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 INTRODUCTION 1.

 The Crown's submission raised concerns about the unnecessary duplication, 1.1

length and complexity of the notified Central City provisions,1 which at the 

time amounted to a 428 page 'plan within a plan' dealing with similar topics to 

those covered in other proposals.  The submission requests that the notified 

Central City provisions be integrated into the 'parent' proposals that deal with 

the relevant topics.2 

 This concern has been addressed in the Council's revised Central City 1.2

provisions ("Revised Proposal").3  Broadly, the notified Central City 

provisions have been integrated within 'parent' proposals as follows, resulting 

in a much more streamlined and useable plan: 

Notified Central City provisions Transferred to (in Revised Proposal) 

13.17 Definitions Proposal 2 – Definitions  

13.9 Transport  Proposal 7 – Transport 

13.10 Subdivision and Development 
13.11 Earthworks 

Proposal 8 – Subdivision, Earthworks 
and Development  

13.13 Utilities Proposal 11 – Utilities and Energy  

13.16 Hazardous Substances and 
Contaminated Land  

Proposal 12 – Hazardous Substances 
and Contaminated Land 

13.6 Residential Proposal 14 – Residential  

13.1 General Commercial Objective  

13.2 Business Zone  

13.3 Mixed Use Zone  

13.4 (South Frame) Mixed Use Zone  

13.5 Commercial Local Zone  

Proposal 15 – Commercial  

13.8 Specific Purpose Zones (Hospitals, 
Schools, Tertiary and Cemeteries)  

Proposal 21 – Specific Purpose Zones  

 

                                                
1
 Provisions of Stage 3 Proposal 13 (Central City) excluding those that the Hearings Panel has directed to be 

heard in the Open Space, General Rules, Natural Hazards, and Natural and Cultural Heritage hearings, but 
including Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.5 (Business and Economic Prosperity) and 3.3.8 (Revitalising the 
Central City). 
2
 Pages 15 to 16, 22, 117 to 118 of the Stage 3 submission.  As an example, notified Proposal 13 contained utility 

and energy provisions in section 13.13, which effectively replicated the substantive "parent" Proposal 11 (Utilities 
and Energy).  Integration would reduce duplication, complexity and length. 
3
 As appended to the Council's rebuttal evidence. 
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 The Crown's submission also sought (amongst other things) to: 1.3

 ensure the provisions accord with the requirements of the statutory and (a)

regulatory framework, including requirements to not be inconsistent 

with the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te Mahere 'Maraka 

Ōtautahi' ("CCRP"), have regard to the Statement of Expectations, and 

implement the Strategic Directions objectives;4 

 provide clear direction and clearly articulate the desired / intended (b)

outcomes for the Central City;5 

 achieve the Crown's principal outcomes identified in its submission, (c)

which include enabling recovery and economic prosperity, increasing 

housing supply, supporting and revitalising communities and damaged 

areas, and using infrastructure efficiently and effectively;6 

 provide clear rules and standards;7 (d)

 remove unnecessary regulation, and reduce prescriptiveness;8 (e)

 provide for emergency services, fire-fighting water supply and access;9 (f)

 provide provisions that achieve intensification of existing hospital sites (g)

in the Central City Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone, and remove 

conflicts in built form standards;10 

 streamline the process for adding new roads or removing roads.11 (h)

 The Crown is grateful for the Council's constructive approach to mediation 1.4

and discussions, resulting in the Revised Proposal addressing the majority of 

the Crown's concerns. 

 These submissions: 1.5

 summarise the evidence led by the Crown; (a)

 highlight the relevant directions in the higher order documents; (b)

 discuss the inconsistency test when considering the CCRP; (c)

                                                
4
 Pages 22, 43, 117 to 118 of the Stage 3 submission. 

5
 Pages 42 to 45 of the Stage 3 submission. 

6
 Pages 20 to 21 and 23 of the Stage 3 submission. 

7
 For example, pages 120, 135, 196 of the Stage 3 submission. 

8
 For example, pages 22, 120, 135, 159, 204, 247 to 248 of the Stage 3 submission. 

9
 For example, pages 120-121, 159 of the Stage 3 submission. 

10
 Page 160 of the Stage 3 submission. 

11
 Page 182 of the Stage 3 submission. 
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 identify the Crown's remaining issues; (d)

 comment on legal issues associated with the application of Transport (e)

Zone provisions on newly created roads, and stopped roads; 

 suggest a more efficient and integrated process for considering issues (f)

associated with the late night sale of alcohol. 

 EVIDENCE LED BY THE CROWN 2.

 The Crown's evidence on the Central City provisions addresses: 2.1

 Central City recovery (a)

 Business and mixed use (b)

 Residential (c)

 Specific purpose zones (hospital, cemetery and school) (d)

 Transport (e)

 Subdivision, development and earthworks (f)

 Hazardous substances and contaminated land (g)

 Utilities and energy. (h)

Central City recovery 

 Mr Don Miskell gives an overview of the rationale behind the planning 2.2

framework for how the Central City would be reshaped following the 

Canterbury earthquakes, with reference to the Blueprint and the CCRP.  He 

also builds on his prior Strategic Directions evidence12 by giving a progress 

update of the Central City recovery, and noting the broad outcomes that 

remain appropriate and desirable to support the recovery. 

Business and mixed use 

 Mr Marius Ogg gives an overview of Central City recovery and progress 2.3

from a commercial property perspective.  His evidence builds on his earlier 

evidence presented at the Strategic Directions and Commercial/Industrial 

                                                
12

 Statement of evidence of Don Miskell on behalf of the Crown dated 25 November 2014 (Strategic Directions). 
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hearings13 by giving an update on supply and demand dynamics for the 

commercial sector, with a particular focus on the Central City office market. 

 Ms Rachael Eaton provides evidence and rebuttal on the appropriateness 2.4

(or otherwise) of the urban design related provisions for the Central City 

business and mixed use zones. 

 Mr Andrew Willis provides evidence regarding Carter Group's request to 2.5

rezone the former Star and Garter Tavern site at 332 Oxford Terrace.  

However, it is understood that Carter Group no longer seek a business zone, 

but will present its case in support of a Guest Accommodation zone and 

scheduling as part of the Stage 3 General Rules hearing.14  Mr Willis also 

provides rebuttal in response to evidence by Mr Bonis for Pacific Park 

Limited,15 who seeks a policy amendment to encourage the late night sale of 

alcohol until 4am in all of the entertainment and hospitality precincts. 

 Mr Ken Gimblett provides evidence on the background and intent of the 2.6

CCRP planning provisions for business and residential activity, and provides 

his views on the consistency with the outcomes sought by the CCRP for the 

Central City business and mixed use zones.  His evidence and rebuttal 

addresses relief sought by the Crown and other parties relevant to these 

zones. 

Residential 

 Ian Mitchell gives an overview of recovery and progress in the Central City 2.7

residential property market, building on and updating his earlier evidence 

presented at the Strategic Directions and Stage 1 Residential hearings.16 

 The evidence and rebuttal of Ms Rachael Eaton and Mr Gimblett (noted 2.8

above) also comment on urban design and planning respectively, in relation 

to the provisions for the Central City residential zones. 

Specific purpose zones – hospital, cemetery, school 

 Mr Brad Cabell discusses the operational requirements for the Central City 2.9

hospitals, and how these sites will be utilised to deliver hospital services in 

the district and wider region.17  

                                                
13

 Statements of evidence of Marius Ogg on behalf of the Crown dated 25 November 2014 (Strategic Directions) 
and 24 April 2015 (Commercial / Industrial). 
14

 Statement of evidence of Jeremy Phillips on behalf of Carter Group Limited dated 14 January 2016, at 
paragraph 8. 
15

 Statement of evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park Investments Limited dated 13 January 2016. 
16

 Statements of evidence of Ian Mitchell on behalf of the Crown dated 14 November 2014 (Strategic Directions) 
and 20 March 2015 (Residential). 



 

BF\55650812\5 Page 7 

 Ms Claire Kelly provides planning evidence in relation to the relief sought by 2.10

the Crown for the Specific Purpose Hospital, Cemetery and Schools zones.   

 As a consequence of discussions subsequent to the filing of evidence, there 2.11

are now no outstanding issues between the Crown and the Council in relation 

to these zones and it is understood that this will be confirmed by Mr Adam 

Scott Blair when providing an oral summary of his evidence.18 

Transport 

 Mr Angus Bargh describes the transport analysis undertaken in support of 2.12

the transport chapter of the CCRP, and the broad relationship between 

parking and public transport use.  He comments on the high trip generator 

rule, and the need for a balanced approach to parking supply in the Central 

City. 

 Mr Ian Clark gives transportation planning evidence on the transport 2.13

provisions for the Central City, focusing on ensuring consistency between 

those provisions and the transport provisions confirmed by the Hearings 

Panel's decision on Stage 1 Transport, and the intent of the CCRP. 

 Mr Brad Cabell provides rebuttal in response to evidence by Generation 2.14

Zero, explaining why it is impractical to require a significant increase in visitor 

cycle parking spaces to be located within 30 metres of a pedestrian entrance 

at the Central City hospital sites. 

 Mr Richard Shaw provides planning evidence in relation to the Crown's 2.15

submission points on the Central City transport provisions.  He also provides 

rebuttal responding to submitter evidence seeking alterations to the transport 

provisions. 

 There are no outstanding issues between the Crown and the Council in 2.16

relation to transport.  However, there are some points of difference between 

the Crown and some submitter evidence as noted in section 5 and Appendix 

1 of these submissions. 

Subdivision, development and earthworks 

 Ms Helen Anderson provides planning evidence on the Central City 2.17

provisions as they relate to subdivision, development and earthworks.  While 

                                                                                                                                   
17

 Mr Cabell's evidence (and rebuttal) is provided jointly for the Crown and CDHB. 
18

 This position in respect of the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone provisions has been confirmed in a joint 
memorandum of counsel for the Council, Crown, and CDHB dated 10 February 2016. 
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her evidence identifies some outstanding issues between the Crown and the 

Council in relation to these topics, these have now been resolved in the 

Revised Provisions attached to the rebuttal evidence of Mr Andrew Long for 

the Council.19  For the avoidance of doubt, the Crown now supports Ms 

Anderson's and Mr Long's joint position on having no minimum net area 

standards for the Central City residential and business zones, 

notwithstanding its submission point to the contrary.  

Hazardous substances and contaminated land / utilities and energy 

 Ms Nardia Yozin provides her own planning evaluation of the Central City 2.18

provisions as they relate to hazardous substances, contaminated land, 

utilities and energy, concluding that the provisions of the Revised Proposal 

on these topics are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the 

RMA, consistent with the higher order documents, and will implement the 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

 There are no outstanding issues between the Crown and the Council in 2.19

relation to the Revised Provisions dealing with these topics.20 

 THE HIGHER ORDER DOCUMENTS 3.

 Objective 3.3.1 in the Strategic Directions decision provides for the 3.1

"expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a dynamic 

prosperous and internationally competitive city" in a manner that meets, 

amongst other things, "the community's immediate and longer term needs for 

housing, economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, 

transport and social and cultural wellbeing" and "fosters investment 

certainty".  The theme of enabling recovery inherent in this objective 

underpins the majority, if not all, of the higher order directives applicable to 

the central city.  For example, a key issue in Chapter 6 of the RPS is 

enabling recovery, rebuilding and development and the explanation to this 

issue signals the importance of certainty and forward planning in influencing 

the speed of the recovery of the Central City.21 

 Each of the elements of Objective 3.3.1 are also captured in the CCRP's 3.2

vision for a distinctive central city which is characterised by:  

 A consolidated central city business area that fosters business 

investment and growth;  

                                                
19

 Rebuttal of Andrew Long on behalf of the Council dated 26 January 2016. 
20

 The relevant Revised Provisions are attached to the statements of evidence of: 

 Adam Blair for the Council dated 16 December 2015 on Hazardous Substances and Contaminated land. 

 Sarah Jenkins for the Council dated 16 December 2015 on Utilities and Energy. 
21

 Page 48 of the RPS.   
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 A lower rise built environment with a diverse range of activities in 

safe, well designed buildings within an attractive city-scape; 

 A greener city-scape, supported by a revitalised Te Papa Ōtākaro / 

Avon River Precinct corridor; 

 High quality inner city housing options that attract an increased 

residential population; and  

 Places and spaces that attract people from throughout the greater 

Christchurch area and beyond.22 

 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 (which may be further revised following 3.3

this hearing) specifically provides for the revitalisation of the Central City so 

that it is "the primary focal point for the people of Christchurch".  Key aspects 

of this objective (as revised in the evidence of Mark Stevenson) are the 

enhancement of the "amenity values, function and economic, social and 

cultural viability of the Central City through both private and public sector 

investment", the enablement of a range of housing opportunities "to support 

at least 5,000 additional households in the Central City between 2012 and 

2028" and a Central City with a "unique sense of identity and sense of place" 

which incorporates specified elements which "can contribute to a high 

amenity urban environment for residents, visitors and workers to enjoy".23  

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(e) directs " a well-integrated pattern of 

development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high 

quality urban environment that", amongst other things, "maintains and 

enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres 

as community focal points". 

 The higher order documents and the Strategic Directions objectives direct 3.4

that the Central City provisions must: 

(a) support a thriving Central City (see Appendix 2); 

(b) increase housing supply (see Appendix 3);  

(c) enable economic prosperity (see Appendix 4); 

(d) use infrastructure efficiently and effectively (see Appendix 5); 

(e) support social and cultural activities of the community (see Appendix 

6);  

(f) encourage innovation, choice and flexibility (see Appendix 7);  

 reduce consenting and notification requirements and the number, (a)

extent and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards;24 and  

                                                
22

 Page 103 of the CCRP.   
23

 Page 7 of the Revised Proposal dated 26 January 2016, Attachment A to Mark Stevenson's rebuttal evidence 
for the Christchurch City Council dated 26 January 2016.    
24

 See the Crown's opening legal submissions on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal dated 30 March 2015, at 
paragraphs 77 to 86.  Also see Outcome 4 of the Land Use Recovery Plan which states "RMA plans and 
regulatory processes enable rebuilding and development to go ahead without unnecessary impediments." 
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 be clear, concise and easy to use.25 (b)

 The Crown's opening legal submissions for the Stage 1 and 2 Subdivision 3.5

Proposals,26 and the Stage 2 Utilities and Energy Proposals27 address the 

relevant higher order documents applicable to those proposals.   

 CONSISTENCY OF THE PROVISIONS WITH THE CCRP 4.

