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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Glenda Margaret Dixon.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief for the Stage 2 hearing of the Specific 

Purposes School and Tertiary Education zones (Chapter 21) Proposal, dated 6 

October 2015.  

 

1.2 I have recently become responsible for State Integrated Schools 

Designations, which form part of Proposal 10, notified on 25 July 2015 in 

Stage 3 of the Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). I did however 

attend a meeting in August 2014 between the Council planner previously 

responsible, Ms Adele Radburnd and representatives of State Integrated 

Schools, and Ms Radburnd and I attempted to ensure that this proposal and 

the Specific Purpose School Zone proposal in Chapter 21 were coordinated 

where necessary and appropriate. I have now been asked to provide 

evidence in relation to the Council’s position on the State Integrated 

Schools Notices of Requirements and matters raised by submitters. 

 

1.3 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

1.4 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

(a) The Resource Management Act 1991; 

(b) The 26 Notices of Requirement from the Minister of Education dated 

either 2 or 11 March 2015; 

(c) The evidence of Mr Nixon, Mr Gallot and Mr Nolan for the requiring 

authority; 

(d) The red line version of the School zone provisions of the pRDP 

attached to my rebuttal evidence on that Zone dated 22 October 2015; 

(e) The notified noise provisions of Proposal 6 of the pRDP; and 

(f) The report on the mediation which took place on 12 November 2015.  
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are: 

 

(a) Stage 3 of Proposal 10 (Designations and Heritage Orders), notified 

as Part L, Minister of Education "State-Integrated Schools 

Designation Schedule" in Proposal 10. 

 

2.2 My evidence addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters, 

including the Council, on the Notices of Requirements (NORs) for these school 

designations. I have read and rely on the evidence of Ms Ohs in relation to the 

heritage item, "Former Dwelling - Middleton" proposed to be scheduled in 

Chapter 9 and located at Middleton Grange School.  

 

2.3 The Council's Statement of Issues for the Prehearing Meeting on 28 October 

2015 listed the following issues: 

(a) Should all State integrated school sites in Christchurch be designated? 

(b) If future development is enabled by a designation, are there potential 

issues regarding lack of consultation and notification for affected 

parties? 

(c) Should conditions be placed on the designations to manage effects of 

development undertaken in reliance on the designation, on the 

environment including surrounding residential land uses? 

 

2.4 My evidence will concentrate on issues (b) and (c), although I will comment on 

(a) in section 4. I will also comment on the adequacy or otherwise of the 

assessments of environmental effects provided by the requiring authority with 

the NORs. 

 

2.5 My evidence has the following attachments:  

 

i. Attachment A  -  Accept/Reject Table  

ii. Attachment B - Statement of Significance for T3, Sweet 

Chestnut Tree at Middleton Grange School.  
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 My evidence addresses Council's position on the NORs for State Integrated 

Schools, and provides some background on the recent planning history of 

those schools on which submissions were received.   

 

3.2 I conclude that the appropriate comparison for the purposes of assessment of 

environmental effects, is not between what designated and non-designated 

schools can do as of right, but rather between what a school can do as of right 

under the Plan rules, and what it will be able to do as of right under 

designation powers. Also for planning purposes, the extent of rebuilding and 

redevelopment occurring at many Christchurch schools at present means that 

it is not especially useful to distinguish between existing and new designations, 

for the purposes of deciding whether or not conditions are merited. Rather, 

those assessments need to be made on a site specific basis.  

 

3.3 I consider that a position of no conditions on State integrated schools, because 

there are no conditions on State schools, is not sustainable. There are already 

some conditions on State schools in the City, and there is a general trend 

towards conditions on newer designations, reflecting an increasing public 

expectation that the adverse effects of public works should be adequately 

managed.   

 

3.4 State integrated schools are often, although of course not always, on small 

sites. The size of these sites and the potential for significant developments, not 

their tenure, is in my view the main reason that neighbours become concerned 

about designation and the  possibility of developments which would not comply 

with the pRDP School Zone rules (for example intrusions into recession planes 

and internal boundary setbacks), having an adverse effect on their properties. 

 

3.5 The Ministry of Education agreed to the following conditions at mediation on 

12 November: 

 

(a) Emmanuel Christian School: a recession plane condition and setback 

condition on the common (western) boundary with the Burrows 

property. 
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(b) Hillview School: recession plane conditions on the common boundary 

with 86, 88, 90 and 92A St Martins Road (Rule 21.6.2.3.2 from the 

School zone proposal).  

 

(c) Hillview School:  a setback condition on the common boundary with 86, 

88, 90 and 92A St Martins Road (Rule 21.6.2.3.4 (a), (b) and (c) from 

the red line version of the Schools zone, attached as Appendix C to my 

rebuttal evidence for the School Zone, dated 22 October 2015.) 

 

(d) Mairehau Catholic School: an acoustic fence condition as sought by 

CCC  #3723 and CERA #3721. 

 

(e) Marian College: Minor amendments to the boundary of the designation 

to include all of the boundary currently straddling that designation. 

 

(f) Middleton Grange School: recession plane conditions on the common 

boundary with 36, 38 and 40 Acacia Avenue, 60 Suva Street, 41 Arthur 

Street and 47B Arthur Street.  

 
(g) Middleton Grange School: a setback condition on the common 

boundary with 36, 38 and 40 Acacia Avenue, 60 Suva Street, 41 Arthur 

Street and 47A Arthur Street. 

 
(h) Middleton Grange School: protection of the historic homestead as 

specified in CCC submission # 3723. 

 
(i) Middleton Grange School: agreement in principle on a reduced setting 

based on the area agreed with Ms Amanda Ohs at mediation. 

 
(j) Middleton Grange School: protection of the historic homestead as 

specified in CCC submission #3723. 

 

3.6 Over and above the conditions already agreed to by the Ministry of Education, 

I suggest the following extra conditions on designations:   

 
(a)  A consultation on outline plans condition, along the lines of the 

wording I have suggested in paragraph 6.2, for Christchurch Adventist 

School, Middleton Grange School, Hillview Christian School,  St Bede's 

College, and St Thomas of Canterbury College. 
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(b)  Recession plane conditions on additional properties adjoining both 

Middleton Grange and Hillview Schools. See paragraphs 7.6, 7.7 and 

7.13. 

(c) An additional condition on Emmanuel Christian School to reflect the 

restrictive covenant on the western boundary with regard to a 15m 

building setback, so long as the covenant remains in place (paragraph 

7.23). 

 

3.7 I also suggest (paragraphs 7.24. and 7.26) that the designation condition in 

submissions made by the Council and CERA and accepted by the Ministry of 

Education be updated, to reflect the acoustic fence already being in place, and 

that the name of the school be updated in the designation. 

 

3.8 In paragraph 7.43, I suggest that the boundary of the designation for Marian 

College (a combined designation with Catholic Cathedral College) be 

amended slightly to encompass the whole of one school building, only some of 

which is currently included. 

 

4. BACKGROUND TO STATE INTEGRATED SCHOOLS DESIGNATIONS 

 

4.1 Only State schools are currently designated in the pRDP. Chapter 21, as 

amended by the inclusion of Central City Chapter 13, lists 109 operational 

State schools.  Chapter 13 also lists 31 state integrated schools, 27 of which 

are subject to the 26 NORs for designation by the Minister of Education (one 

NOR covers two schools on the same campus, Cathedral College and Marian 

College). In Christchurch there are a further 13 private schools which cannot 

meet the requiring authority criteria under the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA) and will therefore continue to rely only on the Specific Purpose School 

zoning in the pRDP. 

 

4.2 The School zone provisions (in the form of the Operative Plan Cultural 3 Zone) 

have been used by Council as a general guide to the environmental outcomes 

expected for school activities, with site specific variations depending on 

circumstances, in assessing and making recommendations to the Ministry of 

Education on outline plans for developments at existing schools, and on NORs 

for new schools. This is considered justifiable because, as noted in the section 

32 report on the pRDP School zone, the environmental outcomes sought by 
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the Council and the community for designated schools are no different to those 

sought for schools which are not designated. 

 

4.3 There are four existing state schools in Christchurch City with site specific 

conditions on their designations. These are: 

(a) L100 Te Kura Kaupapa Maori o Te Whanau Tahi - 17 conditions 

relating to landfill and landfill gas issues and to noise (construction 

noise limits and a noise barrier fence adjoining elderly person's 

housing); 

(b) L33 Duvachelle School - 1 condition relating to any works within a 

silent file area (areas identified by papatipu runanga as requiring 

special protection due to the presence of significant wāhi tapu or wāhi 

taonga in the area);  

(c) L61 Lyttelton Main School - 2 conditions about school redevelopment 

in relation to the corner of Oxford Street and Sumner Road; and 

(d) L62 Lyttelton West School - 1 condition relating to protection of a 

pohutukawa tree on the school site. 

 

4.4 In addition, L142 St Teresa's School has been notified in Stage 3 with a 

condition preventing buildings or works within 10m of the predator proof fence 

surrounding Riccarton Bush (the school adjoins the bush on several titles). 

This condition was agreed through the Stage 1 Residential hearings and 

mediation on submission #656 by the Catholic Diocese.   

 

4.5 In addition to those conditions on existing schools, the recently confirmed 

Ministry of Education designations for new schools at Prestons and Halswell 

West both include several conditions which appear to be similar to the 

standard conditions for designated schools found in the Proposed Auckland 

Unitary Plan. The conditions accepted by the Ministry of Education were: 

 

(a) Prestons School: Recession plane compliance; road setback condition; 

day/night noise condition (less restrictive than Christchurch District 

Plan standards); construction noise condition; parking standards; 

school travel plan; and construction management plan to minimise 

construction effects on surrounding properties. 

