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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

1.1. My full name is John Clifford Kyle.   

 

1.2. I hold an Honours degree in Regional Planning from Massey University, obtained in 

1987. I have been engaged in the field of town and country planning and resource 

and environmental management for 28 years. My experience includes a mix of local 

authority and consultancy resource management work. I am a Partner with the firm 

Mitchell Partnerships Limited, which practices as a planning and environmental 

consultancy throughout New Zealand, with offices in Auckland, Dunedin and 

Tauranga. 

 

1.3. I have appeared before the Independent Hearings Panel with respect to the Stages 

1 and 2 Residential Proposals of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(CRDP) on behalf of Ryman Healthcare Limited (Ryman) and the Retirement 

Villages Association of New Zealand Inc (RVA).  Within those earlier briefs of 

evidence I set out, in detail1, my qualifications and experiences as an expert 

planning witness. I do not repeat these here.  This statement of evidence relies on 

the background and other matters covered in those earlier briefs of evidence. 

 

1.4. I confirm that I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses, and I agree to comply with it. I confirm that the issues addressed in this 

brief of evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

1.5. I am familiar with the CRDP Stage 3 Central City provisions to which these 

proceedings relate.  My firm prepared Ryman and the RVA’s submissions on this 

matter and I attended mediation which related to the CRDP provisions of relevance 

to the Ryman and RVA submissions for the central city zones.  

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

 

2.1. In my evidence I will: 

 

a) Briefly outline the context for the submissions lodged by Ryman and the RVA 

and the rule framework for retirement villages that has been sought by Ryman 

and the RVA throughout the CRDP process; 

 

b) Review the manner in which the Stage 3 Revised Proposal for the Central City 

elements of Chapters 14 and 15 (Revised Proposal) seeks to provide for 

retirement village activities; and 

 

c) Discuss the key amendments to the Revised Proposal that I recommend and the 

reasons for my recommendations. 

 

                                                             
1
 Statement of Evidence of John Kyle on behalf of Ryman Healthcare Limited and the Retirement 

Villages Association of New Zealand Inc., 20 March 2015, paragraphs 1 – 6 and Appendix A. 
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3. BACKGROUND 

 

3.1. Ryman and the RVA lodged submissions at Stages 1 and 2 of the CRDP, and 

generally sought the inclusion of a clear and consistent planning framework to 

manage the development and operation of retirement villages in most of the CRDP’s 

residential and commercial zones. 

 

3.2. The consenting framework sought by Ryman and the RVA would provide for 

retirement villages as a permitted activity in residential and commercial areas, 

subject to relevant Built Form Standards. The Built Form Standards applicable to 

retirement villages are those focussed on ensuring that the built form of retirement 

villages is designed to integrate appropriately into surrounding commercial and 

residential environments.  

 

3.3. Ryman and the RVA sought that where a retirement village would not comply with 

the permitted activity built form standards, a default restricted discretionary activity 

status would apply. In such cases, an assessment matter specific to retirement 

villages was proposed as an appropriate, targeted method to guide assessment and 

consenting (as opposed to rules that are more relevant to standard residential or 

commercial development typologies).  

 

3.4. Ryman and the RVA maintained this approach in their submissions on the CRDP 

Stage 3 provisions relating to the central city. Within most of the central city 

commercial and residential zones2 Ryman and the RVA have sought permitted 

activity status for retirement villages subject to appropriate Built Form Standards3. 

Where compliance with the Standards is not achieved, a restricted discretionary 

activity status (subject to assessment against a retirement village-specific 

assessment matter) was proposed as the default assessment pathway. 

 

3.5. In addition, Ryman and the RVA’s Stage 3 submission sought minor amendments to 

the central city policy provisions. These changes sought to recognise and provide for 

retirement villages as an appropriate activity in the central city, consistent with 

planning objectives that seek increased residential density4, a mixture of land use 

activities and appropriate amenity standards.    

 

3.6. In its submission on the Stage 3 proposal, Ryman lodged a separate submission 

point seeking an amendment to the Central City Residential Zone (CCRZ) height 

provisions as they apply to land owned by Ryman at 78 Park Terrace, Christchurch, 

and on two sites directly adjacent (Park Terrace properties). Ryman sought that 

the proposed 14 metre permitted height limit5 for this land be amended to a 20 metre 

permitted height limit.  

                                                             
2 Specifically, the Central City Business, Mixed Use, Mixed Use (South Frame) and Residential Zones. 
3 Relating to urban design matters including: site coverage; landscaping; verandahs; onsite parking; fencing; 
screening of outdoor storage/service areas; sunlight and outlook to the street and zone boundaries; setbacks; 
building height and road wall height; and additionally, the provision of water supply for firefighting purposes.  
4 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Business and Mixed 
Use Zones, Planning, 16 December 2015, paragraph 9.6. 
5
 Planning Map H10 specifies that a 14 metre height overlay applies to 78 Park Terrace.  
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4. THE CENTRAL CITY REVISED PROPOSAL 

 

4.1. Council’s Stage 3 evidence was circulated on 16 December 2015. The evidence of 

Mr Stevenson on the Central City Commercial Zones6 and the evidence of Mr Blair 

on the CCRZ7 includes Revised Proposals setting out the following proposed 

framework for retirement village activities in the central city: 

 

a) Retirement villages will be provided for as permitted activities subject to 

compliance with various Built Form Standards where the site is located in a 

Central City Business or Mixed Use Zone and is outside the Central Core 

(Core8) of the CBD9. Non-compliance with the Built Form Standard/s prompts a 

restricted discretionary activity status whereby assessment is undertaken against 

nominated Built Form Standard/s and the retirement village-specific assessment 

matter (15.11.3.17)10. 

 

b) Within the Core, or in any location in the Central City Mixed Use (South-Frame) 

Zone, the Revised Proposal promotes a restricted discretionary status for all new 

buildings11.  For retirement villages, a separate restricted discretionary activity 

status also applies12.  Assessment would be based on an urban design 

assessment matter as well as the retirement village-specific assessment matter.  

 

c) In the CCRZ a restricted discretionary activity status applies to retirement 

villages13.  Assessment is based on the retirement village-specific assessment 

matter14.   

 

d) With regard to Ryman’s separate submission point about the height limit 

applicable to the Park Terrace land, this submission is not supported and a 14 

metre height limit is recommended for this site15.  

