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CONTENTS AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Statement of Evidence covers four areas. 

1. Residential Policy (Proposal 14.1.1.3); paragraphs 11-12 

We support the policy goals of encouraging residential development in the Central City, in 

particular the goal of having flexibility for a variety of housing types. 

2. Types of non-residential activity allowed in residential zones (Proposal 14.1.7.7), 

paragraphs 13-16 

We argue that the Policies should protect residential land for residential use, by not allowing 

non-residential activities that “would benefit from the high level of amenity inherent in the 

Central City Residential Zone”. Allowing that would reduce amenity in the CCRZ, reduce the 

number of inner city residents, and hinder the recovery of the Mixed Use and Commercial 

zones. 

3 The rules for non-residential activity (Proposal 14.16.2), paragraphs 17-26 

We argue that the rules for non-residential activities need to be tighter, in particular 

Discretionary Activity D2 should be deleted as this allows large scale non-residential 

activities of a range of types with nobody living on site, to intrude into the residential zone. 

4 The minimum density rule (Proposal 14.16.3.11), paragraphs 27-46 

We argue that this attempt to force higher density in the residential zone is unfair, likely to 

have unintended consequences, likely to be ineffective, and is inconsistent with the Policies 

in A Liveable City for a variety of housing types. A compulsory higher density does not deal 

with the main threat to the number of people living in the CCRZ, which is loss of residential 

land to non residential uses.  

 

The detailed paragraphs commented on and wording changes requested are given in Table 1 

on pages 13-17. 

There are three Attachments 

Attachment 1: Residential density in the Victoria Neighbourhood Area and map of VNA 

boundaries. 

Attachment 2: List of past RMA applications for non-residential uses of residential land in 

VNA area.  

Attachment 3: List of number of properties in VNA area and section sizes.  
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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE FROM PROF DAVE KELLY ON BEHALF OF  

The Victoria Neighbourhood Association Inc [Submission #3611 and FS5068] 

  

INTRODUCTION 

  

1 My full name is David Kelly (usually “Dave”).  I am representing the Victoria 

Neighbourhood Association Inc (VNA). 

 

2 I have lived at 6 Beveridge St since 1986 and am an active participant in 

neighbourhood activities and matters related to the central city as a whole.  For more 

than 15 years I have held the position of Secretary for the VNA and am currently on 

the 13-member elected Coordinating Committee.   

 

3 The Victoria Neighbourhood Association Inc (VNA) was incorporated in 2011, 

having operated as the unincorporated Victoria Neighbourhood Group since 1989.  

The boundaries of the VNA are Bealey, Victoria, Salisbury and Colombo Streets 

(see map in Attachment 1). There currently are 106 financial members, plus 

another 30 – 40 residents who are involved in various activities and/or consultations 

depending on their particular interests. 

 
4 The objectives of the VNA include protecting residential amenity. In practice this has 

been the main activity, particularly two particular aspects. The first is opposing 

attempted non-residential use of residential zoned land, which has been a major issue 

since before 1995. The second is opposing late night alcohol sales in Victoria St, 

which has only been an issue since 22 February 2011.  

 
5 The VNA area is one of the most densely populated of the Central City residential 

neighbourhoods, partly because it consists largely of low-rise dwellings on TC2 land 

most of which survived the earthquakes, and partly because the rebuild efforts 

commenced here earlier than in the more damaged neighbourhoods. 

 

6 This Statement of Evidence is presented as non-expert (lay) evidence, although I 

referred to the following documents when preparing it: 

 
(a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 2013 (CRPS); 
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(b) The Christchurch City Recovery Plan (‘A Liveable City’), January 2015 

(CCRP); 

 
(c) Decision 1:  Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions), Independent Hearings Panel, 26 February 2015; 

 
(d) Minister of Earthquake Recovery / CERA comments on draft Stage 3 

Proposals (June 2015); 

 
(e) Statement of Evidence of Adam Scott Blair on behalf of the Christchurch City 

Council, Central City Hospital Zone, Planning, 17 December 2015; 

 
(f) Mediation Report, Central City, Stage 3 on 8 December 2015. 

 
7 On behalf of the VNA (#3611 and FS5068), I initiated Informal Mediation with 

CERA (Tim Walsh and Ken Gimblett), on Thursday 3 December 2015 at CERA 

offices.  

 

8 With Marjorie Manthei and Robert Manthei from VNA, I attended attended Formal 

Mediation on 7-8 December 2015, but no agreement was reached on the 200 m2 

rule.  Refer to Mediation Report (f) above in list of documents. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
9 The specific aspects of Proposal 13 (Chapter 14) covered in this Statement of 

Evidence are listed in full in the Table 1 below (pages 13-17) along with the relief 

sought. We address four main areas in relation to the Central City Residential Zone 

(CCRZ): (1) Residential Policy, (2) types of non-residential activity allowed in 

residential zones, (3) the rules for non-residential activity, and (4) the minimum 

density rule (the “one residential unit per 200 m2 rule”, or more briefly the 200 m2 

rule). In this section I give reasons for our comments and objections.  

10 The Table lists full section numbers in the original Proposal (Chapter 13) and the 

revised version (12 November 2015, Chapter 14 part). In the text I will use the 

numbering in the 12 November version of Chapter 14. 
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POLICY: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (14.1.1.3) 

 
11 We support policy 14.1.1.3 on residential development in the central city. The VNA 

has always supported residential use in the central city, for reasons of residential 

coherence and residential amenity. Having more neighbours gives a stronger sense 

of community. In particular, we support policy 14.1.1.3 a(i) on a “range of housing 

types” to allow for different types of residents (families, couples, and single people; 

tenants and owner-occupiers). 

12 We oppose the 200 m2 rule (see below) because it will make it very difficult to 

maintain this “range of housing types” as explained further below. In that sense, the 

200 m2 rule is contrary to this policy which is in both A Liveable City and the draft 

District Plan.  