 The Hearings Panel summarised the requirements of the RMA and CER Act 4.1

in terms of alignment with higher order documents on pages 14 to 16 of the 

Strategic Directions decision.28  Those requirements continue to be relevant 

for this hearing. 

 The requirement to "not be inconsistent with" the CCRP is of particular 4.2

relevance in this case as it contains a wide range of provisions, particularly 

rules, that apply to the Central City. 

 As noted by the Hearings Panel, the requirement to "not be inconsistent with" 4.3

is usefully tested by asking: 

 Are the provisions of the Revised Proposal compatible with the (a)

provisions of the recovery plan? 

 Do the provisions alter the essential nature or character of what the (b)

recovery plan allows or provides for?29 

 The Hearings Panel also noted that: 4.4

 The phrase allows for judgement to be exercised of the scale or degree (a)

of variance allowable in the particular circumstances.30 

 Even when the Replacement Plan is dealing with the same subject (b)

matter as provisions of the recovery plan, the Replacement Plan is not 

required to treat that subject matter in precisely the same way.  "Not 

inconsistent with" is a phrase that gives reasonable allowance for 

interpretation, and judgment as to how it should be applied in context.31 

                                                
25

 See the Crown's opening legal submissions on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal dated 30 March 2015, 
paragraphs 11(b) and 82. 
26

 Crown's opening submissions for the Stage 1 Subdivision Proposal dated 22 June 2015 at paragraphs 4.9 to 
4.15 and Appendix 3; Opening submissions for the Stage 2 Subdivision Proposal dated 30 October 2015 at 
paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 and 5, and Appendix 1.   
27

 Crown's opening submissions for the Stage 2 Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure Proposal dated 1 December 
2015 at paragraphs 4.4 to 4.8 and Appendices 1 and 2.   
28

 The Strategic Directions decision can be downloaded from http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/decisions/  
29

 Table on page 15 of the Strategic Directions decision.  Footnote 44 refers to Re Canterbury Cricket Associated 
[2013] NZEnvC 184 [51]–[52] for the first of these questions, and Norwest Community Action Group Inc v 
Transpower New Zealand EnvC A113/01, 29 October 2001 paras [55]–[56] for the second question. 
30

 Paragraph 60 of the Strategic Directions decision. 
31

 Paragraph 61 of the Strategic Directions decision. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/decisions/
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 It is submitted that helpful guidance can also be obtained from case law 4.5

considering the meaning of the word "inconsistent" as it appeared in the pre-

2005 version of section 75(2)(c) of the RMA, which had provided that a 

district plan must not be inconsistent with the Regional Policy Statement 

("RPS").  In Canterbury Regional Council v Waimakariri District Council, the 

Environment Court considered the word "inconsistent" as meaning "not in 

keeping; discordant; or incompatible".32  The Court rejected the regional 

council's argument that the word "inconsistent" provided no middle ground 

(i.e. that something was either consistent, or inconsistent).  Rather the Court 

considered that there can be room for some middle ground that can be 

debated on the merits, rather than strictly as a vires point of whether 

something was in or out.  Due consideration can be given to the thrust of the 

RPS which the district plan must not be inconsistent with.  The Court cited 

with approval an earlier Commissioner's statement that:33 

"... Not everything which fails to promote (etc) is ‘inconsistent’ with those 
provisions, even if ‘consistent’ is understood in the sense of ‘conform’. The 
reason for this is that a District Plan will only fail to promote (etc) the things 
in question if it does nothing at all to bring them about. Whether or not it 
has promoted (etc) them enough is a ‘submission’ issue for debate on the 
merits, not something to be dealt with on a vires point." 

 Bay of Plenty Regional Council v Western Bay of Plenty District Council 4.6

(2002) 8 ELRNZ 97 was another case on the pre-2005 version of section 

75(2) of the RMA.  Although a map in the district plan was not precisely in 

line with a map in a regional plan, the map used in the plan lined up with an 

administrative boundary and was therefore "conveniently ascertainable".34  

The Court accepted that it was "sufficiently comparable and not at odds in 

degree or purpose as to be impermissibly inconsistent".35  

 Accordingly, when considering and comparing the Revised Provisions 4.7

against those of the CCRP, a strict line by line approach is not required.  

Rather, attention should be given to the essential nature, character or thrust 

of the CCRP, noting that amendments could be made to Replacement Plan 

provisions where they remain "sufficiently comparable and not at odds in 

degree or purpose as to be impermissibly inconsistent" with the CCRP.36 

                                                
32

 [2002] NZRMA 208 at [79]. 
33

 At [81] 
34

 At [75]. 
35

 Also at [75]. 
36

 Ibid. 
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 However, if nothing at all is done to bring the effect of the CCRP provisions 4.8

into the Replacement Plan, then that would clearly be inconsistent with the 

CCRP. 

 REMAINING ISSUES FOR THE CROWN 5.

 Following consideration of the Council's rebuttal evidence and the Revised 5.1

Provisions, there now appears to be only 5 unresolved issues as between the 

Crown and the Council.37  The Crown has also identified a further 15 

outstanding issues as between the Crown's evidence and the evidence on 

behalf submitters, but where it is understood that the Crown and Council 

have aligned positions.38  All 20 remaining issues are identified and explained 

in Appendix 1 to these submissions.   

 Two issues require further brief discussion as noted below. 5.2

Site-specific rezonings (Issue 9 in Appendix 1) 

 The Crown understands that Carter Group no longer seeks a business 5.3

zoning for the Star & Garter site (332 Oxford Terrace, 3456m2).39  While 

Carter Group seeks that the site be included in the Guest Accommodation 

Zone, or scheduled as a site for guest accommodation, the Crown 

understands that parties agree that this matter should be considered as part 

of the hearing of the General Rules Proposal dealing with guest 

accommodation. 

 The Crown is aware that there are other site-specific rezonings sought.40  5.4

While the Crown does not have a definite position in relation to each site-

specific rezoning request, it wishes to signal its concern regarding the 

potential cumulative adverse impacts that multiple rezonings of land from 

residential to business (or mixed use) could have, particularly in terms of: 

 enabling an increased quantum of retail/commercial which could dilute (a)

potential demand in the CBD; and/or 

                                                
37

 Issues 1, 2, 3, 15 and 16 in Appendix 1 to these submissions are unresolved as between the Crown and the 
Council.  However, the following should be noted: 

 Although Issues 8 and 9 appear to be an agreed position based on the planning evidence of the Crown 
and Council (Messrs Gimblett and Stevenson), Mr Nicholson for the Council supports a different position 
on these points.  It is understood that the Council will clarify its position in its opening submissions. 

 Although Issue 13 appears to be an agreed position based on the Council's rebuttal evidence, the 
Revised Provisions have not been updated to reflect that position.  This may have been inadvertent. 

38
 Issues 4 to 14, and 17 to 20 in Appendix 1 to these submissions.  However, see previous footnote regarding 

some current uncertainty regarding the Council's position on some Issues. 
39

 Willis evidence, paragraph 4.5. 
40

 For example, Christchurch Casino (#3291) seeks to rezone land at Salisbury St (6150m
2
) from CCRZ to CCBZ, 

and Tom Robinson Ltd (#3621) similarly seeks to rezone 390 Montreal Street (1350m
2
) from CCRZ to CCBZ. 
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 reducing the available land for residential development / intensification (b)

within the Central City. 

Such outcomes have the potential to be inconsistent with the intent of the 

CCRP for residential and business recovery in the Central City. 

Character Area recognition in the central city (Issue 14 in Appendix 1) 

 While the Crown does not take any issue as to whether the Chester Street 5.5

East area has special character, the Crown considers that specific 

recognition of the area as a Category One Character Area in the 

Replacement Plan would be inconsistent with the CCRP.41  Specifically, 

recognition of the Chester Street East area through a character overlay (as a 

Category One Character Area) would directly contradict the deliberate 

deletion of Central City character overlays (in the form of Special Amenity 

Areas, or "SAMs") from the Operative Plan by the CCRP.   

 The CCRP records that:42 5.6

"The analysis undertaken by CERA indicates that the number of different 
Living Zones together with the overlay of the Special Amenity Areas results 
in an unduly and unnecessarily complex planning environment.  Provisions 
which were designed to improve and/or protect amenity some years ago 
may now be less effective than is desirable given the changed 
circumstances of these areas.  To ensure the goal of creating a high quality 
inner city living environment is met, a review of the various Living Zone 
provisions including the Special Amenity Areas is directed to be undertaken 
by Christchurch City Council with proposed changes to be provided to the 
Minister by 1 March 2013". 

 The Council was directed to carry out a review of the Special Amenity Areas, 5.7

and report to the Minister with proposed changes.43  Subsequent to that 

review, the Minister through the "A Liveable City" chapter of the CCRP 

directed that: 

 the relevant rules and assessment matters in the Operative Plan be (a)

amended to delete provisions and references relating to the "Special 

Amenity Areas (SAM’s) within the Central City only";44 and  

 the list of SAMs in Appendix 4 Volume 3 Part 2 of the Operative Plan (b)

be amended to delete SAMs in the Central City, including SAM 30.45  

                                                
41

 This recognition was sought by Peter Dyrhberg and others (#3688).  However, the area recognised is based on 
the boundaries recommended by Ms Schroder in her rebuttal evidence for the Council. 
42

 At page 107, 3
rd
 column. 

43
 Statutory direction 2, on page 108 of the CCRP. 

44
 At page 21. 

45
 At page 29.  
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SAM 30 was a smaller version of the Chester Street Area provided for 

in the Revised Proposal. 

 The Crown submits that specific recognition of the area as a Category One 5.8

Character Area would be inconsistent with the clear intent of the CCRP to 

remove SAMs from the Central City.46 

 In any event, Ms Eaton does not consider a character area based approach 5.9

is necessary to achieve the quality urban design and residential living 

outcomes of the CCRP, with existing amenity and character being given 

appropriate recognition by the urban design rules.47  Thus, there is no need 

for the recognition of the Chester Street East area via a character area 

overlay. 

 DEEMING PROVISIONS FOR NEW AND STOPPED ROADS 6.

 In the absence of any legal impediments, Messrs Shaw and Falconer for the 6.1

Crown and Council respectively, support deeming provisions which would 

provide that:  

 new public roads automatically become subject to the provisions of the (a)

Transport Zone; and 

 existing roads that are stopped (with any relevant designation uplifted) (b)

automatically become subject to the zone provisions that cover the 

adjoining land.48   

 This approach would simply carry on the approach already taken in the 6.2

Operative Christchurch City District Plan.49 

 The Crown and Council experts agree that these provisions are workable, 6.3

and certain in terms of their effect.  The "trigger" for the application or 

disapplication of the Transport Zone provisions is certain, and can objectively 

be understood.50 

 These deeming provisions provide for a pragmatic approach to ensure that 6.4

all roads (including newly created roads) are subject to the Transport Zone 

provisions as intended, while the appropriate development of land occupied 

                                                
46

 Eaton rebuttal evidence at paragraph 8.4. 
47

 Eaton rebuttal evidence at paragraph 8.3 
48

 Shaw evidence section 8; Falconer rebuttal paragraph 6.1.  For the avoidance of the doubt, the Crown supports 
the provisions as per the Revised Proposal included with Mr Falconer's rebuttal evidence.  Shaw has confirmed 
that he also supports the Falconer version of the prospective provisions. 
49

 At Volume 3, Part 8, 4.3.  See Shaw evidence at 8.6. 
50

 Falconer rebuttal at 6.1. 
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by stopped roads will immediately fall to be considered against the provisions 

of the relevant zone.   

 Furthermore, there is no real need for the addition or removal of roads from 6.5

the Transport Zone to be subject to a full Schedule 1 plan change process.51  

The creation, stopping and alteration of roads are already subject to 

processes that provide for public (or at least neighbouring landowner) 

participation.52 

 The Crown's position is that this deeming approach is legally permissible 6.6

under the RMA.  Section 76 gives very broad scope when it comes to rule 

drafting.  Section 76(4)(c) enables rules to apply "all the time" or for "stated 

periods".  In this case, the deeming provisions would ensure that the 

Transport Zone rules apply to roading land (including future roading land) for 

a "stated period", namely the "period which the land is legal road".  At all 

other times (including when a road is stopped), the rules of the appropriate 

zone (residential, business, etc) will apply, being the "period which the land is 

not legal road". 

 In contrast to the approach in the Operative Plan, the planning maps for the 6.7

Replacement District Plan would show the location of the transport zone.  In 

combination with the deeming provisions, it is suggested that in order to 

ensure the planning maps remain accurate and understandable it would be 

appropriate: 

 to add an advice note to the planning maps, to the effect that the (a)

planning maps indicate the extent of the Transport Zone as at the time 

the maps were published, but that the application of the Transport Zone 

provisions is determined by the relevant rule; and 

 for the Council to rely on Clause 16(2) of the First Schedule of the RMA (b)

to periodically update the information shown on the planning maps to 

reflect the latest extent of the Transport Zone as determined by the 

rule, following new road openings and/or closures.  It is submitted that if 

the deeming provisions are allowed, this type of plan change can be 

                                                
51

 Without the deeming provisions, plan changes would be required following the creation and stopping (and even 
widening or alteration) of roads, in order to update the coverage of the Transport Zone. 
52

Resource consents and / or designations (generally providing for full public participation) would be required in 
order to authorise the laying out and operation of new roads over land not already in the Transport Zone.  Taking 
of land associated with the creation, widening or alteration of roads is also subject to Public Works Act 1981 
procedures.  The stopping of roads that are in the Transport Zone would need to follow the process set out in 
either section 342 and Schedule 10 of the Local Government Act 2002, which provides for full public participation 
including (where there is opposition) a decision on the proposed road closure to be made by the Environment 
Court; or section 116 of the Public Works Act 1981 which requires ministerial sign-off, and for the relevant 
authority (the Council or NZ Transport Agency) to ensure there will be adequate access for adjoining landowners 
and / or sign-off from all adjoining landowners. 
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undertaken pursuant to clause 16(2) of the First Schedule of the RMA 

to "alter any information, where such an alteration is of minor effect", 

without the need for a full plan change process.53 

 The Crown considers that allowing this approach would best promote the 6.8

Statement of Expectations and would accord with the Strategic Directions 

Objectives, particularly by minimising transaction costs in accordance with 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2.54  There is no need to depart from the 

established approach already taken in the Operative Plan.  

 PACIFIC PARK – LATE NIGHT SALE OF ALCOHOL 7.