 

5. PROVISION FOR RETIREMENT VILLAGES  

 

5.1. I support Council’s recommendation to provide for retirement villages in the central 

city commercial zones within the Core as a restricted discretionary activity, and 

subject to assessment against an urban design assessment matter and the 

                                                             
6 Statement of Evidence of Mark David Stevenson on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Business and Mixed 
Use Zones, Planning, 16 December 2015. 
7 Statement of Evidence of Adam Scott Blair on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Central City Residential 
Zone, Planning, 16 December 2015. 
8 See the Central City Core, Frame, Large Format Retail, and Health, Innovation, Retail and South Frame 
Pedestrian Precincts Planning Map. 
9 Rules P16 15.8.2.1 and P21 15.9.2.1. 
10 Rules RD6 15.8.2.3 and RD3 15.9.2.3 and Assessment Matter 15.11.3.17 Retirement Villages. 
11 Rules RD1 15.8.2.3 and RD1 15.10.2.3. 
12 Rules RD6 15.8.2.3 and RD6 15.10.2.3. 
13 Rule RD4 14.16.2.3. 
14

 Assessment Matter 14.16.4.15 Retirement Villages. 
15

 Rule 14.16.3.1. 
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standalone retirement village-specific assessment matter16. I understand that the 

Core area is subject to extensive controls arising from Land Use Recovery Plan and 

I accept that these matters can be appropriately addressed via a restricted 

discretionary consent process.  

 

5.2. I also support the provision of a permitted activity status (subject to compliance with 

Built Form Standards) for retirement villages in the Central City Business and Mixed 

Use zones where located on sites outside of the Core, with the fall-back activity 

status of restricted discretionary where relevant built form standards cannot be 

achieved.  In my view, this approach is consistent with the Panel’s approach in the 

Stage 1 Residential Zones. I note that the Mr Stevenson17 has recommended that 

where retirement villages are a restricted discretionary activity due to non-

compliance with a built form standard, then the matter of discretion should be 

restricted to the built form standard not achieved. While this methodology differs 

from that sought by Ryman and the RVA in the respective submissions18, it is a 

pragmatic approach and I support it.       

 

5.3. In my view, the Council recommendations generally include appropriate Built Form 

Standards to manage the effects of permitted retirement village activities in the 

commercial and mixed use zones of the central city. I note that Council’s evidence in 

relation to the CCRZ indicates19 that it is intended to exempt retirement villages from 

Built Form Standards relating to internal amenity controls (including minimum unit 

size, outdoor living space and outdoor service space).  In my view these exemptions 

appropriately recognise the functional requirements of retirement villages and are 

consistent with the Panel’s approach to the Built Form Standards relating to 

retirement village activities in the Stage 1 Residential Zones20. I have included 

amended provisions for the CCRZ at Appendix A of my evidence to give effect to, 

and clarify, the Built Form Standards that in my view retirement villages should be 

exempt from. 

 

5.4. I note that at paragraph 9.16 Mr Stevenson addresses the Ryman submission 

insofar as it seeks exemption from landscaping requirements in the context of the 

CCMU zone including a landscape strip along the street frontage and a requirement 

for 5% of a site to be landscaped. He states that together these rules seek to 

manage the effects of development on public space, particularly larger buildings, 

and contribute to an appropriate level of amenity on site.   In general, retirement 

villages provide extensively landscaped grounds primarily for the residents to view 

passively from inside buildings.  For the most part, recreational areas are provided 

indoors, often within landscaped atria.  Therefore the area of outdoor landscaping 

provided for retirement villages is generally less than that provided for a 

comprehensive residential development, but is tailored to the residents’ needs for 

                                                             
16 Noting that other assessment criteria variously apply, as discussed in paragraphs 5.6 to 5.8 below. 
17 Evidence of M Stevenson, 16 December 2015, Attachment A.  
18Ryman and the RVA submission sought that the bespoke retirement village assessment matter be the only 
assessment matter to be considered for restricted discretionary retirement village proposals. 
19 Evidence of A Blair, 16 December 2015, paragraphs 12.12 to 12.14 and evidence of M Stevenson, 16 
December 2015, paragraph 9.12. 
20

 Decision 10 Residential (part), paragraphs 330 and 331. 
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passive enjoyment.  In my opinion, the landscaping requirements need to be 

adapted slightly to reflect this situation. I have suggested such an amendment to 

standard 14.16.3.6 within Appendix A.   

 

5.5. I note that Mr Stevenson has proposed a compromise position in response to 

Ryman and the RVA’s submissions on the Built Form Standard “Flexibility in building 

design for future uses”. The standard requires minimum ground floor ceiling levels21, 

however the Revised Proposal has modified this requirement with regard to 

buildings used for residential or retirement village activities. The modified standards 

apply only to residential/retirement village buildings (or parts of buildings) located 

within 10 metres of a road boundary. I support this approach as it balances urban 

design objectives for the central city with the functional requirements of retirement 

village activities.   

 

5.6. Notwithstanding my support for certain aspects of the Revised Proposal outlined 

above, in my view the Revised Proposal set out by the Council could be improved to 

reduce inconsistencies between the assessment criteria for permitted and restricted 

discretionary retirement village activities in the central city. Further, I do not support 

the restricted discretionary activity status for retirement village activities in the 

CCRZ.  Rather, I consider that such activities should be provided for as permitted 

activities in this zone, whilst at the same time acknowledging the need to 

appropriately manage the effects of building where it is associated with retirement 

village development in this zone. I elaborate on this matter below.  

 

Activity Status for Retirement Villages in the CCRZ 

 

5.7. As I have stated earlier in my evidence, I do not support the absence of a permitted 

activity status for retirement villages located in the CCRZ.  In his evidence, Mr Blair 

discusses22 the sensitivity of this zone’s receiving environment and the Panel’s 

Stage 1 decision on the Residential Medium Density Zone23 as the reason to apply 

a restricted discretionary status to retirement village activities in the CCRZ.  Mr Blair 

states that the sensitivity of the CCRZ receiving environment is at least equivalent 

to the Residential Medium Density Zone24.  

