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Mediation Report: Residential New Neighbourhood 

 
To: Independent Hearings Panel – Christchurch Replacement Plan 

 
From:  Marlene Oliver, Environment Commissioner – Mediator 

 
This is a record of mediation outcome prepared in accordance with Clause 10(4) of Schedule 3 to 
the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014  for the following 
Residential New Neighbourhood Zone topics. It is.  
 

(i) Introduction from Andrew Collins and RNN Objectives, Policies and rules (excluding 
parts relating to the Operative Living G areas);  

(ii) Updated ODPs and area specific rules relating to the developed/partially developed 
Operative City Plan Living G Areas  

(iii) Updated ODPs for the undeveloped ODP areas including Hendersons, South -East 
Halswell, South Halswell, South-West Halswell, South East Belfast, Champions Mile, 
Upper Riccarton (Riccarton Racecourse) 

(iv) Any unresolved matters  
 
As a result of the mediation, changes were agreed by the parties to a number of the provisions in 
Proposal 8 and Proposal 14, as well as the various ODPs.   The parties also identified areas 
where additional changes were required to various provisions and ODPs.  
 
An annotated version of the proposals and ODPs was developed during the hearing as an informal 
record of areas of agreement and to highlight outstanding issues for the parties.  These annotated 
versions are appended to this report (and were circulated to the parties as a record of discussions 
held at the mediation).  These changes and others subsequent to the mediation will  be 
incorporated into the revised proposal to be appended to the evidence of Mr Collins and/or Ms 
Sarah Oliver for the Council.  
 
This mediation report highlights the matters upon which some of the parties could not agree and 
which will be brought before the Panel, or where additional clarification is required.  Provisions 
agreed by the parties without modification are shown in the appended annotated version of the 
proposals, and provisions not specifically addressed in this report are considered to be agre ed by 
all parties.  
   

Summary of Matters the Panel will be required to determine as identified at the Mediation:  
 
- The wording of Policy 8.1.4.1(a)(i) in terms of how ‘sense of place’ was to be 

provided for if prior agreement could not be reached. 
 

- whether additional provisions are required to enable infrastructure to be designed 
and put in that will provide for the entire ODP rather than just the specific 
subdivision. 
.  

-  whether all matters relating to CIAL should be heard at the same time to all ow the 
aggregate effect of all of the provisions on neighbours to be considered, and the 
ability for landowners to carry out activities as the airport can in its own zone.  
 

-  whether the minimum length of temporary accommodation associated with 
temporary military training activities be the same as P2 (Bed and Breakfast 
Activity) -  (90 days). 
   

-  whether Rules 14.6.3.8 and Rule 14.6.13 are appropriate or overly prescriptive  
  

-  matters relating to the provision for stormwater in the North West Belfast ODP. 
 

- Whether the road shown on the Yaldhurst ODP should be indicative or fixed.  
  
- Whether the rules in the plan are  sufficient to require appropriate staging and 

connections for all land within ODPs  at the subdivision stage.  
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- The inclusion of Reserve or stormwater detention annotations on the portion of 
land opposite Halswell Quarry Park 
 

 –  the extent of the RNN zoning in the Hendersons ODP.   

 
 
Topic (i) -  Introduction from Andrew Collins and RNN Objectives, Policies and rules 

(excluding parts relating to the Operative Living G areas).  

 
Attendees: Andrew Collins, Ruth Evans, Sarah Oliver, Janet Reeves, Andrew Long, Andy Milne 

(CCC); Lauren Semple and John Scheele (#389, CDL Land NZ); David Caldwell 
(#1011, Fulton Hogan); Colin Stokes (#1182); David Lawry (#2154); Kylie Hall and 
David Smith (#2871, Cashmere Land Holdings); Ainsley McLeod (#2218/2780, 
Transpower NZ); Laura Buttimore (#2340, Orion); Kim Seaton (#381,Oakvale Farm; 
#2094, Burrows Farms Ltd;#788,  K Bush Road Ltd and Brian Gillman Ltd; 
#FS1266/FS1466, David Mortimer); Sandra McIntyre and Viv Smith (#2387, Crown); 
Julie Comfort (#969, Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd); Mark Brown and Gerard Cleary 
(#1134/FS1426, Danne Mora  Ltd) 

 
Procedural Issues  

 
Prior to Council outlining where it was at in relation to RNN, procedural issues were raised by Mr 
Lawry and Mr Stokes. Mr Lawry was concerned that changes in the revised proposal had not been 
notified to the parties, and that other parties affected by or having an interest in the proceedings 
(CIAL and Bruce Campbell, #2489) had not been invited to the mediation.  
 