 In the context of this hearing, Pacific Park Limited seeks that Objective 7.1

15.1.5(a)(iv) encourage entertainment and hospitality activity – specifically 

including the late night sale of alcohol (emphasis added) – in the 

entertainment and hospitality precincts.  Pacific Park seeks that "late night 

sale of alcohol" be defined as "the sale of alcohol until 4am". 

 While the Crown does not oppose the encouragement of hospitality 7.2

(including the sale of alcohol) in the precincts per se, it does oppose the 

inclusion of reference to late night sale of alcohol (until 4am) in Objective 

15.1.5 for the reasons set out in the rebuttal evidence of Mr Willis, and Mr 

Stevenson for the Council.55  Regardless of the merits of the argument, the 

Crown considers that it would be premature to debate Pacific Park's 

proposed relief as part of the Central City hearing. 

 There are more detailed provisions in respect of the approach to the sale of 7.3

alcohol in the entertainment and hospitality precincts (and elsewhere) to be 

considered as part of the Stage 3 General Rules hearing.  In the notified 

version of those provisions, the Council had proposed a set of provisions 

(objective, policy, and rules) addressing the issue.56  However, in the revised 

version of the General Rules Proposal,57 the Council has proposed deleting 

                                                
53

 As an alternative, the Council might rely on Clause 20A of the First Schedule, whereby it is entitled to correct 
any "minor errors" in its Plan without using the full public plan change process.  Given the operation of the 
deeming provisions, the maps being subsequently out of date could fairly be considered to be a minor error in the 
Plan. 
54

 Counsel submit that the deeming provisions approach would also best accord with Strategic Directions 
Objective 3.3.12 by enabling the development, upgrade, maintenance and operation of roading infrastructure.  The 
processes outlined above that would in any event apply to the creation and stopping of roads would in counsel's 
submission ensure that the adverse effects of roading infrastructure are appropriately managed in accordance with 
the Objective. 
55

 Mr Willis' rebuttal evidence deals solely with this issue.  Mr Stevenson's rebuttal evidence addresses the issue 
at paragraphs 12.1 – 12.11. 
56

Section 6.9 "Sale of Alcohol" in the notified General Rules proposal. 
57

Provided with the evidence of Ms McLaughlin, which can be downloaded from 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/3723-CCC-Evidence-of-Alison-McLaughlin-Planning-
4-2-2016.pdf. 
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that set of provisions, and instead providing a detailed Policy (Policy 

6.1.1.1.6) to be inserted into the Noise chapter dealing with this issue. 

 Proposed Policy 6.1.1.1.6 provides for a more nuanced consideration of the 7.4

issue than that proposed by Pacific Park for Objective 15.1.5(a)(iv).  It seeks 

to manage the effects of late-night entertainment and hospitality activities on 

residential amenity, including by:  

 making a distinction between the approach to the different (a)

entertainment and hospitality precincts – late night activities are 

specifically encouraged in Precinct 1, but not in Precinct 2; and  

 requiring additional acoustic insulation within or in close proximity to the (b)

precincts. 

 In her General Rules evidence in chief, Ms McLaughlin opposes the definition 7.5

of "late night sale of alcohol" sought by Pacific Park, relying on the evidence 

of Mr Willis and Mr Stevenson for this hearing.58 

 Rather than debate the wording of Objective 15.1.5(a)(iv) now, the Crown 7.6

submits that it would be much more appropriate and efficient to address this 

issue at the same time as considering the more detailed proposed 

accompanying Policy 6.1.1.1.6, and the associated provisions, and the 

evidence to be given, during the General Rules hearing.  

 

DATED 10 February 2016 

 
 
 
………………………………………………. 
Cedric Carranceja and Thaddeus Ryan 
Counsel for the Crown 

                                                
58

 At paragraph 59.4 of Ms McLaughlin's General Rules evidence in chief. 
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APPENDIX 1 – POINTS OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE CROWN AND OTHER PARTIES TO THE STAGE 3 CENTRAL CITY HEARING 

 

Central City Business and Mixed Use Zones (Incorporated into Commercial Proposal 15) 

Mark Stevenson – Revised Commercial Proposal (Attached to rebuttal evidence dated 26 January 2016) 

 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

1.  CCMUZ 15.9.2.1 
P1(c): Retail activity 
(pages 58-59, 
Revised Proposal) 

Whether the amended provision for 
retail activity fronting Colombo 
Street should extend from Kilmore 
Street to Salisbury Street, or only 
from Kilmore Street as far north as 
Peterborough Street. 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraphs 3.9 to 3.13.  
For the Crown, see Gimblett’s EIC at paragraph 7.63.  

While the amended provision is not disputed, there is 
disagreement as to the appropriate spatial extent of its 
application. 

It is agreed the provision should apply to both frontages to 
Colombo Street to create a coherent ‘village’ centre.  However, 
the Crown considers the relief should not apply north of 
Peterborough Street recognising that in comparison: 

 There are generally fewer and larger sites to the north 
(area/depth). 

 Larger existing premises already exist to the north (Spazio 
Casa, Accent Lighting). 

 The lesser degree of compliance with plan provisions for 
northern activities (e.g. scale). 

 The further north, the further the distance from the CCBZ. 
 Less fine grained redevelopment has occurred to the 

north. 
 To the south (west) site size/depth is limiting of the likely 

scale of development. 
 Vacant land to the south (east) means comparable 

development is possible both sides of Colombo Street. 

Crown position: 

That Revised Proposal 15.9.2.1 P1 for the CCMUZ should be 
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amended as follows: 

(c ) Retail activity fronting Colombo Street between Kilmore Street 
and Salisbury Street Peterborough Street shall be limited to …  

 

2.  CCBZ 15.8.3.8 
Screening of Outdoor 
Storage and Service 
Areas or Spaces 
(Built Form Standard) 
(page 52 of Revised 
Proposal). 

Whether the built form standard 
should include reference to CPTED 
passive surveillance principles. 

For the Crown, see Eaton's EIC at 7.21 – 7.28.  This issue is not 
specifically addressed in evidence for the Council. 

Ms Eaton proposes amending the provision as follows: 

"Any outdoor storage or service areas / spaces shall be screened 
from any adjoining site by landscaping, fence, wall or a 
combination of these not less than 1.8m high. To provide a level 
of passive surveillance into and out of the storage or service 
areas/spaces no less than 50% of the total area of the screen is 
to be visually permeable’’ 

This proposal has not been addressed in rebuttal evidence for the 
Council, and is not reflected in the Revised Proposal. 

Crown position: 

Support the amendment proposed by Ms Eaton in her evidence. 

3.  South 
Frame15.10.3.4(d) 
and (f) Street Scene, 
Landscaping and 
Open Space (Built 
Form Standard) (page 
74 – 75 of Revised 
Proposal). 

Whether the landscaping standards 
are unnecessarily prescriptive and 
impractical. 

For the Crown, see Eaton's EIC at 7.33 – 7.35.  This issue is not 
specifically addressed in evidence for the Council. 

After noting in particular that the mature height and clear tree 
stem requirements for trees may be impractical if there are issues 
with availability of suitable tree species, Ms Eaton proposes 
amending the provision as follows: 

‘Trees shall be capable of reaching a minimum height at maturity 
of 8m and shall not be less than 1.5m high at the time of planting, 
and as trees mature they shall be trimmed to maintain clear 
stems to a minimum of 1.5m above ground level;  

This proposal has not been addressed in rebuttal evidence for the 
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Council, and is not reflected in the Revised Proposal. 

Crown position: 

Support the amendment proposed by Ms Eaton in her evidence. 

4.  CCBZ 15.8.2.3 RD3 
and 15.8.4.3 - Activity 
at Ground Floor 
Level.  (pages 48 and 
55, Revised Proposal) 

and 

15.8.4.1. a. ii. Matters 
for Discretion – 
Commercial Central 
City Business Zone 
Urban Design (page 
54, Revised Proposal) 

Whether there is unnecessary 
duplication between 15.8.4.3 
requiring active uses at ground floor 
and assessment matter 15.8.4.1. a. 
ii. which addresses the extent to 
which the building or use… 
promotes active engagement with 
the street… 

 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraph 6.12.  For the 
Crown, see Gimblett’s rebuttal at paragraph 5.21; and Eaton’s 
rebuttal at paragraph’s 7.1 to 7.8. 

See Phillips’ EIC (for Carter Group Limited #3602/FS5062) 
paragraphs 31 to 37, supporting deletion of the active frontage 
requirement for activities 15.8.2.1 P4 to P12 and P14).  

While initially accepting either the rule or the assessment matter 
could be deleted to remove duplication, the Crown now accepts 
that both provisions are necessary if a ‘change of use’ is not to be 
overlooked. 

Retaining the rule enables change of use to be addressed within 
the high amenity and pedestrian focused part of the core subject 
to the active frontage requirement, while retaining the 
assessment matter also enables new buildings, or alterations to 
buildings, or use outside of a building, to be considered in terms 
of promoting active engagement with the street (i.e. the design 
and form of the building as opposed to what activity occupies it). 

It is also recognised that the urban design rule applies to the 
whole of the CCBZ core, whereas the active frontage rule only 
applies to certain identified street frontages within the core.  

Crown position: 

Support Stevenson's rebuttal position as set out in the Revised 
Proposal, that both the standard and urban design assessment is 
required. 

5.  CCBZ 15.8.2.3 RD5 
e., 15.8.3.5 Flexibility 
in Building Design for 

Whether the requirement for 
minimum floor to ceiling heights at 
ground floor should be retained or 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraphs 3.2 to 3.7 and 
6.7; and Nicholson EIC at section 10.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett EIC at paragraphs 7.16 to 7.19 and rebuttal at 
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Future Uses, and 
15.8.5.5 – Minimum 
floor to floor heights at 
ground floor, , (pages 
48, 51 and 56, 
Revised Proposal).  

 

deleted. 

 

paragraphs 5.2 to 5.9; and Eaton rebuttal section 5. 

See Phillips’ EIC paragraphs 23 to 24; and Compton-Moen EIC 
paragraphs 15 and 16 (for Carter Group Limited #3602/FS5062). 

Crown position: 

CCC and the Crown are agreed that there should be a minimum 
floor to ceiling height rule, noting a lack of duplication with urban 
design assessment matters and the particular importance to 
earthquake recovery of there being flexibility in building design 
and adaptability of use in the CCBZ.  The Crown will abide by the 
Hearing Panel's views as to whether 3.5m or 4m is the 
appropriate minimum floor to ceiling heights. 

6.  CCBZ 15.8.2.1 P13 d 
- Minimum net floor 
area for any 
residential unit and 
15.8.4.4 a. 
Residential activity, 
(pages 45 and 55, 
Revised Proposal). 

 

Whether the minimum net floor area 
requirement for residential units 
should be retained or deleted. 

 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraphs 3.2 to 3.7 and 
6.8; and Nicholson EIC at section 11.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett rebuttal at paragraphs 5.10 to 5.17; and Eaton rebuttal 
section 6. 

See Phillips’ EIC paragraphs 25 to 30; and Compton-Moen EIC 
paragraphs 23 to 25 (for Carter Group Limited #3602/FS5062).      

Crown position: 

CCC and the Crown are agreed that the rule should be retained 
to maintain an acceptable standard of residential amenity, noting 
also the absence of modification of the Building Act/regulations to 
otherwise address these matters and the need for maintaining 
consistency across the Replacement Plan where these provisions 
also apply to other areas. 

7.  CCBZ 15.8.2.1 P13 d. 
and e. - Outdoor living 
space for any 
residential unit and 
15.8.4.4 d. 
Residential activity, 
(pages 45 and 55, 

Whether the minimum outdoor living 
space requirements for residential 
units should be retained or deleted. 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraph 6.8; and 
Nicholson EIC at section 11.  For the Crown, see Gimblett 
rebuttal at paragraphs 5.10 – 5.17; and Eaton rebuttal section 6. 

See Phillips’ EIC paragraphs 25 to 30; and Compton-Moen EIC 
paragraphs 17 - 22 (for Carter Group Limited #3602/FS5062).      
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Revised Proposal). 

 

Crown position: 

CCC and the Crown are agreed that the rule should be retained 
to maintain an acceptable standard of residential amenity, noting 
also the absence of modification of the Building Act/regulations to 
otherwise address these matters and the need for maintaining 
consistency across the Replacement Plan where these provisions 
also apply to other areas. 

8.  CCBZ 15.8.2.2 C1. 
Controlled Activities; 
15.8.2.3 RD1 
Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activities; 15.8.3.14 
Urban design (page 
46, 47, 53 and 54, 
Revised Proposal) 

Whether urban design assessment 
in the CCBZ should be a controlled 
activity subject to certification, or 
alternatively a restricted 
discretionary activity;  

and 

whether the Christchurch Central 
Joint Design Approvals Board 
(‘CCJDAP’) as decision maker for 
urban design in the CCBZ should be 
mandatory, or at the discretion of the 
applicant/CCC (if found not to be 
consistent with the CCRP and 
Ministers procedural direction).   

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraph 11.1 – 11.30; 
and Nicholson’s rebuttal at section 3.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett’s EIC at paragraph’s 7.29 to 7.34; and Eaton’s EIC at 
section 6. 

Stevenson, Gimblett and Eaton support a controlled 
activity/certification approach to urban design assessment in the 
CCBZ.  Nicholson does not, and favours a restricted discretionary 
activity status.  The certification path is supported as it reflects the 
decision of the Hearing Panel for suburban commercial centres, 
and provides greater certainty of outcome consistent with the 
Strategic Directions Decision objective 3.3.2(b), without 
compromising the environmental quality aims of the CCRP.  It 
also incentivises urban design input into projects, and would not 
be inconsistent with the CCRP or other higher order documents. 

Crown position: 

(1) Support a controlled activity/certification approach as agreed 
by Stevenson, Gimblett and Eaton.  The Crown accepts that if 
other applicable built form standards of the CCBZ are breached, 
in combination with the urban design rule, the activity status 
reverts to restricted discretionary (or other higher status 
depending on the standard).  This presumably would also occur if 
another standard outside of the CCBZ provisions (e.g. traffic, 
heritage, earthworks) was breached.  Amendments to the 
Revised Proposal reflect the controlled activity/certification 
approach. 

(2) The Crown considers that the CCJDAP should be the decision 
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maker for urban design in the CCBZ, but this is more a matter for 
Council delegations for decision making rather than a matter for 
the Replacement Plan. 