 

(b) Halswell West School: Condition on requiring the application design 

principles including Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
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(CPTED); recession plane compliance; parking and loading standards; 

day/night noise condition (less restrictive than Christchurch District 

Plan standards); and construction noise condition. 

 

4.6 At the beginning of my planning career in the 1980s I was employed by the 

Ministry of Works and Development, and can observe that in those days 

conditions on Crown designations were not at all common. However over 

recent decades I have noticed a general trend towards more conditions on 

designations, generally reflecting an increasing expectation that the adverse 

effects of public works should be adequately managed. While recent 

conditions on new schools in Christchurch are more comprehensive than for 

those on existing schools, in my view this is more reflective of the age and era 

of these existing school designations than of best planning practice.  

 

4.7 I have already stated in the section 32 for the reviewed School zone in the 

pRDP (see pages 7-8 of Attachment C to my evidence-in-chief dated 6 

October 2015), that compared to the operative Cultural 3 zone, the new 

School zone promotes  more flexibility and efficiency in the use of school sites, 

with fewer and less restrictive rules, while at the same time not compromising 

the amenity of adjoining land uses. For example allowable coverage has been 

increased (especially for schools in Residential Suburban zone environments 

where the majority of schools are located), heights have been increased to 

allow generally for an extra storey in height, and an exception has been 

provided for buildings to be located within internal boundary setbacks when 

they are of limited scale. As well, School Zone objectives and policies have 

been amended to recognise and endorse the trend towards shared school and 

community use. 

 

4.8 In my view these changes to School zone objectives, policies and rules go 

some way towards meeting the issues identified by Mr Nixon and Mr Nolan as 

problems for schools which are not designated. In other words they reduce the 

requirements for resource consent to some degree, thereby reducing costs 

and delays which might otherwise have been experienced by non-designated 

schools, as well as accepting the principle of community use of education land 

and buildings, where such use is compatible with and secondary to the use of 

sites for education activity. Previously, shared use of school facilities had the 

potential to lead to resource consents not only for traffic generated, but for the 

activity itself.  



 

  8 
 

 

4.9 In my view it is worth emphasising that irrespective of whether schools are 

designated or not, significant changes have occurred and are occurring in the 

education sector in Christchurch at present as a result of the earthquakes as 

well as other factors (see section 32 report for Schools zone, p3-4, Attachment 

C to my evidence-in-chief). While it may be convenient to distinguish between 

existing and new schools as two separate categories for planning purposes, in 

reality there is rebuilding and redevelopment occurring at many existing 

schools, with more intensive development resulting and often bigger buildings 

than previously existed. While this can be accommodated on larger sites, on 

smaller school sites, the fact that (understandably) school buildings often back 

onto residential boundaries, appears to be leading to increased concern from 

neighbours about scale and proximity of these buildings to their properties. 

 

 

5. STATE INTEGRATED SCHOOLS DESIGNATIONS - ASSESSMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 

5.1 Section 171(1) of the RMA requires a consideration of several matters which 

Mr Nixon addresses in turn under various subheadings. He has no subheading 

entitled "Effects on the Environment" or similar. However, section 171(1) 

states that "the effects on the environment" of allowing the NORs "must" be 

considered. There are two aspects to be taken into account: the nature/scale 

of the activities to be authorised by the designation; and the receiving 

environments. In the case of schools, the receiving environments are nearly 

always residential i.e. generally high amenity environments. 

 

5.2 I note that Mr Nixon spends a considerable amount of time in his evidence on 

a "like for like" thesis, that is that because state schools are designated, state 

integrated schools should also be able to be designated because even if their 

tenure or legal status are different, their effects are not. The same could be 

said for the private schools in the City. The appropriate comparison for the 

purposes of assessment of environmental effects is not between what 

designated and non-designated schools can do as of right, but rather between 

what a school can do as of right under the Plan rules, and what it will be able 

to do as of right under designation powers. It appears to me that this difference 

is at the heart of neighbours' concerns. 
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5.3 Various future works planned by the schools are mentioned in the 26 NORs, 

but generally little detail is provided about scale, location or timeframes, 

probably because many of the works are not yet at the design stage.  I do note 

that some of these developments may be able to comply with the pRDP 

School Zone rules (and could therefore be the subject of waivers from the 

provision of an outline plan in future if they also do not result in an increase in 

staff or pupil numbers
1
.) However, I believe lack of information and therefore 

uncertainty about the possible works and their effects, is one of the reasons 

that there have been submissions on 12 of the 26 NORs.  

 
5.4 The future works and roll increases mentioned in the NORs on which there 

have been submissions are summarised here for the convenience of the 

Panel, with italics showing that information which has been sourced from the 

NOR.  I have added some of my own additional comments relating to resource 

consents recently required by these schools, in regular font. 

 

5.5 L119 Aidanfield Christian School: Application made for an increase in the 

roll from approximately 275 to 550 ie doubling of roll over next 7-8 years. Two 

further classrooms and a hall awaiting [building] consent (2014) - now issued. 

Further 10 carparks as a result of the hall development. 

 

5.6 L121 Christchurch Adventist School: Application likely to be made in future 

for an increase in the roll from 270 to 340. School is on a very constrained site 

(c 1.4ha) so future growth could be achieved by adding to the height of the 

existing senior building on site, or acquisition of more (adjoining) land on a 

willing buyer/willing seller basis. 

 

5.7 L122 Christ the King School: No future works are mentioned, although roll 

(324 in 2014) is expected to increase to 340 by 2017. 

 

5.8 L123 Emmanuel Christian School: Construction of a new classroom block 

commenced 2014. Roll expected to increase from 151 to 195 plus by 2017, 

with further increase when the proposed RNN zoning to the schools west is 

developed. Northern part of the school land is undeveloped and is being 

retained for future needs. 

 
5.9 L124 Hillview Christian School: School occupies two sites on each side of 

Wilsons Road. Roll in 2014 was 540 with cap at 570. May seek an increase in 

                                                 
1
 CCC Planning Administration Procedures Manual PT-55B: Outline Plan Waivers, Version 1.0, May 2010 
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the cap in longer term, and may also seek to purchase more land on the 

western side of Wilsons Road for the senior school. School has recently built a 

large gymnasium on the junior school site frontage on the eastern side of 

Wilsons Road. (RMA92023988, non-notified restricted discretionary consent, 

due to recession plane non-compliance on south-eastern boundary). Also 

owns two residential properties to south of new gym, which will be 

redeveloped for school purposes in the near future. Older junior school 

classroom blocks running north-south on this junior site will be replaced 

gradually, with floorspace potentially increasing. 

 

5.10 L125 Mairehau Catholic Primary School: May 2014 resource consent 

(RMA92925343, restricted discretionary, non-notified) to accommodate extra 

buildings and classrooms on this site, as Our Lady of Fatima School is being 

merged with St Pauls School, which was red zoned at its Dallington site. The 

new school will be called the St Francis of Assisi School. The 2015 roll of 

about 229 will be increasing to about 495 by 2019. i.e. more than doubling. 

(NB figures in resource consent application are current roll 257, increasing to 

550).  

 

5.11 Two relatively large new buildings have been approved (and at the time of 

writing are almost complete) including a two storey block near the south-

western boundary. The non-compliances were minor, relating to small 

recession plane intrusions (this is a long narrow site), small signage size 

breaches, cycle parking provision and access dimensions. The approved 

development has provision for an acoustic fence along part of the south-

western boundary as a result of relocation of a playground and reconfiguration 

of parking (this fence is now in place). 

 
5.12 L126 Middleton Grange School. The main school site is essentially 

surrounded by residential properties and had a roll of 1339 pupils in 2014, and 

an increase to 1500 may be sought in future. A second gymnasium was 

recently built on the Suva Street frontage (RMA92024120, restricted 

discretionary and non-notified, non-compliance only in respect of parking 

numbers) and a performing arts complex on the Arthur Street frontage in 2011 

(RMA92014966, discretionary activity consent, non-notified, non-compliances 

relating to recession plane and residential coherence).  A number of the school 

buildings at the western (senior) end of the site are two storey, but the 

buildings at the eastern (junior) end are primarily one storey, with a larger 

recently constructed hall.  
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5.13 The school has five access points used by students, including a bus drop off 

point in Arthur Street. The main entrance is however off Acacia Avenue. All 

access points are from streets classified as local streets, with Acacia having 

the narrowest formed width. The recent gymnasium consent report includes 

the following comments from the Council transport network planner advising 

on the proposal: 

 

"Site inspection found that Acacia Avenue was the most attractive 

[access] option for parents despite being a cul-de-sac of 

approximately 7.5m wide. This arrangement causes gridlock to 

occur as the road operates at or over capacity as parents in 

vehicles park on both sides of the road, leaving one trafficable lane 

to accommodate conflicts between traffic entering and attempting 

to egress the street. " 

 

5.14 The NOR states that since the Christian Schools Trust already own six 

properties along the southern side of Acacia Avenue, they will consider the 

strategic purchase of one or two intervening sections for the longer terms 

needs of the school (using the designation process).  

 

5.15 L130  Our Lady Star of the Sea School: A small school with a roll of around 

65 students. No future works are mentioned. As the school is on a street 

corner and the associated church forms another boundary, the school has only 

one residential boundary to its northwest. 

 

5.16 L134 St Bedes College: The school has a large 19.45ha site with residential 

neighbours primarily on two boundaries. The school owns nearly all of the 

residential property on Momorangi Crescent adjoining and to the north of many 

of its buildings. The roll is around 810 with increases in the roll expected in the 

longer term. The most recent developments have been the Marian Block in 

2013 fronting Momorangi Crescent (RMA92922143, non-notified restricted 

discretionary consent for classrooms within road boundary setback), and a 

hockey turf with night floodlighting, shared by the school and senior hockey 

teams in Canterbury, with an adjoining on-site student/ community carpark. 

