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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Helen Margaret Anderson.  I work for AECOM New Zealand Ltd 

(formerly URS New Zealand Limited) ("AECOM") as a planning consultant.  I 

have been working for AECOM since April 2000. 

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

Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first statement of 

evidence was provided for the hearing on the Stage 2 notification of Proposal 

14 (Residential)1, and my second statement of evidence was provided for the 

hearing on the Stage 2 notification of Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development 

and Earthworks)2.  I continue to support the views I expressed in those 

statements of evidence.  Rather than repeating that evidence, I will cross-

reference any relevant aspects of that evidence for the purposes of this third 

statement of evidence.  A summary of my qualifications and relevant past 

experience is contained at paragraphs 1.1 to 1.3 of my first statement of 

evidence. 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence in relation to the Crown’s 

submission on the Stage 3 notification of Proposal 13 (Central City) 

("Proposal 13"), specifically:  

(a) Section 13.10 Subdivision and Development; and  

(b) Section 13.11 Earthworks. 

1.4 I provided input to the Crown’s submission on Proposal 13, specifically on 

section 13.11 of Proposal 13.   

1.5 Sections 13.10 and 13.11 of Proposal 13 have now been incorporated in 

Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks) ("Proposal 8").   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

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

                                                
1
 Statement of Evidence of Helen Anderson, dated 27 August 2015 . Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/ under the heading "Submitter 
Evidence". 
2
 Statement of Evidence of Helen Anderson, dated 14 October 2015. Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks-part-stage-2/ under 
the heading ‘Submitter Evidence’. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential-part-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks-part-stage-2/
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with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence in relation to the Crown’s 

submission on provisions in section 13.10 (Central City Subdivision and 

Development) and section 13.11 (Central City Earthworks) of Proposal 13, 

specifically those provisions that are being addressed in the Stage 3 Central 

City hearing (ie. those that have not been allocated to Proposal 9 Natural and 

Cultural Heritage).3 

3.2 In my evidence I address: 

(a) The major themes and key submission points from the Crown's 

submission and further submission on Proposal 13 that relate to 

subdivision and development, and earthworks; 

(b) Agreements reached between the Christchurch City Council 

("Council") and the Crown; 

(c) The few remaining points on which the Crown seeks revision; and  

(d) Consistency with the statutory framework. 

3.3 I have read the evidence of Mr Long for the Council on Sections 13.10 

Subdivision and Development and 13.11 Earthworks of Proposal 13, and am 

familiar with the range of submissions on these sections of Proposal 13.  A 

list of other documents I have relied or referred to in preparing this evidence 

is provided in Attachment A to my evidence.   

3.4 I have reviewed the amendments in the Council's revised version of Proposal 

8 dated 16 December 2015 (which incorporates the Central City subdivision, 

                                                
3
 Provisions allocated to Proposal 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage are: Central City Subdivision and Development - 

13.10.1.1, 13.10.1.1.1, 13.10.1.1.2 and all of 13.10.9, Central City Earthworks 13.11.1.1(1), 13.11.1.1.1, 
13.11.1.1.2, 13.11.2.2 P1, 13.11.2.2 P3 and Activity Standards (a) to (c), 13.11.2.3 RD3, 13.11.2.7 Matters of 
Discretion 1 and 3, as set out in the Panel’s minute of 24th November 2015. 
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development and earthworks provisions) and included as Attachment A to 

the evidence of Mr Andrew Long4 ("Revised Proposal"). This Revised 

Proposal is an update to the previous revised version of Proposal 8 circulated 

by the Council on 12 November 2015.  I have used the Revised Proposal as 

the base document for my discussion in this evidence.  

3.5 Virtually all of the matters raised in the Crown’s submission have been 

addressed as a result of the integration of sections 13.10 and 13.11 into 

Proposal 8 as set out in the Revised Proposal.  Accordingly, my evidence:  

(a) Identifies the ways in the Crown's submission has been addressed by 

the Revised Proposal. 

(b) Supports the provisions in the Revised Proposal.  