9.  CCBZ 15.8.2.2 C1. 
Controlled Activities; 
15.8.2.3 RD1 
Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activities; 15.8.3.14 
Urban design; and 
15.8.4.1. a. Matters 
for Discretion – 
Commercial Central 
City Business Zone 
Urban Design (pages 
46, 47, 53 and 54, 
Revised Proposal) 

 

Interpretation of publicly owned and 
accessible space in the context of 
the urban design rule, and 
application of the associated 
assessment matters (i.e. whether 
the assessment matters extend to 
beyond just elements of a 
development that are visible from 
publicly owned and accessible 
space). 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraph 11.31 to 11.43; 
and Nicholson’s rebuttal at section 5.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett’s EIC at paragraph’s 7.35, and 7.38 to 7.39; and Eaton’s 
EIC at paragraph 6.2. 

Stevenson and Gimblett are agreed as to the correct 
interpretation; Nicholson disagrees, instead reasoning that while 
the rule is triggered by the building/use being visible from a 
publicly owned and accessible space, in then applying the 
assessment matters the whole of the development is able to be 
considered (e.g. in terms of CPTED, etc). 

Crown position: 

Support Stevenson amendments to the rule and clause (ii) of 
15.8.4.1 a. so the assessment is limited to a building, addition or 
activity that is visible from publicly owned and accessible space 
as follows (and in the Revised Proposal): 

“in respect of that part of the building or use visible from a publicly 
owned and accessible space, promotes active engagement …” 

10.  CCBZ 15.8.2.3 RD1 
Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activities; 15.8.3.14 
Urban design; and 
15.8.4.1. a. Matters 
for Discretion – 
Commercial Central 
City Business Zone 
Urban Design (pages 
46, 47, 53 and 54, 
Revised Proposal) 

Whether the reference to “cultural 
elements” in the urban design 
assessment matters should be 
retained, or amended to “…natural, 
heritage or cultural assets…” 

For CCC, see Stevenson’s rebuttal at paragraph 11.43;  For the 
Crown, see Gimblett’s EIC at paragraph 7.35 and rebuttal at 
paragraph 5.22; and Eaton’s EIC at paragraph 6.2 and 6.28 – 
6.30. 

For Carter Group Limited (#3602/FS5062) see also Phillips EIC 
paragraphs 53-56. 

In rebuttal evidence, Stevenson favoured retaining the reference 
to “cultural elements”.  However, the Crown understands that Mr 
Stevenson will confirm that he supports the Crown position. 

Crown position: 
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 Substitute "cultural elements" for “natural, heritage or cultural 
assets”.  Adopting this amendment, in part, helps to improve 
understanding of what is to be considered, and is consistent with 
the same wording adopted by the Hearings Panel in the Stage 1 
Commercial Decision for urban design assessment.   

Stevenson’s added explanation (refer Revised Proposal 15.8.4.1 
a. i) in respect of examples of what might be a response to Ngai 
Tahu values and associations is agreed.  

11.  Proposed rezoning of 
332 Oxford Terrace 
(Star and Garter site) 

Whether the site should be included 
in the Guest Accommodation Zone, 
or scheduled as a site for guest 
accommodation.   

The Crown understands that Carter 
Group are no longer pursuing a 
commercial zoning. 

 

For CCC, see Stevenson (Attachment C, Para 10.1 to 10.6, Page 
24) and Blair (Paragraphs 20.21 – 10.24, Page 60) evidence in 
chief.  For the Crown, see Willis evidence in chief. 

No evidence has been presented by Carter Group on this matter 
to date. 

Crown’s Position: 

The Crown’s position is that the site should be zoned Central City 
Residential, as set out in the Willis evidence in chief.  The Crown 
and the Council are in agreement on this matter. 

The Crown understands Carter Group is no longer pursuing a 
commercial zoning for this site.  The Crown considers that this 
matter is best considered as part of the guest accommodation 
zone topic being heard as part of the Proposal 6 hearing.    

12.  Objective 13.1.1 (now 
Objective 15.1.5) - 
Sale of Alcohol 

Whether to include the words "late 
night sale of alcohol" in Objective 
13.1.1, and a definition of "late night 
sale of alcohol". 

 

 

For CCC, see Stevenson evidence in chief (paras 8.1 – 8.8) and 
rebuttal (paras 12.1 – 12.11).  For the Crown, see Willis rebuttal. 

For Pacific Park, see Bonis, Bremner (paras 13 – 20) and 
Copeland evidence in chief. 

For CDHB, see Stuart Dodd evidence in chief. 

Pacific Park consider the precincts are the appropriate location for 
the late night sale of alcohol.  

Stevenson partially supports Pacific Park in his evidence in chief 
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by supporting the inclusion of the words "late night".  However, in 
his rebuttal evidence Mr Stevenson supports the CDHB’s position 
(and the Crown’s), removing the words 'late night’ from the 
Revised Proposal. 

Mr Willis considers that Pacific Park's relief seeks to use the 
entertainment and hospitality precincts in a way they was not 
intended, ie to identify areas where the late night sale of alcohol 
until 4am is to be encouraged.  This is inconsistent with the 
CCRP. 

Crown’s Position: 

The Crown, Council and CDHB are aligned – the Objective 
should not include the words ‘late night’ when it refers to the sale 
of alcohol.  Additionally, there should be no definition for ‘late 
night sale of alcohol’ in the District Plan.  

The sale of alcohol topic is principally covered in Proposal 6.9.   
The Crown considers that the determination of this issue is best 
deferred to the Proposal 6 hearing. 

 

Central City Residential Zone (Incorporated into Residential Proposal 14) 

Scott Blair – Revised Proposal (Attached to rebuttal evidence dated 26 January 2016) 

 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

13.  14.16.2.3 RD1, 
14.16.3.11 Minimum 
site density from 
development and 
redevelopment of 
residential units and 
14.16.4.13 - 
Assessment Matters, 

Whether the 200m2 minimum site 
density rule should be retained or 
deleted, and correction to the 
assessment matters to reflect the 
agreed position if the rule is retained 
with a restricted discretionary activity 
status 

For CCC see Blair’s rebuttal at section 3.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett’s EIC at paragraphs 7.80 to 7.95 and rebuttal at 
paragraphs 6.4 to 6.13.  

See also Professor Kelly’s EIC at paragraphs 27 to 45 (for 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association Incorporated, 
#3611/FS5068).   

Rule 4A.3.9 of the CCRP has a rule requiring one residential unit 
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(pages 23,33 and 37, 
Revised Proposal) 

per 200m2, with a breach to be assessed as a non-complying 
activity. 

Blair: 

 Based on his own analysis, concludes only a modest 
increase in household units is required in the CCRZ to 
achieve the area-wide target of 50HH/ha (paragraph 
3.10); 

 accepts a generic townhouse/apartment typology is likely 
to dominate the rebuild in the CCRZ, and therefore not 
cater for a wide range of residents (paragraph 3.11); 

 recognises the disconnect between the policy aim of 
achieving a diverse living environment with a variety of 
housing types suitable for a range of housing needs and 
the very directive rule (paragraph 3.12); and  

 cites various references from the CCRP that support 
variable development and access to housing for a wide 
range of residents (paragraphs 3.17 to 3.19) in an 
enabling sense rather than a directive sense. 

Blair maintains the view that a rule requiring minimum density 
should be retained, with non-compliance should be a restricted 
discretionary activity.  Gimblett notes there are compelling factors 
(including those identified by Blair and Professor Kelly) that could 
support deletion of the rule.   

Crown position: 

The Crown remains concerned that deletion of a minimum density 
requirement would be inconsistent with the CCRP.  However, the 
Crown accepts Blair position that the more appropriate status is 
restricted discretionary.   

Related amendments for assessment matters (14.16.4.13 a. and 
b.) and interpretive clarification (14.16.3.11) are also agreed.  
However, Blair in his rebuttal (at paragraph 3.22) accepts the 
assessment matters proposed by Gimblett, if the rule is retained, 
in his EIC at paragraph 7.95, but has not updated 14.16.4.13 of 
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the Revised Proposal to reflect that change.  

14.  Policy 14.1.7.7 Non-
Residential Activities 
Inside the Central City 
and 14.16.2.4 D2, 
(page 27 Revised 
Proposal)  

Whether the policy should include 
reference “to meeting the needs of 
the community or benefiting from the 
high standard of amenity” in the 
CCRZ; and 

Whether the discretionary activity 
status for specified community 
facilities in the size range 41m2 to 
200m2 should remain or be deleted. 

For the Crown, see Gimblett’s EIC paragraphs 7.71 to 7.77 and 
rebuttal paragraphs 6.1 to 6.3. 

See Kelly’s EIC paragraphs 17 to 26 (for Victoria Neighbourhood 
Association Incorporated, #3611/FS5068). 

The insertion into the policy of reference to meeting the needs of 
the community or benefiting from the high standard of amenity in 
the CCRZ is necessary to maintain consistency with the 
equivalent policy in the CCRP (policy 11.1.2.2 (d)). 

The discretionary status will not lead to proliferation of 
metropolitan scaled facilities at the expense of residential 
opportunity, given the need for a resource consent and case by 
case assessment, the domestic scale to built form, and the 
exclusion if fronting a local road. This approach is consistent with 
the CCRP in applying the same approach to management of such 
activities/facilities. 

Crown position: 

The Crown supports retention of the amended policy 14.1.7.7 and 
rule 14.16.2.4 D2 as per the Revised Proposal. 

15.  14.16.3.1 Building 
height and Central 
City Maximum 
Building Height 
Planning Map (page 
28, Revised Proposal) 

Whether the maximum permitted 
height limit for retirement villages on 
land at 78 Park Terrace should 
increase from 14m to 20m.  

 

For CCC, see Blair’s rebuttal at section 4.  For the Crown, see 
Gimblett’s rebuttal at paragraph 7.4. 

For Ryman Healthcare Limited and the Retirement Villages 
Association of NZ Incorporated (#3317), see Kyle EIC at 
paragraphs 5.18 to 5.23; and Bird EIC in full.  

Informed by the submitter's urban design evidence (Bird), Blair 
considers an increase in height would be necessary to increase 
the height limit for all properties fronting Park Terrace.  Because 
that is beyond the scope of the relief sought, he concludes there 
is no jurisdiction to do so and the height limit should remain at 
14m. 
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Gimblett accepts the contextual urban design assessment 
supporting taller built development on the site, and supports the 
increase to 20m specifically for a retirement village.      

Crown position: 

The Crown does not have a definite position in relation to site 
specific zoning requests.  However, it is accepted that the relief 
sought has some merit. 

Should the Hearings Panel be minded to provide for the 
submitter's relief, it is suggested that 14.16.3.1 be amended to 
include the following wording: 

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 

16.  14.16.2.3 RD5 
Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activities, and 
14.16.4.16 
Christchurch Central 
City Character Area 
Overlay  (pages 25 
and 39, Revised 
Proposal) 

Whether the special character 
values of the area bounded by 
Madras, Barbados, Armagh and 
Chester Streets should be 
recognised and protected by 
applying the proposed Replacement 
District Plan’s Character Area 
Overlay approach, as is proposed 
for residential areas outside of the 
Central City.  

 

For CCC, see Blair’s rebuttal at section 8; and Schroder’s rebuttal 
at section 3.  For the Crown, see Gimblett’s EIC at paragraphs 
7.103 to 7.111) and rebuttal at section 9; and Eaton’s EIC at 
paragraphs 8.1 to 8.3 and rebuttal at section 8. 

For Peter Dyhrberg and others (#3688), see Lauenstein, 
Crighton, and Fulton EIC (in full).  

The CCRP deliberately removed Special Amenity Areas (SAMs), 
which were effectively the predecessor of Character Areas, from 
across the Central City. 

CCC/Crown witnesses agree that in principle, character 
protection is not inherently in conflict with the CCRP – while 
positive change to built form and amenity are CCRZ policy aims, 
sympathetic and compatible change can still occur. 
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 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

Eaton considers that Character Area identification is unnecessary 
to achieve the quality urban design and residential living 
outcomes of the CCRP. The CCRZ policies and rules including 
urban design assessment matters give appropriate consideration 
to existing amenity and character of areas. 

Crown position: 

Character Area identification is inconsistent with the CCRP, and 
unnecessary. 

 

Central City – Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone (Incorporated into Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone Proposal 21.5) 

Scott Blair – Revised Proposal (Attached to rebuttal evidence dated 27 January 2016) 

 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

17.  Restricted 
discretionary rule 
regarding parking 
buildings (was rule 
21.5.2.2.3 RD13, now 
deleted in Revised 
Proosal). 

Whether RD13 should be deleted 
(as per the Revised Proposal) or 
retained.  

For CCC, see Jolly evidence in chief (6.6) and rebuttal (3.14 – 
3.16) and Blair evidence in chief (5.5).  For the Crown, see Kelly 
evidence in chief (8.1 – 8.5).  For Victoria Neighbourhood 
Association, see Dr Marjorie Manthei evidence in chief (page 14). 
 
In their evidence in chief, Jolly and Blair supported the retention 
of the restricted discretionary rule for car parking buildings visible 
from a hospital site boundary and visible from public space or a 
residential zone.  However, in his rebuttal evidence Mr Jolly 
agrees that whilst a car parking building could be built that does 
not trigger the built form standards (RD11 and RD12), it is highly 
unlikely for economic reasons. Also the same assessment 
matters apply to RD11, RD12 and RD13 i.e. there are no specific 
assessment matters that apply to car park buildings.  Thus, in 
most, if not all cases, a car parking building will be a restricted 
discretionary activity, regardless of whether there is a specific 
rule.  
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 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

Agreement reached between the Council, the MOH and the 
CDHB.   
 
This effectively addresses Victoria Neighbourhood Association 
concerns as car parking buildings are highly unlikely to be 
permitted.  
 
Crown position: 
There is no need for a specific restricted discretionary rule for car 
parking buildings.  Support deletion of the rule as per the Revised 
Proposal. 
 

18.  21.5.2.3.1.7b 
Montreal House 
minimum building 
setback from internal 
boundary (page 23 
Revised Proposal) 
 
 

Whether the minimum building 
setback from internal boundaries 
should be 3m or 4m. 

 

For CCC, see Jolly evidence in chief (7.7) and rebuttal (3.21) and 
Blair rebuttal (4.12).  For the Crown, see Kelly evidence in chief 
(13.5 – 13.7).  For the Crown and CDHB see Cabell evidence in 
chief (at 8.13).  For CDHB, see Willis evidence in chief (at 4.6).  
For Victoria Neighbourhood Association, see Dr Marjorie Manthei 
evidence in chief (page 18). 
 