 

5.8. In my view, it is appropriate to provide for retirement village activities as permitted 

activities in the CCRZ.  I note that the Panel’s Stage 1 decision identified that it is 

necessary to make “sensible enabling provision for retirement villages, throughout 

all residential zones”25. Permitted activity status would identify retirement villages as 

a legitimate and expected land use in residential zones.  As I have discussed at 

previous hearings, this activity status is appropriate for residential zones as 

retirement villages activities do not result in adverse effects that are inconsistent 

                                                             
21

 For example Rules 15.8.3.5 (requires a 4m ceiling height), 15.9.3.3 (3m) and 15.10.3.2 (3.6m). 
22

 Evidence of A Blair, 16 December 2015, paragraphs 12.8 to 12.11. 
23

 Decision 10 Residential (part) (and relevant definitions and associated planning maps), paragraph 
330 and Rule 14.3.2.3 RD2. 

24
 Evidence of A Blair, 16 December 2015, paragraphs 12.8 

25
 Decision 10 Residential (part), paragraph 329. 
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with expected levels of amenity within residential environments.  In fact retirement 

villages make very good neighbours in such environments.  

 

5.9. However, consistent with the Panel’s Stage 1 decision on the Residential Medium 

Density Zone, I do accept that care needs to be taken within this zone to manage 

the effects of built development, including retirement village buildings.  The zone 

covers land which is located in close proximity to a redeveloping central city, and an 

opportunity exists across all of this redevelopment area and the land around it to 

create an exemplar urban environment.  On this basis, I recommend a rule regime 

that is similar to the restricted discretionary regime provided for all ‘new buildings 

that provide for three or more residential units” under Rule RD2. Under RD2, all 

new buildings are assessed against the urban design assessment matter 

14.16.4.11.  In my view, a similar approach can be taken for new retirement village 

buildings, whereby such buildings would comprise a restricted discretionary activity 

and be subject to the urban design assessment matter and the specific retirement 

village assessment matter.  

 

5.10.In the alternative, the Panel may prefer to provide for buildings associated with 

Retirement Villages in this zone as controlled activities, with matters of control being 

the same as those referred to above (urban design and retirement village 

assessment matters).  The advantage of this approach is that the importance of 

providing suitable living opportunities for an ever increasing elderly population in 

suitable locations is better recognised, developers of retirement villages have 

greater certainty as to resource consenting outcomes, whilst conditions can still be 

imposed on consents issued to achieve positive urban design outcomes and 

manage adverse effects.   

 

5.11.I do note that such an approach departs from the current structure of the zone rules, 

although it is similar to the approach proposed for the Residential New 

Neighbourhood zone. As such I suggest it for consideration in the light of the 

advantages I have set out above.    

 

5.12.Either way, I suggest that where a proposed building or buildings in this zone are 

intended to be developed for retirement villages, and where such building/s achieve 

the zone height, bulk and location requirements, then there should be explicit 

provision within the rules to exempt the required resource consent application from 

having to be publically notified.  The height, bulk and location requirements are 

intended to provide for the preservation of neighbourhood and neighbouring 

amenity. Where these provisions are exceeded it is appropriate that neighbouring 

property owners and occupiers have an ability to participate in the resource consent 

process in accordance with the usual RMA notification tests. However, if a 

development is able to achieve these standards, then the rule framework is such 

that matters relating to urban design become the primary focus.  This is generally a 

matter for council assessment and determination, based on the guidance inherent 

in 14.16.4.15.  Appendix A of my evidence sets out the amendments to the rules to 

give effect to this.  
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5.13.Finally, I note that the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 Residential Zones confirmed 

that retirement villages would not be subject to internal amenity standards26. 

However that decision does not appear to have been translated into the retirement 

village-specific assessment matter at 14.13.10 “Retirement villages” (which refers to 

“internal living areas within buildings” and “residential amenity for occupants”).  I 

have therefore set out amendments to this assessment matter provided in the 

CCRZ and the Central City commercial zones (assessment matters 14.16.4.15 and 

15.11.3.17 respectively) in Appendix A to my evidence to remove internal amenity 

assessment matters.  In my view, the corresponding assessment matter included in 

the decision on the Stage 1 Residential Zones should also be amended to align with 

Central City zones assessment matters. That would appear to be a matter of 

correction, rather than a change to the Stage 1 decision.  

 

Central City Policy Context for Retirement Villages 

 

5.14.Mr Blair has addressed the Ryman and RVA submission insofar as it relates to 

suggested new policy for the CCRZ at paragraphs 12.3 and 12.4. The effect of his 

analysis is to include the Panel's finding regarding policies for an aging population 

from the Stage 1 Residential Hearing decision within this zone.  I agree that his 

approach in this respect is appropriate.  Notwithstanding this, I have made a small 

amendment to policy 14.1.1.2A which in my view is also consistent with the Stage 1 

Residential Hearing decision and with giving better effect to the now included policy 

14.1.1.6 of the CCRZ.  

 

5.15.Mr Stevenson has not supported the relief requested by Ryman and the RVA 

seeking explicit recognition of retirement villages in the policies relating to the 

Central City commercial zones. I note that his evidence27 indicates a view that the 

term “residential development” encompasses retirement village activities. On this 

basis his evidence indicates that explicit recognition of retirement villages in the 

commercial zone policies would be superfluous, considering references to 

residential development are present in the CRDP.   

 

5.16.In my opinion this approach does not properly recognise the manner in which the 

CRDP differentiates between retirement village and other residential activities and 

the way that it provides a separate rule framework for retirement villages.  This has 

been recognised by Mr Blair, in the light of the Stage 1 decision.  Nor does it reflect 

that the Central City commercial zones are appropriate locations for the 

establishment of retirement villages and the rule framework recognises this.    

 

5.17.Including specific policy recognition for retirement village activities into the central 

city policies is important given this separation within the rules and more particularly 

given the critical importance associated with providing suitable living opportunities 

for an ever increasing elderly population in suitable locations, including within those 

parts of the community that elderly residents have assisted to establish or with 

which they have long standing associations.   

