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Mediation Report: Central City (Stage 3) – Monday 7 December 2015 

 
To: Independent Hearings Panel – Christchurch Replacement Plan 

 
From:  John Mills, Environment Commissioner – Mediator 

 
This is a record of mediation outcome held for this topic. It is prepared in accordance with Clause 
10(4)) of Schedule 3 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014. 
 
This report covers mediation sessions on the following Stage 3 Central City Proposal topics: 
 
(i) Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 (Issue 1a) 
(ii)  Objectives and Policies for Business and Mixed Use Zones (incl . Objective 13.1.1 of 

Chapter 13)  
(iii) Provision made for activities/greater scale of activity otherwise not provided for in the 

Mixed Use, South Frame and Local Zones (Issues 1k, 1i, 1h but excluding 1(h)(iii), (v) and 
(vi)  

(iv) Urban Design and Built form Standards (Issue 1n, 1p, 1q) and policy recognition of 
function, operational requirements (Issue 1o) 

(v) Recognition of Ngai Tahu Values  
(vi) Recognition and provision for motor servicing facilities/car sales yards in mixed use/south 

Frame and managing reverse sensitivity effects (Issue 1d, 1(h)(iii), (v) and (vi), and 1(j))  
(vi) Managing night time activities and their location  
(vii) Site Specific Matters – Policy Recognition of values associated with Cathedrals  
(viii) Site Specific matters – various  
(ix) Specific Purpose (Hospitals) Zone – Objectives and Policies (Issues 3(o), 3 (p).  
(x) Transport – Objectives and Policies (Issue 4a(x)1), Car Parking (Issue 4a(i) and (ii)); 

Cycle Parking (Issue 4a(iii)); High Trip Generators (Issue 4a(viii), (ix), x(2)); Reference to 
inner core streets in the maximum number of vehicle crossing rule ( Issue 4(x)5))  

 
This Mediation Report identifies the matters that were not agreed between the parties and 
will therefore be led in evidence before the Panel.  Provisions agreed are  generally noted 
and will be included within the revised proposals to be attached to the evidence of the 
Council witnesses.  
   

Summary of Matters the Panel will be required to determine as identified at the Mediation:  
- Whether Rule 15.1.6.3 should be deleted on the basis it conflicts with 15.1.6.2;  
- Matters relating to Building Height (Carter Group submission)  
- The appropriateness of the floor area restriction on commercial activities in the 

Mixed use zone. 
- Whether 56 – 72 Salisbury Street should be rezoned residential   
- The wording of Policy 13.8.5.1.1.2(iv) as sought by CDHB in relation to potential 

effects on sites adjoining Christchurch Hospital  
- The activity status for car parking activities in the Central City.  
- Requirements for cycle parking in the Central City, and whether there should be a 

distinction between requirements for retail activities and office activities.   

 
 
Session 1 - Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 (Issue 1a); and Objectives and Policies for 

Business and Mixed Use Zones (incl. Objective 13.1.1 of Chapter 13)   

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Jo Appleyard and Matt Bonis (#3459; Pacific 

Park); Jeremy Phillips (#3605, Carter Group); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self) and 
#3611, Victoria Residents Association); Marjorie Manthei (#3611 Victoria 
Neighbourhood Association and #3208, Gracefield Ave Residents); Tanya Stevens 
(#3722, Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu); Jane Whyte, Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree 
(#3721, Crown) 

 
The parties discussed the changes to the provisions included in the Council’s Red Line version, 
particularly Rule 15.1.6.3. Carter Group sought the deletion of 15.1.6.3 (a)(ii) on the basis that it 
conflicted with 15.1.6.2 which seeks to enable taller buildings.   
 
The parties could not agree on this matter and it will be a matter to be directed to the Panel. 
Jeremy Phillips also noted that other matters relating to building heights in the Cater Group 
Submission will be left to the Panel.  



2 
 

 

A matter also discussed was the overlap between 15.1.6.3(a)(viii) and 15.1.6.5 (a)(ii), which was 
acknowledged by Council. 
 

Pacific Park want an explicit policy recognition in Objective 15.1.5 that the late night sale of liquor 
is encouraged in the precincts.  It was acknowledged that the rules around this would be 
addressed in Chapter 6, but the Policy recognition should be included now as a placeho lder.  The 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association noted that there is more to the precincts than late night 
drinking, and that they agreed with the CDHB submission that this would encourage late night 
drinking.  Noise effects were not the only effect of concern.  
 