This latter development was consented in 2010 as a non-complying activity 

(RMA92015117) and was processed as a non-notified application, with non-

compliances relating to height of the lighting poles, noise standards at the 
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boundary of the properties adjoining the vehicle access, and access for a high 

traffic generating activity. 

 

5.17 The NOR states that the School is currently undertaking a master planning 

exercise to guide significant redevelopment which will occur on the site in the 

short to medium term. This will include a new school hall, a new classroom 

block and extensions to the gymnasium, and several older buildings which will 

need replacement in the longer term, with potentially increased floor area. 

There is the possibility of more two storey structures. However the NOR states 

that this redevelopment will build on the existing concentration of structures in 

the centre of the site, and is not expected to have any significant adverse 

effect on the surrounding neighbourhood. 

 
5.18 L139 St Marys School: This is a small school of about 75 pupils with a 

projected roll of approximately 100 by 2017. The buildings are located at the 

rear of the site and it is intended to redevelop the site, locating new 

classrooms towards the front of the site adjoining the church to the south of 

the school site, with the grassed recreation area being relocated to the rear, 

where the school adjoins residential neighbours. 

 
5.19 L143 St Thomas of Canterbury College: The school has two separate sites, 

with the main site on the south-eastern side of Middlepark Road. The north-

western site is primarily playing fields. There are about 550 pupils with the roll 

expected to increase to its cap of 615 by 2017. The NOR mentions a new 

school hall being likely to be located on part of the land behind the existing 

school buildings, between the school and the boundary with Our Lady of 

Victories Primary School to the east. There may also be new buildings on the 

north-western sports field site i.e. a weight training building.  

 

5.20 For completeness I note that a new two storied classroom block was 

consented in 2011 as a non-notified non-complying activity (RMA92017848) 

because its height (10m) exceeded the permissible height in the school zone 

(9m). Under the pRDP School Zone consent would not have been required for 

this development, as the height limit is now proposed to be 10m within 20m of 

an internal boundary, otherwise 14m further into sites. In 2000 there was a 

resource consent (RMA20003712) for a new art block of up to 7m in height 

coming to within 3.8m of the north-eastern residential boundary. The consent 

was granted on a non-notified basis as all neighbours considered affected 

gave written consent. The internal boundary setback under both the operative 



 

  13 
 

Plan and pRDP school zones is 6m. The pRDP School Zone now includes a 

provision for a reduced setback of 3m where the building is under 4.5m and of 

limited length. The height of the art block within the 6m setback means it would 

still have required consent under the new more flexible version of this rule. 

 

5.21 L144 Villa Maria College: The school currently has a cap on its roll of 810 

students, and is to apply for a further increase to 832 in 2017. 

Redevelopments post-earthquakes are likely to include a new two storey 

building near the corner of Brodie Street and Yaldhurst Road, and a new 

carparking area and new access to Brodie Street, between the school 

buildings and the swimming pool site, ie at the north-western end of the site.  

 
5.22 I conclude from the paragraphs above, covering 12 of the 27 state-integrated 

schools which are the subject of the NORs, that while the effects of operating 

the schools will not change as a result of designation, as with state schools, 

many of these schools are likely to be adding new buildings and replacing 

older buildings with more modern and potentially larger equivalents within the 

next few years. I can also state that all eight of the recent resource consents 

for developments at these schools that I have examined and summarised 

above were processed on a non-notified basis, since neighbours' approvals 

were either obtained or considered not to be required. 

 

5.23 Non-compliances which resulted in resource consents being required have 

varied. For the eight consents quoted above, no schools breached site 

coverage rules (many schools' site coverage is quite low, and none of those 

listed above appear to be approaching coverage limits), and the one breach of 

the height limit under the operative Plan would not now require a consent. 

Rather, consents were mostly triggered by internal boundary setback and 

recession plane intrusions, and parking non-compliances. I will not comment 

on the latter, as I am not especially familiar with the details of either the 

operative Plan or pDPR parking and access rules, due to Council employing 

transport planners to deal with these matters. However it does appear to me 

that compliance or otherwise with recession planes and internal boundary 

setbacks are the chief concerns that neighbours commonly have about new 

school buildings, with noise being a second, mostly subsidiary issue. 
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6. CONSULTATION  

 

6.1 The NORs indicate that no consultation has been undertaken by the state-

integrated schools with their neighbours over the proposal for the schools to 

be designated. The Proposal was of course publicly notified by the Council in 

Stage 3 of the pRDP, with all adjoining residents directly notified. Soon after 

notification it became evident through enquiries received by Council planners 

that many residents did not know what designation meant, and consequently 

Council circulated a pamphlet to adjoining residents with some explanation of 

what a designation means. 

 

6.2 I have noted above that all eight of the resource consents I have reviewed in 

relation to these 12 schools were processed on a non-notified basis, meaning 

that the only consultation required was with those neighbours considered to be 

affected, in order to obtain written approval for the developments. I understand 

that it is becoming relatively common at least in other parts of the country, for 

designating authorities to inform neighbours when they are proposing building 

projects which might affect them. This can include providing contact details for 

questions, and/or seeking comment from neighbours and conveying those 

comments to Council when submitting outline plans for processing. This 

enables affected neighbours to have at least some input into the outline plan 

process, which normally only involves the requiring authority and the Council. 

For instance, a condition could require: 

 

(a) The requiring authority to consult with specific parties and obtain their 

comments on a draft outline plan; and 

 

(b) The comments to be taken into account when drafting the outline plan 

that is submitted to the Council (with a record of comments and how 

they have been taken into account). 

 

6.3 Although Council has not sought a condition requiring such information sharing 

on the (new) designations being proposed, I would support such a condition, 

as designation means a change in the planning regime that applies to these 

schools, with the possibility of developments which do not comply with School 

zone rules. It may be argued that state schools should have the same 

"consultation" condition applied to them, and I would agree in principle. 
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6.4 However, the fundamental resource management issue here is the fact that 

many (although not all) state-integrated sites are smaller than state school 

sites (a standard size sought for a new state school site appears to be around 

4ha), and therefore where those schools are proposing new or replacement 

buildings, they appear to be more likely to seek to intrude internal boundary 

setbacks or recession planes by building close to their residential neighbours. 

This may be perfectly acceptable for buildings of limited scale, but the height 

and also length of some school buildings means that small sites by their very 

nature are likely to generate conflict, with school buildings becoming 

"unneighbourly". It also appears to me that more state-integrated schools than 

state schools are located on local streets, often with lesser widths of road 

frontage (ie behind houses or a church), with these factors giving rise to a 

greater likelihood of traffic issues. Small sites also do not allow for as much 

on-site parking, therefore increases in rolls or use of school buildings for 

community activities can generate parking spill-over onto adjoining streets. 

 

6.5 I have not considered the 13 schools where no submissions were received, 

but of the 12 where there have been submissions, the most obvious 

candidates for consultation conditions are:  

 
(i) Christchurch Adventist School, which is on a very 

constrained site and will need to accommodate more 

students in the future. 

 

(ii) Middleton Grange School, which has already expanded 

significantly as a result of roll increase, and is at the point of 

becoming "congested" on the site. Further buildings are 

likely to be contentious with neighbours and there are 

existing traffic issues on Acacia Avenue. 

 

(iii) Hillview Christian School, which is in a similar situation to 

Middleton Grange, with expansion of its sites and further 

building likely. 

 

(iv) St Bedes College, where significant redevelopment is likely 

to occur. Even if that is distant from residential boundaries, 

there are existing traffic issues on Momorangi Avenue and 

existing concerns over the hockey turf and carparking. 
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(v) St Thomas of Canterbury College, with regard to its 

southern main site, which is narrow and essentially already 

"congested" by buildings, except on the road frontage. 

 

7. STATE INTEGRATED SCHOOLS DESIGNATIONS - SUBMISSIONS 

 

Submissions on Hillview School 

 

7.1 There are five submissions on the designation of Hillview School.  These are 

from R & M Calman (#3131); N Smith (#3132); R & A Cragnolini (#3133); R 

Stanley (#3206) and J Busch (#3288). The submissions raise similar issues, 

with four of the submitters living on St Martins Road backing onto the north 

side (one of these to the northeast) of the Junior School campus and one 

(#3206) a few properties to the south of the new gymnasium on Wilsons Road.  

 

7.2 The submitters north of the Junior School seek that the permitted activity 

standards for the zone be imposed on the designation as conditions and they 

cite the built form standards in Rule 21.6.2.3. (site coverage, recession planes, 

road boundary and internal boundary setbacks, and maximum building height), 

and also the noise standard in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1. for residential zones, and 

parking standards in Rule 7.2.2.1.  Submission #3206 opposes the designation 

on the grounds that it would remove rights to have a say on activities affecting 

the submitter's property, and submission #3288 seeks the right to comment on 

any changes and proposed works by the school in the future. This latter 

submitter lives to the north of the Hillview School and does not want their 

views to the south to the Port Hills to be restricted. 

 

7.3 If all permitted activity rules were applied as conditions to the designation, this 

would negate the benefits from the school's perspective of the designation, 

since the environmental outcome would effectively be the same as it is now, 

i.e. that zone rules would set the framework for what can happen on the land. 

If the school wanted to breach a condition, then it would need to vary the 

designation by the use of section 181. If effects were more than minor and 

consent from affected parties not obtained, then the proposal to amend the 

conditions would need to be notified (or limited notified) in the same way as for 

a resource consent. 

 
7.4 At mediation the Ministry of Education has offered: 
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 (i) a recession plane condition on the common boundary of the four 

"northern" submitters on St Martins Road, based on Rule 21.6.2.3.2; and 

  

 (ii) an internal setback requirement in relation to the same submitters 

properties, based on 21.6.2.3.4 as modified in the red line version 

attached to my rebuttal evidence on the School zone dated 23 October 

2015. (ie with the flexibility for buildings up to 3m from boundaries if they 

are of limited scale).  