Dr Manthei supports retention of a 4m setback.  While supporting 
the 4m setback in his evidence in chief, Mr Jolly has agreed to a 
3m building setback from internal boundaries as he considers that 
this will effectively protect residential amenity on adjoining sites.  
Mr Blair also supports a 3m setback in his rebuttal evidence, and 
this is reflected in the Revised Proposal. 
 
Crown position: 
Support the 3m setback as per the Revised Proposal. 
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Central City – Transport Zone (Incorporated into Transport Proposal 7) 

David Falconer – Revised Proposal (Attached to rebuttal evidence dated 26 January 2016) 

 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

19.  Rule 7.2.2.4 NC1 

Activities in the CCBZ 
(core) providing on-
site parking greater 
than 50 percent of the 
GLFA of buildings on 
site (page 20 Revised 
Proposal). 

Nicholas Fuller for Carter Group has 
proposed a restricted discretionary 
activity status, with the matters of 
discretion for car parking areas 
within the Central City to apply 
(7.3.27). 

For the Council, see Falconer rebuttal paragraph 8.2-8.6.  For the 
Crown, see Shaw EIC paragraph 7.9-7.10.  For Carter Group, 
see Fuller EIC paragraphs 14-18 

Falconer and Shaw are agreed that the non-complying activity 
status as per the CCRP is appropriate.  Mr Fuller proposes a 
restricted activity status on the basis that the existing assessment 
matters in the Replacement Plan (7.3.27) are appropriate to 
address potential transport effects. 

Crown position: 

The Crown (in agreement with the Council) position is that the 
non-complying activity status as per the Revised Proposal is 
appropriate given the significance of the management of parking 
provision in achieving the wider Central City goals and specifically 
the development of a people focused slow vehicle core (Policy 
7.1.1.6(a)(vi)); and is necessary for CCRP consistency. 

20.  Appendix 7.2 – cycle 
parking facilities.  
Table 7.5 - Minimum 
number of cycle parks 
required (pages 70 – 
76 Revised Proposal). 

Generation Zero sought to increase 
the minimum number of cycle parks 
required for some entertainment and 
health facilities. 

For the Council, see Falconer rebuttal paragraph 9.1-9.2.  For the 
Crown, see Shaw rebuttal paragraph 9.1-9.2.  For the Crown and 
CDHB, see Cabell rebuttal paragraph 31-.1 – 3.4.  See the 
Generation Zero evidence (no named witness) at Section 3 (page 
6).  

The Generation Zero position is based on an assessment that the 
minimum cycle numbers proposed are insufficient.  The Crown 
and Council position is that the requirements as per the Revised 
Proposal is consistent with the CCRP requirements and is 
supported by the outcome of the expert conferencing on this 
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 TOPIC MATTER OF DIFFERENCE EXPLANATION 

matter.  

Crown position: 

Support the requirements as set out in the Revised Proposal (and 
agreed at expert conferencing). 
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APPENDIX 2 - SUPPORT A THRIVING CENTRAL CITY 

1. Supporting a thriving central city is a central tenet of many of the directives applicable to 

the Central City, particularly those in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere 

‘Maraka Ötautahi’ ("CCRP").  The directives recognise the need to provide for and 

encourage a wide variety of activities in the central city, including residential and 

commercial development, social and cultural activities, as well as the "greening" of the city 

and recognition of Ngāi Tahu cultural values, in order to re-establish Christchurch's Central 

City as the primary activity centre for greater Christchurch. 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery 

Strategy") 

2. The Recovery Strategy recognises that a well-functioning Christchurch Central City is 

important to "revitalise greater Christchurch as the heart of a prosperous region for 

business, work, education, and increased investment in new activities".59  It also provides 

for six components of recovery; leadership and integration, economic recovery, social 

recovery, cultural recovery, built environment recovery and natural environment recovery, 

each of which are critical components of the Central City's recovery.  The particularly 

pertinent components of recovery are discussed in the appendices to follow.    

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS")  

3. The RPS includes a number of objectives which seek to support the role of the Central City 

"as the city’s primary commercial centre"60 and to facilitate the provision of housing.  

Examples of these objectives include:  

(a) Objective 6.2.2 which refers to managing settlement patterns for rebuilding, recovery 

and future growth, "with an urban form that achieves consolidation and intensification 

of urban areas", and avoids "unplanned expansion of urban areas” by:  

(2) "providing higher density living environments including mixed use developments and a 
greater range of housing types, particularly in and around the Central City, and 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 [CCRP]”.

61
   

(b) Objective 6.2.5 which provides for the support and maintenance of the existing 

network of centres (being the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres), “as the focal points for commercial, community and service activities during 

                                                
59

 Page 9 of the Recovery Strategy. 
60

 Objective 6.3.6 of the RPS.   
61

 Page 50 of the RPS.   
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the recovery period” and the need for commercial development and distribution to 

“avoid significant adverse effects on the function and viability of these centres”.  It 

also seeks that the centres be "high quality, support a diverse range of business 

opportunities including appropriate mixed-use development, and incorporate good 

urban design principles".62 

4. There are also RPS objectives which require developments that adversely affect "the 

function and viability of, or public investment in, the Central City and Key Activity Centres" 

to be avoided.63 

5. The RPS also provides for sustainability and resilience both in terms of the form and type 

of development.  See for example, RPS Policy 5.3.1 which seeks to provide "sustainable 

development patterns"64 and Objective 6.2.3 which requires the recovery and rebuild to be 

"healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally efficient, and prosperous."65 

CCRP  

6. The CCRP states that a "thriving, vibrant central city is critical to the recovery of greater 

Christchurch"66 and, to that end, it seeks to support the re-establishment of central 

Christchurch's function "as the primary activity centre for greater Christchurch".67  It also 

recognises that the Central City “needs to be designed and resourced so that it can be the 

focus for economic, social and cultural activities like any successful city”.68 

7. The vision of the CCRP is for the Central City to become “the thriving heart of an 

international city”69 – "a distinctive, vibrant and prosperous 21st century city centre to live, 

work, play, learn, stay and invest in – mō tātou, ā, mō  kā uri ā muri ake nei - for us and for 

our children after us."70 

8. The CCRP recognises that "[a]t the heart of every successful city is a strong vibrant centre 

that combines retail businesses, professional services, tourism and hospitality"71 and that 

"[s]uccessful city centres are the engines of economic development and growth, and 

people are their heart and soul."72  The benefits of a thriving Central City are noted to 

include the following:  

                                                
62

 Page 52 of the RPS.   
63

 See for example, objective 6.3.1(6) of the RPS, page 53.   
64

 Page 33 of the RPS.   
65

 Page 51 of the RPS.   
66

 Page 15 of the CCRP.   
67

 Page 5 of the AAC. 
68

 Page 24 of the CCRP.   
69

 Pages 3 and 27 of the CCRP.   
70

 Page 26 of the CCRP.   
71

 Page 64 of the CCRP.   
72

 Page 6 of the Liveable City addendum. 
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"A well-formed and vibrant city centre produces economic and social benefits by bringing 
people together for business, cultural or social activities.  The result is greater productivity, 
connectedness, development of human capital, sharing of ideas and a shared identity."

73
 

"City centres are engines of productivity and innovation, because the higher density of people 
and businesses makes sharing ideas and establishing connections easier, encourages 
competition, and reduces some of the costs of doing business (such as transport costs)."

74
 

9. The CCRP also recognises the unique opportunities presented by the rebuild of the 

Central City and sets out some important considerations for the recovery and rebuild.  

These are discussed in greater detail in the appendices below. 

10. The CCRP contains a Blueprint Plan which provides a spatial framework for central 

Christchurch which describes the form of the rebuilt central city and defines the locations 

of anchor projects.  The anchor projects serve many functions including, the optimisation 

of the development and layout of a revitalised centre75, catalysing and stimulating 

development and investment in the Central City76, creating opportunities for the city's 

cultures to be celebrated77, defining the opportunities for residential and commercial 

development78, and attracting people to the Central City79.  The anchor projects are 

discussed in the appendices below.   

11. Each of the initiatives in the CCRP are intended to support and facilitate a thriving Central 

City, and the CCRP makes the observation that the "[t]he Recovery Plan, together with the 

anchor projects and amended regulatory framework, provides a compelling case for 

continued investment in the central city ."80   

Land Use Recovery Plan - Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") 

12. The LURP states that it is consistent with and does not make any changes to the CCRP.  It 

also includes directives which are relevant to the Central City including the directive that 

Key Activity Centres “are to be developed in a way that compliments recovery of the 

central city and recognises that the Christchurch central city remains the prime urban 

centre in the region”81.  In a similar way, Outcome 3 of the LURP is that “land use recovery 

integrates with and supports wider recovery activity, particularly within the central city”.82 

                                                
73

 Page 3 of the CCRP. 
74

 Page 15 of the CCRP.   
75

 Page 33 of the CCRP. 
76

 Pages 31, 45 and 71 of the CCRP.   
77

 Page 33 of the CCRP. 
78

 Page 35 of the CCRP. 
79

 Page 45 of the CCRP.   
80

 Page 105 of the CCRP.   
81

 Section 4.1.2, page 24 of the LURP.   
82

 Page 16 of the LURP.   
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Strategic Directions Objectives  

13. As discussed in the submissions above, Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 focuses on 

the revitalisation of the Central City as the primary community focal point for the people of 

Christchurch and on the amenity values, function and viability of the Central City being 

enhanced through private and public sector investment83.  Objective 3.3.1 applies more 

widely but also supports "expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a 

dynamic prosperous and internationally competitive city".  

  

                                                
83

 A point that is reflected also in paragraph 218 of the Hearings Panel’s Strategic Directions decision in which it said that, on the 
weight of evidence, it is “necessary and appropriate for the Replacement Plan to include provisions to promote and help secure 
successful recovery and revitalisation of the Central City”. 



 

BF\55650812\5 Page 37 

APPENDIX 3 – INCREASE HOUSING SUPPLY 

1. The higher order documents provide a clear direction to enable an increase in the supply 

of housing in the Central City and to ensure that the increase provides for the development 

of a range of housing types, including affordable housing.   

Recovery Strategy  

2. Built Environment Goal 5 in the Recovery Strategy is to "develop resilient, cost effective, 

accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks"84 by, 

amongst other things "zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within settlement patterns 

consistent with an urban form that provides for the future development of greater 

Christchurch"85 and "having a range of affordable housing options connected to community 

and strategic infrastructure that provides for residents participation in social, cultural and 

economic activities".86   

3. The priorities of the Recovery Plan also recognise the importance of the supply land for 

housing and responding to housing needs87 as well as enabling "developers to provide a 

mix of quality housing options that are connected to services and infrastructure … and new 

business developments."88  Social recovery goal 3.4 also emphasises the importance of 

providing quality housing in supporting people.89 

RPS  

4. Objective 5.2.1(1) of the RPS provides for the location and design of development so that 

it "achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and around existing 

urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region's growth …".90 

5. Objective 5.2.1(2)(b) requires development to be located and designed so that it "provides 

sufficient housing choice to meet the region's housing needs."91  

6. Objective 6.2.2 sets targets for intensification as a proportion of overall growth across 

greater Christchurch through the recovery period (until 2028) and provides for "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 

                                                
84

 Built Environment Goal 5, page 38 of the Recovery Strategy.   
85

 Built Environment Goal 5.5, page 38 of the Recovery Strategy. 
86

 Built Environment Goal 5.6, page 38 of the Recovery Strategy. 
87

 See section 5, page 12 of the Recovery Strategy.   
88

 See section 5, page 12 of the Recovery Strategy.   
89

 Section 4, page 10 of the Recovery Strategy.   
90

 Page 31 of the RPS.   
91

 Page 31 of the RPS.   
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Centres, and larger neighbourhood centres, and in greenfield priority areas and brownfield 

sites".92  

7. Objective 6.2.2 also identifies the need for the urban form and settlement pattern in 

Greater Christchurch to be "managed to provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery 

needs and set a foundation for future growth", by (amongst other things) aiming to achieve 

intensification targets and providing higher density living environments.93  The principle 

reasons and explanation to RPS Objective 6.2.2 support intensification through infill and 

brownfields redevelopment and states that "[a] significant proportion of intensification will 

take place in the city rather than Selwyn and Waimakariri; … The objective sets targets for 

the contribution of infill and intensification as a proportion of overall growth, and aligns with 

the growth management approach in the Greater Christchurch Urban Development 

Strategy."94 

8. Policy 6.3.1 provides that "in relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch", 

territorial authorities will "enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield 

priority areas, including intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports the 

recovery of Greater Christchurch".95  

9. Policy 6.3.7 sets out requirements for residential development opportunities in greater 

Christchurch, including intensification density targets.96  It provides for the accommodation 

of increased demand for households in Greater Christchurch, including by:  

(a) ensuring that intensification in urban areas is focused around the Central City, Key 

Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres;97 

(b) providing that intensification should achieve specified minimum residential net 

densities (e.g. 50 household units per hectare for intensification development within 

the Central City);98 and  

(c) providing that housing affordability is to be addressed by "providing sufficient 

intensification and greenfield priority area land to meet housing demand during the 

recovery period, […] 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".99  

                                                
92

 Page 50 of the RPS. 
93

 Page 50 of the RPS. 
94

 Page 51 of the RPS.   
95

 Page 53 of the RPS.   
96

 Page 59 of the RPS.   
97

 Policy 6.3.7(2), page 59 of the RPS.   
98

 Policy 6.3.7(3), page 59 of the RPS.   
99

 Policy 3.6.7(6), page 59 of the RPS.  
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CCRP 

10. The CCRP's visions for central city housing include:  

(a) Christchurch offering a "unique inner city life" with medium-density, energy-efficient 

housing "in easy walking distance to some of the most contemporary civic amenities 

in New Zealand" and 'linked to large scale, beautifully landscaped public open space 

and greater access to the Ōtākaro / Avon River".100   

(b) "an exciting and sustainable central city that attracts permanent residents to live, 

work and play in an environment that is safe, accessible to everyone and responsive 

to future changes."101 

11. The CCRP recognises that:  

(a) "a diverse residential population is essential to support business growth and 

development, and create a high level of activity"102;  

(b) "the central city population will support, and be supported by, local business and 

employment"103;  