(c) Discusses the outstanding areas of disagreement between the Council 

and the Crown and the one amendment I consider needs to be made to 

the Revised Proposal. 

3.6 A table detailing the resolution of the Crown's submission points is attached 

as Appendix 4 to Ken Gimblett's evidence for the Crown.5  The table 

compiles the points which I (and other Crown witnesses) support in the 

Council's Revised Proposal(s) and, for those that are not supported, the 

amendments recommended to those provisions.   

3.7 In preparing my evidence, I have relied on and support the evidence of Ms 

Sandra McIntyre prepared for the Stage 1 hearing of Proposal 8.6 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown’s submission points on sections 13.10 and 13.11 generally seek 

to ensure consistency and reduce duplication with the ‘parent’ proposal 

(Proposal 8).  I support the incorporation of Central City provisions for 

Subdivision and Development, and Earthworks (sections 13.10 and 13.11 of 

Proposal 13) into the ‘parent’ Proposal 8 because it avoids duplication and 

potential inconsistencies between Proposals, which predominantly contain 

identical or very similar provisions.  This will in my opinion also make the 

Replacement Plan easier to use. 

                                                
4
 Statement of Evidence of Andrew Long dated 16 December 2015. 

5
 The tables relevant to my evidence are at pages 113 to 128 of Mr Gimblett's evidence (Appendix 4).   

6
 Second Statement of Evidence of Sandra McIntyre on behalf of the Crown, dated 8 June 2015. Available for 

download at: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/ under 
the heading "Submitter Evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks/
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4.2 With the exception of two outstanding matters, the points raised in the 

Crown's submission on sections 13.10 and 13.11 have been addressed 

through the integration of Proposal 13 into Proposal 8.  The outstanding 

matters relate to allotment size and dimension (13.10.5) and the maximum 

earthworks volume applied to the Central City Water and Margins zone 

(13.11.2.2(P1), Table 1).   

4.3 I consider that a minor amendment needs to be made in respect of the 

maximum earthworks volume applied to the Central City Water and Margins 

zone.  I do not consider that any amendments need to be made to the 

allotment size and dimension provisions. 

4.4 Subject to the one amendment I recommend in my evidence, I consider that 

the changes that have been made in the Revised Proposal to incorporate the 

Central City provisions in sections 13.10 and 13.11 result in a Proposal that 

is consistent with the statutory and regulatory framework and the 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Maraka Ōtāutahi (“CCRP”).   

4.5 In my review of the Revised Proposal, I have identified potential drafting 

issues, incorrect referencing or cross referencing occurring as a result of the 

integration of proposals and the reformatting that has occurred.  I 

recommend that a comprehensive review of the Revised Proposal be 

undertaken once final decisions are made by the Hearings Panel on 

Subdivision Stages 1 and 2 to ensure overall consistency and integration. 

5. APPROACH IN CROWN SUBMISSION 

5.1 The Crown’s submission points on the Central City provisions arise because 

of the approach taken in the Stage 3 notification of the Replacement Plan.  

That approach presented the Central City Proposal as a stand-alone ‘plan 

within a plan’, which included provisions that duplicated those that apply 

across the Replacement Plan as a whole for matters such as subdivision, 

development and earthworks. 

5.2 Although amendments had been made to some parts of these provisions to 

incorporate specific Central City zones and activities, the majority of the 

provisions were identical to those in Proposal 8.   

5.3 The Crown’s position is that such duplication is unnecessary and makes the 

Replacement Plan more difficult to read and use.  The Crown considered that 

the duplication should be removed by deleting the sections for these matters 
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in Proposal 13 and incorporating the provisions into the parent proposals, 

including parts that are specific to the Central City. 

5.4 I support the Crown’s approach.  The duplication of whole proposals, or 

significant parts of them, is unnecessary.  It also resulted in the inclusion, in 

Proposal 13, of some provisions which are important in the wider district but 

have little relevance in the specific context of the Central City.  