The parties agreed to the policy reference, noting that the rules would be addressed in Chapter 6, 
and that he matter may need to be revisited once Chapter 6 was completed.  
 
 
Session 2 – Provision made for activities/greater scale of activity otherwise not provided for 

in the Mixed Use, South Frame and Local Zones (Issues 1k, 1i, 1h but excluding 
1(h)(iii), (v) and (vi) 

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Julie Comfort and Mike Newcombe (#3638, 

Otautahi Education Development Trust); Jane Whyte, Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree 
(#3721, Crown) 

 
The Otautahi Education Development Trust sought the removal of the 450m 2 limitation on 
commercial and office developments in the CC Mixed Use Zone, on the basis that it does not 
provide sufficient flexibility, and is not justified.  The Council’s view is that this is a strategic issue, 
as the plan is trying to avoid the dispersal of commercial activities outside the Business Zone.   
The Crown held a similar view, and the parties did not agree on this provision. The matter will 
therefore be led in evidence before the Panel .    

 
 
Session 3 – Urban Design and Built form Standards (Issue 1n, 1p, 1q) and policy recognition 

of function, operational requirements (Issue 1o)  
 

Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Hugh Nicholson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Jeremy Phillips (#3605, 
Carter Group); Marjorie Manthei (#3611, Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Jane 
Whyte, Ken Gimblett, and Mel Rountree (#3721, Crown) 

 
The parties discussed the potential for a certification process for Urban Design.  Council indicated 
that it had issues with Certification, but noted that if the Panel enabled a certification approach 
following the Stage 1 decisions it would revisit the matter.  
 
The parties all agreed there was merit in bringing urban designers on board early in the process, 
but acknowledged there were issues around such as costs and certification, particularly as urban 
design assessments are qualitative rather than quantitative, and the lack of an overarching body 
similar to the NZPI.  
 
The parties discussed the focus on developments vis ible from public places, and the focus on the 
interface with publicly owned open space.  The intention was understood but there was some 
uncertainty, such as a building visible down a public lane but with no interface, as the rule is 
triggered by visibility.  
 
Other changes sought by the Carter Group relating to the Central City were not agreed and 
will be led in evidence before the panel.  
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Session 4 – Recognition of Ngai Tahu Values (Issue 1(l)) 
 

Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Hugh Nicholson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Jeremy Phillips (#3605, 
Carter Group); Tanya Stevens (#3722, Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu); Jane Whyte, Ken 
Gimblett, Rachel Eaton and Mel Rountree (#3721, Crown) 

 
Changes proposed to Policies 13.2.1.1.3 and 13.4.1.2.1, and the Matters of Discretion for Urban 
Design in the CC business Zone and South Frame were tabled.  Minor changes to the wording 
were agreed to identify that the Ngai Tahu narrative and Ngai Tahu values were different.   
 
The parties also agreed that the changes to the Matters of discretion were necessary, and that 
part 'x2' of the amendments tabled by Council could be deleted as it was difficult to require 
consultation and subsequent agreement in a rule. The parties agreed that consultation was implicit 
in part x1.  The parties also agreed that the Matters should refer to ‘low impact design’ as that was 
consistent with Stage 1, and that cultural values could be listed provided the list was not definitive.     
 
 
Session 5 – Recognition and provision for motor servicing facilities/car sales yards in 

mixed use/south Frame and managing reverse sensitivity effects (Issue 1d, 
1(h)(iii), (v) and (vi), and 1(j))  

 

 
No submitters attended this session.   
 
 
Session 6 – Managing Night time Activities and their location (Issue 1(f)  
 

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Scott Blair and Mark Leslie (CCC); Jo Appleyard and Matt Bonis 

(#3459; Pacific Park); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self) and #3611, Victoria Residents 
Association); Marjorie Manthei (#3611, Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Jane 
Murray (#3696, CDHB); Cameron Gubb (#3685, Papanui Road Ltd);  Jane Whyte, 
Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree (#3721, Crown) 

 
It was noted that Council agreed to include reference to late night liquor sales in Ob jective 15.1.5, 
and the parties agreed that discussions around the rules for the sale of liquor were parked until 
Chapter 6, as that is where they would now sit.  
 
