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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Mark David Stevenson. I hold the position of Senior Planner at 

Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been in this position since August 

2011.  My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence in chief for 

the Commercial and Industrial Proposal (stage 1) of the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan dated 13 April 2015. 

  

1.2 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence on 

provisions in the Stage 1 Industrial Proposal in respect of cultural values in the 

proposed Industrial General Zone at North Belfast1 and the submissions on 

these provisions, including those deferred from stage 1 of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) to stage 3.  

 

1.3 I have led the preparation of Proposal 15 Commercial and Proposal 16 

Industrial of the pRDP since its inception in July 2013. I have been providing 

the Council with my expertise on resource management and planning matters 

since August 2011.  

 

1.4 I have also previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District 

Plan Hearings Panel on the following proposals: 

 

(a) Strategic Directions proposal in stage 1; 

(b) Commercial and Industrial Proposals in stages 1 and 2; and 

(c) Definitions proposal in stage 1. 

 

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

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and 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  Land subject to rezoning is defined in Appendix 16.6.5 to the revised Industrial proposal (part), filed on the 4th November.  
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1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Strategic Directions chapter of the proposed Replacement District 

Plan; 

(b) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch; 

(c) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS);  

(e) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (IMP);  

(f) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) Order 2014; and  

(g) Belfast Area Plan (BAP). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific provisions that my evidence relates to are as follows, all being in 

the Industrial Proposal (part) filed 4 November 2015:  

 

(a) Rule 16.2.7.1.1 P1 (a)(iii) and (iv);  

(b) 16.2.7.1.2 RD1;  

(c) 16.2.7.2.4; and 

(d) Matters of Discretion in 16.2.7.3.1 (c) – (g), 16.2.7.3.3, 16.2.7.3.4. 

 

2.2 My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on 

these provisions.  In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence 

previously presented to the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in 

my discussion below.   

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Council’s proposal as notified proposes a requirement for consent for all new 

buildings and additions to buildings within the proposed Industrial General 

zone at Belfast. Submissions received oppose the method proposed, 

landowners seeking a more permissive regime and Te Runanga o Ngāi Tahu 

seeking greater discretion in assessment of proposals. 

 

3.2 It is my opinion that an appropriate balance needs to be struck between 

facilitating development of a greenfield priority area while protecting sites of 
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significance to Ngāi Tahu. Following evaluation of a number of alternatives 

including reliance on general provisions in chapter 9, the use of non-regulatory 

methods and other processes, I conclude that a rule requiring consent for new 

development is the most appropriate while introducing exemptions, as well as 

flexibility in the matters of discretion. 

 

3.3 Another alternative being considered is a certification process, but the details 

of such an approach requires further time and consideration. 

 

3.4 In respect of springs, the Council proposal has taken into account the IMP and 

a 20 metre setback is proposed. This enables the assessment of proposals 

that may impact on values but does not preclude development within the 

setback. Submitters oppose the setback, citing inconsistency with other 

greenfield areas and lack of justification. A number of options have been 

considered, including a controlled activity path for development more than 10 

metres from a spring. This seeks to achieve a greater balance by enabling 

some development, albeit through a consent path. 

  

3.5 Alternatives to protecting springs outside the District Plan will continue to be 

explored, including incorporation of springs into a stormwater area. However, I 

consider the rule is  necessary to ensure effects on springs are managed in 

the interim as well as in other locations in the ODP area.  

 

3.6 I have provided a redline version of the Proposal 16 provisions which have 

been deferred to this hearing (Revised Proposal) as Attachment C. This 

Revised Proposal builds on the version attached to the Council's closing 

submissions for the Stage 2 Commercial / Industrial Proposals. It reflects the 

relief sought in submissions which I have accepted, or accepted in part. 

 

3.7 I provide at Attachment D an Accept / Reject table setting out the relief that I 

consider should be accepted, accepted in part or rejected in relation to the 

provisions from the Stage 1 Industrial hearing.  

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 Council proposed the zoning of land in North Belfast
2
 as the Industrial General 

Zone (North Belfast) in stage 1 of the pRDP, referred to hereafter as the 

                                                                                                                                                              
2
 Defined in Appendix 16.6.5 of Industrial proposal attached to Closing Legal submissions on stage 1, dated 11 June 2015. 
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"subject land". This is consistent with the LURP and Chapter 6 of the CRPS, 

which identify the subject land as part of a greenfield priority area for business. 

The Industrial Proposal also supports the outcome for the subject land in the 

Belfast Area Plan (BAP), which identifies it for industrial development. The 

BAP also identifies the location of a silent file, traditional walkways, significant 

habitat corridors and waterways, current springs and other major rivers and 

streams as well as historical land cover (dating back to circa 1880’s). A 

number of these elements are shown on the Tangata Whenua layer of the 

Outline Development Plan (ODP).3  

 

4.2 The subject land is identified within a silent file in the Mahaanui Iwi 

Management Plan (IMP).4 The silent file is a tool used to "…protect cultural 

important sites, often urupa or other wahi tapu sites. Rather than identifying an 

exact location, a silent file gives a general indication and identification of the 

location of a site".5 

 

4.3 It should be noted that the extent of the silent file area in the IMP and 'Te 

Whakatau Kaupapa: the Ngai Tahu Resource Management Strategy for the 

Canterbury Region (1990)' differ from Plan 8 of the BAP (page 43). The area 

defined in the IMP and Te Whakatau Kaupapa should be taken as the correct 

version. 

 

4.4 Council initiated a plan change in 2013 to introduce an ODP into the pRDP for 

the Industrial General Zone (North Belfast).  

 

4.5 A draft ODP was subject to consultation with Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga  from 

July 2013 with verbal and written feedback provided to Council. Consultation 

with the Runanga included a hui, held at Tuahiwi Marae on 18 July 2013 

attended by myself and a colleague. At the hui, I provided an overview of the 

ODP following which representatives for Ngai Tuahuriri and Mahaanui 

Kurataiao raised issues to inform further amendments to the ODP. These 

included: 

 

(a) concern with the mixing of water, including natural spring water and 

stormwater from the Industrial Zone. Their view was that the existing 

                                                                                                                                                              
3  Appendix 16.6.5 of Industrial proposal (part) filed 4th November 2015. 
4  Map SF3 'Silent file 015 [Belfast]', page 369 if Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan. 
5  Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, p170. 
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waterways through the Zone should not be used for the conveyance 

of untreated stormwater to stormwater facilities in the ODP area; and 

 

(b) the definition of the silent file on the ODP and ensuring it is correct. 

  

4.6 It was determined that further assessment was required by way of a site visit 

to consider the waterways, their condition and to identify existing wetland 

areas. It was also determined that an appropriate process would need to be 

worked through for how development/land use activities occur in the silent file 

area while managing effects on cultural values.  

 

4.7 In preparation of the Industrial Proposal for notification as part of the District 

Plan Review, there was also a meeting with a Runanga Focus Group as 

described in paragraph 6 of the section 32 report for the Industrial Proposal 

(page 11). Feedback was not specific to the North Belfast area but the 

messages conveyed are relevant to planning of the subject land. 

 

4.8 The notified proposal for the subject land sought to address the issues raised 

by the Runanga and Mahaanui Kurataiao. As the Panel is aware, 'cultural 

provisions' for the Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) have been deferred 

to the hearing of the Natural and Cultural Heritage proposal in stage 3 

reflecting the Panel’s minute dated 6 May 2015. This is on the basis of the 

relationship with provisions in Proposal 9.  

 

4.9 In addressing the matters deferred from Stage 1 and submissions on those 

matters, I refer back to paragraphs 39.10 to 39.17 of my Evidence in Chief for 

the stage 1 Industrial hearing. 

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

5.1 Mediation was held on 30 November 2015, which was attended by 

representatives for Council, the Radford Family (#3622, #660) and Te 

Runanga o Ngai Tahu (#3722, #1145). The issues outstanding between the 

parties include the approach to managing effects on cultural values within the 

silent file area, and the requirement for setbacks from springs.  Following 

mediation, I have incorporated the following amendments in the Revised 

Proposal provided at Attachment C:  
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(a) Exemptions under activity RD1 of Rule 16.2.7.1.2;  

(b) A change in activity status for buildings between 10 and 20 metres 

from a spring under rule 16.2.7.2.4;  

(c) Amendments to Matters of Discretion under 16.2.7.3.3 and 

16.2.7.3.4.  