                                                             
26

 Decision 10 Residential (part) (and relevant definitions and associated planning maps), paragraph 331. 
27

 Evidence of M Stevenson, 16 December 2015, paragraph 9.3. 
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Maximum Building Height Limit at 78 Park Terrace, Christchurch 

 

5.18.Ryman owns the property at 78 Park Terrace, which is located within the proposed 

CCRZ.  Prior to the Canterbury earthquakes, the site at 78 Park Terrace was 

developed with the Terrace on the Park Apartments, including buildings of up to 31 

metres in height. Ryman’s submission sought that the maximum building height for 

buildings at 78 Park Terrace and the land adjacent being legally described as Town 

Section 118 Deposited Plan 3780 and Town Section 119 DP 3780 be increased 

from 14 metres as proposed under the Notified Plan, to 20 metres. The Council 

evidence28 does not support this part of the submission, and recommends retaining 

the operative District Plan height limit of 14 metres for the Park Terrace properties.  

Mr Blair in particular does not appear to be fundamentally opposed to an increased 

height limit for the site.  Rather, he does not consider an adequate assessment of 

effects on character and amenity has been undertaken.  

 

5.19.The evidence of Mr Clinton Bird outlines the urban design rationale underpinning 

this aspect of Ryman’s submission. Mr Bird’s evidence discusses the historical 

context of the site and its previous development, the relationship of the site to the 

surrounding area and the effects that would derive by increasing the height limit 

from 14m to 20m height limit.  Mr Bird concludes that an increase in the height limit 

for the Park Terrace properties to 20 metres is wholly appropriate where a building 

is designed to fit contextually with the surrounding environment29.  Mr Bird has 

undertaken this assessment using a worst case building envelope approach.  He 

notes, and I agree, that such a scenario is conservative given the Plan’s associated 

development controls would preclude such a scenario. 

 

5.20.Mr Blair suggests that this aspect of Ryman’s submission implies that a retirement 

village inherently satisfies the relevant assessment matters.30 As outlined above, Mr 

Bird has undertaken a thorough assessment of the urban design effects of 

increasing the height limit at this particular site. That assessment is specific to the 

site, and does not imply that a retirement village inherently satisfies the relevant 

assessment matters. 

 

5.21.I note the Panel’s Stage 1 decision31 in relation to the land at 21-23 Carlton Mill 

Road addressed a matter with some similarity to Ryman’s submissions on the Park 

Terrace properties.  At 21-23 Carlton Mill Road, the CRDP proposed a 20 metre/five 

storey height limit, being a reduction from the 30 metre limit applicable under the 

Operative Plan. The Panel accepted a 30 metre height limit, considering the 

absence of section 32 justification for a reduced limit, an absence of submissions 

opposing the relief sought and the historic context of an eight storey building on the 

site.  

                                                             
28 Evidence of A Blair, Central City Residential Zone, 16 December 2015, paragraphs 16.3 to 16.9. 
29 Evidence of Mr C Bird, 14 January 2016, paragraph 5.35. 
30 Evidence of A Blair, Central City Residential Zone, 16 December 2015, paragraph 16.7. 
31

 Decision 10 Residential (part) (and relevant definitions and associated planning maps), paragraphs 421 – 
432. 
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5.22.As I have discussed above, I consider it appropriate for new retirement village 

buildings in the CCRZ to comprise a restricted discretionary or a controlled activity 

to ensure an appropriate level of urban design quality and overall amenity is 

achieved by built development in this zone.  From the detailed assessment carried 

out by Mr Bird it is evident to me that increasing the building height limit from 14 

metres to to 20 metres will establish an acceptable height limit for this site.   

 

5.23.More intensive use of land on sites around important civic amenities such as Hagley 

Park and in particular near the central city is also consistent with meeting key 

objectives within the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes within the CRDP 

and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the “RPS), which are discussed 

below.   

 

6. STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND STRATEGIC OUTCOMES 

 

6.1. The evidence of Mr Bird has identified and assessed the relevant objectives and 

policies from this section of the CRDP at section 6.32.  I have reviewed what he 

says about these matters and agree with the opinions he expresses.  In my opinion, 

an increased building height limit on the Park Terrace land is consistent with the 

ultimate aims of increasing the residential population within the central city, 

provisioning for higher density living opportunities and enabling the efficient 

redevelopment of brownfield sites.   

 

7. CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT  

 

7.1. The RPS provides a strategic vision for the redevelopment of Christchurch. The 

RPS emphasises33 the need for a land use framework that facilitates earthquake 

recovery efforts, including the following relevant guidance (which is set out in full at 

Appendix B to my evidence): 

 Consolidation and intensification of the urban area with higher density living 

environments including a greater range of housing types particularly in and 

around the Central City, key activity centres, neighbourhood centres, greenfield 

priority areas and brownfield sites34 (underlining added); 

 

 The provision of quality business and residential developments and public 

spaces that give effect to principles of good urban design35. These include 

sense of place, integration, connectivity, safety, choice and diversity, 

environmental sustainability and creativity and innovation.  

 

7.2. In my opinion, the relief sought by Ryman and the RVA gives effect to the RPS 

insofar as the activity status and assessment framework proposed will assist to 

realise increased densities in appropriate locations, increased housing choice and 

                                                             
32 Page 30 of Mr Bird’s evidence.   
33 Objective 6.2.1. 
34

 Objective 6.2.2, Policy 6.3.7. 
35

 Objective 6.2.3, Policy 6.3.2. 
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the consideration of the amenity and urban design implications of retirement village 

development.  

  

8. FURTHER SUBMISSIONS 

 

8.1. Ryman and the RVA lodged a further submission opposing the submission of the 

Victoria Neighbourhood Association, which sought that any activity where persons 

who do not reside permanently on site are employed in any activity other than 

residential activities on the site shall comprise a non–complying activity.  Ryman 

and the RVA were concerned that such a rule may implicate retirement village 

activities, which employ staff who do not reside at the site.   

 

8.2. As I have stated, retirement village activities comprise an appropriate activity in the 

residential zones and therefore I do not consider that retirement villages should be 

captured by this suggested rule.  While Mr Blair has recommended that the Victoria 

Neighbourhood Association’s submission be accepted in part36, the recommended 

wording of the rules, along with the rules explicitly providing for retirement villages, 

will ensure that retirement village activities are not inadvertently captured by the 

relief sought in this submission.     Following mediation, it is my understanding that 

the Victoria Neighbourhood Association did not intend to capture retirement village 

activities within this rule.      

 

8.3. I provide a summary of the further submissions lodged on Ryman and the RVA’s 

submission below.   