 

7.5 Nothing has been offered in relation to the submitter #3206 who lives to the 

south of the gymnasium, and there was no agreement on noise or parking 

conditions, or consultation in future ahead of developments. 

 

7.6 In relation to the "northern" submitters I consider that the conditions they have 

been offered are the key determinants of whether a building has an effect on 

daylight and sunlight (noting that the properties are to the north of the school, 

then this will be in relation to the rear of these properties), and also on visual 

dominance and privacy or otherwise. In my view, there is no resource 

management reason why the conditions should be limited to the properties 

who submitted.  There are at least two additional properties on the eastern 

boundary of the Junior School that might also benefit from similar conditions if 

the projected rebuild of the old classrooms at the Junior School results in the 

replacement buildings (paragraph 5.8 above) being located closer to the 

eastern boundary. These are 1/92A St Martins Road and 14 Prossers Road. 

 

7.7 I also note that there may be some properties to the south of the Senior 

campus which would benefit from the recession plane and setback conditions, 

depending on the location of future buildings on this part of the school's land. 

 
7.8 For completeness I agree with Mr Nixon that the District Plan cannot 

guarantee the protection of views. 

 
Submissions on Middleton Grange School from Landowner Neighbours 

 

7.9 There are seven landowner submissions on the designation of Middleton 

Grange School. Three of these submitters live on the south side of Acacia 

Avenue, near the main school entrance. These are A and F Taane (#3379), S 

and B Shadbolt (#3725) and Tai-Pei L. and Chao-Chen M.(#3726). A fourth 

submitter(s) lives on the north side of Acacia Avenue also near the school 
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entrance - H and P Horton (#3263). All these submitters are concerned about 

traffic and parking in the street, some associated with usage of school facilities 

by various groups "virtually seven days a week" (#3263) and until late in the 

evening. The school is characterised as being on a "sardines in a can" site 

(#3263), and there is a fear by the submitters on the south side of the street 

that designation could allow a tall building right on their fence-lines. All of these 

submitters want to be consulted about any works or development the school is 

undertaking which might affect them. 

 

7.10 One submitter, L Allpress (#3025) lives to the southeast of the school 

boundary on Arthur Street, and has two boundaries with the school. He seeks 

conditions on the designation that developments should comply with the 

School Zone height, building setback and recession plane rules. C Martin and 

M Waller (submission #3107) also live on Arthur Street but to the south of the 

school. There is an existing single storey school building about 3m north of 

their boundary with the school, and they oppose any reduction in internal 

boundary setback or any two storey (replacement) building being built there.  

 

7.11 The seventh landowner submitter R. Graham (#3245) lives on Suva Street 

close to the new gymnasium building (two boundaries with the school), and 

she also seeks conditions on the designation based on the rules set out for the 

School zone. Her submission states that the outline plan process will mean 

that affected persons will have no say, and that conditions on the designation 

are the only way to ensure that adverse effects on the environment are 

appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 
7.12 The Ministry of Education has offered a recession plane condition on the 

boundary of the school with 36, 38 and 40 Acacia Avenue (submitters on the 

south side of the road backing onto the school), 60 Suva Street (near the 

gymnasium building), 41 and 47B Arthur Street (submitters south of the 

school). It has not offered an internal boundary setback condition, but 

compliance with the recession plane should mitigate the worst effects of a 

building near residential boundaries. It would be possible to locate a two storey 

building closer than 6m to the boundary on the northern (Acacia Avenue) 

boundary of the school while still complying with the recession plane, because 

of the greater angle allowable for a recession plane on northern boundaries 

(up to 55 degrees, see Appendix 14.10.2 in Chapter 14 of the RDP). However 

the most acute (26 degree) angle recession plane possibly required on a south 
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boundary in the pRDP, would only permit a single storey building at 6m or 

closer to the boundary. 

 

7.13 As with Hillview School, that there is no resource management reason why the 

recession plane condition should be limited to the properties who submitted, 

and there are several other properties on the south side of the school which 

would especially benefit from such a condition, notwithstanding the fact that 

most redevelopment on this south side of the school seems already to have 

occurred. These properties are 35, 37, 39, 43, 45 and 47 Arthur Street in 

regard to the properties to the east of the performance centre, (I have left out 

33 Arthur Street because it is owned by the school) and Flats 6, 8, 9 and 10  at 

15 Arthur Street, and 91B Hansons Lane to the west of the performance 

centre.  

 

7.14 The traffic issue with this school is not new and may have worsened with 

recent new building developments which serve the community. New Integrated 

Transport Assessment rules in Chapter 7 of the District Plan are based on a 

trigger of an additional 150 students, but these rules will not apply if the school 

is designated. Residents mention the possibility of yellow line stopping 

restrictions in Acacia Street, but in my view this will only transfer the problem 

elsewhere (albeit that parking elsewhere might be on a wider road). In my 

opinion traffic and parking associated with the school needs to be looked at on 

a more comprehensive basis. While traffic and parking associated with new 

development and its impacts on the immediate area would need to be 

considered in the context of an outline plan of works, there is no guarantee 

that Council's processing planner would request a traffic assessment for the 

site as a whole, as this would depend on the nature, scale and location of the 

works being proposed and whether or not the development might be 

considered  to be  "the straw that breaks the camel's back" in regard to traffic 

effects.  

 

7.15 Submitter #3725 mentions that the school used to meet with neighbours "if 

they felt what they were doing impacted on our environment". It would be 

desirable for this practice to be reactivated. I have noted in 6.4 above that 

Middleton Grange is an obvious candidate for a condition on the designation 

requiring consultation, if the Panel considers this necessary or desirable. 

Scope is clearly provided by neighbour's submissions, and such a condition 
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would inform the outline plan process, ensuring residents' concerns are 

canvassed and considered when preparing the outline plan.  

 

Submissions on Middleton Grange School from the Council and CERA 

 

7.16 The Christchurch City Council (#3723) has lodged three submission points in 

relation to this school. Two of them, #3723.869 and 3723.870 seek conditions 

for the protection of the heritage item, Former dwelling - Middleton, and part of 

its setting, from the use of land for "Education purposes". Middleton was home 

to two of the City's early settlers and dates from around 1854. It is proposed to 

be listed as a Group 2 (significant) heritage place in Chapter 9 of the pRDP. 

The Council also seeks protection for part of the homestead's setting by a 

condition which would prevent building within a 'Building Control Area". 

 

7.17 The Ministry of Education accepted the proposed condition protecting the 

dwelling prior to the mediation but disagreed with the extent of the setting 

notified on Heritage Aerial Map No.28. At mediation Council's heritage planner 

Ms Amanda Ohs agreed that the extent of the identified setting could be 

reduced so that it is confined to the area immediately around and in front of the 

homestead, with the outer boundary of the setting defined by the footprint of 

existing buildings in that area of the grounds. In her evidence for this hearing 

Ms Ohs has provided the Council's Statement of significance for the Panel for 

its convenience and has explained the revised setting agreed. 

 

7.18 Council's submission on Proposal 10 also seeks a condition to protect the 

large sweet chestnut tree on the property near the homestead (#3723.872). 

Tree T3 is proposed to be listed as an exceptional tree in Chapter 9 of the 

pRDP, as it is one of the larger sized trunks of sweet chestnut trees in the City. 

Because the Ministry of Education accepted this proposed condition prior to 

mediation, there did not appear to be a need for separate specialist evidence 

on this point, and therefore I have appended the Statement of Significance for 

the tree to my evidence at Appendix 2. This includes the statement that the 

chestnut tree is a dominant feature of the school site and "provides shade and 

tranquillity to the setting and a sense of enclosure to the playground".  
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Submissions on Emmanuel Christian School 

 

7.19 Submission #3217 by B and M Walters concerns a 50m wide strip of land 

which is part of this school at its southern boundary, but which they previously 

leased from the school, between the school's establishment in 1999 and until 

2013. During this period they planted a large number of trees and shrubs on 

this land. They are now concerned that designation will enable the trees to be 

removed and the land used for carpark, classroom or school purposes. They 

seek a condition which would ensure that the 50m strip be retained as treed 

open space. The Ministry of Education propose that such a condition be 

rejected. 

 

7.20 Council records indicate that the resource consent for establishment of the 

school (RC992520) did not in fact include a condition relating to the Walters 

property. Rather, there was a private agreement with the owners of 316 and 

320 Sawyers Arms (the latter being the Walters' address) which provided for a 

30m separation distance on the south boundary of the school between their 

properties and any school buildings. This area was then leased to the property 

owners. Such an agreement sits outside the District Plan, and may now be at 

an end because the lease has ended. 

 

7.21 The Ministry of Education states that the land behind the school and to the 

north is being retained for further expansion, and the same statement was 

made separately to me by representatives of the school in 2012, in relation to 

work I was undertaking on the Upper Styx Outline Development Plan (ODP). 

In this light it does not appear that the land between the school and the 

Walters' property will be built upon. I consider that 50m would be 

unreasonable for a setback as a condition on the designation. However given 

that the school undoubtedly does gain considerable amenity (and play 

opportunities) from the planting undertaken by the Walters, a better approach 

might be for the school representatives and Mr Walters to talk directly to each 

other on a good faith basis about the future maintenance of the plantings.  

 
7.22 Submission #3617 by B Burrows relates to the property at 330 Sawyers Arms 

Road which adjoins the western boundary of the school. Nearly all of this 

property (apart from a small area already zoned RS in Stage 1) was rezoned 

in Stage 2 of the pRDP from Rural to Residential New Neighbourhood in 

accordance with the Upper Styx ODP. As part of the consent for establishment 

of the school in 1999 (RC992520 referred to above) Condition 2 required the 
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applicant to register a restrictive covenant in favour of Mr Burrows land which 

"has the effect of preventing any new or additional school buildings being 

constructed within an area of 15m of the shared boundary of CT 390/213 and 

CT 30B/533 with CT 35B/1170 forever”. This area was to be known as the 

‘buffer area’. Conditions also specified landscaping and fencing particularly 

along the western boundary within the ‘buffer area’. 