 

6. WAIPUNA (SPRINGS) 

 

6.1 Waipuna have been identified in the subject area on site visits by staff from 

Mahaanui Kurataiao, Christchurch City Council6 and Canterbury Regional 

Council. Photographs taken at the time of the site visits are shown in 

Attachment A and the GPS locations of springs identified on the site visit of 

16 October 2013 are recorded in Attachment B.  

 

6.2 Waipuna are regarded as wahi taonga, reflecting their value to Tangata 

Whenua. As described in the IMP, they are '…treasured for their role in 

protecting and enhancing mauri, as providing habitat for mahinga kai
7
. 

Appendix 1 of the National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management also 

describes the values associated with freshwater, including their recognition as 

wai tapu. In addition, Ms Aston's evidence for the Stage 1 Industrial hearing 

includes a background report prepared for the Belfast Area Plan (Appendix 

E
8
), which describes springs as often being used as a burial site for revered 

members of a tribe, hapu or wahaau. This is also quoted in paragraph 7.9 of 

Ms Aston's evidence.  

 

6.3 The submission of Te Runanga o Ngāi Tahu in stage 3 of the pRDP identifies 

the subject land as being a site of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance as part of a 

wider area defined as a Silent file in the IMP. This may reflect in part the 

values associated with springs.  

 

6.4 Having regard to the functions of the Regional and District Councils under 

sections 30 and 31 of the Act, the District Plan has a role in managing the 

effects of land use activities and their impacts on water quality. To achieve 

this, a setback has been proposed from waipuna to recognise that land use 

                                                                                                                                                              
6  Site visit by Ken Couling (CCC), Claire Gibb (Mahaanui Kurataiao) and Phillip Grove (ECAN) on 16 October 2013, and 

separately by Mark Stevenson (CCC), Bryan McGillan (Mahaanui Kurataiao) and Shane Orchard (Mahaanui Kurataiao) on 
23 August 2013.  

7
  Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, p96. 

8
  Belfast Area Plan Phase 1 Report: Cultural Heritage May 2006. 
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and development in the vicinity of a spring may have an adverse effect on 

cultural and other values associated with a spring. 

 

6.5 Taking into account Policies WM13.1
9
 and WM13.2

10
 of the IMP in 

accordance with clause 2A of Section 74 to the Act, Rule 16.2.7.2.4 as notified 

proposed a setback of 20 metres from any spring in the Industrial General 

Zone (North Belfast) with matters of discretion in 16.2.7.3.4 to manage effects 

of development in proximity to springs. The proposed setback of 20 metres 

reflects past discussions with Mahaanui Kurataiao (acting for Runanga) and 

draws on a recommended distance of 'at least 20 metres' referenced in the 

IMP (in the context of achieving appropriate setbacks from sites of significance 

identified by Tangata Whenua including waipuna). While this is in the context 

of areas used for commercial forestry, the reasons for a setback are to 

manage the discharge of contaminants entering waterways (amongst other 

reasons)11 which is also relevant to industrial development.   

 

6.6 As a correction, I note that paragraph 39.10 of my EIC for the stage 1 

Commercial-Industrial hearing makes reference to a policy on waipuna from 

the IMP in the context of the Ihutai catchment. As shown on page 230 of the 

IMP, the subject land is outside the Ihutai catchment. The Belfast area falls 

within the Waimakariri catchment.  

 

6.7 With reference to Appendix C12 of the submission from the Radford family,13
 Mr 

O'Neil states "…it is generally accepted that a degree of separation between 

springs and built structures is desirable. A brief review of practices 

internationally indicates that setbacks of 20m from important springs are not 

uncommon".  

 

6.8 The Council's position is that development may be appropriate within the 

setback but there should be an assessment of buildings within the 20 metre 

setback to manage effects on waipuna. 

                                                                                                                                                              
9
   “To recognise and protect all wetlands, waipuna and riparian areas as wāhi taonga that provide important cultural and 

environment benefits, including but not limited to: (a) Mahinga kai habitat; (b) The provision of resources for cultural use; 
(c) Cultural well-being; (d) The maintenance and improvement of water quality; and (e) Natural flood protection” (page 95, 
IMP). 

10
  “To protect, restore and enhance remaining wetlands, waipuna and riparian areas by: …(c) Requiring the use of 

appropriate fencing, buffers and set back areas to protect wetlands, waipuna and riparian areas from intensive land use, 
including stock access and irrigation.” (p96, IMP). 

11
  Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, p119. 

12
  Letter from Eoghan O'Neil of Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd to Fiona Aston of Fiona Aston Consulting Ltd dated 28 March 

2014. 
13

  Submission of the Radford Family on the Industrial proposal in stage 1. 
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6.9 In the redline version of the Industrial Proposal filed on 8 April 2015, rule 

16.2.7.2.4 and matters of discretion in 16.2.7.3.4 were struckout for the 

reasons conveyed in paragraphs 39.10 to 39.12 of my evidence in chief (EIC) 

for the Stage 1 Commercial-Industrial hearing. At paragraph 39.11 of my EIC , 

I stated that “… subdivision is anticipated to occur before any development, 

enabling the effects on springs to be addressed”.  

 

6.10 While a number of allotments are of a size that it is anticipated subdivision 

proceeds development, there is a risk that land use activities could occur 

before subdivision, which has the potential to adversely affect the values 

associated with the springs. As identified in the IMP (page 95) and CRPS 

(page 16), the loss of and effects on wetlands, waipuna and riparian margins 

and their cultural and environmental values is an issue that requires a 

resource management response.  

 

6.11 The proposal to require a minimum setback from springs is one of a number of 

methods to protect the values associated with springs, which are evaluated as 

follows.  

 

6.12 In my view, a proposed setback supports Objective 3.3.3(d) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter in recognising and providing for Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua’s 

connections and cultural values with the land, water and other taonga. It would 

also provide the opportunity for enhancements to access to springs that are of 

significance (3.3.3(e) of Strategic Directions chapter). I consider setbacks from 

springs are also consistent with Objective 3.3.9(b)(ii) and (c) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter in identifying and appropriately managing wai including 

springs. 

 

6.13 In terms of the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposal, setbacks would 

ensure any potential effects on springs are managed, supporting cultural 

values. The imposition of setbacks would also contribute to a higher level of 

amenity in the Industrial Zone through providing additional greenspace. 

However, there are costs including a reduced quantum of land for 

development, resulting in the less efficient use of the resource. There is also a 

risk associated with this option that a spring can move, and therefore 

uncertainty is created of where the setback distance is measured from and 

that subsequent development is not setback an appropriate distance.  
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6.14 Notwithstanding my recommendation in the context of this hearing, the Panel 

should be aware that Proposal 6 has provisions for waterbody setbacks. There 

are no setbacks specified for springs in that proposal. Paragraph 1 of appendix 

7.9 to the Section 32 for that proposal states as follows: 

 

(a) Further work could be undertaken on the identifications of significant 

springs and the determination of appropriate setback provisions for 

springs not already provided for by the current setbacks. Many 

springs will already have setbacks, particularly if they are in reserves, 

but it was not possible to undertake a comprehensive survey of 

springs on private land as part of this review. 

 

6.15 I discuss below the following alternatives to setbacks:  

 

(a) Reliance on the subdivision consenting process to assess effects on 

waipuna; 

(b) the assessment of effects on springs as part of a consent process for 

any development within the ODP area (see below with respect to a 

rule for any buildings or additions to buildings in the silent file area); 

or 

(c) Apply non-regulatory methods, including working with landowners to 

set aside an area for the protection of springs. 

 

 Reliance on subdivision consenting process 

 

6.16 The first alternative of relying on the subdivision consenting process achieves 

the objectives referenced above in circumstances where subdivision proceeds 

development. However, where development proceeds subdivision, there is a 

risk that the existing springs are not recognised and appropriately managed, 

which in my opinion is inconsistent with Objectives 3.3.3 and 3.3.9 of Strategic 

Directions.  