5.5 The Crown’s submission points on the provisions sections 13.10 and 

sections 13.11 were consistent with equivalent submission points on the 

parent Proposal 8.   

5.6 Since submissions were lodged, the Council confirmed its intent to integrate 

sections of Proposal 13 into the parent proposals, and has made available 

revised parent proposals incorporating the relevant Proposal 13 provisions7.  

This approach has been taken in the Revised Proposal, which incorporates 

the Central City Subdivision and Development and Earthworks provisions (ie 

sections 13.10 and 13.11) into Proposal 8.  

6. SECTION 13.10: CENTRAL CITY SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT 

6.1 Section 13.10 as notified largely duplicates the subdivision and development 

provisions in Proposal 8. The Central City provisions are now incorporated 

into the Revised Proposal.   

6.2 Apart from one outstanding matter, all of the Crown’s submission points on 

section 13.10 have been addressed as a result of the integration of the 

provisions into Proposal 8.  I consider that the changes made by Council in 

the Revised Proposal version should be accepted because by including all 

subdivision and development provisions in one chapter of the plan, I consider 

that there is a significant improvement made to the clarity and in the usability 

of the Replacement Plan. Mr Long's evidence outlines, at sections 5.1 to 

5.38, his reasons for integration of Central City Sections 13.10 and 13.11 with 

Proposal 8. I support his views that integration will avoid duplication and 

resolve formatting, language and inconsistency issues between provisions. 

                                                
7
 The revised proposal relevant to this evidence are: Revised Proposal – Chapter 8 – Subdivision, Development 

and Earthworks Incorporating Central City Elements as at 16 December 2015. This is available at: 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-13-central-city-zones-stage-3/, under the heading Christchurch 
City Council Evidence, ‘3723 CCC – Central City – Andrew Long – Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 16-
12-2015.pdf’ 
8
 Statement of Evidence of Andrew Long dated 16 December 2015, section 5.1 to 5.3, page 5 to 6 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-13-central-city-zones-stage-3/
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6.3 The outstanding matter relates to the Crown’s submission point in relation to 

Activity Standard 13.10.5 Allotment size and dimension, Table 1.9   

6.4 Activity Standard 13.10.5, Table 1 specified minimum allotment sizes for 

subdivision in Central City zones.  The Crown supported the standards in 

Table 1: Minimum Allotment Size, with the exception of the Central City 

Business Zone and Residential Zone where the Crown sought to amend 

Table 1 to be consistent with the CCRP.  Specifically the submission sought 

to provide that the minimum net site area for allotments in the Central City 

Residential Zone be 300m2 with a 350m2 average allotment size, and 250m2 

for the Central City Business zone, instead of being ‘no minimum net area’ as 

proposed in 13.10.5.1 Table 1. 

6.5 Table 1 in 13.10.5.1 as notified has now been incorporated into Tables 1 – 5 

at 8.2.3.1 in the Revised Proposal.  The Central City Residential Zone 

standard is included in Table 1 (towards the end of the table)10.  The Central 

City Business Zone standard is included in Table 211.  The table still provides 

for a "no minimum net area" standard in both zones. 

6.6 The comment in the Council accept/reject table at Attachment B to Mr Long's 

evidence confirms that the Council has rejected the Crown's submission on 

this point. The accept / reject table states that:12 

"The CCRP at page 1413 does include a catch-all to require the Council 

to amend any instance of ‘Central City Zone’ in the City Plan to read 

‘Central City Business Zone’.  This includes in relation to a minimum 

net site area requirement.  A similar clause is included at page 29 of 

the CCRP Liveable City chapter in relation to the Central City 

Residential zone.14"   