 

8.4. Notably, no further submissions have been served on Ryman in relation to Ryman’s 

submission seeking to increase the building height limit for the Park Terrace land.   

 

8.5. A further submission by Anglican Care Limited (submitter number 3349) in support 

of Ryman and the RVA’s submission has been received which supports in particular 

the provision of a permitted activity status for retirement villages located in the 

Central City Residential Zone. 

 

8.6. The Roman Catholic Bishop of the Diocese of Christchurch (submitter number 

3692) lodged a further submission in support of the submission of Ryman and the 

RVA on Policy 13.3.1.2.1, which sought flexibility relating to built form requirements 

in the Central City Mixed Use Zone. 

 

8.7. The Canterbury District Health Board (submitter number 3696) lodged a further 

submission in support of the relief sought by Ryman and the RVA regarding 

clarification of the definition of the term “Health Care Facility”, for which two 

definitions were provided in the Stage 3 proposal.  

8.8. The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (Crown) (submitter no 3721) lodged 

a further submission opposing the relief sought by Ryman and the RVA in relation 

to the definition of the term “Hospital”. Ryman’s submission sought that the term be 

defined so as not to unintentionally capture the ancillary activities associated with 

                                                             
36

 Evidence of Mr Blair, paragraph 9.57. 
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retirement villages, and to this end, preferred the more concise Stage 1 definition. 

The Crown prefers the more explicit Stage 3 definition of “Hospital”, on the grounds 

that the more explicit definition more clearly envisages the range of activities 

associated with Hospitals, including helicopter landing pads37.   

 

8.9. Ryman and RVA’s only concern in this regard is that the definition of hospital does 

not unintentionally capture some of the activities provided by comprehensive 

retirement villages, as this may result in ambiguity when interpreting zone 

provisions, and may impact on the activity status of retirement villages.  To this end, 

provided the definition clearly excludes ‘retirement village’, I consider the Stage 3 

definition to be acceptable. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

 

9.1. I support the Revised Proposal insofar as it provides for retirement village activities 

in the central city. However, I consider that further changes to the Revised Proposal 

are required to ensure that a consistent and effects-based consenting framework is 

established for retirement villages and to properly recognise the need to provide 

suitable living opportunities for an ever increasing elderly population in suitable parts 

of the city, including within those parts of the community that elderly residents have 

assisted to establish or with which they have long standing associations.  

 

9.2. I consider that, given the definitional differences set out by the CRDP for the terms 

“residential development” and “retirement villages” and their different treatment in 

the rule framework, the central city policies should explicitly recognise and provide 

for retirement villages, to avoid ambiguity.  

 

9.3. I am of the opinion that amendment of the Central City Residential Zone provisions 

to provide a permitted activity status for retirement villages, but subjecting 

associated built form to performance standards and a requirement to obtain a 

resource consent to manage external effects would appropriately balance the 

priorities of housing needs, urban design and amenity.  

 

9.4. I support the relief sought by Ryman in relation to the land at Park Terrace, 

particularly in light of the evidence of Mr Bird, which demonstrates that a permitted 

height limit of 20 metres is appropriate for this land site and comprises an efficient 

use of an important resource. 

 

9.5. I consider that planning for the housing needs of Christchurch’s ageing population is 

a vitally important component of promoting the social wellbeing of people and 

                                                             
37 Stage 3 definition for ‘Hospitals’: means land and/or buildings used for the provision of medical or surgical 
treatment of, and health services for, people, including: a. helicopter landing and ambulance facilities; b. 
medical research and testing facilities; c. first aid and other health-related training facilities; d. rehabilitation 
facilities, including gymnasiums and pools; e. palliative facilities; f. supported residential care; g. hospital 
maintenance and service facilities; h. mortuaries; i. accessory offices and retail activities, including pharmacies, 
food and beverage outlets and florists; and j. accessory commercial services, including banks and dry cleaners. 
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communities in accordance with Section 5(2) of the RMA. To this end, the amended 

provisions I have set out in Appendix A are intended to provide an appropriate 

framework for managing the development of retirement villages and the associated 

environmental effects. 

 

 

 

John Kyle 

14 January 2016 
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APPENDIX A 

 

AMENDED PROVISIONS 

 

Underlined text represents proposed insertions. Text with strikethrough represents proposed 

deletions. 
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Chapter 14 – Residential  

14.1.1.2A Policy – Residential Development in the Central City  

To restore and enhance residential activity in the Central City by: 

i. Providing flexibility for a varierty of housing types which are suitable for a range of 

individual housing needs including accommodation options (and ancillary services) for 

older people; 

ii. Providing for a progressive increase in the residential population of the Central City in 

support of Policy 14.1.1.1a.i;  

iii. Assisting with the creation of new inner city residential neighbourhoods and the 

protection of existing amenity of inner city residential neighbourhoods; and 

iv. Encourage the comprehensive redevelopment of sites that are no longer required for 

non-residential purposes. 

 

14.1.7.7 Policy - Non-residential activities inside the Central City 

a. To ensure non-residential activities are of a small scale and compatible with residential 

activities; 

 

b. To ensure non-residential activities meet the needs of the local residential community or 

would benefit from the high level of amenity inherent in the Central City Residential Zone; 

and  

 

c. To ensure new non-residential activities do not compromise the role of the Central City 

Residential Zone, or Central City Business zone or the Central City Mixed Use zones or the 

aim of consolidating that area of the Central City or the Central City Mixed Use Zones. 

 

d. To enable the on-going operation, use and redevelopment of the existing fire service 

facilities.  

 

e. Protect residential amenity by controlling the character, scale, and intensity of non-

residential activities. 

 

14.1.8.2 Policy - Amenity Standards 

a. Prescribing minimum standards for residential development which: 

i. are consistent with higher density living; 

ii. protect amenity values for residents; 

iii. integrate development with the adjacent and wider neighbourhood; 

iv. provide for a range of current and future residential needs; 

v. recognise cultural values; 

vi. recognise the unique characteristics and requirements for retirement villages. 

https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=54442


 

16 
 

 

14.16 Rules - Central City Living Residential Zone 

14.16.2.1 Permitted Activities  

In the Central City Residential Zone the activities listed below are permitted activities if they 

comply with the activity specific standards set out in this table and the Built Form Standards 

in Rule 14.16.3. 