 

6.17 The benefits of this approach is the ability for subdivision to be tailored 

according to the values in the area. A setback may not be appropriate or 

necessary in all circumstances and in effect, this alternative provides greater 

flexibility in outcomes. The drawbacks of this approach as alluded to include 

the inability to manage the effects of land use change or development, 
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potentially resulting in the loss of cultural values associated with the subject 

land. 

 

 Assessment of effects on springs as part of consent process for development in ODP 

 

6.18 The second alternative of assessing effects on springs as part of a consent 

process for any development in the ODP area is consistent with the objectives 

referenced above. However, in my view, it is not consistent with Objective 

3.2.2 in that it does not minimise transaction costs or reliance on consent 

processes, nor does it support the expedited recovery of the city (Objective 

3.2.1) in so far as it does not enable development. However, as the LURP 

states, "Recovery is concerned with all aspects of the wellbeing of 

communities - including the social, cultural, economic and environmental 

aspects that contribute to the quality of life for residents and visitors. In 

supporting recovery, the retention and conservation of places of cultural 

significance is a component (Section 15, Page 34).  

 

6.19 I consider the alternative of assessing effects on springs as part of consent for 

any development in the ODP area would provide for efficiencies in terms of 

process by reducing the number of rules and relying on a comprehensive 

approach to managing effects on cultural values in the ODP area.  

 

6.20 The drawbacks of such an approach are increased compliance and consenting 

costs, and a lack of clarity as to whether development is appropriate in the 

ODP area. The latter could have the effect of stifling investment and future 

development of a greenfield priority area for business.  

 

 Non-regulatory methods 

 

6.21 The third alternative listed above in paragraph 6.16 is non-regulatory methods. 

I consider there are a number of non-regulatory methods including:  

 

(a) the incorporation of springs into a stormwater area;  

(b) purchase of land by the Council for reserve purposes; and/or 

(c) a collaborative approach between Council, the Runanga and 

landowners. 
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6.22 These options could be achieved through discussions between landowners 

and the Council and, where relevant, the purchase of land by Council to 

safeguard values.  

 

6.23 The first option in paragraph 6.22 is identified in the Radford (#660) 

submission
14

 in stage 1 (Radford Submission), which seeks the incorporation 

of springs into an area for stormwater management (while avoiding the 

contamination of the springs). This option has merit and the concept of springs 

being incorporated into a stormwater wetland area is supported by Council 

officers as an outcome, as reflected in notes of a meeting held on 16 March 

201415. However, regulatory intervention is considered necessary in respect of 

the subject land, being the ODP area, on the basis that there may be other 

springs outside the Radford land which require appropriate management and 

where a similar method (incorporation into a stormwater area) is not 

practicable or appropriate. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that the 

outcome proposed of incorporating springs into a stormwater area will be 

achieved and requires further assessment and design, expected as part of the 

consenting process.  

 

6.24 The second option referred to in paragraph 6.22 above is for Council to 

purchase land as a reserve. Notwithstanding the need for Council to consider 

submissions through the Annual Plan process, I do not consider this option to 

be efficient in the use of Council funds and consider it is unnecessary for 

enabling the development of land in a greenfield priority area. 

 

6.25 In my opinion, these non-regulatory approaches are consistent with the 

objectives described in paragraph 6.8 above, particularly Objective 3.3.3(e) in 

the Strategic Directions Chapter of maintaining and enhancing access to sites 

of cultural significance. These approaches would also minimise reliance on 

consenting, and minimise transaction costs, which is consistent with Objective 

3.2.2 in the Strategic Directions Chapter. The costs of the option of purchasing 

land and future maintenance would rest with Council, notwithstanding the 

ability to recover some of these costs through development contributions.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
14

  Figure 2 of Appendix A to letter from Eoghan O'Neil of Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd to Fiona Aston of Fiona Aston 

Consulting Ltd dated 28 March 2014, attached as Appendix C to submission of Radford Family on stage 1 of proposed 
Replacement District Plan.  

15
  Appendix B to submission of Radford Family on stage 1 of proposed Replacement District Plan. 
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6.26 A third option referred to in paragraph 6.22, is for the landowner and Runanga 

to work collaboratively with Council to achieve a suitable outcome that protects 

the values that remain (through covenant for example) and enables 

development around the springs, which remain in private ownership. However, 

this would require resources from all parties and is yet to be thoroughly 

explored.  

 

6.27 With regard to matters of discretion, clause (f) of 16.2.7.3.4 relates to the 

protection of natural flowpaths from springs. The Radford submission 

considers there to be issues with this matter of discretion including the 

difficulty of identifying natural flow paths, particularly on land which is of a 

generally flat contour. This is supported in a letter attached as Appendix C to 

the Radford Submission, which states “the majority of the springs were areas 

of wet ground where the groundwater has seeped to the surface, but did not 

have an identifiable flow path along the surface of the ground away from the 

spring location”. Furthermore, the protection of flow paths may impede the 

development of a significant area, potentially sterilising future use. Given these 

issues, I accept that this matter of discretion is not reasonable and propose 

amendments to it such that it is limited to consideration of existing natural flow 

paths. Other amendments to matters of discretion in 16.2.7.3.4 are also 

proposed to reduce duplication, and to achieve consistency with the stage 1 

proposal in avoiding the mixing of stormwater with natural spring water. 

  

6.28 The red-line version of the Industrial Proposal dated 4 November 2015 

reinstates rule 16.2.7.2.4 and matters of discretion in 16.2.7.3.4 reflecting my 

opinion that the proposed setbacks provide for the protection of springs, 

notwithstanding the risk that they can move. However, I consider there is merit 

in a different activity status for buildings in close proximity to a spring relative 

to a lesser non-compliance for buildings set back further and which may have 

a lesser effect. Amendments are therefore proposed to reflect that. An 

alternative of controlled activity status for any development within the setback 

from springs assumes effects can be adequately managed in all 

circumstances and there may be instances where an application should be 

declined.  

 

6.29 Notwithstanding this, a setback need not be the distance that buildings need to 

be from the spring head but can act as a trigger to enable further assessment 

of the effects that specific development can have on springs in this location.  
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7. SILENT FILE 

 

7.1 Paragraphs 39.11 to 39.17 of my EIC for the stage 1 Commercial-Industrial 

hearing considers the submissions on activity RD1 under rule 16.2.7.1.2. I 

concluded in my earlier evidence that further dialogue is appropriate with 

submitters to achieve a balance between ‘recognising and protecting sites of 

significance to Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua and enabling development’. In 

subsequent discussions with the submitters, Council agreed to the preparation 

of a Cultural Impact Assessment as described in paragraph 7.6 below. 

 

7.2 Since evidence was presented in stage 1, Council has proposed a policy 

framework and rules for silent files in Proposal 9 of the pRDP including 

Objective 9.3.1 and Policy 9.3.2.1, and Rules 9.3.3.2.4 (and matters of 

discretion in 9.3.5.8).  

 

7.3 A submission by Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (Ngāi Tahu)
16

 on Proposal 9 has 

sought the identification of ‘sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance’ and a 

package of objectives, policies and rules for these sites. In the context of the 

subject land, the full extent of the silent file (as defined in the IMP) is defined 

as a ‘site of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance’ (refer to section 5.2 of submission 

(page 7, Appendix 3). The relief of Ngāi Tahu has been opposed by a number 

of parties17 on the basis that the amendments sought are impractical and 

unreasonable, and inconsistent with the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA), including section 32, Order in Council and objectives in the Strategic 

Directions chapter of the pRDP.  

 

7.4 The Radford family18 have opposed Rule 9.3.3.2.4 in Proposal 9 as notified, 

seeking its deletion and the use of other methods outside the District Plan. 

Alternatively, they seek the use of standards for permitted activities or matters 

of control for controlled activities, including the use of accidental discovery 

protocols for earthworks and new buildings. The submitter gives a number of 

reasons for seeking this relief, including the view that the Council's proposal is 

"at the expense of facilitating long term growth, and reducing transaction costs, 

the primary objectives of the Replacement Plan (3.3.1 and 3.3.2)". This 

                                                                                                                                                              
16

  Nga runanga and Te Runanga, Stage 3 Submission #3722. 