Ms Oliver indicated that the changes were in the revised proposal prepared for mediation to show 
the Council’s present thinking.  Concerns about the revised proposal can be addressed in 
mediation. The mediation package did not include the Stage 1 ODP provisions (North Halswell and 
South Masham) that had been re-notified and were still open for further submissions as at the date 
of the mediation.   
 
Mr Stokes was concerned that people in the previous Living G zone had not been notified.  
Council’s view was that all submitters that were required to be at the RNN mediation had been 
properly advised.  
 
Council Introduction  

 
Mr Andrew Collins outlined the Council’s changes to the RNN zone, noting in particular the higher 
order documents relied upon and the various guiding principles in the Statement of Expectations 
and the Strategic Directions chapter that Council had relied upon when seeking to refine the 
provisions of the RNN zone. The changes were explained in detail in the memorandum circulated 
by Simpson Grierson with the revised proposal, filed with the Panel on 9 November 2015.  He 
noted that key changes from the witness conferencing including moving the Objectives and 
Policies to Chapter 8 as it contains the ODPs and because subdivision normally precedes l and use 
and development.  The definition of ‘Net Density’ had been taken from the RPS, with an 
amendment to clarify that areas of land shown on an ODP as being subject to a particular 
constraint can have a lower density without having to compensate for it elsewhere in the ODP 
area.  
 

Mr Stokes queried how an area within an ODP that was of insufficient area to provide for its own 
stormwater could be developed, for example a 6.000m2 lot reliant upon another area for 
stormwater disposal.    It was noted that the consent process is available for such smaller lots and 
if they were unable to find a collaborative approach with other owners then consent would be 
refused if they were unable to provide for the stormwater disposal.  It was also noted that not all 
landowner issues could be solved through the District Plan process.  
 
Dave Lawry queried why some matters had been elevated to controlled, when they were 
previously discretionary. Mr Collins noted that this was to make things simpler and more efficient, 
for example for show homes or retirement villages.  The submissions were sufficiently broad to 
provide for this.  
 
Orion and Transpower  
 
Orion and Transpower advised that they had reached agreement with Council on the wording of 
NC1 and a potential NC3 in Chapter 14, which addressed Orion’s distribution network and 
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Transpower’s transmission networks specifically.  It was noted that the content of the rules are 
being addressed now, with the form and format (and location) to be further refined.  Orion and 
Transpower left the mediation on the basis of the agreement with the Council.  No other party had 
any concerns that affected their interests.  
 
It was noted that the above rules refer to sensitive activities. Earthworks are governed by other 
provisions in Chapter 8. Quarrying has been consented in the South Masham area and would not 
be affected by these rules.   
 
 
Chapter 8 - Objectives and Policies  

 
The parties went through each provision and addressed outstanding matters, as discussed below. 
A number of provisions were unchanged from the witness conferencing, and if an Objective or 
Policy is not commented on in this report it is noted that the parties agreed to the wording as 
provided in the Revised Proposal dated 9 November 2015.  
 
Objective 8.1 
 
Mr Caldwell noted that Fulton Hogan sought an amendment (a new 8.1.2.1(b)(i))in the Stage 1 
hearing that would specifically provide for quarrying of greenfield areas prior to development 
where appropriate as part of the subdivision process as long as it does not delay the development 
of the site.  Fulton Hogan wished to ensure that quarrying would be expressly recognised in the 
policies if the Panel agreed with the amendment.  
 
Mr Collins noted that Policy 8.1.4.1(b) enables consideration of interim uses in ODP areas, but 
without mentioning quarrying specifically. After all, there could be a range of interim uses prior to 
development. Mr Caldwell noted that Fulton Hogan would be seeking express prov ision for 
quarrying along the lines of the policy sought in the Stage 1 hearings if the Panel agree with the 
provision sought. 
 