 

Activities may also be controlled, restricted discretionary, discretionary, non-complying or 

prohibited as specified in Rules 14.16.2.2 – 14.16.2.3, 14.16.2.2.4, 14.16.2.5 and 

14.16.2.2.6. 

 

Activity Activity Specific Standards  

P14 

 

Retirement village 

activity 

 

Nil (however see RD4) 

 

14.16.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities  

The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities  

Discretion to grant or declined consent and impose conditions is restricted to the matters of 

discretion set out in 14.16.4 for each standard, as set out in the following table: 

 

Activity Council’s discretion shall be limited to: 

RD1 Any permitted activity that 

does not meet one or more of 

the following Built Form 

Standards in 14.16.3, unless 

otherwise specified: 

 

14.16.3.3 Street scene and 

accessways 

 

14.16.3.5 Fencing and 

Screening 

 

14.16.3.6 Landscaping and 

tree planting 

 

14.16.3.7 Minimum residential 

As relevant to the breached standard: 

 

a. Minimum unit size 14.16.4.1. 

 

b. Ground floor habitable space 14.16.4.2. 

 

c. Outdoor living space 14.16.4.3. 

 

d. Service space 14.16.4.4. 

 

e. Building height 14.16.4.5. 

 

f. Sunlight and outlook for neighbours 
14.16.4.6. 
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unit size 

 

14.16.3.8 Ground floor 

habitable space 

 

14.16.3.9 Outdoor Living 

Space 

 

14.16.3.10 Service Space 

 

14.16.3.11 Minimum site 

density from development and 

redevelopment of residential 

units 

 

Any application arising from 

noncompliance with Built Form 

Standards: will not require 

written approvals and shall not 

be publicly or limited notified. 

 

g. Street scene and accessways 
14.16.4.7. 

 

h. Separation from neighbours 
14.16.4.3.8. 

 

i. Fences and screening 14.16.4.9. 

 

j. Landscaping and tree planting 
14.16.3.10 

 

k. Water supply for firefighting 14.16.4.12 

 

l. Minimum site density from development 

and redevelopment of residential units 

14.16.4.13 

RD2 Any activity involving the 

erection of new buildings and 

alterations  or additions to 

existing buildings, that result 

in: 

a. Three or more 

residential units; or 

b.  One or two residential 

units on a site smaller 

than 300m2 gross site 

area; 

Including all accessory 

buildings, fences and walls 

associated with that 

development.  

Any application arising 

from non-compliance with 

this rule will not require 

written approvals and shall 

not be limited or publicly 

a. Urban design 14.16.4.11 
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notified.  

 

RD4 The erection of new buildings 

and alterations or additions to 

existing buildings for 

Retirement Villages38.  

Any application made under 

this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

limited or publicly notified 

provided the building or 

buildings achieve the following 

building form standards: 

14.14.3.1 Building Height 

14.16.3.2 Daylight recession 

planes 

14.16.3.3 Road boundary 

building setback 

14.16.3.4 Minimum building 

setbacks from internal 

boundaries   

 

a.    14.16.4.15 Retirement villages 
b. 14.16.4.11 Urban Design  

 

 

 

14.16.3.13 Built Form Standards  

14.16.3.1 Building height  

The maximum height of all buildings shall be as shown on the Central City Maximum 

Building Height Planning Map. 

 

The Central City Maximum Building Height Planning Map does not apply to the following 

land where a maximum building height of 20 metres shall apply if proposed in conjunction 

with the buildings for a retirement village: 

 

 Lot 1 Deposited Plan 77997 CB46D/74 

 Town Section 118 Deposited Plan 3780 

 Town Section 119 DP 3780 

 

                                                             
38

 Note that this rule could be converted to a controlled activity rule if the Panel was minded to agree with the 
points made at paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10 of my evidence.   
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14.16.3.6 Tree and garden planting  

1.  A minimum of 20% of the site shall be provided for landscape treatment (which may 

include private or communal open space in residential developments, or private or 

communal landscaped spaces (which may be covered, such as within an atrium) in 

retirement villages), including a minimum of one native tree for every 250m2 of gross 

site area (prior to subdivision), or part thereof;  

2.  all trees shall be not less than 1.5m high at the time of planting;  

3.  all trees and landscaping required by this rule shall be maintained and if dead, 

diseased or damaged, shall be replaced  

 

14.16.3.7 Minimum residential unit size  

a. The minimum net floor area (including toilets and bathrooms) for any residential unit 

(excluding car parking, garaging, or balconies allocated to each unit) shall be: 

i. Studio 35m2 

ii. 1 Bedroom 45m2 

iii. 2 Bedroom 70m2 

iv. 3 or more Bedrooms 90m2. 

This standard does not apply to buildings associated with retirement villages. 

 

14.16.3.8 Ground floor habitable space 

a. Any residential unit fronting a road or public space, unless built over an accessway or 

another residential unit, shall have a habitable space located at ground level. 

b. At least 30% of all residential units within a development shall have a habitable space 

located at ground level. 

c. At least one habitable space located at the ground level of a residential unit shall have a 

minimum floor area of 12m2 and a minimum internal dimension of 3m. 

This standard does not apply to buildings associated with retirement villages. 

 

14.16.3.9 Outdoor Living Space  

a. Each residential unit shall provide on-site an outdoor living space of at least 24m². 

b. The required outdoor living space for each residential unit can be provided through a mix 

of private and communal areas, at the ground level or in balconies, provided that: 

i. each residential unit shall have private outdoor living space of at least 8m² in total, not 

occupied by parking or access; 
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ii. each private outdoor living space dimension shall be a minimum of 4m when provided at 

ground level and a minimum of 1.5m when provided by a balcony; 

iii. at least one private outdoor living space is to be directly accessible from a living area of 

that residential unit; 

iv. each outdoor living space provided as a communal space shall be accessible for use by 

all on site residents and each dimension shall be a minimum of 4m; 

v. 50% of the outdoor living space required across the entire site shall be provided at ground 

level; 

vi. any communal space may be located indoors provided its use is explicitly for a recreation 

activity for the exclusive use of the residents of, and guests to the units on the site. 

This standard does not apply to buildings associated with retirement villages. 