17  Kirsty Inwood, #5069; Ray Wood #5070; Andrew Mackay #5071; Radford Family #5003; Five Blends Holdings Ltd and 
Foxton Properties Ltd #FS5074. 

18  Radford Family, #3622.1. 
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submission has been supported by a number of submitters,19 and opposed by 

Ngāi Tahu.20  The concern of Ngāi Tahu is the absence of control over silent 

file areas, or the inability to decline an application, therefore not enabling 

Council to discharge its duties under the RMA.  

 

7.5 There is an expectation by landowners that the land at North Belfast will be 

rezoned to enable development as a part of the current district plan review. 

This reflects the identification of this land in the LURP as a greenfield priority 

area to meet demand to 2028.  

 

7.6 Following the stage 1 hearing on the Industrial Proposal, it was agreed 

between the parties that a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) be prepared for 

the subject land to better understand the cultural values associated with the 

silent file area and to consider methods for managing effects on these values. 

Quotations were invited for the CIA on two occasions with one response on 

each occasion. Those who submitted quotes were not commissioned. In the 

absence of a CIA, information on the silent file and its values therefore 

remains limited. This is reflected in section 5.8 of the IMP, which states: 21 

 

"There are difficulties with using and translating the silent file mechanism 

in planning and policy, including the lack of specific information provided 

to external agencies on the nature of these sites, and discrepancies 

between planning documents as to the location and extent of silent file 

areas".  

 

7.7 While my evidence in stage 1 suggested that further discussions could 

consider the extent of the area defined, it is now my opinion that this would be 

inappropriate given the purpose of a silent file. A background report for the 

Belfast Area Plan22 states as follows: 

 

“These silent files identify the general location of waahi tapu or other 

sacred sites, without disclosing their precise location. Tau et al (1990) 

state that this is recognition of the fact that these sites have different 

scales of value…"  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
19  Kirsty Inwood, #5069; Ray Wood #5070; Andrew Mackay #5071; Five Blends Holdings Ltd and Foxton Properties Ltd 

#FS5074. 
20  Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu, #FS5059.99 and 100. 
21  Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013, page 170. 
22  Reference to background report for Belfast Area Plan. 
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“There are sites known to most Ngai Tahu and these are described with 

particularity. Other sites may be the waahi tapu of small groups – 

sometimes as small as an extended family. In these cases, the groups or 

families will make their own decisions as to what, if anything, should be 

revealed at the time when any development affecting that site is 

proposed”. 

 

7.8 This is reinforced in the IMP, which states under CL4.4 (page 170) that 

"(c) The Papatipu Runanga shall not be required to justify the nature and 

extent of cultural effects, or what an activity may be inconsistent with values in 

a Silent File area. Tangata whenua must be able to "say no" without revealing 

the location or status of a site".   It is clear that the purpose of a silent file is to 

not compromise the values associated with a silent file by disclosing its 

location, where practicable. Therefore, the suggestion made in earlier 

evidence to further consider the area defined would be inappropriate if there is 

a risk of the values and their location being identified.   

 

7.9 In the IMP, there is not specific information regarding the silent file in Belfast 

beyond defining its extent. However, it is noted that “The tributaries of the 

Waimakariri are all considered wāhi taonga, but the Kaiapoi, Ruataniwha, 

Pūharakekenui and Otukaikino are of particular cultural significance. These 

lowland streams are spring fed and have strong mahinga kai and wāhi tapu 

values.” 

 

7.10 As discussed above under the heading ‘Waipuna’, the presence of springs 

hold particular cultural significance and this could contribute to or be the 

values that form the basis of the silent file in the Belfast area.  

 

7.11 The Notice of Requirement (NOR) for the Northern Arterial designation sought 

by NZTA, stated that: 

 

 “The exact nature and location of the silent file area related to past Maori 

occupation is not known. Despite not knowing the exact nature or location 

of this site, it represents an actual risk of encountering culturally 

significant archaeological materials within the given location perimeter. 

Further consultation with iwi has failed to pin point its location.”23  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
23  http://files.ecan.govt.nz/public/nap/nzta/nap-nzta-application.pdf  at 7.1, p18. 
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7.12 Attached to the NOR was a CIA completed in September 2012. This was 

prepared by Mahaanui Kurataiao on behalf of Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga. In 

respect of impacts from earthworks undertaken within the silent file area, it 

was stated that “(These) can be addressed through cultural monitoring and the 

inclusion of an accidental discovery protocol”.24 Outcomes sought included 

having a Te Ngai Tuahuriri cultural monitor on site during earthworks in the 

silent file area. Section 7.5 of the same CIA reaffirms the need for cultural 

monitoring of works on the basis that use of an accidental discovery protocol is 

not sufficient.  

 

7.13 Having regard to the information above, the proposal to require consent for 

any future development in the ODP area is one of a number of alternatives.  

The proposal is evaluated on pages 76 and 77 of the section 32 report for the 

stage 1 Industrial Proposal. However the following discussion in my evidence  

provides an update to that evaluation.  

 

7.14 Alternatives to a requirement for consent for all development in the ODP area 

include:  

 

(a) Reliance on general provisions for all silent files in the Natural and 

Cultural heritage proposal (Requiring consent for new buildings and 

additions to buildings). This extends to include the relief sought by Te 

Runanga o Ngāi Tahu.  

(b) Reliance on subdivision rules to manage effects on cultural values. 

(c) A rule requiring that any development or land use change (including 

earthworks) in the ODP area is to be undertaken with a ‘cultural 

monitor’ to oversee works in conjunction with or alternatively the 

application of an accidental discovery protocol. 

(d) Reliance on the Archaeological authority process under the Heritage 

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 for Archaeological sites. 

(e) Application of non-regulatory methods including a collaborative 

approach between Runanga and landowners.  

 

7.15 I consider the proposed rule, RD1 under 16.2.7.1.2 and the first alternative 

listed above (reliance on general provisions in Proposal 9) is consistent with 

Objective 3.3.3(d) of the Strategic Directions chapter in recognising and 

providing for Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua’s connections and cultural values with 

                                                                                                                                                              
24  http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/haveyoursay/RMA92020038NZTANorthernArterialCulturalImpactAssessmentPart1.PDF 

at 7.1, p18. 
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the land, water and other taonga. It would also potentially retain and enable 

enhancements to access to sites of cultural significance (3.3.3 of Strategic 

Directions chapter). Provision for managing effects on a site of significance to 

Ngāi Tahu manawhenua is also consistent with Objective 3.3.9 (c). 

 

7.16 Notwithstanding this, the proposal and first alternative are not consistent with 

Objective 3.2.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter for the reasons conveyed in 

paragraph 6.18 of this evidence.  

 

7.17 The proposal and first alterative give effect to Policy 13.3.1 of chapter 13 

(Historic Heritage) to the CRPS which seeks: 

 

 "To recognise and provide for the protection of the historic and cultural 

heritage resource of the region from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development by: 

 

…(5) recognising that knowledge about some historic heritage may be 

culturally sensitive and support protection of those areas through the 

maintenance of silent files held by local authorities".  

 

7.18 The alternative of relying on Rule 9.3.2.2.4 of Proposal 9 for all silent files 

would provide for a consistent approach to how silent file areas are managed, 

and potential efficiencies for users of the plan. However, a tailored approach to 

the silent file at Belfast may be appropriate to recognise the specific values of 

the area, and the Runanga’s preferred method for engagement relative to 

other runanga. 

 

7.19 In relation to the general provisions for silent files, I understand that one option 

may be a certification process rather than a resource consent process for 

proposals within a silent file area. This may enable development to be certified 

by a representative for the Runanga without the need for resource consent 

from Council. However, this requires further consideration on how it could 

operate, who could certify that development is appropriate and the process for 

.establishing a certification process. Subject to addressing these matters, this 

option has merit. Until the option is fully explored, I have considered other 

options below. 
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7.20 The second alternative in paragraph 7.14 is to rely on activity RD14 in Rule 

8.2.2.2 of the redline version of the subdivision proposal filed on the 4
th
 

November.
25

 This would not enable the effects of development that proceeds 

or follows subdivision to be assessed. There is a risk with this option that that 

values associated with the silent file are adversely affected, which is not 

consistent in my opinion with Objective 3.3.3(d) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter.  