Papanui Properties indicated they would still seek the inclusion of the Carlton Hotel within  the 
Entertainment and Hospitality precinct and within the CC Business Zone given the strong 
‘bookend’ relationship the Carlton had with other activities in Victoria Street.  The Council does not 
agree to extend the zone over Bealey Avenue as it provides a strong physical boundary for the 
Zone.  If the edge is less defined then there is nothing to distinguish it from other activities.  
Papanui Properties indicated that it is part of the Victoria Street Accord, an agreement between 
participants regarding patron safety and other matters. The Victoria Neighbourhood Association 
opposes extending the precinct or zoning given the issues already in the area.   
 
The parties could not agree on the inclusion of the Carlton Hotel in the precinct, and the matter 
will be directed to the Panel to consider, including the merits argument about the role the Carlton 
plays for the rest of the activities in the precinct.  
 
Session 7– Site Specific Matters – Policy matters associated with Cathedrals (Issue 1(m))  

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Jo Appleyard and Bob Nixon (#3692, The 

Roman Catholic Bishop); Bob Nixon, Jeremy Johnson and Kirstie Wyss (#3610, 
Church Property Trustees); Jane Whyte, Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree (#3721, 
Crown) 

 
The Church Property Trustees and the Catholic Diocese seek the insertion of policy to recognise 
the importance of the Anglican and Catholic Cathedrals. Council remains concerned about 
recognising some sites given the importance of others. The Cathedrals are part of larger areas. It 
was noted that the Council had taken a similar approach with strategic infrastructure, where some 
items were excluded.  
 
All agreed that having the cathedral sites subject to the Business Zone rules were not acceptable.  
The Council undertook to look into the matter more and continue discussions with the submitter 
outside the mediation process.  
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Session 8 - Site Specific Zonings:  
 
61 Peterborough Street and 357 – 361 Durham Street ; 367  - 373 Durham Street and 56 – 72 
Salisbury Street (#3291, Christchurch Casinos Ltd) 
 

Attendees: Mark Stevenson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Marjorie Manthei (#3611, 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self), #3611 Victoria 
Neighbourhood Association), Jane Whyte, Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree (#3721, 
Crown); Kelly Andrew and Tim Bergin (#3291, Christchurch Casinos Ltd)  

 
These sites are owned by Christchurch Casinos Ltd. Council indicated there is merit in rezoning 
the site on the corner of Peterborough and Durham Street as this provides a defined edge to the 
Business Zone.  
 
Council is opposed to rezoning the block fronting Salisbury Street as it is currently (and 
historically) part residential. The concern is for the loss of residential capacity, and t he rezoning 
would extend the amount of commercial activity beyond the CCRP provisions.  The Victoria 
Residents Association is also concerned at the loss of residential amenity and potential residential 
uptake,  
 
The parties did not agree on this rezoning and the matter will be directed to the panel.  
 
303, 307Madras St, 205 – 207 Kilmore St and 202 Peterborough Street (#3678, NZ Institute of 
Management) 

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Marjorie Manthei (#3611, 

Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self), #3611 Victoria 
Neighbourhood Association); Jane Whyte, Ken Gimblett and Mel Rountree (#3721, 
Crown); Julie Hands and Darryl Millar (#3678, NZIM). 

 
NZIM indicated they were no longer seeking rezoning of the Peterborough Street site, and were 
only seeking mixed use zoning of the Madras Street and Kilmore Street properties to enable them 
to continue to operate from the sites.  Council indicated it was currently modelling residential 
yields and subject to the results, would support the Mixed Use rezoning sought by the submitter.  
Council will confirm its position to the submitter on the modelling has been completed.  
 
47 – 49 Salisbury Street (#3644, Trophy Victoria Ltd) 

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Scott Blair and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Marjorie Manthei 

(#3611, Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self), #3611 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Julie Comfort (#3644, Trophy Victoria Ltd) 

 
Trophy Victoria Ltd seeks the rezoning of the site from Central City Residential to Central City 
Business.  Council is supportive of the rezoning request.  Following discussions with the Victoria 
Neighbourhood Association the submitter confirmed they would retain an 11m height limit over the 
site, and would agree to the site being excluded from the entertainment precinct.  On this basis, 
the Victoria Neighbourhood Association indicated they would not oppose the rezoning.  
 