The key issue is that clause 8.1(b)(ii) in the revised Chapter 8 proposal states that Objectives 
8.1.1 and 8.1.2 do not apply in RNNZ’s. So, if there is to be reliance on 8.1.4.1(b) instead, Fulton 
Hogan will seek that it be amended to include express recognition for quarrying.  The Crown 
agreed that such an amendment would be appropriate if the Panel supports Fulton Hogan’s Stage 
1 submission point.     
 
Objective 8.1.4 was unchanged from witness conferencing.  The parties agreed to delete 
“Comprehensive” from the title of the Objective to ensure what it related to was clear.  
 
Policy 8.1.4.1 
 
The Crown considered that the wording of 8.1.4.1(a)(i) was broader than anticipated in the RPS in 
terms of the urban design outcomes sought.  The matters should be reordered to indicate that a 
‘sense of place’ should be considered in relation to the remainder of the matters specified in (ii).  
Janet Reeves disagreed, noting that ‘sense of place’ was the overarching principle.  The Crown 
was concerned that having the reference to ‘sense of place’ broadly at the beginning may tempt 
people to include more detail than necessary in an ODP.  
 
The parties agreed further work was required on this part of Policy 8.1.4.1(a)(i) and if 
agreement could not be reached will be a matter for the Panel to determine. 
 

The parties also discussed the provision for community facilities in Policy 8.1.4.1(a)(iii).  It was 
noted that if land was not required it would not be shown, and agreed to include “to the extent 
relevant” within Policy 8.1.4.1(a).  
 

Mr Stokes queried how these could be provided for in an ODP with multiple owners who do not 
want the same thing.  The Council confirmed it discusses these matters with applicants at the time 
of subdivision and can designate if necessary.  
 
The parties agreed with the remainder of the wording of Policy 8.1.4.1.  
 
Policy 8.1.4.3  
 
In relation to Policy 8.1.4.3 it was confirmed that Residential Development Areas were shown on 
the ODPs. It was agreed that the ODPs and Chapters 8 and 14 need to be consistent in their 
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language in referring to ‘Net Density’.  
 
The parties agreed to amendments to Policy 8.1.4.3 to clarify that there were no compensation 
requirements for ODPs that had a reduced density in areas subject to constraints as opposed to 
ODPs that elected to have a lower density in some areas.  The parties agreed to amend the policy 
as identified in the annotated version of the proposal appended to this Mediation report.  
 
Policy 8.1.4.6 
 
Mr Stokes considered that this policy should require infrastructure to be designed and put in th at 
will provide for the entire ODP rather than just the specific subdivision.  The Council and other 
parties considers that this is unnecessary as the staging and provision of servicing is adequately 
provided for.  Mr Stokes disagreed.  This will be a matter for the Panel.  
 

The parties agreed to delete clause (b) from Policy 8.1.4.7 as it was covered in 8.1.3.2(a).  
 
Policy 8.1.4.10 
 
Mr Lawry considered that all matters relating to CIAL should be heard at the same time to allow 
the aggregate effect of all of the provisions on neighbours to be considered.  The parties agreed 
that part (a) of the Policy could be deleted, as the concerns relating to reverse sensitivity effects 
on strategic infrastructure are covered in Policy 8.1.3.10 and 14.1.3.1. Part (b) of the policy is to 
be moved into Policy 8.1.4.7, subject to deleting ‘other’. Mr Lawry considered this matter should 
be taken to the Panel as he wished to pursue his wider submission relating to the ability for 

landowners to carry out activities as the airport can in its own zone.  
 
Chapter 8 – Rules  
 

Rule 8.2.2.1 C6 
 

Mr Lawry and Mr Stokes sought further clarification on these provisions to ensure that smaller 
landholdings are not isolated and that their integration into the wider ODP is ensured at the time of 
any subdivision in the ODP. 
 