 
7.23 The Ministry of Education agreed to a recession plane condition and a setback 

requirement on the western boundary as for the School zone rules. Since the 

restrictive covenant requiring a 15m setback is still in place beyond this 6m, it 

would be desirable if the existence of this covenant were also referenced in 

the setback condition, ie a statement that a 15m setback also applies from the 

boundary so long as this restrictive covenant remains on the school title, so 

that  future landowners in this vicinity, and the Council in processing future 

outline plans, are made aware of this.   

 
 

Submissions on Mairehau Catholic School/St Francis of Assisi School  

 

7.24 The Council (#3723.869) and CERA (#3721.545) both seek a condition on the 

designation relating to the southern boundary of the school adjoining 

residential properties to the south. That is, that the acoustic fence condition 

required in RMA92925343 as a method of preventing noise standard non-

compliance, be carried forward as a designation condition. 

 

7.25 This fence is now in existence on the site as part of the building development, 

which in my opinion makes most of the wording of the suggested condition 

redundant, other than the last clause which requires maintenance in 

accordance with the specified design parameters. Although this condition has 

been accepted by the Ministry of Education as it was proposed, I suggest that 

the wording be updated if it is to be included as a condition of designation. 

 

7.26 In my opinion the name of the school should also be updated in the proposal, 

as the merged school will be operating as the St Francis of Assisi School from 

the beginning of 2016.  
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Submissions on Schools Where No Conditions have been Offered or Agreed 

 

Submission on Christ the King School 

 

7.27 Submission #3561 by W and A Taylor concerns Christ the King School which 

adjoins their property to the northwest. The Taylors seek conditions requiring 

development under the site to comply with the School zone built form 

standards for site coverage, recession planes, internal boundary setback and 

maximum building height. While at this stage there are playing fields adjoining 

the boundary to the Taylor's property, they are concerned about the potential 

for two or even three storey classrooms in this area in future under a 

designation, and are concerned about noise, and potential loss of sunlight and 

privacy. 

 

7.28 I note that there are no plans for development described in the NOR for Christ 

the King School, although the roll is expected to increase slightly. Also, 

building immediately outside the Taylor's property would be likely to 

compromise the area of playing fields. At this stage the Ministry of Education 

have not offered any conditions in relation to this submission. If the Panel were 

to consider it appropriate, a recession plane condition would be the most 

relevant condition to apply in the first instance, but as I have stated for other 

schools, there would be no reason to restrict such a condition to this property, 

for example it could equally apply to no. 44 Chateau Drive, which also backs 

onto the school. This school does have relatively long buildings which are very 

close to (only 2 to 3 metres from) the school's southern and south-western 

boundaries. While these are likely to be older buildings which predate the 

Chateau Drive subdivision next door, they could be seen by neighbours to be 

a precedent for developments in similar locations, since the school site is 

relatively small at just less than 2 ha. 

 

Submissions on St Bede's School 

 

7.29 The three submissions on the NOR for St Bede's designation are from 

residents to the northeast of the school who live near the hockey turf and 

student carpark. #3239 S Rhodes and #3264 E Duncan, residents of Regency 

Crescent, describe their concerns about the existing situation and, along with 

#3271, J Brooks, oppose the designation on the grounds that they will have no 

say on what happens at the school. They suggest that traffic flow in 
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Momorangi Crescent and through the carpark will increase if the school roll 

increases further, eg if the carpark is used as a drop-off zone. 

 

7.30 The situation on this side of St Bede's is similar to that at Middleton Grange, in 

that there is an existing traffic problem in Momorangi Crescent which results 

from school and hockey turf activities. These residents were not considered 

affected persons for the resource consent application for the hockey turf 

(paragraph 5.14) so were not approached for their written approval. Part of the 

reason for the carpark was to address a shortfall of student parking in the 

surrounding area and on the school site. Traffic issues in themselves do not 

directly affect these residents, who live on another street backing onto the 

carpark, but they are concerned about associated noise.  A noise assessment 

was undertaken as part of the resource consent application, and the projected 

sound levels at all of the residential property boundaries other than those 

adjoining the entrance, while considered likely to be higher than before, were 

assessed as likely to comply with the City Plan noise standards.  

 

7.31 The NOR for St Bede's refers to a school master planning exercise (see 

paragraph 5.14 above) and once this is sufficiently advanced it would be good 

practice to provide neighbours with an opportunity to comment on this. I do not 

see the master planning exercise as in itself requiring a consultation condition 

on the designation, even though a consultation condition in relation to specific 

developments sought to be authorised via outline plans of works could have 

merit (for the reasons discussed above) and would be within scope.  

 

Submissions on St Thomas of Canterbury College 

 

7.32 The three submissions in relation to this school are from adjoining landowners, 

#3262 V Leigh and #3223 K Leigh-Ogden whose property adjoins the entrance 

to the northern school site (playing fields) and  #3965 L and M Hussey from 

Takaro Avenue to the southwest of the southern (main) school site. K Leigh-

Ogden states that property owners should have full [decision-making] rights as 

to what goes on around their properties. V Leigh suggests that neighbour 

approvals should be required. These submitters have school tennis courts on 

two boundaries of their property, to their northwest and northeast. 

 

7.33 Submission #3965 by L and M Hussey state that their house is located 1.8m 

from the boundary with the school. Aerial photos indicate that there is already 
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a large school building, marked with the letter K on the Plan supplied with the 

NOR, along part of that boundary. They are understandably concerned about 

the prospect of another building (a gymnasium is mentioned in the NOR) 

which could be located on the current locations of a small army hut and a 

small classroom, behind and to the south of Building K. They do not want to 

lose sunlight to their house and backyard from the eastern direction. Because 

there does not appear to have been a resource consent issued for Building K it 

appears likely that the building met the School zone setback and recession 

plane rules in the operative Plan. The Husseys seek building height and 

setback rules as in the School zone, if there were any new building along their 

boundary. 

 

7.34 As there are alternative locations for a new gym, in my view it would be 

unfortunate if this building was also to be located near this boundary. I 

consider that recession plane and setback conditions should be added to this 

designation, at least for the submitters boundaries as their properties are in 

locations and at orientations which could be adversely affected by new 

buildings nearby. 

 

Submissions on Villa Maria College  

 

7.35 The two submitters on the NOR for Villa Maria College are located to its north 

(#3032 D Wong) and to its west across Brodie Street (#3609 J Young). D 

Wong would like neighbour approvals to be sought for any works at the school 

affecting the area. She states that residents of Villa Grove have asked for a 

meeting with school representatives but there has been no response from the 

school. J Young has specific requests, including prohibition on any new 

entrance near the northern boundary of the school on Brodie Street, and single 

storey buildings only behind a 30m setback off Brodie Street, with the retention 

of existing mature trees. 

 

7.36 Comments made in the NOR and summarised in paragraph 5.19 above about 

possible developments at Villa Maria do not suggest that significant buildings 

are likely in this area (recently acquired via a land swap). Rather, a new 

access and carpark are mentioned. It appears that Villa Maria does have 

issues with access because of the high traffic volumes on its frontages to Peer 

Street and Yaldhurst Road. I consider changes to carparking locations should 

be assessed on their merits at the time, for example under an outline plan 
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process, and that the reconfigured layout of the site has the potential to be 

more efficient, without much change in built form. Consultation and information 

exchange with neighbours would of course be beneficial. I note also that the 

trees referred to in J Young's submission are all on the school title rather than 

being street trees as implied in paragraph 95 of Mr Nixon's Appendix 2 

evidence. However, none of them are scheduled in Chapter 9 of the pRDP as 

significant trees. 

 

Submissions on Christchurch Adventist School 

 

7.37 There are five submissions on the NOR for Christchurch Adventist School, 

although four of these relate to only one neighbouring property, 448 Papanui 

Road where the Papanui Foot Clinic is located, near the corner of Papanui and 

Grants Road. These four submissions are: #3708 Foot Clinic, #3710 Graham 

Family Trust, #3713  I.Graham and #3714 S. Piri-Graham.  The Grahams want 

the designation deleted. Their concerns are that the designation would not be 

fair, as it would give the school the ability to construct higher buildings on 

boundaries or to build through recession planes, without having to get 

neighbour approvals. They state that the designation could be a precursor to 

acquisition of their land [under the Public Works Act] and could of itself restrict 

their ability to sell the land. They also state that traffic congestion in the area of 

the school could increase with increase in pupil numbers.  

 

7.38 The fifth submission is from P Scales #3207, who lives some distance from the 

school site. Mr Scales' submission opposes the designation because he 

considers that it gives the Ministry of Education the legal right to ignore the 

District Plan, thereby reducing fundamental rights of residents. He also notes 

that the proposed designation does not require any consultation with affected 

property owners.  

 

7.39 The submissions about possible acquisition of land misunderstand the process 

in that their land is not subject to the designation. Unless the designation was 

extended to cover their land, it would not subsequently facilitate the acquisition 

of their land under the Public Works Act. However, since landowners are 

aware that the school is looking to expand by the acquisition of more land 

(albeit on a willing seller basis at this stage), it is understandable that 

designation of the school makes them feel uncomfortable. In paragraph 6.4 I 

stated that the Christchurch Adventist School is an appropriate candidate for a 
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consultation condition along the lines of the wording I have suggested in 6.2 

above, and there is clear scope for this in the submissions made. 

 

Submission on Our Lady Star of the Sea School 

 

7.40 Submission #3471 by the Jacqueline Family Trust is in a similar vein to 

submissions made on other school NORs. It states that the designation would 

remove the opportunity to object or have their concerns heard. They do not 

state what their concerns are, and since the school is small with no obvious 

development plans, it is not clear that there is a particular need for conditions 

on this designation. 