 

14.16.3.10 Service Space 

a. Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 3m2 of indoor or outdoor service 

space at ground floor level for the dedicated storage of waste and recycling bins. 

b. The required service space for each residential unit shall be provided either individually, or 

within a dedicated shared communal space, but shall not be located between the road 

boundary and any habitable space. 

c. Service space for the storage of waste and recycling bins shall be fully screened from any 

site, road and outdoor service space which adjoins the service space. 

This standard does not apply to buildings associated with retirement villages. 

 

14.16.4 Matters of Discretion  

14.16.4.15 Buildings - Retirement villages 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, assessment matter 14.16.4.11 Urban Design and this 

assessment matter are the only matter of discretion that applies to buildings for retirement 

villages. 

 

a. Whether the developments, while bringing change to existing environments, is appropriate 

to its context taking into account: 

 

i. engagement with, and contribution to, adjacent streets and public open spaces, with 

regard to: 

A. fencing and boundary treatments; 

B. sightlines; 
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C. building orientation and setback; 

D. configuration of pedestrian entrances; 

E. windows and internal living areas within buildings; and 

F. if on a corner site is designed to emphasise the corner; 

 

ii. integration of access, car parking and garaging in a way that is safe for pedestrians and 

cyclists, and that does not visually dominate the development, particularly when viewed from 

the street or other public spaces; 

 

iii. retention or response to existing character buildings or established landscape features on 

the site, particularly mature trees, which contribute to the amenity of the area; 

 

iv. appropriate response to context with respect to subdivision patterns, visible scale of 

buildings, degree of openness, building materials and design styles; 

 

v. incorporation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles, 

including effective lighting, passive surveillance, management of common areas and clear 

demarcation of boundaries and legible entranceways; 

 

vi. residential amenity for occupants and neighbours, in respect of outlook, privacy, noise, 

odour, light spill, weather protection, and access to sunlight, through site design, building, 

outdoor living and service/storage space location and orientation, internal layouts, 

landscaping and use of screening; 

 

vii. creation of visual quality and interest through the separation of buildings, variety in 

building form, distribution of walls and openings, and in the use of architectural detailing, 

glazing, materials, and colour; and 

 

viii. where practicable, incorporation of environmental efficiency measures in the design, 

including passive solar design principles that provide for adequate levels of internal natural 

light and ventilation. 
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Chapter 15 – Commercial 

 

15.1.6.4 Policy: Residential Intensification  

a.  Encourage the intensification of residential activity within the Central City Business 

Zone by enabling a range of types of residential development including retirement 

villages. with an appropriate level of amenity by including:  

b. For medium and high density residential activity ensure an appropriate level of amenity 

by including:  

i.  provision for outdoor living space and service areas;  

ii.  screening of outdoor storage and service areas;  

iii.  separation of balconies or habitable spaces from internal site boundaries;  

iv.  prescribed minimum unit sizes; and  

v.  internal noise protection standards.  

 

15.1.7.1 Policy: Diversity of Activities 

a.  To enhance and revitalise the Central City Mixed Use Zone by enabling:  

i.  a wide range of activities and a continuation of many of the existing business 

activities;  

ii.  a range of types of residential activities, including retirement villages to transition 

into this area in support of inner city residential intensification;  

iii.  forms of retailing that support business and other activity within the zone, are 

consistent with consolidating retail activity in the Central City Business Zone, or 

are less suited to the Central City Business Zone environment;  

iv.  larger format retail activity to continue in parts of the zone where that form of 

retailing has previously existed and/or to an extent that does not threaten the 

consolidation of retail activity in the Central City Business Zone;  

v.  opportunities for office and commercial service activity in association with other 

business and residential activity, or where it is of a small scale so as to not 

compromise the role of the Central City Business Zone or the aim of consolidating 

that area of the Central City;  

vi.  light service industry compatible with other activities envisaged for the zone; and  

vii.  entertainment and hospitality activities of a scale, type and duration that do not 

conflict with or undermine existing and future residential activity, not undermine 

the identified hospitality and entertainment precincts.  

15.1.8.3 Policy: Residential Development  

a.  Provide for a range of residential development within the Central City Mixed Use Zone 

in support of and to encourage intensification of residential activity including retirement 

villages in the Central City. 

b. and For medium and high density residential activity provide for a level of amenity for 

residents consistent with the intended built form and mix of activities within that 

environment, by including:  

i.  provision of outdoor living space and service area;  
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ii.  screening of outdoor storage and service areas;  

iii.  separation of balconies or habitable spaces from internal site boundaries;  

iv.  prescribed minimum unit sizes; and  

v.  internal noise protection standards.  

 

15.1.10.2 Policy: Residential Development  

a.  Provide for a range of types of residential development within the Central City (South 

Frame) Mixed Use Zone to support intensification of residential activity including 

retirement villages within the Central City.  

b. For medium and high density residential activity and to provide for an appropriate level 

of amenity for residents, by including:  

i.  provision for outdoor living space and service areas;  

ii.  screening of outdoor storage and service areas; and  

iii.  prescribed minimum residential unit sizes.  

 

 

15.8 Rules – Commercial Central City Business Zones  

Assessment Matters 

15.11.3.17 Retirement Villages  

 

The following matters shall apply to Retirement villages. Where a Built form standard 

addresses the same matter (e.g. sunlight by recession plane controls), listed below there 

shall be no discretion to consider this matter where development complies with the relevant 

standard. 

 

a. Whether the developments, while bringing change to existing environments, is appropriate 

to its context taking into account: 

 

i. engagement with, and contribution to, adjacent streets and public open spaces, with 

regard to:  

A. fencing and boundary treatments;  

B. sightlines;  

C. building orientation and setback;  

D. configuration of pedestrian entrances;  

E. windows and internal living areas within buildings; and  

F. if on a corner site is designed to emphasise the corner; 
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ii. integration of access, car parking and garaging in a way that is safe for pedestrians and 

cyclists, and that does not visually dominate the development, particularly when viewed from 

the street or other public spaces; 

 

iii. retention or response to existing character buildings or established landscape features on 

the site, particularly mature trees, which contribute to the amenity of the area; 

 

iv. appropriate response to context with respect to subdivision patterns, visible scale of 

buildings, degree of openness, building materials and design styles; 

 

v. incorporation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles, 

including effective lighting, passive surveillance, management of common areas and clear 

demarcation of boundaries and legible entranceways; 