6.7 The CCRP directs the Christchurch City Council to make a series of changes 

to its District Plan to ensure the objectives of the Recovery Plan are met to 

create a distinctive, vibrant and prosperous central city that encourages 

economic reinvestment.15 

                                                
9
 Crown's Stage 3 submission at pages 192 to 193, submission number 3721.995. 

10
 Refer Revised Proposal, Table 1: Minimum allotment size – Residential zones, page 25 of 77. 

11
 Refer Revised Proposal, Table 2: Minimum allotment size – Commercial and Industrial zones, page 26 of 77. 

12
 At page 9 of 17 of Attachment B: Accept/reject table to Mr Long's evidence. 

13
 This is a reference to Appendix 1 of the CCRP. 

14
 Where reference to the Living 4A, Living 4B and Living 4C zones are replaced with ‘Central City Residential’ 

zone as it relates to the Central City. 
15

 Refer pages 103 to 107 of CCRP ‘Statutory Direction to Amend District Plan chapter’. This chapter of the CCRP 
sets out the tenor of the amendments directed under section 24 and provides the rationale for those amendments. 
The complete set of amendments to be made operative is contained in Appendix 1 of the Recovery Plan. 
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6.8 Pursuant to section 24 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

(“CER Act”), the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan directed the inclusion 

and removal of specific objectives, policies, rules and other methods in 

Christchurch City Council’s District Plan (also referred to as the “Operative 

Plan”). 

6.9 Appendix 1 of the CCRP sets out the amendments to be made to the 

Operative Plan.  The amendments included the creation of a consolidated 

Central City Business zone in order to foster business investment and 

growth.16 

6.10 Additionally, the CCRP seeks to complement a regenerated business area 

with an increase in high quality inner city living opportunities.  Amendments 

required by the CCRP Residential Chapter – A Liveable City, resulted in a 

number of Living Zones within the central city (specifically Living 4A, Living 

4B and Living 4C) being collectively referred to as the ‘Central City 

Residential’ zone17. 

6.11 The above changes made to the District Plan as required by Appendix 1 and 

the Residential Chapter of the CCRP did not amend the specific provisions 

relating to allotment size and dimension applying to the Central City Business 

zone or the Central City Residential zone.  

6.12 The Operative Plan, Volume 3 Part 14 – Subdivision requirements with 

respect to minimum net site area in the Central City Residential and Central 

City Business zones are: 

(a) Central City Residential: section 4.3.2 Minimum standards – Living 

zones, provides that the minimum net site area for allotments in the 

Central City Residential Zone is 300m2 with a 350m2 average allotment 

size; and 

(b) Central City Business zone:  section 4.3.3 Minimum standards – 

Business Zones a 250m2 minimum net site area is specified.   

6.13 The Crown's submission sought that these minimum standards be included in 

the Replacement Plan, to ensure consistency with the CCRP.  I am not 

                                                
16

 Appendix 1 of CCRP at page 14 requires the following  ‘Amend any other Rule in Volume 3 of the City Plan that 
refers to the Central City Zone to refer to the Central City Business Zone.’ 
17

 Refer CCRP, Residential Chapter – A Liveable City – January 2015  at page 29, requires the following ‘Amend 
the rules and assessment matters in Volume 3, Part 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, as necessary to: Replace 
reference to the Living 4A (Central City Diverse) Zone, and Living 4B (Central City and North Beach High Rise) 
Zone, with ‘Central City Residential Zone’ as it relates to the Central City only; Where the Living 4C Zone is 
referred to, also include reference to the Central City Residential Zone as it relates to the Central City only.’ 
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convinced that the removal of the minimum net site areas for allotments in 

the Central City Residential and Business Zones is "inconsistent" with the 

CCRP.  In my view, the fact that the CCRP did not specifically amend the 

minimum allotment sizes as set out in the Operative Plan does not 

necessarily mean that the CCRP endorses those minimum allotment sizes, 

or that those minimum allotment sizes are required to be carried through to 

the Replacement District Plan.  I understand that the issue of consistency 

with the CCRP will be dealt with in legal submissions for the Crown. 