POLICY: NON-RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES (14.1.7.7) 

 
13 In the VNA area since 1985 the greatest threat to residential use has always been loss 

of residential land to non-residential uses. The pressures for this are very high. The 

VNA has appeared many times at Resource Management hearings opposing such 

applications, as listed in Attachment 2. In the past when the application was on 

L4C zoned land the applications were usually refused consent; on L4A zoned land 

which allowed some “educational, spiritual, medical, daycare, and guest 

accommodation” uses much more land was lost.  

14 It is repeatedly stated in the Proposed Plan that a major goal is to increase the number 

of central city residents. For this to happen the key requirement is to limit non-

residential uses taking over residential land. For that reason, it is important to ensure 

the Policies in the new Plan limit the possible ways in which non-residential uses 

can intrude into the residential areas.  

15 In the 12 November version of Chapter 14, policy 14.1.7.7 b includes the addition that 

non residential activites should be ones that benefit the local community “or would 

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

Zone”. This quoted text opens the door for non-residential uses to establish in the 

residential zone, when they would properly be located in the adjacent Mixed Use or 

Commercial zones. Such non-residential uses basically never benefit the residents 

(the services we need are close nearby on adjacent land with mixed use or 
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commercial zoning). For example, from my house in Beveridge St, I have 6 cafes 

within 5 minutes walk, all on land zoned Commercial. We have no need for cafes or 

suchlike to open up on residential land. Moreover, by intruding into the residential 

zone these businesses would weaken the very amenity they seek to benefit from.  

16 We request that the words “or would benefit from the high level of amenity inherent 

in the Central City Residential Zone” be deleted as they are inconsistent with the 

goal of increasing the number of residents in the Central City, and inconsistent with 

enhancing the recovery of the Mixed Use and Commercial zones.  

RULES FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES (14.6.2) 

 
17 Another very important limit on non-residential intrusions into the residential zone is 

the policies on what is allowed or not. The 12 November proposal (Chapter 14) is 

inconsistent in this regard and leaves too much room for intrusions.  

18 As noted above (para 13) in the past much more land was lost in the VNA area on 

L4A-zoned land which, unlike L4C zoning, allowed “educational, spiritual, health, 

daycare and guest accommodation” uses on residential land. If we assume that 

increasing the number of Central City residents is important in the new District Plan, 

these exemptions therefore have to be kept very tightly constrained to avoid ongoing 

loss of residential land.  

19 Chapter 14 lists non-residential uses in CCRZ land (section 14.16.2) through 

Permitted activites P7, P11 and P12, Discretionary activity D2, and Non-Complying 

activities NC1, NC2, and NC3.  

20 P7 is a generic “home occupation” clause allowing a business to work from home 

where it takes up less than 40 m2 of space and only people living in the house work 

there. The VNA has always supported this type of home occupation as these are 

primarily residential. 

21 P11 appears to be superfluous and confusing as it again requires less than 40 m2 of 

space and only people living there can work there (identical to P7), but specifies 

educational, daycare etc uses. P11 adds nothing that would not be permitted under 

P7 so for clarity and brevity P11 should be deleted. 

22 P12 applies specifically to Fitzgerald Ave and part of Bealey Ave so can remain. 
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23 The listings NC1-NC3 are useful in making clear that non-residential activites which 

do not comply with P7 (wrongly listed as P8 in NC1), P11, and P12 or are over 40 

m2 floor area on local roads are non-complying. This sends a strong signal to 

developers that this is not an anticipated outcome of the Plan. 

24 D2 however is very odd and far too lax. It allows any “educational, spiritual, health 

care, preschool or guest accommodation” between 40 and 200 m2 (in other words, 

large) on non-local roads, but unlike P7, P11 and P12 does not stipulate any 

residential requirement for any of the useage types except for guest accommodation. 

This is far too lax and emasculates P7 which attempts to enforce a residential 

requirement. If D2 is retained it will trigger a wave of RMA applications for large-

scale, non-residential, essentially metropolitan, uses on residential zoned land. This 

is contrary to the goal of increasing residents in the Central City, and will also hinder 

the recovery of the Mixed Use and Commercial zones which really need these types 

of development. It would also require the VNA to give up much voluntary time 

attending RMA hearings to object to these applications. Frankly we are sick of 

having to do that and would like to see a Plan which makes that less likely. 

25 It is important to note that D2 apparently only applies on non-local roads, but the 

VNA’s experience is that large applications can expand into land fronting onto local 

roads through site amalgamation. An example is the Salvation Army which is 

building a church on the corner of Colombo St, Salisbury St and Gracefield Avenue. 

This was only permitted in the then City Plan for L4A property “fronting” Colombo 

St but the development goes all the way into Gracefield Ave, including onto L4C 

land, because they argued that the “access” was from Colombo St. So D2 will not 

just threaten land facing non-local roads, but also much land on local roads as well.  

26 Therefore, if it really is important to have more Central City residents, D2 must be 

deleted, or at an absolute minimum, require all those working there to live on site 

(which will probably make most of these larger developments non-viable on 

residential land, in itself a good thing).  

MINIMUM SITE DENSITY RULE (14.16.3.11) 

 
27 The VNA objects strongly to the Minimum Site Density requirement (the 200 m2 

rule). We object on the grounds that the rule is unduly coercive, will have 
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unintended consequences, will be ineffective on larger developments where it would 

be of most use, and is not required.  

28 The 200 m2 rule is coercive and a very blunt instrument. It is out of keeping with the 

generally enabling approach of the proposed Plan. It attempts to increase density by 

simply making higher density compulsory. We argue that this interferes with market 

forces and limits what landowners can do with their land in a way which is unfair 

and not in any case required.  

The 200 m2 rule will have unintended consequences  

 

29 The 200 m2 rule will create unintended consequences. In particular it will make it 

very difficult to meet Policy 14.1.1.3 a(i) which seeks a variety of housing types. If 

every 200 m2 must have one unit, the type of dwelling that can be built is very 

limited, especially given the shape of many of the 400 – 500 m2 sections in our area.  

