New Neighbourhood zone, mMeans a development of 

three or more residential units which are designed in an integrated 

manner and will be, or have been, consented and constructed in an 

integrated manner (staged development is not precluded).  

Comprehensive residential development may include a concurrent or 

subsequent subdivision component. 

11.4 I also note that replacement of the term "comprehensive land use and 

subdivision" with "comprehensive residential development" has not been 

consistently carried into all the relevant provisions.28  A check of the 

provisions should be carried out to address this. 

12. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

12.1 Mr Collins, in his evidence for the Council, discusses the statutory 

requirements he considers are of most relevance in regard to the RNNZ 

provisions.29  I agree with his assessment of the relevant matters in the RMA 

and the RPS.  I consider that the Revised Proposal strikes an appropriate 

balance between the requirement to ensure residential development in the 

Greenfield Priority Areas achieves a density of 15 households/ha and the 

requirements to ensure integration of land use development and 

infrastructure and to incorporate good urban design.  I have specifically 

discussed the relationship between RPS Policies 6.3.2 and 6.3.3, and I 

consider that this is appropriately reflected in the Revised Proposal.  

12.2 The Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP"), the Statement of Expectations 

("SOE") and the Strategic Directions objectives similarly require the 

Replacement Plan to provide adequately for housing supply30 and integrate 

land use and infrastructure.31  In addition, these documents have additional 

requirements in regard to minimising transaction costs and prescriptiveness 

                                                
28

 See, for example, 14.6.2.3 RD8 in the Revised Proposal 
29

 Evidence of Andrew Collins for the Council, paragraphs 6.1-6.10  
30

 LURP Outcome 6, Action 2(i), Action19; SOE (d)(ii), (d)(v) and (e); Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1(a), 3.3.4 
and 3.3.7(ii) 
31

LURP Outcome 1, Action 23, Action 36; Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.7(h) to (j)   
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of controls,32 and using clear and concise language.33  Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.7(a) seeks a high quality urban environment that is attractive to 

residents, but this must be achieved in a way that does not impose 

unnecessary or inefficient urban design controls.34  I consider that the 

Revised Proposal is significantly clearer than the notified proposals and 

includes appropriate flexibility to avoid unnecessary consent requirements.  

12.3 I agree with Mr Collins that the Greater Christchurch Urban Development 

Strategy is implemented through the RPS provisions.  I do not consider that 

there are any matters in the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan that require 

specific consideration in regard to the RNNZ provisions. 

13. CONCLUSION 

13.1 I consider that the RNNZ provisions in the Revised Proposal, including the 

ODPs, are significantly clearer and more usable than those included in 

Proposal 8 and Proposal 14 as notified.  Subject to the amendments I 

recommend in Attachment SJM2, I consider that they are appropriate to 

encourage comprehensive residential development in Greenfield Priority 

Areas, as well as to provide for ongoing changes in residential activity in 

areas established as Living G zones in the Operative Plan.  

 

 

Sandra Jean McIntyre 

16 December 2015 

                                                
32

 LURP Action 2(iv) and (v), Action 45; SOE (a); Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2(a) 
33

 SOE (i); Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2(c) 
34

 LURP Action 2(v), Action 45; SOE (a)(ii); Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2(a)(ii) 
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ATTACHMENT SJM1 - LIST OF DOCUMENTS 

In addition to the Crown submission and the notified proposals, I have referred to 

the following documents: 

1. Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 14, 

dated 20 March 2015 - Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under the 

heading "Submitter evidence".  

2. Evidence of Sandra Jean McIntyre for the Stage 1 hearing on Proposal 8, 

dated 8 June 2015 -  Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-

and-earthworks/ under the heading "Submitter evidence". 