 

7.21 This option could be interpreted as consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the 

Strategic Directions chapter in minimising transaction costs and the number of 

development controls, while also reducing compliance costs. However, it 

would not address the potential effects of development on sites of significance 

to Ngai Tahu. The costs are therefore the potential loss of values and erosion 

of Ngai Tahu's identity with this land. On this basis I do not consider this option 

to be the most appropriate.  

 

7.22 The third alternative (clause (c)) in paragraph 7.14 would enable development 

to occur without resource consent in all circumstances, supporting an 

expedited recovery (Consistent with Objective 3.3.1 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter). It would also support Objective 1 (16.1.1) of the Industrial Proposal in 

supporting growth and recovery of the City’s industry in a greenfield area, and 

objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter to recoginise and provide for 

Ngai Tahu Manawhenua’s connections and cultural values with the land, water 

and other taonga (Objective 3.3.3(d)).  

 

7.23 The option of requiring a cultural monitor to oversee works and/or the adoption 

of an Accidental Discovery Protocol (clause (c) under paragraph 7.14) would 

provide certainty that development can proceed while enabling potential 

effects to be managed as development proceeds. However, such an approach 

may be perceived as reactive i.e. in response to what is identified as a part of 

earthworks or development and which may result in the loss of values (where 

discovery is not upon immediate discovery). It could also result in damage 

where particular features/sites of value are not immediately apparent when 

work commences.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
25

  Noting that matters of discretion include "The extent to which subdivision protects wahi tapu and wahi taonga, silent files 

[#1145.71] Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu] or mahinga kai from future development or works" 
(8.2.4.1(4)) 
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7.24 The transaction costs of a cultural monitor may be high and therefore not 

necessarily consistent with Objective 3.3.2 to minimise transaction costs. 

However, this option may prove more cost effective than other options outlined 

above in paragraph 7.14.  

 

7.25 The fourth alternative in paragraph 7.14 is reliance on processes under the 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, namely Archaeological 

Authority. This option would not in my opinion, 'recognise and provide for' the 

protection of historic heritage under section 7(f) of the Act and is therefore 

inconsistent with Objective 3.3.9 (c) of the Strategic Directions chapter, which 

anticipates that places, water/wai and areas that are historically important or of 

cultural importance to Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua are identified and appropriately 

managed.  

 

7.26 The Archaeological Authority process does not enable consideration of effects 

on post-1900 values, and is limited to activities that modify or destroy an 

archaeological site or cause it to be modified or destroyed. The District Plan 

can manage adverse effects arising from an activity that do not necessarily 

result in modification or destruction of an archaeological site.  

 

7.27 While there are benefits of this option including avoiding duplication of any 

overlap and therefore reduced compliance costs, it has significant costs 

including the potential for adverse effects on sites of significance to Ngāi Tahu. 

Having regard to this, I do not consider reliance on the Archaeological 

authority process to be appropriate.  

 

7.28 The fifth alternative in paragraph 7.14 of non-regulatory methods could involve 

a collaborative approach between landowners and the Runanga to reach 

consensus and work together on achieving an outcome that retains cultural 

values and enables development. However, this pre-supposes that 

landownership will not change and there will be an ongoing and established 

relationship between parties. It does not provide certainty in terms of the 

outcome and may not be consistent with objectives 3.3.3(d) and 3.3.9. 

 

7.29 On the basis of my assessment above, I consider regulatory intervention is 

necessary to maintain cultural values. However, a balance needs to be struck 

and, in my view, requiring consent as Restricted Discretionary for all new 

buildings or additions to buildings is not appropriate. For example, an 
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application for a building in a location previously consented for development 

should not need to go through a consent process, consistent with Objective 

3.2.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter. I have therefore proposed 

amendments to exempt a building on a site previously consented for 

development or a location previously developed. In my view this would better 

achieve Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter by 

‘minimising the number, extent and prescriptiveness of the races’ and 

therefore consent requirements. 

 

7.30 Following the mediation on 30
 
November, I have further considered potential 

amendments to both the rule and matters of discretion in 16.2.7.3.3. These 

provisions are addressed in the Evidence in chief of Ms Stevens’ for Te 

Runanga o Ngāi Tahu in stage 1, which suggests that the requirement for 

consent for new buildings or additions to buildings need not be necessary 

‘where a site has not previously been appropriately assessed as part of a 

Cultural Impact Assessment’. I consider there is a degree of uncertainty in the 

words proposed, raising questions of what is an ‘appropriate’ assessment, and 

what if any consideration needs to be given to the CIA if buildings are exempt 

from the rule (where a site has previously been assessed). Rather than an 

amendment to the rule as Ms Stevens proposes, I propose amendments to the 

matters of discretion to recognise that a CIA may not be appropriate in all 

circumstances. This provides flexibility while still enabling assessment on a 

case by case basis.  

 

7.31 Additional amendments are also proposed to clause (b) of 16.2.7.3.3 to 

recognise that the Runanga may not be satisfied in all cases but whose 

feedback has been considered and appropriately addressed in an application.  

.  

8. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

 

8.1 Other provisions deferred from stage 1 relate to the identification of locations 

for stormwater facilities and swales on the ODP and matters of discretion in 

16.2.7.3.1 (c) to (g) of the redline version filed 4 November 2015. 

 

8.2 Related to the identification of locations for stormwater facilities and swales on 

the ODP is the concern expressed by representatives for the Runanga with the 

mixing of waters and the impact on cultural values as a consequence of 
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contaminated stormwater discharging into waterways through the proposed 

Industrial Zone.26 

  

8.3 Swales were previously shown on the notified ODP to indicate the routes for 

conveyance of stormwater. However, paragraph 39.7 of my EIC for the 

Commercial-Industrial hearing in stage 1 states the identification of swales as 

a fixed element on the ODP is not appropriate and can be dealt with through 

the subdivision process.  

 

8.4 Notwithstanding my earlier evidence, Policy 6.3.3 in Chapter 6 of the CRPS 

lists ‘Land required for stormwater treatment, retention and drainage paths’ to 

the extent that it is relevant for inclusion on an ODP for a greenfield priority 

area. There is a requirement to give effect to this policy and it is therefore 

proposed that lines are marked on the ODP to indicate a general direction for 

stormwater flows to stormwater facilities. However, I remain of the position 

referred to above that the identification of swales on an ODP creates an 

expectation that the area’s development has been sufficiently examined to 

enable the alignment of swales to be shown to a suitable level of detail.  

 

8.5 I accept that the route that swales take can influence whether stormwater is 

treated before conveyance along waterways. However, in my opinion, this is 

addressed by the wording of a note below rule 16.2.3.6 of the Industrial 

Proposal which states: 27
 

 

"Stormwater treatment sites or treatment facilities should be separated 

from natural waterways with vegetated buffers to ensure stormwater is 

treated before it is discharged into natural waterways or natural 

wetlands". 

 

9. WATER AND MARGINS 

 

9.1 The Styx River or Pūharakekenui is regarded as having particular cultural 

significance (as documented in the IMP) and the manner in which effects on 

the river and riparian margins are managed should recognise and provide for 

                                                                                                                                                              
26  This matter was considered in the stage 1 Commercial-Industrial hearing. Through agreement with Te Runanga o Ngai 

Tahu, amendments were put forward in the closing legal submissions of the Industrial proposal including the addition of 
the following words in Note 2 below Rule 16.2.7.3.6: Stormwater treatment sites or treatment facilities should be separated 
from natural waterways with vegetated buffers to ensure stormwater is treated before it is discharged into natural 
waterways or natural wetlands. 

27  This matter was considered in the stage 1 Commercial-Industrial hearing. Through agreement with Te Runanga o Ngai 
Tahu, amendments were put forward in the closing legal submissions of the Industrial proposal including the wording in 
question. 
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the cultural as well as amenity and ecological values of this area, consistent 

with Objective 3.3.3 (d) of the Strategic Directions chapter. Waterway setbacks 

from waterbodies are being considered as part of the hearing on Proposal 6, at 

which time the provisions as notified in that proposal can be assessed. 