 

Submission on St Mary's School  

 

7.41 This submission (#3642 from M Shackel) is from a neighbour to the west. This 

submitter is concerned about new large buildings that may reduce her access 

to sunlight. Since the school is likely to be redeveloped further forward and to 

the east on the site, the potential effects of school buildings on the submitter's 

property should be less in the future than they are now. 

 

Submission on Aidanfield Christian School 

 

7.42 Submission #3111 by P Bielby seeks that the  designation of Aidanfield 

Christian School not proceed, because he opposes the creation of a carpark 

behind his rear boundary fence, as he states it will create noise and fumes. He 

is also concerned about the height of the carpark since the ground level of the 

school property is 750mm higher than his ground level at this point. The NOR 

does signal the creation of 10 carparks near the hall (see paragraph 5.4), but I 

understand that these may have been created already, and may not have 

required any consents as there was no indication in the building consent 

application that the numbers of pupils at the school was changing. I also note 

that the building consent plans (BCN/2014/7437) show the carparks further 

from the boundary with Mr Bielby's property than the NOR layout plan, so it is 

possible that the NOR plan is now out-of-date, and that Mr Bielby's concerns 

about the carpark have been allayed by its change of location. 
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Other State Integrated Schools where no submissions have been received 

 

7.43 As part of my work on the School zone I established that there was a school 

building on the new Marian College site (L120) in the Central City, near 

Barbadoes Street, which straddled a title boundary. After consultation with the 

Catholic Diocese,I amended the boundary of the School zone to include the 

whole of this building. The NOR does not reflect this, with the designation 

boundary still running through the middle of the building. I recommend that the 

designation boundary be amended to match the School zoning boundary. I do 

not consider that this amendment requires a formal s181 process, since the 

two titles in question are both owned by the Roman Catholic Bishop of 

Christchurch and there are no other affected landowners. 

 

7.44 There are 14 state-integrated schools where no submissions have been 

received on the prospect of designation. I therefore consider that there is no 

scope to suggest conditions on these designations.  

 

 

   

 

Glenda Dixon 

25 November 2015 
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STAGE 3 CHAPTER 10 DESIGNATIONS Ms Dixon, evidence in chief, Attachment A 
 

Key 

 

On the right hand side of the table there are three columns: A = Accept, A(P) = Accept in part, R = Reject. An A, A(P) or R is used in the relevant column to indicate the Council's position on that submission point  

1 
 

Submission 
Point 

Further 
Submission 

Submitter Name Support / 
Oppose 

Provision Number Decision & Reason A A(P) R 

3025.1  Lawrence John Allpress Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: DES L126 - To comply with the build form standards for the Specific Purpose School's Zone re Height, building 
setbacks and recession planes  

 A(P)  

3032.1  Daisy Wong Oppose Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: Villa Maria School to obtain consent from their affected neighbours for any expansion work to be carried out 
on the school ground  

  R 

3107.2  Christopher Brent Martin and 
Christine Ellen Waller 

Oppose Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: We oppose any building being built closer to the boundary fence than the existing building is.  But especially a 
2 story building being built.  

 A(P)  

3217.1  Bruce & Marlene Walters Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: We wish to submit that with the new designation the Emmanuel Christian School that it has a use added or 
included that the 50 metres back is permanently retained and becomes enduring component of their designation  

  R 

3471.1  Jacqueline Family Trust Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: L130 Our Lady Star of the Sea School. Against democratic and property rights principles.    R 

3617.1  Bill Burrows Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: Impose conditions on proposed designation L123 as follows: 
A maximum building height of no more than 8m within 20m of an internal boundary  

  R 

3617.2  Bill Burrows Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: Impose conditions on proposed designation L123 as follows: 
A minimum internal boundary setback of 6m  

 A(P)  

3617.3  Bill Burrows Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: Impose conditions on proposed designation L123 as follows: 
A maximum site coverage of no more than 35%  

  R 

3617.4  Bill Burrows Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: Impose conditions on proposed designation L123 as follows: 
No part of any building shall project beyond a building envelope contained by recession planes from points 2.3m above a 
boundary with a residential shown as shown in Appendix 14.10.2 of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan  

A   

3642.2  Mary Ellen Shackel Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought: I want to make sure that my property at unit 51 St Marys Apartments is not blocked by any new building that 
may occur on st Marys Integrated School site designation.  

  R 

3721.1457  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought:  

To be in accordance with the statutory and regulatory framework: 

(a) Make any necessary amendments to the proposals to ensure that they: 

  (i) are not inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy, CCRP and the LURP; 

  (ii) give effect to national policy statements, national environmental standards, the NZCPS and the RPS; 

  (iii) are not inconsistent with regional plans; 

  (iv) demonstrably have particular regard to the statement of expectations; 

  (v) are informed by sound evidence and a robust analysis under section 32 of the RMA; and 

  (vi) implement the objectives in the Strategic Directions Decision. 

A   

3721.1471  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought:  A   
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To achieve integration and avoid duplication in the Replacement Plan: 

(a) Make any necessary amendments to the proposals to ensure that they: 

  (i) are consistent with the hearings panel's prior decisions on the Replacement Plan; 

  (ii) reduce repetition and double regulation; 

  (iii) incorporate all central city proposals into the substantive proposals; and 

  (iv) remove duplication of other regulatory processes, including hazardous substances and sale of alcohol regulatory 
processes. 

3721.1485  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought:  

To improve the plan structure and usability of the Replacement Plan: 

(a) Make any necessary amendments to the proposals to ensure that they: 

  (i) reduce repetition by amalgamating proposals or parts of proposals; 

  (ii) address mapping inaccuracies; and 

  (iii) ensure definitions are consistent. 

A   

3721.1504  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought:  

To achieve the Cown's principal outcomes: 

(a) Amend the proposals to: 

  (i) efficiently and effectively implement the Crown's principal outcomes, as set out in Part B of this submission; 

  (ii) clarify the outcomes intended by objectives and policies; 

 (iii) clarify the linkages between objectives and their implementing policies and rules; 

  (iv) simplify assessment matters, and focus those matters on specific effects that need to be managed; 

  (v) provide consistency in content and formatting across all proposals; 

  (vi) clarify the relationship between different parts of the proposals; and 

  (vii) clarify the linkages between the proposals and relevant external statutory and non-statutory documents. 

A   

3721.16  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Support Chapter 10 
Designations and 
Heritage Orders 

Decision Sought:  

Retain provisions in proposals that implement matters described in Section 5 of submission. 

 
  

A   

3721.30  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Support Chapter 10 
Designations and 

Decision Sought:  A   
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Heritage Orders 

Retain provisions that are supported and are sought to be retained in Part B of submission. 

3609.1  Jillian Young on behalf of Jillian 
Young (property owner and 
occupier),  

Amend L Minister of 
Education 

Decision Sought: L144 Villa Maria College - Amend or place conditions, on the Designation being sought. - Prohibit or remove 
the proposed new carpark area entrance/exit/access from Brodie Street (i.e. no car parking entrance, exit or access from Brodie 
Street).  

  R 

3609.2  Jillian Young on behalf of Jillian 
Young (property owner and 
occupier),  

Amend L Minister of 
Education 

Decision Sought: L144 - Villa Maria College - Amend or place conditions, on the Designation being sought - Prohibit carpark 
entrances/exits/access from Brodie Street.  

  R 

3609.3  Jillian Young on behalf of Jillian 
Young (property owner and 
occupier),  

Amend L Minister of 
Education 

Decision Sought: L44 Villa Maria College - Amend or place conditions, on the Designation being sought - Place restrictions on any 
future development on the proposed new designated land in the vicinity of the 'Pool area' as shown on the plans attached to 
the Notice of Requirement (i.e. in the northwest corner of the site between the existing school buildings, Brodie Street and the 
northern site boundary) with respect to buildings, structures or facilities of any nature. Restrictions to include: substantial 
setbacks (at least 30m) from the Brodie Street site boundary, building height restriction to single story and no greater than 5m, 
retain existing mature trees on the Brodie Street boundary and into the school property, requiring building lines to be broken 
up.  

  R 

3111.2  Pete Bielby Oppose L119 Aidanfield 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: that the Council reject the proposed designation requested by the MoE for the change in land use.    R 

3708.1  Papanui Foot Clinic Oppose L121 Christchurch 
Adventist School 

Decision Sought: Oppose the notice of requirement by the Ministry of Education under Section 168 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and delete Christchurch Adventist School designation.  

  R 

3710.1  Graham Family Trust Oppose L121 Christchurch 
Adventist School 

Decision Sought: I seek that the Christchurch Adventist School designation provision be deleted    R 

3713.1  Ian Graham Oppose L121 Christchurch 
Adventist School 

Decision Sought: I would like to see the Proposed Ministry of Education designation for the Christchurch Adventist School 
deleted.  

  R 

3714.1  Sussan Piri-Graham Oppose L121 Christchurch 
Adventist School 

Decision Sought: Delete the notice of requirement by the Ministry of Education for the Christchurch Adventist School deleted.    R 

3561.2  William & Alison Taylor Amend L122 Christ the King 
School 

Decision Sought:  

Amend designation L122 as follows: 

The ministry of education and Christ the Kings School shall be required to comply in any future development of the site with the 
Christchurch Replacement District Plan and the existing provisions of the SP School Zone and Built Form Standards as set out in 
Chapters 21.6.3.1 (site coverage), 21.6.2.3.2 (Recession Planes), 21.6.2.3.4 (Internal Boundary Setback) and 21.6.2.3.5 
(Maximum Building Height).  