Almost all of the two-townhouse developments are identical, as that is all that fits 

onto a section with a narrow frontage. Many of the sections in the VNA area are just 

large enough to be most negatively affected by this rule (just over 400 m2; see 

Attachment 3, list of property sizes in the VNA area).  

30 These small townhouses cater for the same market—people who do not want outside 

space, do not have young children, and are happy to live in multi-story dwellings.  

Starting about 5 years before the earthquakes, our area was becoming more attractive 

to families than before, probably because of the school zones, but also because there 

were older style houses with outside play areas.  The 200 m2 rule will act as a 

disincentive for families to choose to live in—and more importantly continue to live 

in—the central city.  This is contrary to the objectives of encouraging a variety of 

people into the area.  A recent example on Beveridge Street is a family of two 

parents, one child and a dog, who purchased a 567 m2 section having suffered 

significant damage to their current house on the same street.  They want to build one 

house, with a large artist studio so the father can work from home and a north-facing 

outdoor area for family activities.  Under this Rule, they must build at least two 

units, making it difficult to fit in the studio and outside space.  Families such as this 

one are what the District Plan policies say should be allowed by having a “variety of 

housing types”. 
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31 The 200 m2 rule also will act as a disincentive for people to work from home or to set 

up a Bed & Breakfast, both of which are permitted activities in the Central City 

Residential Area.  The Victoria Neighbourhood Association supports these 

activities, but are less likely to occur if one unit per 200 square metres is imposed, as 

the smaller dwellings will not have space for the workroom or studio required for the 

business activity, also as noted in the previous paragraph.  

32 Neighbourhoods such as ours need long-term, committed residents if they are to 

thrive (as the Victoria neighbourhood has for many years).  Short-term residents 

often are less interested or involved in community activities, do not necessarily 

support local shops like we do and usually do not maintain their properties to the 

same extent long-term residents do.  Forcing one type of dwelling (which can fit 

onto 200m2) will cater mainly for short-term younger residents. 

33 Multiple dwellings on sections as small as 400 m2 put more pressure on on-street 

parking; use up a larger proportion of the section’s land area for drives, entrance 

ways, storage areas and service areas, and result in less liveable space; and limit the 

amount of effective landscaping and vegetable gardens. Trees, gardens and grass are 

important features, providing not only ecologically sound environments but also 

having a ‘softening effect’ that is particularly important in the Central City. 

The 200 m2 rule will be ineffective  

 

34 One of the strongest arguments against this Rule is that it will not even be effective in 

increasing the number of people living in the Central City.  This is for two reasons. 

Firstly the 200 m2 rule may increase the number of residences, but could decrease 

the number of people. Secondly it will only really constrain small developments on 

single sections, whereas it would be most useful if it applied to larger multi-

apartment developments (but won’t necessarily do so, as explained below).  

35 The number of residential units is a poor proxy for the number of residents. For 

example, a dwelling at 45 Gracefield Avenue, a one-story family home on 520 m2, 

housed six people (grandmother, both parents and three children).  There was 

sufficient space for a garden, play area and a large deck.  Eight years ago, two 

townhouses replaced that dwelling, one on 202 m2 and the other on 318m2.  Each 

has a very small outside area, with no garden and minimal landscaping.  One person 



 Statement of Evidence:  #3611 and FS5068                                                       Page 10 of 26 
 

lives in each townhouse. So the number of residents decreased from 6 in one house 

to 2 residents in two houses.  

36 Similarly, two older style large houses on Durham Street were demolished after the 

earthquakes.  Each had been divided into 4 flats and immediately prior to the EQs 

there were 16 people living in the two dwellings (including one family).  Now four 

new townhouses are currently being built there, two of which have been sold (each 

with only two residents).  It is likely the total population, replacing 16 people in two 

houses, will be 8 people in four houses. 

37 Even worse, the proposed 200 m2 rule is easily avoided in larger developments, 

where it might be most useful to have it apply. A perfect example is at 362 Durham 

St where pre-quakes a 1350 m2 section behind Aldred Park had 15 apartments which 

were demolished after the earthquakes. There is now a proposed development which 

will put four large townhouses on the same site, whereas the 200 m2 rule suggests 

the land should have at least 6 dwellings. The reduction to four has been achieved by 

simply subdividing the land into a driveway of 273 m2, and four sections of 268, 

268, 273, and 275 m2. Hence, the rule does not prevent a decrease from 15 

apartments to 4 apartments. So larger developments will find a way around this rule, 

while it will impact heavily on local residents trying to redevelop single sections. 

38 For all of the reasons given above, trying to make higher density mandatory can have 

the opposite effect of the stated intention. It will also discourage investment in the 

Central City, as it limits the types of dwellings which can be built and the types of 

residents who may want to build here.    

The 200 m2 rule is not required  

 

39 The 200 m2 rule is not even required to increase density, which has been going up at 

least since 1985 as houses are redeveloped. Despite exceptions like 362 Durham St 

(para 37 above) there has been a trend from single dwellings to multiple ones 

throughout the VNA area. A full list of properties in our area (with section sizes) 

is given in Attachment 3, which shows the number of multi-unit properties, and 

also indicates a number are already over the “one per 200 m2” target.  

40 Scott Blair refers to the density having decreased in the CCRZ since the earthquakes, 

but that is mainly because the larger multi-story developments were more likely to 
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be demolished post quake and for various reasons (insurance, the size of the projects 

etc) have been slow to rebuild. This is shown for example in his map of change in 

household numbers 2006-2013 (Attachment 1, Statement of Evidence of Adam Scott 

Blair) by the large decrease at the corner of Park Terrace and Salisbury St, where the 

100-apartment Terrace on the Park block was demolished and has not yet been 

rebuilt. This does not indicate a systematic problem of decreasing density which 

needs to be fixed by a compulsory minimum dwelling density rule. It is a transitory 

feature of the quake recovery.  