Rule 8.2.3.1A(3) – Minimum lots sizes  
 
The parties spent some time discussing this rule and agreed a number of changes were necessary 
to ensure its workability, and to provide for the creation of large lots for future development at the 
time of subdivision. Clarification was required about the minimum lot size for subdivision and how 
it relates to the creation of balance lots and staging.  The wording agreed by the parties removed 
the uncertainty.  
 
Within the context of the discussion on Net Density, it was noted that the definition of Net Density 
included reference to ‘significant ecological values.  It was agreed that this needed to be 
considered in the context of Chapter 9. 
 
8.2.4.1A– Matters of Control and 8.2.4.2A (matters of discretion) in the RNN Zone  
 
The parties recorded that while there had been considerable improvement, there remaine d the 
potential for differing expert opinions on some subjective matters. Some parties also remain 
interested in the concept of an urban design certification option that has previously been 
discussed with the panel.  
 
Chapter 14 – Residential New Neighbourhood  

 
Mr Lawry noted that he wishes to progress his wider submissions relating to restrictions on land 
near the airport.  He seeks that similar activities be allowed near the airport as on the Airport 
property, with the ability to use legal mechanisms such as contracting out of complaints.  
 
Rule 14.6.2.1 P10 
 
Mr Lawry requested that the minimum length of temporary accommodation associated with 
temporary military training activities be the same as P2 (90 days).  Council did not accept this 
and the matter will be required to be taken to the panel should Mr Lawry wish to pursue it.   

 
Rule 14.6.2.2 C3 
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It was noted that a definition of Comprehensive Residential Development was required .  Changes 
were also made to C3 (and RD7) to ensure the rule covered Comprehensive Residential 
Development sought through a land use consent only, as well as concurrent land use and 
subdivision consents.  
 
Rule 14.6.2.2 C4 
 
The Crown noted that it is improper to ‘ensure consultation’ as a matter of control. Alternative 
wording was agreed in principle. The same is to occur for RD25.  
 
Rule 14.6.2.3 RD7 
 
This was amended in a similar vein to C3 such that a Comprehensive Residential Development 
could be sought either through concurrent land use and subdivision consents, or land use only. 
The Matters of Control were also to be rationalised, with Assessment Matter 14.9.26 amended to 
ensure it covered the relevant matters.  
 
Rule 14.6.3 – Built Form Standards  
 
CDL Ltd (in regard to the Prestons Development) will provide a track change version of the rules 
to Council to illustrate the existing Prestons provisions they wish to be retained.  Council will 
consider these when preparing the amended proposal as part of its evidence.  
 
J Prain and Trudi Burney are to provide a track change version of the rules to Council to illustrate 
the existing Yaldhurst provisions they wish to be retained. Council will consider these when 
preparing the amended proposal as part of its evidence.  
 
Rule 14.6.3.8 and Rule 14.6.13 
 
Some of the parties (K Seaton, M Brown and the Crown) disagree with these rules as they 
are considered overly prescriptive, and may be a matter for the Panel.    
 

 
14.8A (Matters of Control) and 14.9 (Matters of discretion) in the RNN Zone  
 
The parties recorded that while there had been considerable improvement, there remained the 
potential for differing expert opinions on some subjective matters. Some parties also remain 
interested in the concept of an urban design certification option that has previously been 
discussed with the panel. 
 
 
Topic (ii) -  Updated ODPs and area specific rules relating to the developed/partially 

developed Operative City Plan Living G Areas 
 

Attendees : Andrew Collins, Ruth Evans, Sarah Oliver, Janet Reeves, Andy Milne (CCC); Lauren 
Semple and John Scheele (#389, CDL Land NZ Ltd); Colin Stokes (#1182 ); Kim 
McCracken, Richard Graham and David Wilson (#2508, Johns Road Horticultural 
Ltd); Simon Mortlock (#2230, Kingscote, Fox and Bateman); Mike Mora and Helen 
Broughton (#2363 Riccarton / Wigram Community Board); Andrew Donnithorne and 
Paul Thompson (#2750; Highsted Farms Ltd); Trudi Burns (#2777, Enterprise Homes 
and Kintyre Estate); Stuart and Sue Fox (#293); Sandra McIntyre and Viv Smith 
(#2397, Crown); Patricia Harte (#907/#2312, Freyberg Developments Ltd;  B Moore); 
Justin Prain (#2507; Noble Investments);  

 
 
General discussions were had around the ODPs and the narratives. Concerns were expressed that 
some descriptions in the narrative were relatively general or vague, despite being identified as 
Development Requirements. It was unclear what were requirements and what were explanatory 
statements. Council undertook to rewrite and clarify the narratives, so that it was clear which 
matters would trigger a resource consent if not met and which would not.  
 