  R 

3131.1  Ranui and Matt Calman Amend L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: If the Notice of Requirement in relation to L124 (Hillview Christian School) is approved, that the relevant 
permitted activity standards in the zone be imposed on the designation as conditions, in order to ensure that the effects of any 
development (undertaken in reliance on the designation) on surrounding land uses is avoided. The relevant permitted activity 
standards include: a. The built form standards in Rule 21.6.2.3; b. The noise standard in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1; c. The parking standard 
in Rule 7.2.2.1  

 A(P)  

3132.1  Natalie Smith Amend L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: If the Notice of Requirement in relation to L124 (Hillview Christian School) is approved, that the relevant 
permitted activity standards in the zone be imposed on the designation as conditions, in order to ensure that the effects of any 
development (undertaken in reliance on the designation) on surrounding land uses is avoided. The relevant permitted activity 
standards include: a. The built form standards in Rule 21.6.2.3; b. The noise standard in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1; c. The parking standard 
in Rule 7.2.2.1  

 A(P)  

3133.1  Rebecca and Andre Cragnolini Amend L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: If the Notice of Requirement in relation to L124 (Hillview Christian School) is approved, that the relevant 
permitted activity standards in the zone be imposed on the designation as conditions, in order to ensure that the effects of any 
development (undertaken in reliance on the designation) on surrounding land uses is avoided. The relevant permitted activity 
standards include: a. The built form standards in Rule 21.6.2.3; b. The noise standard in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1; c. The parking standard 
in Rule 7.2.2.1  

 A(P)  

3206.1  Rosemary Stanley Oppose L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: I m opposing the provision made by the Ministry of Education regarding the designation of this area.    R 

3207.1  Paul Scales Oppose L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: To oppose the Ministry of Education Designation (L121) and continue with the District Plan and Resource 
consent process for adjoining property owners.  

  R 

3288.1  Janette Margaret Busch Amend L124 Hillview Decision Sought:   A(P)  
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Christian School 

Amend as follows: 

If this notice of requirement in relation L124 (Hillview Christian School) is approved, that the relevant permitted activity 
standards be imposed on the designation as conditions, in order to ensure that the effects of any development (undertaken in 
reliance on the designation) on surrounding land use is avoided.  The relevant permitted activities include: 

a) The Built form standards in Rule 21.6.2.3 

b) The Noise standard in Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1 

c) The Parking standards in Rule 7.2.2.1 

3964.1  Margaret Joy Wilfred Amend L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: I would like the height restriction of any structure to remain at present ruling of no more than 10 metres in 
height.   

  R 

3964.2  Margaret Joy Wilfred Amend L124 Hillview 
Christian School 

Decision Sought: The distance of any structures to remain at 6 metres from internal boundary fence as is the ruling now.   A(P)  

3721.543  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend L125 Mairehau 
Catholic Primary 
School 

Decision Sought: Add site-specific conditions to the Notices of Requirement for Mairehau Catholic Primary School  A   

3721.545  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Support L125 Mairehau 
Catholic Primary 
School 

Decision Sought:  

Add the following condition to the Notice of Requirement for L125: 

1. A solid construction acoustic fence shall be provided within six months of the sealing of the car parking areas along the 
school's western boundary. This fence shall extend along this western boundary commencing at 15m into the site adjoining all 
car parking and vehicle access areas and beyond the rear car park and relocated playground. 

This fence shall:  

- Have a minimum height of 2m when measured above any neighbouring property's ground level at the fence line; 

- Have a surface ass of at least 8.0 kg/m
2
 (Materials meeting the surface mass specification include 20mm thick timber 

overlapped or on a board and batten configuration, or a range of proprietary building materials such as Hardiflex, Titan Board, 
concrete block or Hebel block); 

- Be continuous and maintained without gaps. (Any gaps between the bottom of the fence on the ground can be avoided using 
solid material such as sleepers or ground treated boards); 

- Be maintained in accordance with these parameter at all times. 

 A(P)  

3723.869  Christchurch City Council Amend L125 Mairehau 
Catholic Primary 
School 

Decision Sought:  

Add a condition to L125 as follows: 

"1. A solid construction acoustic fence shall be provided within six months of the sealing of the car parking areas along the 
school’s western boundary. This fence shall extend along this western boundary commencing at 15 m into the site from the 
road boundary, and extending 200 m into the site adjoining all car parking and vehicle access areas and beyond the rear car 
park and relocated playground. 

This fence shall: 

 Have a minimum height of 2m when measured above any neighbouring property’s ground level at the fence line; 

 Have a surface mass of at least 8.0 kg/m
2
 (Materials meeting the surface mass specification include 20 mm thick 

 A(P)  
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timber overlapped or on a board and batten configuration, or a range of proprietary building materials such as 
Hardiflex, Titan Board, concrete block or Hebel block); 

 Be continuous and maintained without gaps. (Any gaps between the bottom of the fence on the ground can be 
avoided using solid material such as sleepers or ground treated boards); 

Be maintained in accordance with these parameters at all times." 

3245.3  Rosa Graham Oppose L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: Decision Requested 
My submission relates to the Minister of Education’s Notice of Requirement which has been served upon the Christchurch City 
Council in stage three of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan. I am an occupier who is at the time of writing is 
going through the formal process of purchasing the property adjacent to and which is directly affected by the Minister of 
Education’s requirement for Middleton Grange School for ‘education purposes’. I oppose the intention of the Minister of 
Education that any future works on the Middleton Grange site be subject to the issue of an Outline Plan. 
 
Reason for Decision Requested 
My reasons for my submission are that firstly the confirmation of the designation, the outline plan process which is dealt with 
between the council Requiring Authority (in this case the Minister of Education) – means affected persons such as owners with 
properties adjacent to the school have no say other than via involvement in a community liaison committee and consultation in 
those management plans. Secondly neither of those mechanisms provides an opportunity to achieve an enforceable level of 
environmental effect. It means the designation conditions are the only mechanism by which I can have any certainty about the 
level of effects that Middleton Grange may propose on the site in the future. Thirdly I consider that provided conditions are 
included in the designation it is the only way to ensure that adverse environmental effects are appropriately avoided, remedied 
and mitigated, this ensuring the Minister of Education’s requirement would be in accordance with the relevant planning 
instruments and with Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the “Act”). In considering the suburb nature of the 
environment within which I live I believe that Minister of Education when preparing an outline plan should be directed to 
consider certain conditions that are placed in the designation particularly as they relate to rules set out in Chapter 21 the 
Specific Purpose (School) Zone set out in Proposed the Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 
  

  R 

3263.1  Hamish & Pam Horton Oppose L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: I oppose L126    R 

3379.1  Ann and Farrel Taane Oppose L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: Delete designation for school.    R 

3721.544  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Amend L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: Add site-specific conditions to the Notices of Requirement for Middleton Grange School  A   

3721.546  Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
Authority 

Support L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought:  

Add the following condition to the Notice of Requirement for L126: 

1. The tree identified as Tree Specimen ID 1155 in Council records, Schedule reference T3, Easting coordinate 2475969.33 and 
Northing coordinate 5471068.66, being a Sweet Chestnut tree, shall be retained. Pruning will be limited to the removal of dead, 
diseased and structurally unsound branches. With the exception of emergency situations, at least five days prior to any such 
pruning occurring, photographic records demonstrating the extent of material proposed for removal shall be sent to the Council 
for the attention of the City Arborist (to enable review and discussion prior to any such work commencing). 

Within a 25mm diameter circle of land centred on the base of the trunk of this tree: 

- No chemicals, spoil, fill, soil, materials of any kind, or equipment will be stored, emptied, disposed of or temporarily placed 
unless it is on an existing hard impermeable surface; 

- No machinery (with exception of mowers) or vehicles shall be stored or operated; 

- No structures are to be erected; 

A   
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- Excavation is to be by hand or air spade and is to be supervised by an appropriately qualified arborist; 

- No roots greater than 25mm in diameter at the point of severance is to be severed; 

- Roots less than 25mm at the point of severance may be severed by an appropriately qualified arborist; 

- All exposed roots shall be covered with damp sacking or scrim immediately after being exposed and remain protected until 
backfilling takes place. 

3723.870  Christchurch City Council Amend L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought:  

Add two conditions to the proposed designation L126 to protect the heritage item (Former dwelling, Middleton) and part of its 
'setting' from the use of land for 'education purposes'.   

  

The designation shall not apply to the alteration, relocation, demolition, reconstruction or heritage upgrade works on the 
heritage item scheduled in the District Plan as 'Former Dwelling, Middleton' (heritage item number 27), shown on Heritage 
Aerial Map No. 28 and Attachment 1. 

A   

3723.871  Christchurch City Council Amend L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought:  

Add two conditions to the proposed designation L126 to protect the heritage item (Former dwelling, Middleton) and part of its 
'setting' from the use of land for 'education purposes'.   

1. No new buildings shall be located within the area marked on Attachment 1 "Designation L126 - Minister of Education 
- Building Control Area", that is located within the heritage setting of the 'Former Dwelling, Middleton' heritage item 
scheduled in the District Plan (heritage setting number 200), shown on Heritage Aerial Map No. 28. 

  

Include the corresponding attachment - Attachment 1. 

 A(P)  

3723.872  Christchurch City Council Amend L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought:  

Add a condition to L126 as follows: 

“1. The tree identified as Tree Specimen ID 1155 in Council records, Schedule reference T3, Easting coordinate 2475969.33 
and Northing coordinate 5741068.66, being a Sweet Chestnut tree, shall be retained.  

  

Pruning will be limited to the removal of dead, diseased and structurally unsound branches.  

  

With the exception of emergency situations, at least five days prior to any such pruning occurring, photographic records 
demonstrating the extent of material proposed for removal shall be sent to the Council for the attention of the City Arborist 
(to enable review and discussion prior to any such work commencing). 