41 Scott Blair says the City Council has no information on household density 

immediately pre-quake, but the VNA has good information over time for our area. 

We photographed every property in the area in 2000 as a Millennium project, and 

since then have kept track of new developments and post-quake changes. These are 

listed in Attachment 3, section by section. So we are able to provide futher detail if 

required to back up our statement that density is increasing.  

42 We also note that A Liveable City has increased the potential for further increased 

density by steepening the recession planes and removing minimum lot sizes and so 

forth. Almost no current properties in the CCRZ are built up to the current maximum 

building envelope, so as redevelopment occurs, even without the 200 m2 rule, 

density is very likely to increase further under normal market forces.  

43 Moreover, the VNA area is already close to the desired level of 50 households per 

hectare. Our calculations are detailed in Attachment 1, with information about 

how that was worked out. Our area already has 46.3 households per hectare, and 

this is inevitably going to naturally increase under the newer more permissive rules 

for recession planes etc. The key to getting more people living in the Central City is 

not to try and make it compulsory to build smaller houses closer together.  

44 As explaned above, the main way that the numbers of residents can be maintained and 

increased is to ensure that residential land is not lost to non-residential uses. The 

most effective, and fairest, approach is to be much more restrictive on non 

residential uses (eg delete D2, see para 24 above), but to be less restrictive on what 

buildings the owners of single sections are allowed to construct.  

45 The IHP cannot do anything that is “inconsistent” with previous CERA regulations, 

including A Liveable City, which included the 200 m2 rule. However, we argue that 
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the 200 m2 rule itself is “inconsistent” with the Policies of A Liveable City in 

enabling a variety of housing types (see paragraph 12 above). Since we have also 

shown that the 200 m2 rule is unlikely to have the positive effect it intended, and 

will have various other negative and unintended consequences, deleting it would be 

consistent with the goals and policies of A Liveable City. We also note that the IHP 

has already deleted a similar stipulation for a one-per-350 m2 dwelling density from 

the residential areas near to but outside of the Central City.  

CONCLUSIONS  

 
46 The detailed wording and changes we request are listed below in Table 1. We thank 

the IHP for this opportunity to comment on the proposed District Plan.  
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Table 1: Key issues and decisions sought by Victoria Neighbourhood Association Inc.  

KEY:  Text in strikethrough is deleted; text in underline is added (showing changes between one version and the next). 

Notified Chapter 13, 
Central City  

Revised Proposal Chapter 14 (Residential)  
incorporating Central City Elements (as at 
12/11/15) 

Scott Blair, Evidence in Chief, Attachment A, 
17/12/15 after mediation Decisions  Sought  

13.6.1.1.1.1 Policy- 
Residential 
development 

14.1.1.3 Policy – Residential development 
in Central City 
 
a. 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; 

ii. providing for a progressive increase in 
the residential population of the 
Central City in support of Policy 
14.1.1.1.a.i.  

iii. assisting in the creation of inner city 
residential neighbourhoods.  

14.1.1.2A Policy - Residential Development in 
the Central City 
 
a. 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; 

ii. providing for a progressive increase in the 
residential population of the Central City in 
support of Policy 14.1.1.1.a.i.; 

iii. assisting in the creation of new inner city 
residential neighbourhoods and the 
protection of existing amenity of inner city 
residential neighbourhoods; and [Victoria 
Neighbourhood Residents Association 
#3311.6] 

iv. encourage the comprehensive redevelopment of 
sites that are no longer required for non 
residential purposes. [Canterbury District 
Health Board #3696.23 

Support 17 December version 
as it: 
 
a. encourages increased 
numbers of residents  
b. encourages a range of 
housing types 
c. recognizes and protects 
existing neighbourhoods 

13.6.1.1.1.2 Policy: 
Non-residential 
activities 
 
c. To ensure new non-
residential activities 
meet the needs of the 
local residential 
community... 

14.1.7.7 Policy: Non residential activities 
inside the Central City 
 
b.To ensure non-residential activities meet 

the needs of the lolcal residential 
community or would benefit from the 
high level of amenity inherent in the 
Central City Residential Zone; and 
[Crown #3721.693] 

14.1.7.7 Policy 
 
 
b. same as 12 November version 

The addition “or would benefit 
from the high level of amenity 
inherent in the Central City 
Residential Zone” should be 
deleted. CCRZ land is scarce 
and there is strong pressure to 
increase the number of inner 
city residents. Non residental 
uses which would “benefit 
from” the amenity of the CCRZ 
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should establish on adjacent 
non-residential zoned land, 
thereby protecting the amenity 
it seeks to benefit from AND 
enhancing redevelopment of the 
Mixed Use and Business zones.  
 
So reword to read 
“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” 

13.6.1.2.2.1  
 
Permitted activities 
P8 Home occupation, 
provided floor area 
does not exceed 40 m2 
and only persons living 
permanently on site 
can be employed  

14.16.2 Activity Status Table 
 
Permitted activities:  
P11 Any  educational,  spiritual  or health 

facility Activity, Preschool  and  Guest 
Accommodation  upto 40m 2 Gross 
Floor  Area  inclujding any area  of 
outdoor storage used for activities other 
than  residential activities  (except for 
Fitzgerald or  Bealey Avenues  (between 
Durham Street  North and Madras  
Street). [Crown #3729 .700} 

i. Only those persons who reside 
permanently on the site can be employed 
in any activity other than residential 
activities on the site. 

 

14.16.2 Activity Status Tables 
 
Permitted activities 
P 11, same as in 12 November version 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Delete P11 as P7 already allows 
all non residential activities up 
to 40 m2 which only employ 
people living on site. P11 says 
exactly the same thing for 
specified activities so is 
superfluous and confusing. 
(P12 is an exemption for sites 
on Fitzgerald and part of Bealey 
so can remain).  