(c) "a vibrant city centre requires a resident population to sustain a diverse range of 

activities"104; and  

(d) Residential development "needs to be enabled and catalysed" in order to "help 

achieve the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan vision".105   

12. To that end, the CCRP seeks to complement "a regenerated business area with greater 

opportunities for high quality inner city living"106 and attract residents to "live, work and play 

in an environment that is" safe, accessible responsive to future changes.107 

13. In terms of the level of residential development required, the CCRP states that 

"international findings suggest that cities the size of Christchurch require three to six 

percent of their population living in the central city to support a prosperous commercial and 

entertainment hub.  In Christchurch this equates to between 12,000 and 24,000 people 

based on population projections."108   

                                                
100

 Page 76 of the CCRP.   
101

 Page 16 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
102

 Page 81 of the CCRP.   
103

 Page 5 of the Liveable City Addendum.   
104

 Page 107 of the CCRP.   
105

 Page 6 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
106

 Page 81 of the CCRP.   
107

 Page 3 of the CCRP and page 16 of the Liveable City Addendum.  
108

 Page 6 of the Liveable City Addendum.   
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14. In order to make residential development happen, the Liveable City Addendum to the 

CCRP "includes a package of initiatives designed to stimulate demand for inner city living 

and improve market conditions that developers need to create high-quality housing and 

living environments.  The initiatives include amendments to the District Plan, a new 

residential neighbourhood in the East Frame, the Breathe housing showcase, a medium 

density housing development in the Central Mixed Use Zone, and a new mixed-tenure 

development model.  Together with the anchor projects, these initiatives will instil the 

confidence needed to grow the central city residential population and create vibrant 

communities which will in turn support business growth."109   

15. Key residential initiatives in the CCRP include the South Frame and the East Frame 

anchor projects.  The East Frame is a new neighbourhood of over 1,500 people which will 

"contribute substantially to the life of the city, and encourage further growth of communities 

in the surrounding area".110 

16. The CCRP makes provision for a range of housing options to match demand and the 

zonings allow for "diverse housing within the Avenues" but recognise that "intensified 

development has been most prevalent it the north-west of the central city, which offers the 

attractions of Hagley Park and the Ōtākaro / Avon River …".111   

17. The importance of an inner city population is reflected in the provision for residential 

development as a permitted activity (subject to compliance with development standards) in 

the Central City Business ("CCB") and Central City Mixed Use ("CCMU") Zones.112  The 

interface between the new CCB and CCMU zones is also managed to protect and promote 

residential development and to protect residential amenity.113  For example, the noise rules 

have also been amended so as to encourage hospitality and entertainment activities while, 

at the same time, safeguarding the amenity of nearby residences.114 

18. The management of the interface between the Central City Residential ("CCR") zone and 

the CCB and CCMU zones reflects a key aim of the CCRP, being the improvement of the 

quality of the living environment with good urban design and comprehensive 

development.115  The CCRP states that "[e]ffective urban design creates attractive, safe 

and functional places.  The interface of buildings and their surroundings, including streets 

                                                
109

 Page 7 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
110

 Page 12 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
111

 Page 81 of the CCRP.   
112

 Page 107 of the CCRP.   
113

 Page 107 of the CCRP.   
114

 Noise and Entertainment Provisions, CCRP Addendum dated December 2014, page 5.   
115

 See for example, page 107 of the CCRP and page 8 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
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and public spaces, is an important component in creating a distinctive city that it attractive 

to all."116   

19. To ensure that a high quality inner city living environment is created in the Central City the 

CCRP directs the Christchurch City Council to review the various Living zone provisions, 

including the Special Amenity Areas.117  The CCRP directed the Council to review the 

Special Amenity Areas overlay, noting that they contributed to unduly and unnecessarily 

complex planning environment and may be less effective than is desirable at improving 

and/or protecting amenity given the changed circumstances of the areas.118  Subsequent 

to that review, the Minister through the A Liveable City chapter directed that the relevant 

rules and assessment matters in the Operative Plan be amended to delete provisions and 

references relating to the "Special Amenity Areas (SAM’s) within the Central City only"119 

and the list of SAMs in Appendix 4 Volume 3 Part 2 of the Operative Plan be amended to 

delete SAMs in the Central City.120   

20. The CCRP recognises that balancing the need for flexibility in the way a range of housing 

types can be designed and built and ensuring the outcome, specifically the amenity, of 

developments is sufficiently certain for current residents and gives confidence to new 

residents "is critical to the success of the Central City Residential Zone and its contribution 

to the regeneration of the central city as a whole".  To that end, the Liveable City 

Addendum, provides development standards which will "allow residential developments to 

progress more quickly, potentially increasing the availability of residential properties in the 

central city, as well as reducing overall costs for developers.  They will provide certainty for 

investors, developers, designers and home owners with a clear assurance of minimum 

standards of amenity, but without constraining flexibility to provide housing that varies in 

design, pricing and quality above this minimum standard."121  The Liveable City addendum 

states that the amended residential provisions "provide an easy, quick way for flexible and 

variable development to go ahead, while at the same time requiring any such development 

to meet certain standards.  These standards will benefit new residents and protect the 

amenity of those residents who have already made their home in the central city."122   

21. The emphasis on amenity reflects a "community aspiration to improve urban design within 

the Central City"123 and is also intended to support investment giving "certainty to all 

landowners that their investment in the rebuilding of the city will not be undermined by poor 

                                                
116

 Page 41 of the CCRP.   
117

 Page 81 of the CCRP.   
118

 Page 107 of the CCRP.   
119

 At page 21. 
120

 At page 29.  
121

 Page 16 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
122

 Page 8 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
123

 Page 105 of the CCRP.   
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quality outcomes in adjacent areas".124  Lower buildings are seen as an important 

component of "making streets more inviting and people friendly".125  A number of projects 

have also been "identified that will enhance the amenity and natural values of the central 

city"126 and will assisting in achieving the vision of a greener Central City, including pocket 

parks, community gardens and eco streets.127  "Creating an attractive river corridor 

throughout the central city which can be enjoyed by workers, shoppers, residents and 

visitors is an important component in 'greening' the city and providing high amenity public 

spaces that attract people and activity."128 

22. While amenity is an important consideration, care has been taken to ensure the costs of 

development are not so high as to raise the overall cost of residential development.  The 

potential additional costs and constraints on some development have been weighed 

against the benefits of providing desired amenity and the conclusion is that the benefits 

outweigh the costs.129   

23. As discussed above, the CCRP recognises the complementary relationship between 

residential and business development in the Central City and care has been taken to 

ensure "a range of activities can readily continue alongside each other in a high-quality, 

diverse and vibrant central city".130  For example, the Liveable City Addendum states "the 

way that the Central City Business and Mixed Use Zones relate to the Central City 

Residential Zone is managed to protect and promote residential development.  To protect 

the amenity in the residential zone, activities within the business and mixed use zones 

must manage their effects within their zone boundaries."131 

24. The CCRP also caters for diverse communities enabling and supporting a range of 

housing types, including more affordable central city housing132 and recognises the 

importance of housing being well-connected to open space, public transport and key 

transport routes.133  It also seeks to make "central Christchurch more inviting and a safer 

place to be – day and night" through consideration of the Crime Prevention through 

Environmental Design principles134 and to capitalise on the opportunity to make the Central 
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 Page 106 of the CCRP.   
125

 Page 105 of the CCRP.   
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 Page 59 of the CCRP.   
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 Pages 60 and 107 of the CCRP.   
128

 Page 107 of the CCRP.   
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 Page 16 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
130

 Page 17 of the Liveable City Addendum.   
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 Page 17 of the Liveable City Addendum.   
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 See for example, page 12 of the Liveable City Addendum. 
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 Page 81 of the CCRP.   
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City sustainable and "resilient to environmental, social and economic changes that may 

affect future generations".135   

LURP  

25. Action 2 of the LURP requires the Council to enable in the Replacement Plan:136  

Housing choice  

i. a range of housing types and locations recognising the changing population and loss of housing 
options as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes  

Intensification  

ii. a choice of housing through a range of residential density and development provisions to 
facilitate intensified development  

iii. comprehensive residential and mixed use developments, including on brownfield sites 

Supporting rebuilding activities  

iv. reduced consenting and notification requirements 

v. address the efficiency and effectiveness of urban design provisions. 

26. Action 2 will be monitored against the outcomes sought from the LURP, including 

(relevantly):137 

Outcome 2: "Servicing of land for housing and business and its release to the market keep 
pace with anticipated demand". 

Outcome 6: "The range, quality and price of new housing meets the diverse and changing 
needs of those seeking to buy or rent, including the needs of a growing temporary rebuild 
workforce". 

27. Section 4.1.1 of the LURP discusses the need to provide housing choice, including by way 

of infill and intensification.  The LURP states that:  

As well as providing smaller and more affordable housing options, this will:  

(a) allow people to live close to existing communities and facilities  

(b) support the recovery of suburban centres and Christchurch central city  

(c) make best use of existing infrastructure networks.
138

  
 

28. The LURP also supports residential intensification, noting that it will support the recovery 

of the Central City.139 
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 Page 41 of the CCRP.   
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 Section 4.1, page 20 of the LURP.   
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Statement of expectations  

29. Clause (d) of the Statement of expectations includes a directive to facilitate "an increase in 

the supply of housing, including by:  

(i) confirming the immediate residential intensification changes included in the [LURP];  

(ii) ensuring that the district plan has capacity to accommodate up to 23 700 additional dwellings 
by 2028 (as compared with the number of households in the 2012 post-earthquake period); and  

(iii) addressing further intensification opportunities, in line with the Land Use Recovery Plan 
principle of supporting Key Activity Centres and the Central City; and  

(iv) having regard to constraints on environmental and infrastructure capacity, particularly with 
regard to natural hazards; and 

(v) providing for a wide range of housing types and locations:"
140

 

30. While Clause (e) is an expectation that the Replacement Plan "ensures sufficient and 

suitable development capacity and land for commercial, industrial and residential 

activities".141 

Strategic Directions Objectives  

31. Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.4 is the primary objective relevant to increasing housing 

supply.  It states:   

"3.3.4 Objective - Housing capacity and choice  

(a) For the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 dwellings are enabled through a 

combination of residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield development; and  

(b) There is a range of housing opportunities available to meet the diverse and changing 
population and housing needs of Christchurch residents, including:  

(i) a choice in housing types, densities and locations; and  

(ii) affordable, community and social housing and papakāinga." 

32. Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 also relevantly provides:  

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design  

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high 
quality urban environment that:  

…  

(b) Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their specifically recognised 
values appropriately managed; and … 

(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to meet the intensification 
targets specified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1); 
particularly:  
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 Pages 38 to 39 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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 Page 39 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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(i) in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement), larger neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core public transport routes; and  
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APPENDIX 4 - ENABLE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 

Recovery Strategy  

1. The Recovery Strategy states that "economic recovery involves two streams of activity that 

depend on each other:   

(1) reconstruction of the central city and other damaged areas such as Lyttelton and Kaiapoi; 
and 

(2) economic stimulus to encourage sustainable growth in the local economy."
142

   

2. Economic recovery goal 2 provides a vision for recovery to “revitalise greater Christchurch 

as the heart of a prosperous region for business, work, education and increased 

investment in new activities”.143  This is to be achieved by, amongst other things:  

(a) “planning for a well-functioning Christchurch central city, thriving suburban centres, 
flourishing rural towns and a productive rural sector”;

144
  

(b) "restoring the confidence of the business sector and the insurance and finance markets to 
enable economic recovery and growth";

145
 

(c) "identifying and facilitating increased opportunities for early and substantial local and 
international investment"; 

146
 

(d) "collaborating with the private sector and government agencies to address obstacles to 
economic recovery and to match supply with demand for resources";

147
  

(e) "enabling a business-friendly environment that retains and attracts business";
148

  

(f) "aligning provision of education and training to support long-term economic growth";
149

 and  

(g) “facilitating the recovery and development of the Central Business District”.
150

   
 

RPS  

3. The RPS provides clear directives to enable economic prosperity and for economic 

activities to be primarily directed to the Central City, as well as Key Activity Centres and 

neighbourhood centres.    

4. Objective 6.2.6 requires the identification and provision for Greater Christchurch’s land 

requirements for the recovery and growth of business activities in a manner that supports 

the urban settlement pattern provided for by Objective 6.2.2.151  The principal reasons and 

explanation to Objective 6.2.6 identifies that the “provision of adequate land for recovery 
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 Section 13, Economic Recovery at page 28 of the Recovery Strategy.   
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 Economic Recovery Goal 2 at page 9 of the Recovery Strategy.   
144

 Economic Recovery Goal 2.1 at page 9 of the Recovery Strategy.   
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 Economic Recovery Goal 2.3 at page 9 of the Recovery Strategy. 
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 Page 52 of the RPS. 
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and future business activities is important for long-term economic growth and the provision 

of both employment and services for the sub-region's existing and future communities”.152 

5. Objective 6.2.6(3) (business land development) requires that new commercial activities are 

primarily directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres.153  

Implementation Policy 6.3.1(6) (development within the Greater Christchurch area) 

requires that recovery and rebuilding avoid development that adversely affects the function 

and viability of, or public investment in, the Central City and Key Activity Centres.154 

6. Policy 6.3.6 of the RPS reinforces “the role of the Central City, as the city’s primary 

commercial centre, and that of the Key Activity Centres”.155  It also recognises that "new 

commercial activities are primarily to be directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres 

and neighbourhood centres where these activities reflect and support the function and role 

of those centres …".156   

7. Policy 6.3.6 recognises the need to “ensure that provision, recovery and rebuilding of 

business land in Greater Christchurch maximises business retention, attracts investment 

and provides for healthy working environments”.157 

CCRP 

8. The CCRP recognises that the lack of a central city has a significant on-going economic 

cost to Canterbury and the New Zealand economy.158  The productivity of Christchurch is 

key to the prosperity of the wider Canterbury region.159  Preliminary estimates suggest 

"that the lack of a central city is costing the economy between $200 and $400 million per 

year."160   

9. The CCRP recognises that "Businesses need a base from which they can operate 

effectively and link to the rest of the world"161 and "Christchurch has an unprecedented 

opportunity to create a distinctive, vibrant and prosperous central city that encourages 

economic and emotional reinvestment."162  It seeks to seize the unique opportunity in 

Christchurch and "combines a bold vision, commitment from central and local government 

to invest in public facilities and to collaborate with other key partners, and a focus on 
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creating the conditions for private sector reinvestment.  The result will be a dynamic, 

productive and beautiful city that is worthy of the people of greater Christchurch."163 

10. One of the core functions of the CCRP is to rebuild and revitalise the Central City.  It is 

self-evident that a key component of the Central City's revitalisation, and that of greater 

Christchurch, is economic prosperity.  The CCRP recognises that if greater Christchurch is 

to achieve the vision of "an exciting and sustainable central city that attracts permanent 

residents" then "businesses need to be able to operate effectively and confidently".164   

11. The CCRP seeks to enable economic prosperity in a number of ways, including the 

creation of a compact core.  The vision is for the core of Christchurch to "become a more 

concentrated area focused on commercial and retail development, vital for economic 

prosperity."165  "The Core will concentrate commercial and retail development in the central 

city.  It will assist economic growth in the long term by providing investors and the 

community with greater certainty."166   

12. Investment confidence is also recognised as an important factor in enabling the Central 

City's economic prosperity.  The CCRP states "Investors need certainty that their 

investments will be worthwhile, and located in the right place to get the best possible 

results".167  To that end, the CCRP "provides a framework for redeveloping the city centre 

and will allow investors to identify a range of investment opportunities."168 

13. The anchor projects and precincts have been carefully located to stimulate commercial 

and retail development around them as well as tourism and to allow the "private sector to 

plan related facilities and invest with confidence".169  The CCRP recognises that 

"Christchurch needs to be designed and resourced so that it can be the focus for 

economic, social and cultural activities like any successful city"170 and that "substantial 

positive action is required to establish confidence and momentum and, alongside central 

and local government investment, attract the private and philanthropic investment needed 

for a successful recovery."171  By way of example, the retail precinct includes a vision for 

the development of an international quarter which could be "an attraction for residents and 

visitors, contributing to economic growth and prosperity, and making the city a welcoming 

place for all cultures."172 
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14. An important element of enabling economic prosperity is encouraging and enabling 

residential development in the Central City.  The CCRP recognises that "residents will help 

accelerate and support the economic recovery of the central city by giving confidence to 

the commercial sector".173  The CCRP directives relevant to residential development and 

housing supply are discussed above.   

