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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

1 These submissions are presented on behalf of 3 submitters with a 

particular interest in the New Neighbourhood provisions as they 

pertain to the North, South and South-East Halswell ODP areas and 

the Upper Styx ODP area. 

2 The Submitters have had the benefit of constructive dialogue with 

the Council with respect to these provisions over recent months and, 

as such, the evidence of Ms Seaton identified only a limited number 

of amendments to the provisions, ODP’s and associated narratives 

that were considered more appropriate that the Council’s revised 

proposal1. 

3 Ms Oliver and Mr Collins have further considered these proposed 

amendments in their respective statements of rebuttal evidence and 

have made additional amendments.  The result is a much reduced 

list of outstanding matters.  These submissions address only those 

issues outstanding namely: 

(a) Amendment of Rule 8.2.3.1A(2)(iv) to provide for non 

compliance with density provisions as a restricted discretionary 

activity (rather than discretionary); and 

(b) Amendment of Rule 8.2.3.1A(3) to provide a practical 

mechanism to afford “post greenfield” subdivision the controlled 

activity status afforded to subdivision in other residential zones. 

4 As set out in the opening submissions of Counsel for the Council, 

some submitters have sought to challenge the zoning of the South 

Halswell area for residential development generally and others have 

sought to amend the ODP to alter the location of stormwater facilities 

or request the opportunity for high density development be deleted.  

Those matters are also addressed in these submissions.   

Density Non-Compliance  

5 Ms Seaton recommends at paragraph 21 of her evidence, that non 

compliance with the density provisions should more appropriately 

trigger an assessment as a restricted discretionary activity rather 

than as a fully discretionary activity.   

                                       
1 As listed in paragraph 11 of Ms Seaton’s evidence 
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6 Mr Collins has responded by focusing principally on the issue of 

notification, noting that restricted discretionary subdivision activities 

are provided for as not being subject to written approvals or limited 

or public notification.   

7 As I have set out in submissions on behalf of Riccarton Racecourse 

Reserve Trustees and Others this logic is somewhat flawed. 

8 In my submission, a determination as to whether to constrain the 

discretion to notify should follow rather than precede a determination 

as to the most appropriate activity status.   

9 As set out by Ms Seaton, the resource management issue over which 

management or control is required is well defined.  Restricted 

Discretionary Activity status appropriately manages that issue while 

ensuring unnecessary regulation is avoided.  It is an efficient and 

effective mechanism which, in my submission, is to be preferred. 

Minimum Lot Size  

10 Ms Seaton identifies an issue with the use of the 4ha minimum lot 

size for controlled activity subdivision.  Whilst accepting that this 

may be appropriate with respect to initial greenfield subdivision, Ms 

Seaton correctly points out that on subsequent subdivision the 4ha 

minimum will result in Restricted Discretionary Activity status for 

subdivisions that, in any other residential zone, would be controlled 

activities. 

11 Discussions around the use of parent lots to resolve this issue have 

taken place however the various planners with an interest in this 

matter have been unable to come up with an appropriate solution.  

Mr Collins acknowledges this.  

12 Although it is expected that the Panel has more pressing matters to 

occupy its thinking the submitters do consider that if an appropriate 

mechanism to avoid this future anomaly can be determined, it should 

be applied.   

South Halswell  

13 Kennedy’s Bush Road Residents Association (KBRRA) has provided 

evidence from Mr Head with respect to landscape matters including 
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with respect to the guidance in the ODP narrative that higher density 

development may be appropriate opposite Halswell Quarry Park. 

14 It is not clear from Mr Head’s evidence whether he appreciated that 

there was no requirement for higher density development opposite 

Halswell Quarry Park, but rather the suggestion was made within the 

ODP narrative that such an opportunity may exist.  

15 While it is submitted that the opportunity to develop in such a way is 

entirely consistent with the policy framework which supports locating  

higher density development near areas of amenity, it is accepted that 

ground conditions will ultimately be determinative of the densities 

that are able to be achieved.  In my submission, this would be the 

case irrespective of whether 8.6.20C(5) is deleted from the 

Development Form and Design provisions of the ODP narrative (as 

outlined in Ms Oliver’s Rebuttal Evidence) or not.   

16 The KBRRA submission also suggests altering the location of 

stormwater facilities on the ODP although no specific evidence has 

been provided with respect to this matter.  As set out in the evidence 

of Mr Wenborn, alternative locations for stormwater facilities have 

been considered and the location shown on the ODP was arrived at 

after an extensive period of consultation with the Christchurch City 

Council and Environment Canterbury.  A stormwater consent has 

been granted with respect to facilities in the location shown on the 

ODP and an alternative location would require significant filling of the 

land with consequent cost and disruption effects as set out in the 

evidence of Mr Wenborn.   

17 Mr Woodford has also provided evidence with respect to the South 

Halswell ODP, and despite indicating that he does not hold 

qualifications in hydrology or engineering, has identified a number of 

perceived issues with respect to the suitability of the land for 

development.  Mr Wenborn has considered those matters and 

provided rebuttal evidence indicating that he does not consider that 

any of the matters raised by Mr Woodford render the land unsuitable 

for development or require amendment to the ODP.   

18 Mr Kingsbury for the Council has also considered the area in question 

and confirmed that he, too, disagrees with Mr Woodford’s contention 
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that natural hazards pose an undue risk or that the land has unusual 

or unique features that render it unsuitable for development. 

19 The land has been identified for urban development for many years.  

It has been recognised in the District Plan as an area of future 

residential development since 2003 and is identified in the Regional 

Policy Statement (RPS) as a Greenfield Priority Area.   

20 Alongside other Greenfield Priority Areas it has been identified by the 

Council as having adequate technical assessment to justify rezoning2.  

In my submission, the re-zoning to New Neighbourhood Zone is both 

necessary and appropriate to give effect to the RPS.   

Conclusion  

21 As set out previously, the Submitters acknowledge the work of both 

the Council and the Panel in facilitating further revisions of the NNZ 

such that the issues in contention are now limited to only those set 

out above.  

22 This is a significant advance which will assist in giving effect to the 

Land Use Recovery Plan and the Regional Policy Statement and 

enable the people and communities of Christchurch to provide for 

their economic and social wellbeing. 

 

DATED 8th day of January 2016 

 

       

L J Semple  

Oakvale Farm Limited, and Ilam Park Limited, K Bush Road Limited and 

Brian Gillman Limited  

                                       
2 Page 120-121 Residential Proposal Section 32 Assessment 