 

vi. residential amenity for occupants and neighbours, in respect of outlook, privacy, noise, 

odour, light spill, weather protection, and access to sunlight, through site design, building, 

outdoor living and service/storage space location and orientation, internal layouts, 

landscaping and use of screening; 

 

vii. creation of visual quality and interest through the separation of buildings, variety in 

building form, distribution of walls and openings, and in the use of architectural detailing, 

glazing, materials, and colour; and 

 

viii. where practicable, incorporation of environmental efficiency measures in the design, 

including passive solar design principles that provide for adequate levels of internal natural 

light and ventilation. 
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APPENDIX B 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement – relevant provisions 

 

Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a 

land use and infrastructure framework that:  

(1) identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater Christchurch; 

(2) identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a focus for high quality, and, where 

appropriate, mixed-use development that incorporates the principles of good urban design; 

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

development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS; 

(4) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes including those within the Port Hills 

from inappropriate subdivision, use and development; 

(5) protects and enhances indigenous biodiversity and public space; 

(6) maintains or improves the quantity and quality of water in groundwater aquifers and  

surface water bodies, and quality of ambient air; 

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

(8) protects people from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and the effects of sea-level 

rise; 

(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use development; 

(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient operation, use, 

development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic infrastructure and freight 

hubs; 

(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and 

(12) provides for development opportunities on Māori Reserves in Greater Christchurch. 

 

Objective 6.2.2 – Urban form and settlement pattern 

The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is managed to provide 

sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs and set a foundation for future growth, with 

an urban form that achieves consolidation and intensification of urban areas, and avoids 

unplanned expansion of urban areas, by: 

(1) aiming to achieve the following targets for intensification as a proportion of overall growth 

through the period of recovery: 
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(a) 35% averaged over the period between 2013 and 2016 

(b) 45% averaged over the period between 2016 to 2021 

(c) 55% averaged over the period between 2022 and 2028; 

(2) providing higher density living environments including mixed use developments and a 

greater range of housing types, particularly in and around the Central City, in and around 

Key Activity Centres, and larger neighbourhood centres, and in greenfield priority areas and 

brownfield sites; 

(3) reinforcing the role of the Christchurch central business district within the Greater 

Christchurch area as identified in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan; 

(4) providing for the development of greenfield priority areas on the periphery of 

Christchurch’s urban area, and surrounding towns at a rate and in locations that meet 

anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of network infrastructure; 

(5) encouraging sustainable and self-sufficient growth of the towns of Rangiora, Kaiapoi, 

Woodend, Lincoln, Rolleston and Prebbleton and consolidation of the existing settlement of 

West Melton; 

(6) Managing rural residential development outside of existing urban and priority areas; and 

(7) Providing for development opportunities on Māori Reserves. 

 

Objective 6.2.3 – Sustainability 

Recovery and rebuilding is undertaken in Greater Christchurch that: 

(1) provides for quality living environments incorporating good urban design; 

(2) retains identified areas of special amenity and historic heritage value; 

(3) retains values of importance to Tangata Whenua; 

(4) provides a range of densities and uses; and 

(5) is healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally efficient, and prosperous. 

 

Policy 6.3.2 – Development form and urban design 

Business development, residential development (including rural residential development) 

and the establishment of public space is to give effect to the principles of good urban design 

below, and those of the NZ Urban Design Protocol 2005, to the extent appropriate to the 

context: 

(1) Tūrangawaewae – the sense of place and belonging – recognition and incorporation of 

the identity of the place, the context and the core elements that comprise the place. Through 

context and site analysis, the following elements should be used to reflect the 
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appropriateness of the development to its location: landmarks and features, historic heritage, 

the character and quality of the existing built and natural environment, historic and cultural 

markers and local stories. 

(2) Integration – recognition of the need for well integrated places, infrastructure, movement 

routes and networks, spaces, land uses and the natural and built environment. These 

elements should be overlaid to provide an appropriate form and pattern of use and 

development. 

(3) Connectivity – the provision of efficient and safe high quality, barrier free, multimodal 

connections within a development, to surrounding areas, and to local facilities and services, 

with emphasis at a local level placed on walking, cycling and public transport as more 

sustainable forms of transport. 

(4) Safety – recognition and incorporation of Crime Prevention Through Urban Design 

(CPTED) principles in the layout and design of developments, networks and spaces to 

ensure safe, comfortable and attractive places. 

(5) Choice and diversity – ensuring developments provide choice and diversity in their 

layout, built form, land use housing type and density, to adapt to the changing needs and 

circumstances of the population. 

(6) Environmentally sustainable design – ensuring that the process of design and 

development minimises water and resource use, restores ecosystems, safeguards mauri 

and maximises passive solar gain. 

(7) Creativity and innovation – supporting opportunities for exemplar approaches to 

infrastructure and urban form to lift the benchmark in the development of new urban areas in 

the Christchurch region. 

 

Policy 6.3.7 – Residential location, yield and intensification 

In relation to residential development opportunities in Greater Christchurch: 

(1) Subject to Policy 5.3.4, residential greenfield priority area development shall occur in 

accordance with Map A. These areas are sufficient for both growth and residential relocation 

through to 2028. 

(2) Intensification in urban areas of Greater Christchurch is to be focused around the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres commensurate with their scale and 

function, core public transport routes, mixed-use areas, and on suitable brownfield land. 

(3) Intensification developments and development in greenfield priority areas shall achieve at 

least the following residential net densities averaged over the whole of an ODP area (except 

where subject to an existing operative ODP with specific density provisions): 

(a) 10 household units per hectare in greenfield areas in Selwyn and Waimakariri District; 

(b) 15 household units per hectare in greenfield areas in Christchurch City; 



 

28 
 

(4) Intensification development within Christchurch City to achieve an average of: 

(a) 50 household units per hectare for intensification development within the Central City; 

(b) 30 household units per hectare for intensification development elsewhere. 

(5) Provision will be made in district plans for comprehensive development across multiple or 

amalgamated sites.  

(6) Housing affordability is to be addressed by providing sufficient intensification and 

greenfield priority area land to meet housing demand during the recovery period, enabling 

brownfield development and providing for a range of lot sizes, densities and appropriate 

development controls that support more intensive developments such as mixed use 

developments, apartments, townhouses and terraced housing. 

 

 