LURP  

15. Section 4.3 of the LURP discusses the need to provide for businesses, requiring the LURP 

and the CCRP to work together to: 

(a) "revitalise metropolitan greater Christchurch as the heart of a prosperous region"; 

and 

(b) "make metropolitan greater Christchurch an attractive place for business by 

providing a business-friendly regulatory environment within a supportive regional 

policy framework."174 

16. Action 24 of the LURP requires the Christchurch City Council to enable in the 

Replacement Plan the rebuilding of existing business areas175, the revitalisation of 

centres176 and the creation of greenfield priority areas for business177.  Action 24 is to be 

monitored against the outcomes sought from the LURP which include Outcome 5, 

requiring a supportive and certain regulatory environment providing for investor 

confidence, Outcome 9 relating to cost-effective rebuilding of businesses in damaged 

areas, Outcome 10 relating to key activity centres and neighbourhood centres to provide 

for commercial activity needs, and Outcome 11 relating to the availability of sufficient 

industrial business land.178   

Statement of Expectations  

17. The Statement of Expectations includes expectations that the Replacement Plan:  
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 Page 6 of the Liveable City Addendum.   
174

 Page 28 of the LURP.   
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 Through existing industrial activities in business zones, comprehensive developments in existing urban business areas and 
through certainty and clarity about urban design requirements in key activity centres and other business zones. 
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 Through zoning that defines the extent of each key activity centre, through planning provisions for those key activity centres and 
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for business, an integrated approach to greenfield priority areas for business that are located near Christchurch Airport, zoning 
provisions for other greenfield priority areas for business and thresholds for commercial activities in greenfield priority areas for 
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 See page 16 of the LURP.   
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(a) "provides for the effective functioning of the urban environment of the Christchurch 

district"179 – of which the Central City is a core component; and  

(b) "ensures sufficient and suitable development capacity and land for commercial, 

industrial and residential activities".180 

Strategic Directions Objectives  

18. As discussed in the submissions above, Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1 provides an 

overarching directive regarding the expedited recovery and future enhancement of 

Christchurch, while Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 is specific to the Central City.   

19. Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.5 and 3.3.10 are also particularly relevant to the 

directive to enable economic prosperity.  They provide:  

"3.3.5 Objective – Business and economic prosperity  

The critical importance of business and economic prosperity to Christchurch’s recovery and to 
community wellbeing and resilience is recognised and a range of opportunities provided for 
business activities to establish and prosper." 

"3.3.10 Objective - Commercial and industrial activities  

The recovery and stimulation of commercial and industrial activities in a way that expedites 
recovery and long-term economic and employment growth through:  

(a) Enabling rebuilding of existing business areas, revitalising of centres, and provision in 
greenfield areas; and  

(b) Ensuring sufficient and suitable land development capacity." 
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APPENDIX 5 – USE INFRASTRUCTURE EFFICIENTLY AND EFFECTIVELY  

1. The directive to use infrastructure efficiently and effectively has a variety of different facets 

including the need to:  

(a) provide sufficient and suitable land for development; 

(b) efficiently use infrastructure; and  

(c) provide for the utilisation of existing urban areas for re-development and the 

revitalisation of damaged areas.   

2. Each of these directives are discussed under the sub-headings below.   

Provide sufficient and suitable land for development 

Recovery Strategy  

3. Built Environment Recovery goal 5 seeks to "develop resilient, cost effective, accessible 

and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks" by, amongst other 

things, "zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within settlement patterns consistent with 

an urban form that provides for the future development of greater Christchurch".181 

RPS  

4. Objective 6.2.2 of the RPS refers to the need to “avoid unplanned expansion of urban 

areas” and to managing settlement pattern needs through “reinforcing the role of the 

Christchurch central business district within the Greater Christchurch area as identified in 

the [CCRP]”.182 

5. Objective 6.2.6 requires the identification and provision for Greater Christchurch’s land 

requirements for the recovery and growth of business activities in a manner that supports 

the urban form and settlement pattern provided for by Objective 6.2.2.  The principal 

reason and explanation to Objective 6.2.6 identifies that the “provision of adequate land for 

recovery and future business activities is important for long-term economic growth and the 

provision of both employment and services for the sub-region's existing and future 

communities”.183 
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 Page 11 of the Recovery Strategy.   
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 Page 56 of the RPS. 
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6. Policy 6.3.6 goes on to reinforce “the role of the Central City, as the city’s primary 

commercial centre, and that of the Key Activity Centres”.184 

CCRP  

7. Historically the central city commercial area has been too large185 and the CCRP 

recognised that one of the key challenges in rebuilding and revitalising the central city is 

that the "demand for commercial and retail space is not enough to fill the current area of 

the central city".186  Zoning decisions have been made through the CCRP, and the various 

addendums, to ensure that sufficient and suitable land is provided in the Central City for 

residential, commercial and mixed use development.  For example, the Central City 

Business Zone seeks to create a consolidated central city.187  While residential and 

community facilities will primarily be provided for in other zones, such as the CCR and 

CCMU zones.   

Statement of expectations  

8. Clause (e) is an expectation that the Replacement Plan "ensures sufficient and suitable 

development capacity and land for commercial, industrial and residential activities".188 

 

Efficient use of infrastructure (including transport infrastructure)  

9. This directive includes support for: 

(a) commercial, industrial and business activities by the efficient use of infrastructure 

(including transport infrastructure); and  

(b) the efficient distribution of housing and business land to utilise existing transport, 

horizontal and community infrastructure and enable agglomeration of activities.  

Recovery Strategy  

10. As noted above, Built Environment Recovery Goal 5 is to "develop resilient, cost effective, 

accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks"189 by, 

amongst other things: 
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(a) "coordinating and prioritising infrastructure investment that effectively contributes to 

the economy and community during recovery and into the future";190  

(b) "rebuilding infrastructure and buildings in a resilient, cost-effective and energy-

efficient manner";191 and  

(c) "developing a transport system that meets the changed needs of people and 

businesses and enables accessible, sustainable, affordable and safe travel 

choices".192 

RPS  

11. Chapter 5 of the RPS sets out objectives and policies for the integration of land use and 

infrastructure.  Objectives 5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 seek to integrate land use development 

effectively with supporting infrastructure, and achieve a safe, efficient and effective 

transport network that, among other things, supports a consolidated and sustainable urban 

form.193  There are also a range of implementation policies including Policies 5.3.7 and 

5.3.8 which provide for, amongst other things, the safe and efficient operation and 

integration of the road network.194   

12. RPS Objective 6.2.1(11) provides for an infrastructure framework that, amongst other 

things, “optimises use of existing infrastructure”.195   

13. Objective 6.2.2 refers to the need to “avoid unplanned expansion of urban areas” and 

manage settlement pattern needs through “reinforcing the role of the Christchurch central 

business district within the Greater Christchurch area as identified in the [CCRP]."196 

14. Objective 6.2.4 provides for the integration of transport infrastructure and land use.197  

Policy 6.3.4 relates to transport effectiveness and it requires "an efficient and effective 

transport network that supports business and residential recovery is restored, protected 

and enhanced" by, amongst other things, "providing patterns of development that optimise 

use of existing network capacity and ensuring that, where possible, new building projects 

support increased uptake of active and public transport, and provide opportunities for 

modal choice …". 198  
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15. Policy 6.3.5 provides that the recovery of greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the 

integration of land use development with infrastructure by, amongst other things:  

(2) "Ensuring that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development are co-ordinated with 
the development, funding, implementation and operation of transport and other infrastructure 
in order to: 

(a) optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the development and the 
infrastructure; 

(b) maintain or enhance the operational effectiveness, viability and safety of existing and 
planned infrastructure; 

(c) protect investment in existing and planned infrastructure; and 

(d) ensure new development does not occur until provision for appropriate infrastructure is 
in place; 

(3) Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure, including transport 
corridors, is maintained, and the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is retained; 

(4) Only providing for new development that does not affect the efficient operation, use, 
development, appropriate upgrading and safety of existing strategic infrastructure …"

199
 

CCRP 

16. The key focus of the CCRP with respect to efficient use and integration is the transport 

network.  The An Accessible City Chapter of the CCRP ("AAC") recognises the vital 

importance of ensuring central Christchurch has "reliable, safe, effective and efficient 

connections to the rest of Christchurch and Canterbury"200 for the recovery of the Central 

City and of the wider region.201  The CCRP states that "[p]art of establishing a vibrant 

central city hub is ensuring that it is easy to get to, easy to park within and easy to walk 

around and enjoy once there."202 

17. The CCRP provides that the "central city transport system will provide a range of travel 

options that are flexible and resilient, able to accommodate projected population growth as 

well as supporting growth in travel by public transport, walking and cycling."203  The AAC 

recognises the benefits of a more accessible and safer built environment for users of the 

city including in terms of tourism opportunities and the creation of "people-friendly places 

within the central city".204   

18. The AAC provides for a road use hierarchy approach which identifies different preferred 

routes to access the Central City depending on how people choose to travel205 in order to 
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support travel choice and enable a significant increase in the proportion of people who 

walk,206 cycle,207 and use public transport.208   

19. Consideration has been given in the AAC to "possible mass transit requirements and 

options for future-proofing corridors"209 and to accommodate growth over the next 25 

years.  For example, with respect to the public transport, the AAC records that the "system 

has been designed to be affordable, flexible, adaptable and scalable to accommodate 

significant growth in public transport usage".210   

20. The AAC provides for the development of network concept plans to "ensure the best 

possible integration between land use, transport and adjacent environments and the 

individual projects and developments that will arise during the rebuilding of the central 

city."211   

21. The CCRP also recognises the interrelationship between the central city transport system 

and the wider transport network and the need to carefully consider the impact of any 

changes to the layout of the central city in terms of traffic flows both within the central city 

itself and on passenger and freight movements across the wider transport network.212 

22. There is also a specific emphasis in the CCRP and the AAC on car parking.  The AAC 

states that "well-located car parking that is readily accessible off distributor streets, but 

does not dominate city streets, is essential to an accessible city"213.  With respect to the 

provision of car parking the AAC provides that:  

Car parking within individual developments can be provided for (but is not compulsory) in the 
Central City Business Zone: up to 50 per cent of the gross leasable floor area of the premise may 
be used for this activity.  A maximum has been prescribed to manage the number of vehicles 
overall within the zone consistent with the pedestrian-friendly focus, but not to the extent that 
economic recovery is compromised.

214
 

23. The AAC then goes on to describe the ways in which short term, medium term and public 

visitor parking will be provided for.215  The provision of parking is to be coordinated with the 

recovery programme, and to support the objectives of the AAC, including the growth in 

travel by public transport, walking and cycling.216   
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24. Care has also been taken to ensure that the anchor projects and precincts will be well-

integrated with their surroundings and will be accessible by various modes of transport to 

those both within and outside the Central City.  For example, the Convention Centre 

Precinct will be "fully integrated into the surrounding area" and "will have good access to 

key transport routes for service vehicles as well as being close to public transport", and 

ensuring "pedestrian access to key retail locations, hotels and public spaces will also be 

an important part of the design process".217   

25. As noted above the CCRP includes aspects of forward planning with respect to transport.  

It also recognises that knowledge and infrastructure are important to a competitive city and 

that the opportunities to share utility corridors and provide services in the future will be 

significant considerations during the rebuild.218 

LURP  

26. Section 4.4 of the LURP addresses delivery of infrastructure and services and requires 

integration of land use and infrastructure, transformation of public and active transport and 

support of strategic networks and freight.219  The outcomes at section 3.3 include the need 

for a clear planning regime to enable development and provide certainty for investment, 

the need to minimise congestion, significantly increase public transport use, increase 

walking and cycling, and that an efficient freight network provides for the needs of freight 

transport.220   

27. Outcome 1 is "A clear planning framework directs where and how new development 

should occur so that it integrates efficiently and effectively with infrastructure programmes 

and avoids key hazards and constraints".221 

28. Action 33 of the LURP states that the Council must “amend Local Government Act 

instruments to the extent necessary to provide for prioritised infrastructure programmes 

that identify capacity requirements and optimise available resources and funding to 

support the development of greenfield priority residential and business areas, key activity 

centres, neighbourhood centres, and intensification and brownfield areas”.222 
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29. Action 36 requires Christchurch City Council to enable, in the district plan review, land use 

and transport network integration, including supporting "transport choice, including 

walking, cycling and public transport".223 

Statement of Expectations  

30. Clause (c) of the Statement of Expectations is also relevant to the directive to efficiently 

use infrastructure.   

Strategic Directions Objectives  

31. Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 requires "[a] well-integrated pattern of development 

and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment that", 

amongst other things: 

(a) "Promotes the re-use and re-development of buildings and land";224  

(b) "Improves overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport (including 

opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and services";225  

(c) "Promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of infrastructure, 

including the optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure";226  

(d) "Co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development with the 

funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport and other 

infrastructure".227 

32. Objective 3.3.12(a) also requires, amongst other things, that the "safe, efficient and 

effective development, upgrade, maintenance and operation" of strategic infrastructure is 

enabled.   