 

 

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

2 December 2015 



 

 
 

ATTACHMENT A 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF SPRINGS ON SITE VISIT 16 OCTOBER 2013 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

ATTACHMENT B 

 AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH OF AREA WITH GPS POINTS FOR SPRINGS IDENTIFIED ON SITE 

VISIT 16 OCTOBER 2013 

Blue dots represent the springs identified on site visit 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 
 

ATTACHMENT C: REVISED PROPOSAL 
 



 
 

1 
Council's revised proposal – 2 December 2015 

 

 

 

Grey text - Industrial Proposal (Proposal 16) attached to Closing Legal submissions 

on stage 2 of the proposed Replacement District Plan, dated 20th October 2015, unless 

otherwise stated. 

 
Black text - Provisions of Industrial Proposal (Proposal 16) dated 8th April 2015 

deferred to hearing of the Natural and Cultural Heritage chapter (Proposal 9) as 

referenced in Memorandum of Council dated 30 April 2015.  

 

Red text - Amendments proposed to redline version filed 4th November 2015 

 

 

16.2.7 Rules – Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) 

 
Rules 16.2.7.1 – 16.2.7.3 and the North Belfast Outline Development Plan (Appendix 

16.6.5) shall apply to the Industrial General Zone (North Belfast). 

 
16.2.7.1 Activity status tables – Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) 

 

16.2.7.1.1 Permitted activities 
 

The area of land within the Outline Development Plan boundary (Appendix 16.6.5) 
between Factory Road and Kaputone Stream is subject to the rules applicable to the 
Rural 3 zone or the Rural Urban Fringe zone (once operative) and 16.2.7.1.1 (P2) and 
16.2.7.1.4 (D1) set out below. It is not subject to any other provisions of 16.2.7.1 until 
such time as the deferral is uplifted. The deferral will be uplifted when the landowner 
advises the Council in writing that it proposes to cease undertaking rural activities and 
composting on the land, or at the latest, on 30 March 2026. From that date, the deferral 
shall be automatically uplifted and the provisions of the Industrial General Zone shall 
apply.  
 
 

Activity 

 

Activity specific standards 

P1 Any development permitted under 16.2.2.1 
Development shall comply with: 

a. All of the following Key 

Structuring Elements 

on the North Belfast 

Outline Development 

Plan (Appendix 16.6.5):  

i. Proposed 

Collector Road  

ii. Stormwater 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26332
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43112
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43112
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
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Facility Locations  

iii. Swales [Radford 

Family, #660, 

p13] 

b. Built Form Standards 

in Rule 16.2.7.2 and 

Activity Specific 

Standards set out in 

this table.  

Any development permitted under 16.2.2.1, subject to complying with: 

 

a. All of the following Key Structuring Elements on the North Belfast Outline 
Development Plan (Appendix 16.6.5) 
i. Proposed Collector Road 
ii. Kaputone Creek Esplanade Reserve 
iii. Stormwater Facility Locations  
iv. Swales  

P2  Within the area between Factory Road and 
Kaputone Stream on the Outline 
Development Plan (Appendix 16.6.5) only 
those activities permitted in the Rural 3 Zone 
or Rural Urban Fringe Zone (once operative) 
and the composting of materials authorised 
by resource consent from Environment 
Canterbury.  

This rule shall only apply until 
the landowner advises the 
Council in writing that it 
proposes to cease undertaking 
rural activities and composting 
on the land, or at the latest, on 
30 March 2026. From that date, 
the deferral shall be 
automatically uplifted and the 
provisions of the Industrial 
General Zone shall apply.  

 

P3 

Key Structuring Elements identified on the 
Outline Development Plan in Appendix 
16.6.5. 
 

 

a. Development is to be in 

accordance with the Key 

Structuring Elements on 

the ODP  

 

16.2.7.1.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

  

 Activity The Council's discretion 

shall be limited to the 

following matters: 

RD1 The erection of new buildings and additions to 

existing buildings in any part of the Outline 

Development Plan area defined in Appendix 

16.6.5. 

 

The following activities are exempt from 

a. Silent File- 16.2.7.3.3 

Comment [SM1]: Council position as 
at 3 November 2015. Submission 
referenced is a Stage 1 submission. 
 
The rule that the two clauses ((ii) and 
(iii)) form a part of reflects Council's 
position in the Stage 2 Industrial 
proposal dated 20 October 2015. Text 
of 8

th
 April 2015 version copied in italics 

below.  

Comment [SM2]: Rule in Revised 
Industrial proposal dated 8

th
 April 2015. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26333
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41539
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26575
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 Activity The Council's discretion 

shall be limited to the 

following matters: 

compliance with this rule - 

 

i. Any proposed building within a site 

previously consented for 

development, or 

ii. Any proposed building in a location 

that has been previously developed. 

 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this 

rule shall not be publicly notified. 

 

[Radford Family #660, p9] 

 

RD2 

Any proposed road access into the Outline 

Development Plan area (defined in Appendix 16. 

6.5 by 'ODP boundary') from Main North Road 

(State Highway 1), excluding the section of Main 

North Road north east of State Highway 1. 

 

Any application arising from non-compliance with 

this rule will not require written approvals and shall 

not be publicly or limited notified, except to the 

Road controlling authority. 

a. Additional road access 

- 16.2.7.3.2 

RD3 Any permitted activity that does not comply with 

one or more of the Built form standards in 16.2.7.2.  

 

Refer to relevant Built form standard for provisions 

regarding notification and written approval. 

 

 

a. Minimum Building 
Setback from Road 
Boundaries – 16.5.1.3 

b. Minimum Building 
setback from the 
boundary with a 
Residential Zone– 
16.5.1.4 

c. Landscaped Areas –  
16.5.1.7 
Outline development 
plan- 16.2.7.3.1 

RD4 Any development not complying with a Key 

Structuring Element on the Outline Development 

Plan in 16.6.5. 

 

Any application for this activity shall not be publicly 

notified. 

 

a. Outline Development 
Plan 16.2.7.3.1 
  

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41539
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41690
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26353
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26493
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26497
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26497
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26352
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16.2.7.1.3 Discretionary activities 

 
The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

 

 Activity 

D1  Within the area between Factory Road and Kaputone Stream on the Outline 
Development Plan (Appendix 16.6.5), any activity not otherwise permitted in the 
Rural 3 Zone or Rural Urban Fringe Zone (once operative) and not the composting 
of materials authorised by resource consent from Environment Canterbury. This 
rule will cease to apply when the landowner advises the Council in writing that it 
proposes to cease undertaking rural activities on the land, or at the latest, on 30 
March 2026. From that date, the deferral shall be automatically uplifted and the 
provisions of the Industrial General Zone shall apply. 

 
 

16.2.7.1.4 Non-complying Activities 

 
The activities listed below are Non-Complying activities. 

 

 Activity 

NC1 Any activity which results in the daily average sewage flow from a site 

exceeding 0.09L/s/ha. 

NC2 Any site access directly onto Main North Road, or the Northern Arterial. 

 

16.2.7.2 Built form standards – Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) 

 

16.2.7.2.1 Minimum building setback from road boundaries 

 

 Applicable to Permitted Restricted 

discretionary 

Matters of discretion 

a. Northern 

Arterial 

designation  

10 metres Less than  10 

metres 

Minimum Building Setback 

from Road Boundaries – 

16.5.1.3 

 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be publicly or limited notified. 

 
 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41480
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26493


 
 

5 
Council's revised proposal – 2 December 2015 

16.2.7.2.2 Minimum building setback from the boundary with a residential 

zone, Belfast cemetery and an esplanade reserve or strip 

 

 Applicable to Permitte

d 

Restricted 

discretiona

ry  

Matters of 

discretion 

a.  Boundary with 'Belfast cemetery' or 

'Future area for Cemetery 

purposes' as defined on the Outline 

Development Plan in Appendix 

16.6.5.i.  