  

Within a 25 m diameter circle of land centred on the base of the trunk of this tree: 

a. no chemicals, spoil, fill, soil, materials of any kind, or equipment will be stored, emptied, disposed of or temporarily 

A   
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 placed unless it is on an existing hard impermeable surface; 
b. No machinery (with the exception of mowers) or vehicles shall be stored or operated; 
c. No structures are to be erected; 
d. Excavation is to be by hand or air spade and is to be supervised by an appropriately qualified arborist; 
e. No roots greater than 25 mm in diameter at the point of severance is to be severed; 
f. Roots less than 25 mm in diameter at the point of severance may be severed by an appropriate qualified arborist; 

all exposed roots shall be covered with damp sacking or scrim immediately after being exposed and remain protected until 
backfilling takes place." 

3725.3  Shirley & Bruce Shadbolt Oppose L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: Delete Designation L126 (Middle Grange School)    R 

3726.1  Tai-Peilee and Chao-Chen Ma Oppose L126 Middleton 
Grange School 

Decision Sought: Delete Designation L126 (Middle Grange School)    R 

3239.1  Susan Rhodes Oppose L134 St Bede's 
College 

Decision Sought: Oppose. No decision requested. There is no mention of a provision to mitigate the increased traffic flow or 
noise associated with the increased use of the areas on the North and North East side of the school.   

  R 

3264.1  Edward George Duncan Oppose L134 St Bede's 
College 

Decision Sought: I seek the designation not be imposed    R 

3271.1  James Brooks Oppose L134 St Bede's 
College 

Decision Sought: I seek the designation not to be imposed.    R 

3223.2  Kevin Leigh-Ogden Amend L143 St Thomas of 
Canterbury College 

Decision Sought: Oppose any work or building in or around the submitters property - 70 Middlepark  Road, Sockburn. Would like 
to be consulted first on any proposals.  

  R 

3262.1  Veronica Leigh Oppose L143 St Thomas of 
Canterbury College 

Decision Sought: I oppose L143    R 

3965.1  Lionel Edward and Mollie Hussey Amend L143 St Thomas of 
Canterbury College 

Decision Sought: That a condition should be included to limit height (building) and building setback from boundary as per the 
School Zone.   

  R 



Ms Dixon, evidence in chief, Attachment B 



Significant Tree Evaluation - Individual Trees: 
 Statement of Significance 

Description: Botanical Name:  Castanea sativa 
Cultivar:     

Common Name: Sweet Chestnut 

Include in Significant Tree Schedule  :  Y 

Tree ID Number: T3 

Asset ID GIS: 1155 

Address  : 50 Acacia Avenue 

Date of Inspection for District Plan:   19.11.2014 

Company:    Treetech Specialist Treecare Ltd 

Leaf Persistence:   Deciduous Native/Exotic: E 

Height (m)  
14.5 

Spread N/S (m) 
19 

Spread E/W (m)  
20.5 

Diameter (cm) 
130 

 
ARBORIST’S SUPPORTING NOTES: 

Condition evaluation:  
Structure of tree is improved after being pruned for weight reduction and damaged branch repair. There is 
dieback present  in upper canopy and concerned tree maybe starting to decline. Play ground equipment is 
located directly under canopy indicating possible surface compaction. 

Estimated service life:  11-20 

Landscape evaluation:    

Environmental and Ecological evaluation:   

Exceptional evaluation: This is one of the larger sized trunks of sweet chestnut tree in local/city. See 
Landscape Architect report. 
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Photograph: 
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Condition Evaluation 
Criteria Score 
Structure 70 
Health  50 
Subtotal 120 
 
 
Landscape Evaluation 
Criteria Score 
Shape 50 
Stature (m) 50 
Canopy Dimension (m²)  90 
Trunk Diameter (cm) 90 
Age (yr) 90 
Service Life (yr) 50 
Visibility (km) 30 
Location 90 
Role 50 
Suitability in the Landscape 50 
Subtotal 640 
 
 
Environmental and Ecological Evaluation 
Criteria Score 
Services 30 
Canopy Dimension (m³)  90 
Occurrence 50 
Subtotal 170 
 
Sub Total Points - Condition, Landscape, Environmental 
 

930 
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Exceptional Evaluation  
Criteria Score 
Landscape  
Feature 70 
Shape  
Contribute to Heritage setting  
Heritage  
Age 100+  
Association  
Cultural Significance  
Commemoration  
Relict  
Botanical  
Source  
Remnant  
Threatened  
Subtotal 70 

 
  

 Total Points  
 
 
Nuisance Evaluation 
 

Nuisance Types Present 
Y/N 

Arboricultural or 
Property 

Maintenance or 
Medical  Solution 

Y/N 

Solution 

Debris Y 

Y 
 

Rake up debris (nuts with 
spiky shell) Environmental weed – is the tree listed in the 

CCC Pest Plan List? 
N 
 

Currently damaging infrastructure N 
Currently damaging buildings N 
Currently damaging property  N 
Human health – is the tree listed   
• in the Inappropriate Trees and Plants list in the 

Christchurch City Council’s Infrastructure 
Design Standards as having  health association 
problems; or  

• by Landcare Research as plants to avoid in pre 
school centres or poisonous to children 

N 

Shade N 
Boundary encroachment N 
Arborist Notes - Nuisance Typical debris a potential nuisance. 

 
 
 

1000 

179Notified 25 July 2015

Chapter 9 - Natural and Cultural Heritage



Exceptional Tree T3 ID 1155 
Address:  50 Acacia Ave, Riccarton, Christchurch 
 
Tree Species:  Castanea sativa, Sweet chestnut 
 
Native or Exotic:  Exotic 
 

 
 
Criteria Assessment 
Context The tree is located on the site that used to be the Middleton Homestead and is now the 

Middleton Grange School (since 1964).  The school contains a number of mature and 
protected trees.  Shackleton did a lot of planning for his Antarctica expedition at the 
Middleton Homestead. 

Role in Setting It’s a dominant feature of the school site and provides shade and tranquillity to the 
setting and a sense of enclosure to the playground.  The tree produces mature sweet 
chestnuts which is collected and greatly valued by the community. Amongst other 
existing mature trees on the site, contributes to the green corridor. 

Stature H 14.5 x W 19 
Rounded shape which looks slightly unbalanced when approached from the west/south-
west but a nice balanced shape from all other angles. 

Visibility of tree The tree is visible in all areas of the primary school and is visible to residential sections 
that back onto the school. 

Proximity of other 
trees 

There are other large oak trees nearby which have some health issues.  There is a mature 
kowhai tree to the east of the Castanea. 

Climatic influence The tree provides shade and shelter from the wind and rain for the playground and 
probably has a cooling effect on the area. 

Exceptional 
Significance 

National (70) due to the size of the trunk and the production of sweet chestnuts. 

Summary This tree provides a link to the history of the site and is a good specimen of national 
significance.  It is a dominant feature which and performs climatic services but is 
potentially becoming a health and safety risk due to the surrounding uses. 

Recommendation This tree be classified as exceptional. 
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Points Allocation 
 
Condition Evaluation 
 
 

 
 
 
Landscape 

Evaluation 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Environmental and Ecological Evaluation 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Points 10 30 50 70 90 
Structure Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good 
Health  Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good 

Points 10 30 50 70 90 

Shape Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good 

Stature (m) 3 to 8 9 to 14 15 to 20 21 to 26 27+ 
Canopy Dimension (m²) 
Broadspreading ≤10 11 to 25 26 to 57 58 to 100 101+ 

Canopy Dimension (m²) Pyramidal ≤12 13 to 33 34 to 64 65 to 100 100+ 

Canopy Dimension (m²) Cylinder ≤36 37 to 72 73 to 120 121 to 280 280 + 

Trunk Diameter (cm) ≤50 51 to 75 76 to 100 101 to 125 126+ 

Age (yr) ≤10 10 to 20 21 to 35 35 to 50 50+ 

Service Life (yr) 0 to 4 5 to 10 11 to 20 21 to 30 30+ 

Visibility (km) Obscured ≤ 1 1 > ≤ 2 2 > ≤ 4 4 > 

Location Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4 Location 5 

Role ≤20 40 60 80 100 

Suitability in the Landscape Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good 

Points 10 30 50 70 90 

Services 10 to 29 20 to 39 40 to 59 60 to 79 80 to 100 
Canopy Dimension (m³) 
Broadspreading <134 134 to 448 449 to1061 1062 to 2071 2072+ 

Canopy Dimension (m³) Pyramidal <93 93 to 231 232 to 521 522 to 894 895+ 

Canopy Dimension (m³) Cylinder <50 50 to 125 126 to 283 284 to 652 653+ 

Occurrence Predominant Common Infrequent Rare Very rare 
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Exceptional Evaluation  
 

Recognition Local City Regional National International 
Points 10 30 50 70 90 
Landscape      
Feature      
Shape      
Contribute to 
Heritage setting      

Heritage      
Age 100+      
Association      
Cultural Significance      
Commemoration      
Relict      
Botanical      
Source      
Remnant      
Threatened      

 
 

Criteria for Listing in the Schedule of Significant Trees - Individual Trees 

Exotic trees 

• estimated service life in excess of 20 years (longevity in the landscape); and 
• structure, health, shape, suitability in the landscape to be assessed as either good or very good; and 
• not be causing a “safety” nuisance where there is no mitigation available; and 
• a minimum of 15 metres height or an average of 10 metres width; and  
• score a minimum total number of 770 evaluation points (including any points awarded under the “Exceptional” evaluation). 

New Zealand native trees 

• estimated service life in excess of 20 years (longevity in the landscape); and 
• structure, health, shape, suitability in the landscape to be assessed as either good or very good; and 
• not be causing a “safety” nuisance where there is no mitigation available; and 
• a minimum of  10 metres height or an average of 8 metres width; and  
• score a minimum total number of 690 evaluation points (including any points awarded under the “Exceptional” evaluation). 
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