3. Supplementary evidence of Andrew MacLeod, dated 16 May 2015, in 

Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing, available at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-

Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-

16-4-15.pdf 

4. Evidence of Sarah Oliver for the Council, 7 December 2015 (including 

Revised Proposal) 

5. Evidence of Andrew Collins for the Council, 7 December 2015 

6. The Regional Policy Statement ("RPS") 

7. The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 ("SOE") 

8. The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") 

9. The Strategic Directions decision of the Independent Hearings Panel  

10. The Residential Stage 1 decision of the Independent Hearings Panel 

11. Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan ("MIMP") 

 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Supplementary-Evidence-Mr-Andrew-Macleod-Residential-with-attachments-16-4-15.pdf
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ATTACHMENT SJM2 - RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

The following table follows sets out the Crown submission points that are not satisfied by the Revised Proposal, with recommended amendments to 

address these.  For submission points not identified in this table, I support the Revised Proposal. 

The provisions as contained in the Revised Proposal are used as the starting point for wording of amendments, and the changes sought by the 

Crown are shown as underlined and strikethrough text. 

Replacement Plan provisions Crown 

submission 

Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

8.2.2.1 Written approval and non-

notification;  

8.4.2.1 New Rule Controlled activities;  

8.2.3.1 RD1, RD2 and RD3 Restricted 

Discretionary Activities - general 

matters;  

RD3 Compliance with Outline 

Development Plan 

2387 Accept Revised Proposal except as follows: 

(a) Amend Rule 8.2.2.2 RD2A to read: 

 Activity Activity standards Matters of discretion 

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

Notification:  

Any application arising from 
non-compliance with 
8.2.3.1A(1) Consistency with 
Outline Development Plan 
shall not be publicly notified 
but may be subject to limited 
notification. 

8.2.3.1A(1) 
Consistency with 
Outline Development 
Plan 

8.2.3.1A(2) 
Residential net 
density 

Refer 8.2.4.2A 

 

McIntyre 7.1-7.5 

14.1.6.1 (b) Policy Comprehensive 

development 

2387 Amend Policy 8.1.4.1(a)(viii) to read: 

 

viii. Staging requirements for that give consideration to the provision, funding, 

implementation and operation of new and upgraded infrastructure that will facilitate 

staged development of the area and will guide Council’s Long Term Plan and Capital 

Works Programme processes infrastructure planning processes of the Council and 

other network providers. 

 

McIntyre 6.5 
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Replacement Plan provisions Crown 

submission 

Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

14.6.1 How to use the rules  

14.6.2.4 New provision - Special rule 

for land use activities occurring before 

subdivision 

(Note: This rule reference in 

submission 2387 refers to the version 

of Proposal 14 promoted by the 

Council in closing submissions in the 

Stage 1 Proposal 14 hearing) 

2387 Include definition of “comprehensive residential development” as in Revised Proposal but 

with the following amendment: 

Comprehensive residential development  

In the Residential New Neighbourhood zone, mMeans a development of three or more 

residential units which are designed in an integrated manner and will be, or have been, 

consented and constructed in an integrated manner (staged development is not precluded).  

Comprehensive residential development may include a concurrent or subsequent subdivision 

component. 

 

McIntyre 11.2-11.4 

14.9 Matters for discretion (Proposal 14 

broad submission at 32.11-32.13)   

495 Amend matter for discretion 14.9.26 as follows: 

 

(a) Replace 14.9.26(b) with 14.13.1(d) of the Residential Stage 1 decision 

(b) Amend 14.9.26(c) to read: 

Whether For sites proposed to exceed where the maximum site coverage in standard 

14.6.3.2 is exceeded, the matters in 14.13.2 are internal to the application site and will 

not compromise the achievement of ensure a high level of amenity within or beyond the 

development. 

(c) Amend 14.9.26(d) to read: 

Whether For buildings proposed to exceeding the maximum permitted height in 

standard 14.6.3.1, the matters in 14.13.3 will contribute positively to the overall 

coherence, design, layout and density of the development and surrounding sites. 

(d) Replace 14.9.26(e) with 14.13.1(b) of the Residential Stage 1 decision 

(e) Replace 14.9.26(f) with 14.13.1(c) of the Residential Stage 1 decision 

(f) Replace 14.9.26(g) with 14.13.1(e) of the Residential Stage 1 decision 

(g) Delete 14.9.26(h) 

McIntyre 8.1-8.6 

 

 