Many submitters raised general points of clarification around the ODP maps and the location of 
various features. Council undertook to correct errors and update the ODPs based upon the most 
recent information, including consents that may have been granted.  
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Upper Styx  
 
The parties discussed various changes to the ODP that were needed to correct errors or to provide 
updated information.  There were no outstanding matters from this ODP that would be taken in 
evidence to the Panel.  
 
North-West Belfast  
 

The principal issue with this ODP relates to the conveying of stormwater. A stormwater basin is 
shown on the western end of the ODP, but there is no provision in the east, and no means of 
getting stormwater from other parts of the ODP to the stormwater basin.  The Council noted that it 
has no scope to show a line on the Plan to indicate where stormwater could be conveyed.  There 
are multiple owners, and a stormwater solution is required that may be staged. The parties need to 
get together and reach an agreement, which they have been unable to do to date, or approach the 
Council to designate a solution. It was agreed that the matter could not be advanced unless 
one of the parties offers an alternate solution, and this is a matter that may be raised in 
evidence before the panel.  

 
The parties also discussed the location of access to the ODP from John’s Road. Developers of the 
ODP want access to be restricted discretionary subject to written approval of the NZTA as long as 
it is State Highway, with no restriction once the state highway status is lifted. Submitters want the 
access to remain as it is.  The Council considered that the access issues were appropriately 
provided for, and indicated that if any party disagreed then it could provide its evidence on an 
alternative.  
 
Prestons 
 
CDL noted that not all of the exemptions for the Prestons Development agreed through Plan 
change 30 have been carried into the RNN proposal. CDL is to provide a tracked change version 
of the rules to Council indicating those they wish to be carried over. The Council noted that 
numerous exceptions to standards had already been created for Prestons.  It undertook to 
consider further exceptions but not to necessarily accept all of them.    
 
Yaldhurst  
 
The parties did not agree whether the road shown on the ODP should be identified as fixed or 
indicative.  Mr Prain identified that the road had been consented, was part of s223 approval 
granted to the developers, and had been constructed.  The submitters considered that it did not 
comply and therefore should not be shown as fixed. The parties disagreed on this matter and it 
will be addressed in evidence before the Panel.  
 

Mr Stokes sought wording that clarified that smaller land holdings were not isolated and that their 
integration into the wider ODP is ensured at the time of any subdivision in the ODP.  The Council 
was content that the rules in the plan were sufficient to require appropriate staging and 
connections at the subdivision stage. Mr Stokes indicated that he will progress this matter to 
the Panel, and will seek amendments to provisions such as 8.2.4.1(j), 8.2.4.2A(c), (m) and (t).  

 
 
Topic (iii) -  Updated ODPs for the undeveloped ODP areas including Hendersons, South-

East Halswell, South Halswell, South-West Halswell, South East Belfast, 
Champions Mile, Upper Riccarton (Riccarton Racecourse)  

 
Attendees -  Andrew Collins, Ruth Evans, Sarah Oliver, Janet Reeves (CCC), Lauren Semple 

(#2366, Canterbury Racecourse Trustees; #381, Oakvale Farm Ltd; #2333, Ilam Park 
Ltd);  IS and RE Cameron (#2730); Warren Lewis (2380, Cashmere Park Trust; 
#2148, Cashmere Fields); Simon Mortlock and Michael O’Flaherty (#2371, Franco 
Farms Ltd); Mike Mora (#2363, Riccarton / Wigram Community Board); Kim Seaton 
(#788, K Bush Road Ltd and Brian Gillman Ltd; #2333, Ilam Park Ltd; #381, Oakvale 
Farms; #2404, N Mortimer; #FS1289 E Aitken); Jonathan Clease and Jonathan 
Gillard (#2412, Kennedys Bush Neighbourhood Association); Andrew Smith and Julie 
Comfort (#2242, Quaifes Road Farm); D Van Ash (#2170, Rock Hill Ltd); Geoff Yee 
and David Fox #2530, (Quaifes Road Development Ltd); Jo Appleyard, Kylie Hall and 
Damon Smith (#2871, Cashmere Land Holdings). 