6 metres Less than 6 

metres 
Minimum 

Building 

setback from 

the boundary 

with a 

Residential 

Zone– 16.5.1.4 
b. Boundaries with an esplanade 

reserve or strip 

3 metres Less than 3 

metres 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be publicly or limited notified. 

  
16.2.7.2.3 Landscaped areas 

 

 Applicable to Permitted Restricted 

discretionary  

Matters of 

discretion 

a. Sites adjoining 

'Belfast 

cemetery' and 

'Future area 

for cemetery 

purposes' as 

defined on the 

Outline 

Development 

Plan in 

Appendix 

16.6.5i, or a 

Residential 

zone 

a. Sites adjoining 'Belfast 

cemetery' or 'Future 

area for cemetery 

purposes' as defined 

on the Outline 

Development Plan in 

Appendix 16.6.5i, or a 

Residential zone shall 

have a Landscaping 

Strip with a minimum 

width of 3 metres 

along that boundary 

with the 'Belfast 

cemetery', 'Future 

area for cemetery 

purposes' and 

Residential zone. 

b. All landscaping/trees 

required under (a) 

shall be in accordance 

with the provisions in 

Non-

compliance 

with Permitted 

Activity 

Standard 

Landscaped 

Areas –  

16.5.1.7 

Outline 

development 

plan- 

16.2.7.3.1 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41511
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41488
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41488
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41511
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41614
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26497
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26497
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26352
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 Applicable to Permitted Restricted 

discretionary  

Matters of 

discretion 

Appendix 16.6.1.  

c. The requirements of 

clause (a) shall be 

completed  

as a condition of 

subdivision consent, or 

if there is no 

subdivision required, 

in conjunction with 

development in the 

locations that clause 

(a) relates to as a 

permitted activity 

standard. 

b. Setback from 

the outer edge 

of Esplanade 

Reserves  

a. Any site that adjoins 

an Esplanade Reserve 

shall have a 

Landscaping Strip with 

a minimum width of 3 

metres along the 

allotment boundary 

with the Esplanade 

Reserve. 

b. All landscaping / trees 

required under (a) 

shall be in accordance 

with the provisions in 

Appendix 16.6.1.  

c. The requirements of 

clause (a) shall be 

completed  

as a condition of 

subdivision consent, or 

if there is no 

subdivision required, 

in conjunction with 

development in the 

locations that clause 

(a) relates to as a 

permitted activity 

standard. 

 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25343
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41721
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41490
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41511
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=42432
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25343
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
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Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be publicly or limited notified. 

 

16.2.7.2.4 Minimum building setback from springs 

 

 Permitted Controlled Restricted 

discretionary  

Matters of 

Control/ 

discretion 

a. Buildings located 

more than 20 metres 

from any spring 

within the area 

defined on the 

Outline Development 

Plan by 'North Belfast 

Outline Development 

Plan Boundary' in 

Appendix 16.7.5.ii  

Buildings 

located 10 to 20 

metres from a 

spring within 

the area defined 

on the Outline 

Development 

Plan as 'North 

Belfast Outline 

Development 

Plan Boundary' 

in Appendix 

16.7.5.ii. 

Buildings located 

Less than 2010 

metres from any 

spring within the 

area defined on 

the Outline 

Development Plan 

as 'North Belfast 

Outline 

Development Plan 

Boundary' in 

Appendix 16.7.5.ii 

Springs – 

16.2.7.3.4 

[Radford Family #660, p10] 
 

16.2.7.3 Matters of control/ discretion – Industrial General Zone (North 

Belfast)  

 

16.2.7.3.1 Outline development plan 

 

a. The extent to which development is in accordance with the Outline Development 

Plan.  

b. The extent to which the location of vehicular access points, the design of the 

transport network (including road alignment and intersection design within the 

Outline Development Plan area and connections with the wider network) and the 

associated vehicle movements (including the type and volume of vehicles) may 

individually or cumulatively impact on residential amenity values and the safety and 

efficiency of the transport network including the main north line railway corridor. 

c. The extent to which adequate landscaping and planting areas are provided and 

designed to maintain or enhance the visual amenity and ecological values of the 

margins of the Kaputone Stream.  

d. The extent to which landscaping of the Kaputone Stream margins can contribute to 

the enhancement of Ngāi Tahu/manawhenua freshwater values  

Comment [SM3]: Council position as 
at 3 November 2015 to retain rule as 
notified.  
Council version of proposal dated 8

th
 

April 2015 recommended deletion of 
the rule arising from a stage 1 
submission by Radford Family (#660), 
which is superseded by current position 
to retain it. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=25351
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/document/EditText.aspx?HID=25351
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26357
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41690
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41768
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41496
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41614
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41614
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43362
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e. The degree to which stormwater retention basins and swales are located so as to 

provide an effective buffer between activities, and to avoid adverse effects on the 

rail corridor. 

f. The extent to which stormwater areas and open space areas are co-located so as 

to maximise recreational and amenity opportunities.  

g. The extent to which stormwater is separated from springs to protect Ngai Tahu/ 

Manawhenua values. 

 

16.2.7.3.2 Additional access 

 

a. The effect of any additional access points on the safety and efficiency of the 

adjoining road network and on connectivity with adjoining properties, having regard 

to:  

a. the level and type of traffic using the proposed access point;  

b. the location and design of the proposed access point;  

c. the adequacy of existing access points; 

d. the nature and extent of consultation with adjoining landowners; and 

e. the extent to which the access point and its associated access road enables 

comprehensive development of the wider ODP area by a legal mechanism 

and other appropriate method.  

 

16.2.7.3.3 Silent File 

 

a. Whether a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) has been undertaken or previously 

completed that demonstrates that a development will not adversely 

affectadverse effects of development on Wāhi Tapu me Wahi Taonga can be 

avoided, remedied or mitigated. [Radford family #660, p14] 

b. The extent to which the Runanga have been consulted on the proposal and 

whether their feedback has been considered in managing the effects of 

developmentare satisfied that any effects on Wāhi Tapu me Wahi Taonga are 

mitigated. [Radford family #660, p14] 

c. Whether a protocol has been agreed with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga for any 

buildings in the silent file area. [Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu #1145, p58] 

 

 

 

16.2.7.3.4 Springs 

 

a. The extent to which springs within the Outline Development Plan area are 

protected, maintained and enhanced with a suitable buffer. 

b. The degree to which springs in the Outline Development Plan area are affected by 

development and any measures proposed to mitigate the effects. 

c. The effects on ecological, cultural and amenity values associated with the springs. 

d. The extent to which development is consistent with the Mahaanui Iwi 

Management Plan. [Radford family #660, p10] 

e. The extent to which enhancements address any adverse effects on the 

springs. [Radford family #660, p10] 

Comment [SM4]: Clauses (c) to (g) 
reflect clauses (d) to (h) of the Industrial 
proposal dated 8

th
 April 2015, 

renumbered to reflect their location in 
Industrial proposal dated 20

th
 October 

2015 
 
Text with strikethrough is Council 
position as at 3

rd
 November 2015 and 

reflects Council position of 8
th
 April 

2015. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41690
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41771
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43364
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41771
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43364
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41646
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41496
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
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f. The extent to which the natural flowpath of water from the spring head can be 

protected through development and the degree to which anyWhether 

development proposed management of the flowpath has regard to the any 

existing natural flowpath of water from the spring in its design [Radford family 

#660, p11], and whether any proposed stormwater facilities avoid stormwater 

entering the springs. [Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu #1145, p59] 

 

 
 

  

Comment [SM5]: Council position as 
at 3 November 2015 to retain rule as 
notified.  
Council version of proposal dated 8

th
 

April 2015 recommended deletion of 
the rule arising from a stage 1 
submission by Radford Family (#660), 
which is superseded by current position 
to retain it. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43149
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Appendix 16.6.5(i) 
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Appendix 16.6.5(ii) 
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Appendix 16.6.5(iii) 

 

 



 

 
 

ATTACHMENT D: ACCEPT / REJECT TABLE 



 

 

Accept Reject Table of submission points on provisions deferred from Stage 1 Industrial Hearing  
 

Submitt
er No. 