6.14 Mr Long states that: 

"Although the rules are obviously different, it is my view that having no 

minimum net site area is not inconsistent with the intent of the CCRP 

and does not affect the ability to develop in the city. Further, it aligns 

well with Objectives 3.3.1, 3.2.2 and 3.3.8 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter in particular in that it is more enabling."18  

6.15 The Crown’s broad submission is to ensure district plan provisions support 

and enable development, in line with Mr Long's comments.  There is a 

potential risk, albeit small, that tiny/unusable lots could be created if no 

minimum net area is specified.  In my view that risk is further mitigated by the 

fact that there are other controls in the District Plan to ensure the amenity 

and quality of living of occupiers of small allotments.  

6.16 In my view, the removal of the minimum site areas for allotments in the 

Central City Residential and Business zones will achieve the intent of the 

CCRP which is to create a distinctive, vibrant and prosperous central city that 

encourages economic reinvestment. No minimum site areas for allotments 

for these zones provides more enabling provisions and greater flexibility for 

development in the Central City, which is also consistent with objectives in 

the Strategic Directions chapter, 19 and the Statement of Expectations.20  

6.17 On balance, and putting aside the consistency issue, in my view it is not 

necessary in planning terms to specify a minimum allotment size in the 

Central City Residential and Business Zones.  On that basis I support Tables 

1 – 5 at 8.2.3.1 as they are set out in the Revised Proposal. 

                                                
18

 Refer page 9 of Attachment B: Accept/reject table to Mr Long's evidence. 
19

See in particular Operative Christchurch District Plan Chapter 3 Strategic Directions, Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of 
language and efficiency. 
20

 Schedule 4 to The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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7. SECTION 13.11: CENTRAL CITY EARTHWORKS 

7.1 Apart from one outstanding matter, all of the Crown’s submission points have 

been addressed as a result of the integration of section 13.11 into Proposal 

8. I consider that the changes made by Council in the Revised Proposal 

version should be accepted because they:  

(a) are consistent with the position reached in the Stage 1 and 2 Proposal 

8 hearings; and  

(b) the integration of all the earthworks provisions significantly improves 

the clarity and usability of the Replacement Plan which is consistent 

with clause (i) of the Statement of Expectations.  

7.2 The outstanding matter relates to 8.8.2(P1), Table 1 of the Revised 

Proposal21, which I discuss at paragraphs 7.3 to 7.10 below.   

7.3 The Crown’s submission sought an amendment to Permitted Activities 

13.11.2.2(P1) Activity Standard (a),22 so that the volume limit for earthworks 

undertaken over a five year time period would apply in some of the more 

sensitive Central City locations and zones.23  The Crown’s submission also 

sought that the accompanying Table 1 (maximum earthworks volumes) be 

amended so that reference to all of the zones the Crown considered should 

not be subject to a five year volume limit be removed.24 

7.4 These submission points have been superseded by the new equivalent 

provisions in the Revised Proposal (8.8.2(P1) Activity Standard 1 and the 

accompanying Table 1), which have:  

(a) amended the time period to one year; and 

(b) provided for an updated list of zones and volume limits (in Table 1).   

7.5 The one year timeframe has been agreed through the Stage 2 Proposal 8 

mediation and hearing process.  In light of the amendments made through 

the Stage 2 Proposal 8 hearing, I consider that retaining maximum 

                                                
21

 At page 65 of Attachment A to Mr Long's evidence. 
22

 Submission 3721.992. 
23

 The Open Space: Central City Water and Margins zone, Avon River Precinct (Te Papa Otakaro) zone, and the 
Central City Community Parks zone. 
24

 Submissions 3721.999, 1000, 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1006, 1007. 
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earthworks volumes in Table 1 over a one year period is appropriate 

(including, but not only, for the more sensitive locations and zones)25.  

7.6 However, there is one specific outstanding issue in respect of Table 1 that 

arises in the context of this hearing.  The Crown’s submission26 requested 

that there be a maximum earthworks volume applied to the Central City 

Water and Margins zone of 20m3/site, given the sensitivity of that zone. The 

Council's accept/reject table indicates that this submission point has been 

accepted.  Mr Long states:27  

"This zone was included in the corresponding rule in chapter 8 and 

integration has resolved its omission from chapter 13.11, noting a 

different volume threshold is proposed (50m3/ha)." 