 
Champions Mile  
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Ms Semple noted that changes to the ODP and an amended narrative were to be provided to the 
Council to review.  
 
South East Halswell  
 
Kim Seaton noted that the narrative indicated that there were constrained areas on the site, but  it 
was unclear on the ODP how this would be managed.  The parties questioned whether the 
definition of ‘Net Density’ would exclude the areas of springs in the ODP. They were not identified 
as significant on the maps yet would result in the net density being less than the 15 houses per 
hectare.  As written, the area may not yield 15 houses per hectare.  Changes to the wording in the 
narrative were agreed to recognise that a density less than 15 houses per hectare was likely to be 
achieved and that Rule 8.2.31A(2)(e) may apply. 
 
Changes to the narrative were agreed to better reflect the nature of stormwater drainage in the 
ODP.  
 
South Halswell 
 
Kennedys Bush Association sought that an area of land opposite Halswell Quarry Park be set 
aside for stormwater management as opposed to being shown as residential development area.  It 
was also suggested that the northern part of Area 2 be set aside for stormwater management as 
well given that it was low lying.  
 
It was noted that the ODP reflects what has already been designed in a subdivision consent 
application for the area. Council is happy with the layout, and the changes sought by the submitter 
would not suit the proposed development.  
 
Kennedys Bush Association indicated they would pursue the inclusion of Reserve or 
stormwater detention annotations on the portion of land opposite Halswell Quarry Park . 
 

Other matters were discussed, including transport linkages and access to public transport routes, 
but the parties indicated these would not be progressed to the Panel, as stormwater was the key 
issue.  
 

South West Halswell  
 

There were no outstanding matters for this ODP that would be taken to the Panel.  
 
Hendersons Basin  
 
The principal issue discussed related to the extent of the RNN zoning.  Council indicated that any 
areas outside the urban boundary as identified in the LURP and RPS were not supported for 
rezoning by Council or the Crown.  The areas within Henderson’s Bas in that were supported for 
RNN zoning were dictated by the Flood Management Areas. It was noted that the ODP as notified 
included a large area of Cashmere Land Holdings’ land as RNN, but this area is sought to be 
reduced in extent (corrected) through the CCC submission as the zoning was incorrectly applied to 
the Plan at time of notification.  The error arose due to confusion between the extent of the 
ponding area as determined through modelling and the reliance upon the 19m contour for RNN.  
Cashmere Land Holdings indicated that their submission sought that the ODP revert to showing 
RNN as per the notified version, and Council disagreed. The parties agreed there was scope to 
amend the zoning based on what was notified. However, Council did not support that as the 
zoning was an error, and is relying upon the flood management levels to determine where 
appropriate land may be.  The parties disagreed and the extent of the RNN zoning in the 
Hendersons ODP will be a matter for the Panel.  
 
Topic (iv) – Any Unresolved matters  
 

Attendees – Andrew Collins, Ruth Evans, Sarah Oliver, Janet Reeves (CCC); Sue McLaughlin 
(#2459); Mark Brown (#1134, Danne Mora); Kim Seaton (#381, Oakvale Farm Ltd; 
#2333, Ilam Park Ltd); Matt Bonis (#2348, CIAL); Frances Lojkine and Sandra 
McIntyre (#2387, Crown)  

 
Rezoning Requests  

 
Sue McLaughlin sought that the urban boundary be extended on Map 19 to Marshland Road, 
Lower Styx Road in the North and Mairehau Road to the south.  Council indicated that area was 
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outside the Greenfield Priority Areas in the LURP/RPS and therefore could not support the 
rezoning, although the merits of the request would be covered in evidence.  
 
Matt Bonis indicated CIAL was maintaining a watching brief and would oppose any rezoning 
sought near the airport.  
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