Last Name Submissio
n point 
number 

Support 
Oppose 

Category Submission Summary Recommendation 

819 Foxton 
Properties 
Limited 

819.2 Support 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) 

Rule 16.2.7.1 - retain  Accept in part 
 

819 Foxton 
Properties 
Limited 

819.5 Support 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.1-Permitted activities 

Rule 16.2.7.1.1 - retain  Accept in part 
 
 

660 Radford Family 660.7 Oppose 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.1-Permitted activities 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.1.1 Permitted activities as follows- 

The activities listed below are Permitted Activities in 
the Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) if they 
comply with both a and b below: 

All the following Key Structuring Elements on the 
North Belfast Outline Development Plan (Appendix 
16.7.5): 

Proposed Collector Road 

Kaputone Creek Eslanade Reserve 

Accept in part 
 



 

 

Stormwater Facility Locations 

Swales  

Compliance with a Key Structuring Element listed 
above and as shown on the are generally in 
accordance with the North Belfast Outline 
Development Plan in Appendix A 16.7.5. is not 
required is a resource consent (subdivision and/or 
land use) provides for the same non compliance with 
the Key Structural Element on the land proposed for 
activity) 

?1283.15 

660 Radford Family 660.9 Oppose 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.3-Restricted 
discretionary activities 

Delete Rule 16.2.7.1.3 RD1 (the erection of new 
buildings and additions to existing buildings in any part 
of the Outline Development Plan area defined in 
Appendix 16.7.5) 1285.16 

 Reject 
 

660 Radford Family 660.11 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone 

Specify that all restricted discretionary subdivision and 
other rules in the General Industrial Zone (North East 
Belfast) and other individual zones as appropriate shall 
be non-notified and not require affected party 
approvals. 

 Reject 
 

660 Radford Family 660.12 Oppose 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.2-
Built form standards- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 

Delete Rule 16.2.7.2.4.  Reject 
 



 

 

16.2.7.2.4-Minimum building 
setback from springs 

1193 Styx Living 
Laboratory 
Trust 

1193.12 Support 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.2-
Built form standards- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.2.4-Minimum building 
setback from springs 

Retain 

 FS 1359.168 

 Accept in part 
 

1081 880 Main 
North Road 
Limited 

1081.16 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.3-Restricted 
discretionary activities 

Delete rule 16.2.7.1.3 RD1 

FS 1345 

FS 1449.219 

 Reject 
 

660 Radford Family 660.13 Oppose 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.4-Springs 

Delete Rule 16.2.7.3.4  Accept in part 
 

660 Radford Family 660.14 Oppose 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.5-Silent File 

Delete Rule 16.2.7.3.5 Silent File 
1285.17 

 Reject 
 

1145 Mahaanui 1145.177 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2- Amend the following provisions by adding the word  Reject 



 

 

Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.4-Springs 

shown in bold italics. 

 16.2.7.3.4 Springs 
 
b. The degree to which springs in the Outline 
Development Plan area are affected by earthworks or 
development and any measures proposed to mitigate 
the effects. 

 FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

 

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.184 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.1-Outline development 
plan 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.3 Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) by adding thewords 
shown in bold italics: 

16.2.7.3.1 Outline development plan 
e. The extent to which landscaping of the Kaputone 
Stream margins can contribute to the 
enhancement of Ngai Tahu/manawhenua freshwater 
cultural values. 

 FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 

 Reject 
 
 



 

 

FS 1451 

  

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.199 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.3-Restricted 
discretionary activities 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.1.3 to provide that any 
subdivision, earthworks or erecting any building in the 
Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) shall be 
a discretionary activity provided the following 
conditions are met: 

 1. A cultural impact assessment has been undertaken 
including the correct identification of the silent file 
location; and 

 2. A geohydrology assessment has been undertaken 
identifying all springs and natural wetlands on the site. 

 3. The subdivision, use or development of the site 
proceeds in accordance with a site development plan 
which shall provide for all of the following: 
– The protection of clusters of springheads as natural 
wetland and spring areas; 
- The protection of any other springs from drainage or 
contamination 
- A stormwater plan that provides for land retention 
and treatment of stormwater before discharging into 
any natural wetlands, streams or spring areas on the 
site; 
- Agreed protocols with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga for 
any earthworks or land use within the silent file area; 
- The design, siting and location of buildings, signage, 
outdoor storage and hardstanding areas; 
- Planting and landscaping using species indigenous to 
the area; and 

 Accept in part 
 



 

 

- The provision of ecological corridors and links over 
the site and to Otukaikino Reserve. 

 Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga shall be considered an 
affected party in relation to the site development plan. 

 FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.200 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.4-Discretionary 
activities 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.1.4 to provide that any 
subdivision, earthworks or erecting any building in the 
Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) shall be 
a discretionary activity provided the following 
conditions are met: 

 1. A cultural impact assessment has been undertaken 
including the correct identification of the silent file 
location; and 

 2. A geohydrology assessment has been undertaken 
identifying all springs and natural wetlands on the site. 

 3. The subdivision, use or development of the site 
proceeds in accordance with a sitedevelopment plan 
which shall provide for all of the following: 
– The protection of clusters of springheads as natural 
wetland and spring areas; 
- The protection of any other springs from drainage or 
contamination 

Accept in part 
 



 

 

- A stormwater plan that provides for land retention 
and treatment of stormwater before discharging into 
any natural wetlands, streams or spring areas on the 
site; 
- Agreed protocols with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga for 
any earthworks or land use within the silent file area; 
- The design, siting and location of buildings, signage, 
outdoor storage and hardstanding areas; 
- Planting and landscaping using species indigenous to 
the area; and 
- The provision of ecological corridors and links over 
the site and to Otukaikino Reserve. 

Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga shall be considered an 
affected party in relation to the site development plan. 

FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.201 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.5-Non-complying 
activities 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.1.5. to provide that any subdivision 
of land, earthworks or erecting any building in the 
Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) which does not 
comply with amended Rule 16.2.7.1.4 shall be a non-
complying activity. 

[Refer to submission 1145.200 for amended Rule 
16.2.7.1.4] 

FS 1345 

 Reject 
 



 

 

FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.202 Neutral 16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) 

Amend Rule 16.2.7.3 Matters of discretion – Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) by adding a clause which 
reads: 

 “In assessing a resource consent for the development 
of the Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) under 
Rule 16.2.7.1.4 the Council shall consider but not be 
limited to the following matters. 

 FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

 Reject 
 

1145 Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Ltd 
and Te 
Runanga O 
Ngai Tahu 

1145.203   16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.1-Outline development 
plan 

Amend 16.2.7.3 Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) by adding the following 
words in bold italics: 

16.2.7.3.1 Outline development plan 

g. The extent to which stormwater areas are 
separated from  waterbodies to protect 
Ngai Tahu/manawhenua values whilst being co-
located with and open space areas are co-located so 
as to maximise recreational and amenity 

 Reject 
 



 

 

opportunities. 

 FS 1345 
FS 1344 
FS 1353.2 
FS 1389 
FS 1422 
FS 1449 
FS 1451 

495 Canterbury 
Earthquake 
Recovery 
Authority 
(CERA) 

495.958   16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) 

SUPPORT 

Retain 16.2.7 Rules - Industrial General Zone as 
notified 

FS 1420, 1294.46, 1448.36, 1283.4 

 Accept in part 

495 Canterbury 
Earthquake 
Recovery 
Authority 
(CERA) 

495.959   16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.1-
Activity status tables- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.1.1-Permitted activities 

SUPPORT 

Retain 16.2.7.1.1(a) Permitted Activities as notified. 

FS 1420, 1294.46 

 Accept in part 

897 KiwiRail 897.83   16-Chapter 16 Industrial > 16.2-
Rules - Industrial General Zone > 
16.2.7-Rules - Industrial General 
Zone (North Belfast) > 16.2.7.3-
Matters of discretion- Industrial 
General Zone (North Belfast) > 
16.2.7.3.1-Outline development 
plan 

AMEND 

f. The degree to which stormwater retention basins 
and swales are located so as to provide an effective 
buffer between activities, and to avoid adverse 
effects on the rail corridor, to the satisfaction of 
KiwiRail. 

 Accept in part 
 

 