13.6.1.2.2.1  
 
Permitted activities 
no equivalent entry 

14.16.2 Activity Status Table 
 
Discretionary activities: 
D2 Any education facility, spiritual, or 

health care facility activity or pre-school 

14.16.2 Activity Status Tables 
 
D2 , same as in 12 November version 
 
 

Delete D2 as it is confusing, 
and appears to allow a wide 
range of large-scale non 
residential uses almost 
anywhere, though it’s possible 
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or Guest Accommodation that is over 
40m2 but less than 201m2 in  gross floor 
area including any area of outdoor 
storage used for activities except on 
Fitzgerald and Bealey Avenues (between 
Durham  Street North and Madras 
Streets) or a local road provided that the 
following standards are met: 

i. Only those persons who reside 
permanently on the site can be  
employed in any activity other than  
residential activities on the site, except 
that: 

- for educational facilities, spiritual, or 
health care facility activity or pre-
schools  no persons are required to 
reside on the site 

- for Guest Accommodation , at least one 
employee must must reside on the site. 

it is trying to exclude them 
from local roads. D2 also says 
only people living there can 
work on site, then removes that 
requirement for all except guest 
accommodation, which 
effectively emasculates P7. If 
D2 is retained it would throw 
the door open to a wide range 
of RMA applications with the 
potential to lose much 
residential land, including 
(through site amalgamation) 
properties fronting local roads, 
as happened with the Salvation 
Army development on the 
Colombo-Salisbury corner. 

13.6.1.2.2.1  
 
Permitted activities 
no equivalent entry 

14.16.2 Activity Status Table 
 
non-complying activities:  
NC1. Any non residential activity, except 

as provided for in NC2 - NC4, over  
40m2  GFA including any area of  
outdoor storage used for activities other  
than residential activities or that does 
not comply with any of the activity 
standards in P8 i. to v.  [Crown 
#3721.704] 

NC2. Any educational facility, spriritua, 
health care facility activity, Pre-school 
and  guest accommodation that does not 
comply with any of the activity 
standarfds under  14.16.2.1  P 11 i. - iii. 
And P12 i. - ii.  [Crown #3721.705] 

NC3 Any educational facility, spriritual, 

14.16.2 Activity Status Tables 
 
NC1-NC3, same as in 12 November version 
 

 
 
Retain NC1-NC3, as these plus 
P7 and P12 effectively limit 
non residential uses on 
residential land.  
 
But in NC1 correct “P8 i to v” 
to “P7 i to v”.  
 
In NC2 if P11 is deleted (as 
requested above) delete 
reference here to P11.  
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health care facility  activity, Pre-school 
and  guest accommodation over 40m2  
GFA  including any area of outdoor  
storage used for activities other than  
residential activities that is located  on 
a local road [Crown #3721.706] 

13.6.1.2.3.11 Minimum 
site density from 
development and 
redevelopment of 
residential units 

14.16.3.11 Minimum site density from 
development and redevelopment of 
residential units [13.6.1.2.3.11] 
The minimum residential site density to be 
achieved when a site is developed or 
redeveloped with a residential unit or units 
shall be not less than one residential unit 
for every complete 200m2 of site area. (e.g. 
a site area of 399m2 requires 1 residential 
unit, a site area of 400m2 requires 2 
residential units). [Crown #3721.722 and 
.723]  

14.16.3.11 Minimum site density from 
development and redevelopment of residential 
units [13.6.1.2.3.11] 
The minimum residential site density to be 
achieved when a site is developed or redeveloped 
with a residential unit or units shall be not less 
than one residential unit for every complete 200m2 
of site area. (e.g. a site area of 399m2 requires 1 
residential 
unit, a site area of 400m2 requires 2 residential 
units). i.e. where a site area in m2 is not divisible 
by 200m2 to a whole number then the residential 
yield required will be set at the lower of the next 
closest whole numbers. E.g. a 1100m2 site divided 
by 200m2 is 5.5. The next lower whole number is 
5. 5 residential units will be required. [Crown 
#3721.722 
and .723] 

Delete this whole rule as it is 
unneccessary, ineffective and 
unfair.  

no equivalent entry 14.16.4.13 Matters of discretion: Minimum 
site density from development and 
redevelopment of residential units 
 
a. In considering the reduction in the 
number of residential units to be 
constructed on a site, whether the 
surrounding hectare, where the site is the 
centre point, has or will have as a result of 
the development a minimum net density of 
50 residential units per hectare. 
[Christchurch City Council #3723.886] 
 

14.16.4.13 Matters of discretion: Minimum site 
density frm development ande redevelopment of 
residential units 
 
a. In considering the reduction in the number of 
residential units to be constructed on a site, 
whether a reduction in the number of residential 
units yielded will produce a higher amenity 
outcome for the occupants of the residential units 
and the adjacent residential properties; and 
b. In the context of assessment matter (a) whether 
the resultant residential unit yield is the maximum 
practicable on the site. [Christchurch City Council 

The 12 November version is not 
favoured. Higher density is a 
goal at the level of the whole 
Central City, not each separate 
hectare. The 17 December first 
paragraph (a) is much better as 
it allows a tradeoff between 
density and amenity. This 
should be made more explict by 
adding “and encourage a 
variety of housing types”. The 
second paragraph (b) appears to 
mean that every Central City 
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#3723.886 Residential site developed in 
future should be forced to have 
the highest number of units that 
can be squeezed in, and would 
lead to unintended 
consequences.  
Reword whole section to read:  
a. In considering the reduction 
in the number of residential 
units to be constructed on a site, 
whether a reduction in the 
number of residential units 
yielded will produce a higher 
amenity outcome for the 
occupants of the residential 
units and the adjacent 
residential properties, and 
encourage a variety of housing 
types; and 
b. In the context of assessment 
matter (a) whether the resultant 
residential unit yield is the 
maximum practicable on the 
site. 
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Attachment 1. Residential Density in the Victoria Neighbourhood Association (VNA) 

Neighbourhood 

 
The following calculations were generated by using information accessible through 
www.payback.co.nz/Land_Area_Calculator.htm and QV.co.nz  Details regarding the number and size 
of units (dwellings) in the area was collected through a VNA ‘Census’ carried out between July – 
December 2015. 
 