401 Madras Street (#3520, Pegasus Health (Charitable) Ltd) 
 

Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Scott Blair and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Marjorie Manthei 
(#3611, Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self), #3611 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Sam Flewellen (#3520, Pegasus Health 
(Charitable) Ltd) 

 
Council and the submitter have reached an agreement to rezone a part of the site as Mixed Use, 
and the agreed relief has been included in a Memorandum. The submitter was present to record 
the agreement. 
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4 – 6 Dublin Street (#3023, Commercial Freehold Ltd) 

 
Attendees: Mark Stevenson, Scott Blair and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Marjorie Manthei 

(#3611, Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Robert Manthei (#3230 (Self), #3611 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association); Sean Gardiner, Ernest Duval and Matt 
McLachlan (#3023, Commercial Freeholds Ltd) 

 
Commercial Freeholders Ltd seek a change in the zone boundary between 4- 6 Dublin Street. At 
present, the zone boundary aligns with the property boundary on the north side. The existing 
building is built over the cadastral boundary, and the submitter wishes to have this portion 
included within the Business Zone.   The submitter also indicated a desire to extend the zone 
boundary out by another 1.5 metres or thereabouts to provide for fire separations etc.  The Council 
indicated that provided there was a boundary adjustment to enable the portion of the building to be 
on the same site as the remainder of the building, it would accept the relief sought. However, there 
may be a scope issue with a further 1.5 metre extension, as that may not fall within the relief 
sought in the submission. Council is to review the submission and advise as to whether there is 
scope.  
 
 
Sessions 9 –13:  Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone Objectives and Policies  
 

Attendees: Scott Blair, Ed Jolly and Mark Leslie (CCC); Dave Kelly and Robert Manthei (#3611, 
Victoria Neighbourhood Association),  Jeremy Phillips (#3605, Carter Group); 
Marjorie Manthei (#3208, Gracefield Avenue Residents), Jane Murray, Brad Cabell 
and Andrew Willis (#3696, CDHB), Claire Kelly (#3721, Crown/MoH); Jane Whyte and 
Mel Rountree (#3721, Crown) 

 
 
CDHB’s submission related to three sites, being:  
 

 Christchurch Women’s Hospital 

 Lyndhurst Hospital (to be renamed Montreal House); and 

 Christchurch Hospital. 
 
The first matter discussed related to the interface between the former Christchurch Womens’ 
Hospital and the residential area. Ed Jolly presented a set of diagrams showing various options 
from stepped height controls to recession planes.  Following discussion, the Victoria 
Neighbourhood Association agreed to retain the setback as notified, and to the residential 
recession plane on the southern boundary of the site as this was considered the best option to 
provide the greatest protection to the neighbours.  
 
CDHB also indicated that it did not want an exclusion for notification in relation to the former 
Christchurch Womens’ Hospital site.  
 
Objectives and Policies  
 
The parties agreed to a number of the changes requested by CDHB, and these will be included 
within the Revised Proposal to be appended to Council’s evidence.  
 
The parties agreed on CDHB’s changes to Policy 13.8.5.1.1.2, with the exception of the  following:  
 
 

- Part (i) relating to landscaping requirements. Council is to review this part and will focus 
all of the Comprehensive Development provisions to include all 3 sites subject to the 
submission. 

- Part (iv), which CDHB sought as recognition that some requirements may not be able to 
be met, whereas Council was concerned the change could indicate that some adverse 
effects were acceptable. The parties did not agree on this point and it will be a matter 
for the Panel to consider. 

 

Permitted Activity Tables:  
  
The parties agreed to the deletion of Rule P12, as it duplicated P9 and P10. The dele tion of Rule 
P13 was also agreed as it duplicated P8.  
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Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 
In relation to Rule RD9 and the set back from internal boundaries, CDHB indicated they were 
happy for Council to retain the ability to notify adjoining residential properties, but were seeking a 
non-notification clause in relation to the boundaries with Hagley Park, Riccarton Avenue and 
Oxford Terrace.  Council had yet to form a view on this and undertook to discuss the matter 
internally and confirm with the submitter.  
 
The parties undertook to have further discussions in relation to RD 11 and 12 in relation to the 
1,000m2  threshold for developments and the 20m setback requirements .  The parties also agreed 
to further discussions on RD13.  
 
The parties agreed in principle to the rules regarding fencing and permeability to balance privacy 
and security needs. Council is to redraft the relevant rules.  
 