 

Provide for the utilisation of existing urban areas for re-development and the 

revitalisation of damaged areas  

Recovery Strategy  

33. The Built Environment Goals of the Recovery Strategy are also relevant to this directive.    
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RPS  

34. Objective 6.2.1 of the RPS provides for the enabling of recovery, rebuilding and 

development within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework 

that (amongst other things) "avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or 

greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS" and 

"optimises use of existing infrastructure".228  This objective signals an emphasis on 

intensification and the redevelopment of existing urban areas.  This is illustrated by Policy 

6.3.1 which provides that, "in relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch", 

territorial authorities will "enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield 

priority areas, including intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports the 

recovery of Greater Christchurch".229  

35. Objective 6.2.2 provides for "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".230   The principal reasons and explanation to 

RPS Objective 6.2.2:  

(a) emphasise the benefits of consolidation of existing urban settlements (including 

minimising the cost of new infrastructure); and  

(b) support intensification through infill and brownfields redevelopment.231  

36. The RPS seeks to balance the regeneration of existing brownfield areas and potential 

adverse effects on the Central City (as well as Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres).  For example, Policy 6.3.8 provides:  

"To encourage and provide for the recovery and regeneration of existing brownfield areas 
through new comprehensive residential, mixed-use or business developments, provided such 
activities will ensure the safe and efficient functioning of the transport network and will not 
have significant adverse distributional or urban form effects on the Central City, Key Activity 
Centres and neighbourhood centres, or give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects."

232
 

LURP  

37. Section 4.1.1 of the LURP identifies that redevelopment of appropriate brownfield sites for 

residential or mixed-use development provides "the opportunity to foster an integrated 

community" and provides for "development of underused or undeveloped land".233   
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38. Action 2 includes the provision in the Replacement Plan of "comprehensive residential and 

mixed use developments, including on brownfield sites"234 and Action 24 includes the 

provision in the Replacement Plan of "comprehensive developments in existing urban 

business areas, including brownfield sites" and "mixed-use development within key activity 

centres".235  Outcome 7 of the LURP is that "[o]pportunities are available for the market to 

deliver comprehensive redevelopment in suitable existing neighbourhoods".236  

Strategic Directions Objectives  

39. Objective 3.3.7 provides that "A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, 

a consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment that:  

[…]  

(d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to meet the intensification 
targets specified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1); 
particularly:  

(i) in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement), larger neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core public 
transport routes; and  

(ii) in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority Areas identified in Map A, Chapter 6 of 
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and  

(iii) in suitable brownfield areas;…" 

 … 

(f) Identifies opportunities for, and supports, the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, 
business or mixed use activities; …  
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APPENDIX 6 - SUPPORT SOCIAL AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMUNITY  

Recovery Strategy  

1. The Recovery Strategy includes goals for social and cultural heritage.  The Social 

Recovery goal is to "strengthen community resilience, safety and wellbeing, and enhance 

quality of life for residents and visitors – by:  

(a) "delivering community, health, education and social services that are collaborative, 

accessible, innovative and inclusive".237  

(b) "supporting people, in particular those facing hardship and uncertainty, by providing 

quality housing, education and health services".238 

2. The Cultural Recovery goal is to "renew greater Christchurch's unique identity and its 

vitality expressed through sport, recreation, art, history, heritage and traditions – by:  

(a) "acknowledging and celebrating the rich and diverse Ngāi Tahu, colonial and other 

heritages and connections".239 

(b) "resuming cultural, community and sports events and activities".240 

(c) "encouraging participation in a range of entertainment, cultural, recreational and 

sporting activities".241 

3. Built environment recovery goal 5.6 also seeks the development of "resilient, cost 

effective, accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport 

networks", including by "having a range of affordable housing options connected to 

community and strategic infrastructure that provides for residents participation in social, 

cultural and economic activities".242 

RPS  

4. Objective 5.2.1(2) requires that development be located and designed so that it functions 

in a way that "enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for 

their social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety".243  The principal 

reasons and explanation state that "[n]ew development also provides the opportunity to 
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enhance the quality of the environment in appropriate circumstances, such as through the 

provision of open spaces, community facilities, and restoration of ecosystems."244 

5. Objective 5.2.2 provides for the recognition of "the benefits of enabling people and 

communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and health and 

safety and to provide for infrastructure that is regionally significant to the extent that it 

promotes sustainable management in accordance with the RMA."245 

6. Policy 5.3.1 requires provisions that "encourage within urban areas, housing choice 

recreation and community facilities … ".246  Policy 5.3.3 also seeks to "ensure that 

substantial developments are designed and built to be of a high-quality, and are robust and 

resilient" including "through promoting, where appropriate, a diversity of residential, 

employment and recreational choices, for individuals and communities associated with the 

substantial development" where specified values are maintained.247   

7. Objective 6.2.3 of the RPS requires that recovery and rebuilding undertaken in greater 

Christchurch provides "a range of densities and uses".248  The principal reasons and 

explanation for Objective 6.2.3 identify that particular attention should be paid to the 

availability of community and recreation facilities, so as to ensure the maintenance and/or 

provision of high quality living environments incorporating good urban design.249  

8. Objective 6.2.5 provides for the existing network of centres in the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres and the neighbourhood centres to be supported "as the focal points for 

commercial, community and service activities during the recovery period".250   

9. The principal reasons and explanations to Policy 6.3.7 regarding residential location, yield 

and development state that providing "for intensification in and around the Central City and 

Key Activity Centres will help ensure good access to commercial, community and 

recreational facilities and to public transport."251 

CCRP  

10. The CCRP recognises that "the community is at the heart of the vision and success of the 

recovery"252 and it signals significant investment in leisure, cultural and entertainment 
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facilities (particularly with respect to the anchor projects) to support the social and cultural 

activities of the people of Christchurch, and beyond.   

11. The CCRP anchor projects, combined with other initiatives such as gathering spaces play 

a key role in supporting the social and cultural (as well as economic) vitality of the Central 

City.  The CCRP records that the anchor projects and precincts "will reflect the 

community's wishes, replace facilities that have been destroyed … attract people and 

regenerate and improve the urban form of the city".253   

12. The key anchor projects and initiatives which support social and cultural activities are the:  

(a) Convention Centre; 

(b) South Frame; 

(c) Innovation Precinct; 

(d) Health Precinct; 

(e) Stadium; 

(f) Metro Sports Facility;   

(g) Central Library;  

(h) Performing Arts Precinct;  

(i) Te Papa Ōtākaro / Avon River precinct; and  

(j) Cricket Oval. 

13. For example, the CCRP states that the "arts and creative industries are crucial to the 

recovery of Christchurch.  They contribute to the local economy, to community and cultural 

wellbeing, and support tourism and hospitality.  Most of all, they draw people to the city 

and make it an inspiring place to be".254  Initiatives to support the arts in the central city 

include the Performing Arts Precinct, the Convention Centre, public artworks and art 

activity and transitional projects such as ArtBox and EPIC.255 

14. The anchor projects are intended to attract and provide facilities for people in Christchurch, 

Canterbury and the wider South Island.   
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15. Residential development has also been provided for in a way that seeks to enable access 

to social and cultural activities to support and provide for the people living in the Central 

City.  For example, the CCMU Zone (which includes the South Frame) provides for 

residential development, retail development at an appropriate scale in certain locations 

and various social and community facilities such as hotels, places of entertainment, 

recreation activities, gymnasiums, community facilities, education activities and health 

activities.256  The amenity and "greening" objectives of the CCRP are also promoted in this 

zone.257  However, because of the permissive approach taken in the BBC Zone "there are 

limitations on the extent of retail, commercial services and office development that can 

occur in the mixed use areas".258  In the CCR zone, non-residential activities which meet 

the needs of the community or would benefit from the high standard of amenity in the CCR 

zone are permitted in that zone.   

16. The CCRP also encourages entertainment and hospitality activity.  For example, the Noise 

and Entertainment Provisions Addendum contains "provisions which define the anticipated 

noise environments in specified locations to help provide certainty for both residential and 

hospitality and entertainment activities looking to establish there".259 

17. The CCRP also recognises the "opportunity to both incorporate and showcase Ngāi Tahu 

cultural identity and values in a more visionary and integrated way."260  The vision is for the 

Central City to "be a city for all people and cultures, recognising in particular Ngāi Tahu 

heritage and places of significance".261  It seeks to intertwine Māori culture and the Ngāi 

Tahu narrative into the Central City particularly through planning and design of the anchor 

projects and precincts.262  Examples include the Te Puna Ahurea Cultural Centre,263 the 

incorporation of indigenous flora particularly in the Te Papa Ōtākaro / Avon River 

precinct,264 programmes to support Ngāi Tahu objectives for the Ōtākaro / Avon River,265 

and bilingual signage (English and Te Reo Māori).266 

18. The "greening" of the city is also an important aspect of supporting the social and cultural 

activities of the people of Christchurch and the communities' vision for Christchurch.  For 

example, the CCRP records that in community gardens "residents can enjoy fresh, locally 

grown food, learn and socialise" and that family-friendly parks "can provide space for fun 
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and fitness, enhancing city living and improving access to open spaces".267  The vision is 

for "playgrounds, community gardens, public art and cultural elements" to be linked so that 

they are more accessible throughout central Christchurch and cater for varied interests 

and activities.268 

19. The vision of locating complementary facilities and activities in close proximity to one 

another is also evident in the Blue Print.  For example, the Performing Arts Precinct "will 

be in close proximity to the Convention Centre, Te Papa Otākaro / Avon River Precinct, 

hospitality providers and hotels".269   

20. The CCRP has also provided for transitional projects to "introduce vibrancy and activity" in 

the Central City to improve the environment for residents and support the community to 

reconnect with the central city.270 

LURP  

21. The LURP recognises that recovery "is concerned with all aspects of the wellbeing of 

communities – including the social, cultural, economic and environmental aspects that 

contribute to the quality of life for residents and visitors".271  Outcome 8 of the LURP is the 

"[i]nvestment in community facilities and services supports vibrant key activity centres and 

neighbourhood centres".272 

22. Section 4.1.2 records that "[v]ibrant and well-functioning town, suburban and 

neighbourhood centres support communities by providing services and amenities such as:  

 public places and spaces to meet and for organised events 

 local shopping  

 cafes, bars and restaurants 

 health, education, recreation and cultural facilities  

 council service centres  

 professional offices  

 public transport interchanges.
273

 

23. Action 11 of the LURP requires the Christchurch City Council to enable, as part of the 

district plan review, "community facilities within key activity centres and neighbourhood 
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centres" and "improved access to buildings, structures and public places and spaces 

through opportunities during rebuilding".274   

Statement of expectations  

24. Clause (c) is an expectation that the Replacement Plan "provides for the effective 

functioning of the urban environment of the Christchurch district, reflecting the changes 

resulting from the Canterbury earthquakes, including changes to population, land 

suitability, infrastructure, and transport".275  Social and cultural activities are a fundamental 

component of the urban environment, particularly in the Central City.   

Strategic Directions Objective  

25. In addition to Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1(a), the Strategic Directions Objectives 

which support social and cultural activities are:  

3.3.3 Objective - Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua  

A strong and enduring relationship between the Council and Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua in the 
recovery and future development of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City) and the greater Christchurch 
district, so that:  

…  

(b) Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua’s aspirations to actively participate in the revitalisation of Ōtautahi are 
recognised; and  

(c) Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua’s culture and identity are incorporated into, and reflected in, the 

recovery and development of Ōtautahi; and  

(d) Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua’s historic and contemporary connections, and cultural and spiritual 
values, associated with the land, water and other taonga of the district are recognised and provided 
for; and  

(e) Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua can retain, and where appropriate enhance, access to sites of cultural 
significance.  

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design  

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and a high 
quality urban environment that: …  

(e) Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres as 
community focal points; … 

3.3.9(a) Objective  – Natural and Cultural Environment  

A natural and cultural environment where:  

(a) People have access to a high quality network of public open space and recreation opportunities, 
including areas of natural character and natural landscape; … 
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3.3.11 Objective - Community facilities and education activities  

(a) The expedited recovery and establishment of community facilities and education activities in 
existing and planned urban areas to meet the needs of the community; and  

(b) The co-location and shared use of facilities between different groups is encouraged. 

3.3.13 Objective - Emergency services and public safety  

Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive emergency services throughout the city, including 
for their necessary access to properties and the water required for firefighting. 

26. With respect to Objective 3.3.13, the AAC Addendum provides that "[e]mergency vehicle 

access will be maintained at all times".276 

 

  

                                                
276

 Page 18 of the AAC. 



 

BF\55650812\5 Page 67 

APPENDIX 7 - ENCOURAGE INNOVATION, CHOICE AND FLEXIBILITY  

Recovery Strategy  

1. Economic Recovery goal 2.10 seeks to "[r]evitalise greater Christchurch as the heart of a 

prosperous region for business, work, education, and increased investment in new 

activities" by, amongst other things, "ensuring science, technology and innovation supports 

recovery and growth".277 

2. Built Environmental Goal 5.2 provides for the development of "resilient, cost effective, 

accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks" by 

"supporting innovative urban design, buildings, technology and infrastructure to redefine 

greater Christchurch as a safe place built for the future".278 

3. Providing for choice and flexibility is also an important aspect of the provision of increased 

housing supply.  For example, Built Environment goal 5.6 provides for the development of 

"resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated … housing" by "having a range of 

affordable housing options connected to community and strategic infrastructure that 

provides for residents participation in social, cultural and economic activities".279   

CCRP  

4. To achieve the vision of Central Christchurch as "the thriving heart of an international city.  

It will draw on its rich natural and cultural heritage, and the skills and the passion of its 

people, to embrace opportunities for innovation and growth."280 

5. Examples of support for innovation in the CCRP include the Innovation Precinct and the 

Health Precinct.281  The vision of the Innovation Precinct is to encourage "collaboration 

between innovative business and research organisations, improving productive for 

Christchurch and New Zealand".282 

6. The transitional areas are an example of the way in which flexibility and innovation are 

encouraged in the CCRP.283   

RPS, LURP and Strategic Directions Objectives  

7. The RPS and LURP directives relevant to housing range and choice have been addressed 

in early submissions for the Crown and include RPS Objectives 5.2.1(2)(b), 6.2.2(2) and 
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6.2.3(4) and (5) and Policy 6.3.7(6) and LURP Outcome 6, and Actions 2, 7, 8 and 10.  

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.4(b) is also relevant.   

 