The following process was used: 
 

1) The definition of ‘residential unit’ from the Definitions section of the Revised Proposal—
Chapter 2 incorporating Central City Elements, 11 November 2015 was used. 
 

2) The definition of ‘net density’ from the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 2013, was 
used (i.e. includes land used for residential purposes and local roads, but excludes major 
arterial roads, reserves and land used for non-residential purposes). 
 

3) All residential units (dwellings) were counted by a VNA member and included dwellings that 
were empty or pending repair / demolition since the earthquakes, dwellings that have been 
demolished but not yet rebuilt and dwellings that have been rebuilt.  The total number = 515, 
as shown on the attached document headed ‘Residential + Non-Residential Use of Land”. 
 

4) The VNA ‘Census’ also included (a) the size of each section—residential and non-residential 
(b) the dimensions of each section, (c) the number of dwellings currently inhabited and (d) the 
number that are rented on a short-term basis or owned by people who live here only on a 
temporary or sporadic basis. 
 

5) The list below refers to separate maps (only Map #1 is attached to this Statement of Evidence) 
generated from the Land Area Calculator and used to calculate the area sizes. 

 
# Area covered  Square Metres 
1 Total VNA area: including all land uses and roads (see map below) 208,663 m2  
2 VNA area: all land uses, but excluding main distributor roads 198,139 m2 
3 VNA area: residential land only, excluding distributor roads 

Generated through three separate maps of the residential areas 
111,091 m2 

 
Summary of Information Generated 
 

1 The percentage of total land (#2, above) used for residential purposes (#3, above) is 
56%.  This percentage would have been higher had we not already lost a significant 
amount of residential land to non-residential use (refer attached VNA Residential + Non-
Residential Use of Land’). 
 

2 The residential density in the VNA area, based on the 515 units, is 46.3 units/hectare 
(compared with the 50/hectare target) or 1 unit/215m2 (compared to the proposed 1 
unit/200m2). 

 
Produced by Bob and Marjorie Manthei, January 2016 
 
Map 1:  Total VNA area attached to show the location and size of the neighbourhood 
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Attachment 1 continued.  
Victoria Neighbourhood Association Inc boundaries (shown in red), with total size in m2 and acres 

as calculated by www.payback.co.nz  
 

Includes both residential and non-residential land and all roads 
  

 



 Statement of Evidence:  #3611 and FS5068                                                       Page 20 of 26 
 

Attachment 2. List of major attempted non-residential uses on residential (L4) land in the VNG area 

1990-2015. 

 

Attempted recent commercial intrusions into residential land in the Victoria area. Where zoning 
(L4A or L4C) is known it is indicated. 
Site Commercial use Outcome Date 
36 – 48 Bealey Ave + 
455 Montreal St 

Presbyterian Support 
Services 

Consent granted, led to eventual loss 
of residential over the whole block 

March 
1990 

15 Beveridge St Clothing wholesaler Stopped June 1993 
350 Durham St (corner 
Salisbury) 

Restaurant  Consent refused December 
1994 

184 Salisbury St Boutique hotel on L4A land Approved with residential 
component but not taken up 

1996 

118 Bealey Ave "Marli" Medical rooms on front 
lawn in L4A 

Approved with conditions and 
residential component, but not taken 
up 

Nov 1996 

344 Durham St Counselling business in 
L4A 

Approved since medical rooms 
allowed in L4A 

March 
1997 

21 Peacock St Motel use of flats in L4C Stopped July 1997 
90 Salisbury St Bed & Breakfast 

accommodation in L4A 
Approved with residential 
component 

1997 

c 37 Peacock St Motel construction through 
from Bealey Ave in L4C 

Proposal dropped after discussions 
with VNA 

1997 

12-20 Bealey Ave and 
24-26 Dublin St 

Convert houses to offices in 
L4C 

Declined for Dublin St. Bealey Ave 
approved to preserve buildings 

Oct 1999 

62 Bealey Ave Real estate offices in L4A Proposal dropped June 2000 
410 Montreal St  Motel use of cottage in 

L4A 
Proposal dropped  February 

2003 
16 Gracefield Ave Motel building on L4A 

extending over part L4C  
Approved by CCC; VNA appealed to 
Environment Court, proposed use of 
L4C abandoned and motel confined 
to L4A 

May 2003 

42 Beveridge St Doctors rooms in L4C Approved with residential 
component as L4C allows 

February 
2005 

49 Gracefield Ave 
(corner Durham St) 

Use of house as bed & 
breakfast in L4C 

Stopped  December 
2005 

451-453 Montreal St Car parking for commercial 
building on Victoria St in 
L4A 

Granted, loss of three dwellings February 
2006 

410 Durham St House demolished for 
construction of car park in 
L4C 

No consent application made to 
CCC; land not currently in use 

May 2010 

853 Colombo St and 
adjoining properties 

Salvation Army church, 
meeting rooms complex on 
L4A and L4C 

Approved only on L4A land. 
Condition of consent that residential 
units be developed on the L4C 

February 
2011  

Cranmer Courts, 350 
Montreal St 

Majestic Church applied for 
church and meeting rooms 
complex on L4C 

Declined September 
2014 
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Attachment 3. List of section sizes and number of dwellings (current, under development or 

recently demolished) in Victoria Neighbourhood Association Area.  Grey shading shows 

properties at densities above one per 200 m2.  