7.7 However, I consider that the Crown's submission has not been appropriately 

addressed in the Revised Proposal.  The Stage 3 Planning Maps currently 

identify a specific Central City Water and Margins zone, generally applying to 

the Avon River through Hagley Park.  The Open Space Water and Margins 

zone introduced in Stage 2 currently applies outside the Central City area.  

7.8 Table 1 does not specifically refer to the Central City Water and Margins 

zone.  This means that Table 1 of the Revised Proposal does not in fact 

currently provide a volume control for this zone.   

7.9 The Crown’s submission requested that the earthworks volume requirement 

for the Central City Water and Margins zone of 20m3/site be provided.  Upon 

review of other earthworks volumes applying to the Avon River I note that a 

50m3/ha maximum volume is applied to the Central City Avon River 

Precinct.28  I therefore consider that applying this maximum volume of 

50m3/ha consistently across the Central City Water and Margins zones and 

the Central City Avon River Precinct is appropriate.  In that respect I agree 

with the maximum volume proposed by Mr Long in his comment cited above. 

7.10 This point can therefore be addressed by a simple drafting amendment, 

which will ensure the intention that I understand is shared by the Crown and 

the Council (as per Mr Long's Attachment B comment quoted above) is 

                                                
25

 Refer Statement of Evidence of Helen Anderson, dated 14 October 2015. Available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks-part-stage-2/ under 
the heading ‘Submitter Evidence’, sections  6.10 to 6.12. 
26

 Submission  3721.1001. 
27

 Page 15 of Attachment B to Mr Long's evidence. 
28

 This specific volume limit is to be considered as part of the Stage 3 Natural and Cultural Heritage hearing.  I 
note that the Crown supports the 50m3/ha limit for the Central City Avon River Precinct in the context of that 
hearing– see section 7 of the evidence of Sandra McIntyre for the Crown. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-8-subdivision-development-and-earthworks-part-stage-2/
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reflected in the Revised Proposal.  I consider the following line should be 

added to the "Central City" section of Table 1: 

Central City Water and Margins zone:  50m3/ha 

8. CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 

8.1 I consider that (subject to the further amendments I propose being made), 

the Revised Proposal will improve consistency with Objective 3.3.2 (b) and 

(c) in the Strategic Directions Chapter29 and better reflect clauses (b) and (i) 

of the Statement of Expectations30. 

8.2 Section 11 of Ms McIntyre's evidence on the Stage 1 notification of Proposal 

8 addresses consistency with the statutory framework (being the Strategic 

Directions decision, Statement of Expectations, Land Use Recovery Plan, Te 

Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone and the Resource Management Act 1991).  I 

continue to support the analysis and the conclusions in Ms McIntyre's 

evidence, and I consider that the Revised Proposal is consistent the statutory 

framework. 

8.3 I also consider that the amendment I have recommended to include specific 

reference in 8.8.2(P1) Table 1: Maximum volume – earthworks to the Central 

City Water and Margins zone would not result in any inconsistencies with the 

CCRP.   

8.4 As set out above, in my view the amendment to 8.2.3.1 Activity Standards 

Tables 1 and 2 sought by the Crown is not necessary to achieve consistency 

with the CCRP in the Revised Proposal.  However, I understand the 

consistency issue will be dealt with in legal submissions for the Crown. 

9. REVISED PROPOSAL CROSS REFERENCING ERRORS 

9.1 In my review of the Revised Proposal, I have identified some potential 

drafting issues and incorrect referencing or cross referencing which appear to 

have occurred as a result of the integration of proposals and the reformatting 

that has occurred. For example, in the Revised Proposal Section 8.2.3.1 

Activity standards (2) Allotments with existing or proposed buildings, 2(b) and 

2(c) refer to Table 3.  However, Table 3 provides ‘Minimum allotment size" for 

                                                
29

 Refer Operative Christchurch District Plan Chapter 3 Strategic Directions , Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of language 
and efficiency, ‘(b) Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes intended, (c) Uses clear, concise 
language so that the District Plan is easy to understand and use’.  
30

 Refer Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4 Statement of 
Expectations, ‘(b) contains objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes that are intended for the 
Christchurch district, (i) uses clear, concise language and is easy to use’. 
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the Open Space zones, and is not related to activity standards 2(b) and 2(c). 