Christchurch Hospital  
 
Council’s view was that a 10m setback was appropriate, and CDHB sought a 4.5m setback to 
balance the requirements for emergency vehicle parking.  There was a recognised need to have 
clarity in the rule as at present the provisions were unworkable. The parties agreed to discuss 
these provisions in a separate session.  
 
Council indicated it was not fixed on the 45 degree recession plane, and would revisit the options.  
 
Montreal House (formerly Lyndhurst Hospital) 
 
CDHB was concerned with inconsistencies between the setbacks for residential activity and the 
hospital.  It was seeking flexibility to enable extensions to the building if necessary.  Council 
indicated that it would review the rules and confirm what it considered appropriate with the 
submitter. Council would also review the fencing rules in line with earlier discussions to strike a 
balance between the need for privacy and security and urban design considerations.  
 
Assessment Matters  
 
CDHB noted that the main hospital site is its key focus. Council is to review the Assessment 
Matters and report back to CDHB.   
 
The parties agreed that the fencing and screening assessment matter from the Residential 
Suburban Zone would be applied to the Central City.   
 
In relation to the public notification clauses, CDHB was happy for the requirement to notify private 
neighbours to remain but considered that if developments were adjacent to Hagley Park or a road 
then it could be dealt with internally by Council. Council would consider this further, given the 
concern that Hagley Park is an important park to many in the community.  
  
 
Session 14 – Transport  

 
Attendees: David Falconer, Alice Sinclair and Mark Gregory (CCC), Rob Woods and Jane Doogue 
(#3629, Canterbury Regional Council;) Jane Murray (#3696, CDHB), Nick Fuller and Jeremy 
Phillips (#3605, Carter Group), Phillip Richards, Ewan Chapman and Grace Hall (#3551, J 
Ballantyne & Co Ltd), Melanie Rountree, Richard Shaw, Ainsley McLeod, and Jane Whyte (#3721, 
Crown), Darryl Millar (#3277, CPIT).  
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Council presented changes to the objectives and pol icies in response to submissions, and there 
was agreement on most of the changes. 
 
However there was no agreement to the Carter Group’s submission to removing the reference in 
Policy 7.1.1.6 vi to a wider comprehensive network of pedestrians and cycle linkages that are 
“appropriately sized, direct, legible, prioritized, safe, have high amenity, ensure access for the 
mobility impaired and are free from encroachment "  as this phase is contained in the CCRP, and 
there was discussion on whether removing it would be inconsistent with the CCRP. 
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Car Parking 
 
The only outstanding matter in terms of car parking was the activity status of car parking. There 
was discussion about whether changing the activity status would be inconsistent with the CCRP. 
The Crown and Council agreed on a discretionary status for car parking buildings, but the Carter 
Group sought restricted discretionary activity status.  Council considered there may be some 
matters that were particular to specific sites, and the discretionary status is consistent with the 
CCRP.     The parties did not agree on this and evidence will be led by the Carter Group on 
this matter before the panel.  

 
Cycle Parking 
 
The only outstanding matter discussed in terms of cycle parking was Ballantynes submission 
seeking less cycle parking on the basis that there were differences between retail activity and 
office activity.  Council is relying on the evidence of its experts and noted there was agreement on 
this matter at expert conferencing.  Ballantynes will lead evidence on this matter before the 
Panel.  

 
High Trip Generators 
 
All matters in terms of high trip generators have been resolved. Darryl Millar suggested that the 
word 'except' is redundant and should be removed. Council accepted this request.  
 
Maximum number of vehicle crossings (Table 7.15) 
 

There was discussion on the Crown's submission that the term "inner core" may be confusing with 
the terms "inner zone" and "core". No other parties were interested in this discussion. David 
Falconer agreed to discuss this with the Crown off-line. 
 
Minimum distance of vehicle crossings from intersections 
 
Council indicated that it intends to present evidence that the minimum distance between an 
intersection and vehicle crossing should also apply to T – intersections, such that the rule required 
a minimum separation between the intersection and vehicle crossings even if the vehicle crossing 
is on the opposite side of the road, as per the CCRP. There was no opposition raised from other 
parties on this issue. 
 
Vehicle accesses to sites fronting more than one street  
 

Council agreed to accept the Crown's relief (on behalf of the New Zealand Fire Service) with 
regards to the exclusion of the Fire Service site (located on Kilmore Street).  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

John Mills 
Environment Court Commissioner - Mediator 
16 December 2015 
 