Residential + Non-Residential Use of Land with Section Sizes [December 2015]    
  
Colombo Street [west side only] Bealey Ave – Salisbury St 
# Land Use Status 
919 Pepperberry Cafe NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
913 Alliance Francaise NON RESIDENTIAL USE [was residential prior to EQ] 
911-909 Resthaven Resthome + dementia care 

maximum capacity = 49 
NOT CLASSIFIED AS RESIDENTIAL IN THIS CONTEXT 

FORMER CHCH WOMEN’S HOSPITAL SITE NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
885 Wilson’s Parking NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
873 Demolished  
867 Doctors’ surgeries NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
863 Colombo in the City Motel GUEST ACCOMMODATION 
859 Centre Point Motel GUEST TRAVELLERS’ ACCOMMODATION 
SALVATION ARMY DEVELOPMENT Loss of residential land:  refer Gracefield Avenue, below 
No land currently available for residential use 
 
Gracefield Avenue 
# Land Use + Section Sizes Status 

SALVATION ARMY DEVELOPMENT 853 – 857 Colombo + 
115, 128 Salisbury St + Gracefield Avenue 
Previously 16 residential units, with potential for more 
 [2 residents only required to built on Gracefield crn] 

Loss of 20 or more potential residential units. 

NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
Total area 4,217m2, 524 m2 L4C land (the rest L4A).  
Commissioner approved development in 2011, with 
requirement for residences on only 28m2.  Resubmitted 
application reducing residences to 402m2 approved 2015.   
 

3 134 m2  
5 134  
7 134  
9 134  
16 254  
16A 292  
1/20  
2/20  
3/20 

 
553 

 
EASTERN END OF CANTERBURY BOWLING CLUB NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
22 460  
24 506  
27 529  
28 650  

Demolished [Glenga Flats] 
Originally 20 separate flats 

31 524  Empty—to be demolished;   
1/34 
2/34 
3/34 
4/34 

635  
Rented:  some short term 
 

No current contacts 

1/35 
2/35 
3/35 
4/35 

524 
Demolished 

 

38 298  
Rental flats (Harcourts) count as 3 units 

One property, but rented ‘by the room’ 
Shown on District Plan map as CDHB-owned (error) 

39 524  
40 405  Empty:  CDHB owner CENTRAL CITY HOSPITAL ZONE [will not be residential] 
41 521  
42 402 

+Rooms to Rent Backpackers count as 3 units 
CLASSIFIED AS B & B?    
Formerly owned by CDHB 

43 521  Demolished; section recently re-sold   
45 202  
45A 318  
1A/46  
2B/46 

 
400  
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3/46  
49A 148  
49 348  New house; recently sold    
50 397  
52 300  Being completed; not yet sold   
54 300  [purchased Nov 2015]   
56 300  Being completed; not yet sold   
58 300  [purchased Oct 2015]  

New townhouses replacing two large flats on Durham St 
Developer Jonathan Hague [to be completed early 2016] 

N = 65 residential units (31 currently occupied, 10 on short-term basis; 1 periodically) 
 
 
Durham Street [Salisbury St – Bealey Ave] 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
Cnr Brethren Church 1287m2 including #381 NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
1 – 3/354 Currently one contact person in this complex 

4 – 9/354 

 
617 m2 

 

1 – 6 /360 997 No current contacts  in this complex 

362 1357 
Off street complex demolished  
15 units prior to EQs 

 Being subdivided into 5 sections (one as access) with 
plans to build 4 ‘executive townhouses’; consent pending 
as of Dec 2015  

Aldred Park NON RESIDENTIAL USE 

368 549  Demolished: 2 units to be built    
370 309  
372 244  
381 Part of Brethren Church section size, above  
383 488  Demolished 5 rooms to rent   One property, but rented by the room prior to EQs 
1/387  
2/387  
3/387 

 
488 

 
1/389  
2/389  
3/389 

 
488 

 
391 643 To be demolished:  Cohen’s Lifestyle:  

Being redeveloped w/ 2 units   
CURRENTLY NON RESIDENTIAL, BUT REVERTING TO 
RESIDENTIAL 

1/395 
2/395 
3/395 
4/395 
5/395 

668 
One large house, but in 5 self-contained flats 
 

 
 

400 2779  [40 apartments:  Madison Complex]  
403 270  
405 273  
407 312  
FORMER CHCH WOMEN’S HOSPITAL SITE NON RESIDENTIAL THROUGH TO COLOMBO STREET 
410 506  CAR PARKING FOR SYNAGOGUE  

[formerly a residence]  
NON RESIDENTIAL USE 

SYNAGOGUE NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
416 
416A 
416B 
416C 
418 

Demolished       1480 
Currently being used by Pure Café (non residential, but 
should be temporary) 

421 594  
1/423 
2/423 
3/423 
4/423 
5/423 

776 
Demolished 

 

425  
429 

 
1015 (along with # 39,41, 43, 45 Peacock St)  

431  
433  
435 

825 
 

N = 111 residential units (76 currently occupied, 20 – 30 on short term basis or sporadically) 
 
Conference Street  
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
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1 273m2    Demolished:  2 units to be built  
3 425  
7 253  
7A 321  
9 288  
1/10  
2/10  
3/10  
4/10  
5/10 

            Partially demolished 
1333    Empty 
            To be demolished 
            To be demolished  
            To be demolished  

11 415   Repaired 8/15  
CCC HOUSING COMPLEX #16 – 30 [all units listed under Salisbury Street, below] 
15 329  
17 260  
19 257  
21A 316  
21 202  
1/23  
2/23  
3/23 

512 
 

1/27  
2/27  
3/27 

528 
 

1/31  
2/31  
3/31  
4/31 

519 

 
35 253  
36 415  
37 253  
39  
41 

506 
  

43 307  
45 328  
47  
49  
51  
53 

 
575 
 
For sale [temporary occupants]  

N = 38 residential units (29 currently occupied) 
 
Beveridge Street 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
1 617 m2  (includes 416 Montreal St) 2 separate townhouses on cross lease 
2 137  
6 517  
1/8 
2/8 
3/8 
4/8 

517 
Rentals, often short term 

 

1/7 
2/7 
3/7 

 
492 

 

10 377  
9, 11 673  WINGS   NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
12 140  
1/13  
2/13  
3/13  
4/13 