This appears to be a cross referencing error, and there may be others that I 

have not identified.  

9.2 Additionally, Section 8.2.3.1 Activity standard (2) does not include the clause 

‘no minimum net area shall apply’ which is provided in the Stage 3 

notification of Proposal 13 (Central City) ("Proposal 13"), Section 13.10 

Subdivision and Development, specifically section 13.10.5.1 Restricted 

Discretionary Activities: Allotment Size and Dimension, RD2 1.b. This clause 

should also be replicated in the Revised Proposal.   

9.3 I would recommend that a comprehensive review of the Revised Proposal be 

undertaken once final decisions are made by the Hearings Panel on 

Subdivision Stages 1 and 2 to ensure overall consistency and integration.  I 

have contacted Mr Long to discuss the drafting and cross-referencing issues 

I have identified.   

10. CONCLUSION 

10.1 The Revised Proposal has addressed most of the Crown’s concerns raised in 

its submission.  There are only two matters of contention remaining between 

the Council and the Crown, relating to:  

(a) 8.2.3.1 Activity Standards Table 1: Minimum Allotment Size and the 

Council’s proposal to specify ‘no minimum net area’ for the Central City 

Residential zone, and the Central City Business zone; and  

(b) the inclusion of specific reference to the Central City Water and 

Margins zone in 8.8.2 (P1) Table 1: Maximum volumes – earthworks. 

10.2 In my view, it is not necessary to include minimum net areas for the Central 

City Residential and Central City Business zones in the Revised Proposal.  I 

agree with the evidence of Mr Long for the Council in this respect. 

10.3 However, I do consider that specific reference in 8.8.2(P1) Table 1 to the 

Central City Water and Margins zone needs to be provided.  In my opinion, 

this change is a drafting issue, which will give effect to the intention shared 

by the Council and the Crown for this provision. 

10.4 For the reasons given in my evidence, I support all of the other amendments 

contained in the Revised Proposal.  In my opinion the integration of the 

Central City Subdivision, Development and Earthworks provisions in to 
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Proposal 8 better meets the purpose of the RMA compared to Proposal 13 as 

notified. 

 

 

Helen Margaret Anderson 

14 January 2016  
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ATTACHMENT A – DOCUMENTS RELIED ON OR REFERRED TO 

 
(a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (“RPS”); 

(b) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha;  

(c) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone; 

(d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations; 

(e) The decision of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 

2015;   

(f) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ 

(“CCRP”) 

(g) The Council's section 32 report as notified on 25 July 2015;   

(h) The Crown's Stage 3 submission dated 4 September 2015, particularly 

as it relates to Proposal 13: Central City;31  

(i) Revised Proposal – Chapter 8 – Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks Incorporating Central City Elements as at 12 November 

2015, available at: http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2015/08/Chapter-8-Subdivision-Development-and-

Earthworks-incorp-Central-City-11-11-2015.pdf  

(j) The decision of the hearings panel on Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks (Stage 1) (Decision 13) dated 12 January 2016; 

(k) Evidence of Mr Andrew Long for CCC, 16 December 2015 (including 

Revised Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Proposal at 

Attachment A);  

(l) Evidence of Ms Sandra McIntyre for the Crown, Stage 3 Natural and 

Cultural and Heritage hearing; and 

(m) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (“MIMP”). 

 

                                                
31

 Crown's submission, pages 117 to 249. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Chapter-8-Subdivision-Development-and-Earthworks-incorp-Central-City-11-11-2015.pdf
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http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Chapter-8-Subdivision-Development-and-Earthworks-incorp-Central-City-11-11-2015.pdf