 
886 (includes #15 as well) 

 
14 139  
15 (included with #13, above)  
16 374  
17 400 [no house number on new residence] 
18 232  
18A 284  
19 310  
20 465 (with #22)  
21 310  
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22 (included with #20, above)  
23A  
23B  
23C  
23D 

1012  (includes #25 as well) 
Often on short-term basis 
 

 
24 257  
25 (included with #23, above)  
26 257  
27   
4/28  
5/28  
6/28  
7/28  
8/28 

 
 
1056 

 
1/29  
29 

518 
 

31 506  
32 519 To be demolished   
35 445  
36 511  
37 567 demolished; being rebuilt as 2 units  
38  
38A 

515 
Currently empty  

39 283  
41 286  
42 400  
43 279  

45 269  
N = 53 residential units (47 currently occupied, 5 – 6 on short term basis or sporadically) 
 
Peacock Street 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
4  
6 

459m2 
 

7  
7A  
7B 

612 
 

8 358  
9 218  
10 275  
10A 275  
11 228  
12 271  
14 266  
1/15  
2/15  
3/15 

724 
 

16 265  
17 Empty  
18 402  
1/19 
2/19 
3/19 
4/19 

697    Empty, pending repairs 

 

20 278  
21A  
21B 

  435   Being repaired  
          Being repaired   

22 309  

23 253     Counselling practice NON RESIDENTIAL USE [supposedly temporary) 
1/24  
2/24 

371   Being rebuilt  
 

25 347  
26 336  
27 347  
28 341  
30A 680 (including 32A + B as well) Repaired and  
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30B reinhabited 12/15  
31 354  
32A  
32B 

Included with 30A + B above Currently empty; 
on market  

33 344  
34 341   Empty See #36, below 
35 324  
36 341  

37 365  

38 Demolished  Address  may have been Durham Street 
39  
41  
43  
45 

Included in the total for 425 + 429 Durham St 

 
N = 48 residential units (38 currently occupied) 
    
Montreal Street [Salisbury  St – Bealey Ave] 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
380 Car park NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
382 382m2     Pronto [business] NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
386 Vacant section  
1/388 MIXED USE ZONE 
2–15/388 

1485 m2 

Clock Tower:  14 residential units + 1 bus Previous contacts in 4 units no longer living there 
390 1350     Business X 4  

[must include Flats 1-5, 10 Conference St] 
NON RESIDENTIAL USE [originally mixed  use] 

402 240  
404 126 [empty]  
406 129  
NO RESIDENTIAL USE ON WEST SIDE OF STREET:  Navy, Radiation Lab, back of cafes/bars/fitness centre 
[Three residences on L4C land demolished for a car park in 2006, approved by Council] 
PRESBYTERIAN SOCIAL SERVICES listed under Bealey Ave [Loss of previous residential land] 
408 half-share of 122m2 NA:  Seldom in Christchurch 
416 (included with 1 Beveridge St)  
418 506  
420  
422 

653 
2 townhouses recently built (maybe 3 units)  

440 2929     Lyndhurst Hospital [being repaired] NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
N = 22 residential units (22 currently occupied, 2 sporadically and 7 – 8 on short term basis) 
 
Airedale Place 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
8   
CCC HOUSING COMPLEX LISTED UNDER SALISBURY STREET, BELOW 
N = 1 residential unit (currently occupied) 
 
Salisbury St [north side only] Colombo St – Victoria St 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
SALVATION ARMY DEVELOPMENT Corner Salisbury – Gracefield – Colombo [see Gracefield Ave, above] 
105 CANTERBURY BOWLING CLUB NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
103 427m2   Nicky Wagner Headquarters TEMPORARY NON RESIDENTIAL  USE 
101 A  
101 B 

200 
 

99 405  
1/97 
2/97 
3/97 
4/97 

329m2 [might be 1/97 only]    Kendall Court  

? Previously 4 units: Empty section  
CCC Housing Complex (Salisbury St / Conference St)   
116 individual units prior to EQs; 48 occupied 

Since EQs, 96 of original 116 units still available; 48 
currently occupied  

Corner Empty section NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
N = 128 residential units (55 currently occupied, including CCC Housing Complex) 
 
Victoria Street [east side only] Salisbury St – Bealey Ave 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
No residential land; a few residential units planned in some of the new building, but none currently occupied.  Were 
at least 5 units occupied in buildings prior to EQs that have been demolished since. 
No land currently available for residential use [zoned Business] 
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Bealey Avenue [south side only] Victoria St – Colombo St 
# Land Use + Section Sizes  Status 
Corner Knox Church NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
28 Knox Church Centre NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
 PRESBYTERIAN SERVICES [approved non residential use 1990; lost 3800m2 residential land, 15 – 19 units] 

52 430m2     Hatherly Loughnan Lawyers 
[previously a residence] 

NON RESIDENTIAL USE [approved on permanent basis 
2012] 

LYNDHURST HOSPITAL    2929m2 NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
62 Dentists’ practice NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
1/66  
2/66  
3/66  
4/66 

620 

 
70 Rucksacker [backpackers hostel] GUEST  ACCOMMODATION 
74 Tuscana Motor Lodge GUEST  ACCOMMODATION 
80 Empty section  
82 Eliza’s Manor  GUEST ACCOMMODATION 
96  
98 

Unsure of use or classification 
 

PURE CAFÉ [refer 416 – 418 Durham Street NON RESIDENTAIL USE [supposedly temporary] 
106 approx 1400  [21 units in new complex] Recently built 
110 Bealey Clinic NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
118 2027      [24 units under construction]  
120 Bay Audiology NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
126 Oasis Centre [addiction treatment] NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
? Demolished Used for car parking 
136 136 on Bealey Motel TRAVELLERS’ ACCOMMODATION 
? George Anderson Real Estate NON RESIDENTIAL USE 
N = 49 residential units (25 currently occupied, but most of them fairly recently) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS = 515   [324 currently occupied] 

 


