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Introduction 

1 My full name is John Stewart Mitchell. My evidence is presented on behalf of my 

wife Gwen Mitchell and fellow landowners namely Ngaire and John Button, Kim 

Buckley, Graham and Raewyn Skerten, Michael and Dorothy Toth, Texas Mundy, 

Richard Peebles of Grants Road Holdings and Ryan Geddes. This statement of 

evidence is in support of the submission filed by The Grassmere Street Residents 

Group and Grants Road Holdings Limited (the Landowners). 

2 My qualifications include Bachelor of Commerce (Accountancy) and I am a 

recently resigned member of the Institute of Chartered Accountants. I am also 

currently a Chartered member of the Institute of Directors 

3 My wife and I own the house and 2.4 hectares at 31 Grassmere Street. Our 

property is situated in the Cranford Basin and is surrounded by urban 

development on three sides. The remaining landowners have properties of 

varying size with the total land area land being approximately 29ha. The area of 

land the subject of this statement is described in the original submission of the 

Landowners. 

4 My wife and I have owned our property since 1987. The property is contains a 

large house and hay barn. There are four other houses within the area addressed 

in our submission.   

5 Our property and the surrounding land in the Cranford Basin has essentially 

become a wasteland, becoming progressively surrounded by the city over the 

years, and unable to either be developed or farmed economically. 

Problems with Farming the Area 

6 The views expressed in this section primarily relate to our own situation, 

however the situations described are similar to those faced by all the 

Landowners. 

7 Over the years, we have tried to farm the land; for example, by growing cut 

flowers, Christmas trees, and in particular growing and selling hay. However, in 

recent years it has become impossible to convince contractors to bring large 
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farm machinery down Main North Road and into the city to operate on such 

small uneconomical parcels of land. 

8 Consequently, we typically have to hire tractor mowers to keep grass down and 

minimise fire risk during summer, particularly given our proximity to such a large 

residential housing stock. On a number of occasions some of us have received 

letters from Environment Canterbury and/or Christchurch City Council, regarding 

fire risk and requiring the grass to be cut. Personally, I am forever conscious of 

the issue, but timing is dependent on our own availability (particularly over the 

summer holiday period), weather, and the availability of machinery for hire at 

such a busy time. 

9 One of the reasons for grass growth on our property is the inability to graze stock 

to any meaningful level. We have attempted to graze sheep in the past, but 

inevitably they have become the subject to horrific dog attacks which, in one 

instance left over 30 sheep dead or maimed by city dogs. These have 

unfortunately become a regular occurrence and we have ceased grazing sheep. 

10 Conversely, if we were indeed able to find some form of sustainable farming that 

didn’t create difficulties with our neighbours, we are informed that we cannot 

get a consent to irrigate as we are in the red zone for groundwater allocation. 

11 Three of us have also attempted to farm cattle over the summer months to 

reduce grass growth, but the nature of the heavy land makes it less than ideal for 

cattle. They continue to break down the Christchurch City Council drains, which 

at some point will need to be re-dug and realigned. 

12 During the instances that we have stocked cattle, a natural consequence has 

been the employment of a mobile abattoir to kill a number of beasts for our own 

domestic consumption. Rifle shots in the middle of the city can be disconcerting 

for some. They have prompted the ire of city neighbours on more than one 

occasion, and even school children writing to us and imploring us not to kill the 

animals. It is perhaps somewhat ironic that we are assisting their education, in 

demonstrating, that’s what in fact happens on farms. 
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13 Complaints have also been received when preparing paddocks for new grass and 

seeding. Complaints have been in relation to dust storms, chemical use and even 

smell at times. These are all things that are necessary for pasture maintenance, 

but that people living in the city typically don’t have to deal with. 

14 Another consequence of such comparatively large parcels of land in the middle 

of the city, is our accumulation of burnable waste. Broken tree branches, drain 

rubbish and the general green waste generated by the need to keep our 

properties tidy, all require burning. Typically this is burnt over the autumn or 

spring shoulder seasons. These are always legitimate and ‘controlled’ burns, 

generally undertaken in a southerly breeze to ensure smoke doesn’t flow over 

the city. However, on more than one occasion fire engines have been called by 

uninformed neighbours, to the ire of the Fire Service, who have to complete a 

plethora of unnecessary paper work for each visit undertaken.  

15 The area has also become a regular dumping ground for household rubbish bags 

and large scale industrial waste, particularly illegally dumped earthquake rubble. 

Our land appears to be an ideal site that is close to the city and convenient for 

those wanting to dump waste. 

16 The clean flow of traffic on Cranford Street, which is a major arterial road 

bisecting the Cranford Basin, has also been compromised by rural activity in the 

area. We are aware of a number of instances when traffic has been halted due to 

stock, usually poultry, attempting to cross the road. An incidence of this is 

illustrated in photographs taken by Richard Peebles on 16 April 2015 attached as 

Annexure 1 to this statement. 

17 The new cycleway, developed as part of the Council’s cycle network, is an 

admirable addition to the city. However, the consequent changes to roading in 

and out of Grassmere Street further exacerbate the problem regarding 

accessibility and reinforce the encirclement of our land. 

18 The City Council has also recently chosen to levy residential rates on our rurally 

zoned land. We view this as the ultimate insult to add to the hardships listed 

above.  
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Planning Processes 

19 A number of us have participated in planning processes since 2008 seeking that 

the land be changed from rural to urban. Our reasons have been as follows: 

 The area is located close to key infrastructure such as sewerage, Council 

refuse and recycling collection and is in the immediate proximity of public 

transport routes, community facilities and schools; 

 The area is located close to a major Key Activity Centre (Papanui/Northlands) 

and is relatively close to the Central City when compared with alternative 

area; and 

 The land can be easily integrated with the existing and surrounding urban 

area. 

20 Our initial approach was to further submit on Plan Change 1 (PC1) to the 

Regional Policy Statement in support of the Cranford Basin being included inside 

the Urban Limits. This submission was lodged when PC1 was first notified by 

Environment Canterbury in 2007 – 2008. The submission was successful in that 

the land was included within the Urban Limits.  Along with other land within the 

Cranford Basin, our land was identified as a Special Treatment Area, subject to 

some specific provisions requiring further investigations by the Council. In 

response to our case, the Commissioners' decision stated: 

“The outcome of allowing the Cranford Basin development against that 
background would be to convert what is at present virtually a waste 
area with little or no productive future at the centre of the northern 
part of the city interrupting connectivity and affecting consolidation, 
into a potentially desirable locality close to the city centre. It appears 
physically capable of development at a cost in a way that will mitigate 
very beneficially the current stormwater management problems that 
exist for over 1100 hectares of area of the northern part of the city. It 
would be quite wrong in our view to not allow development given that 
setting. That requires therefore that the Cranford Basin come within 
the Urban Limits.1  

Ironically when one takes into account the overall approach in Greater 
Christchurch taken by the Regional Council and the City and District 

                                                           
1
 Paragraph 647 of PC1 Decision 
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Councils to the importance of maximising the utilisation of built 
infrastructure, one could not envisage a clearer example than having a 
necessary major infrastructure upgrade utilised to service a significant 
additional area of land immediately adjacent. The same point can be 
made in terms of both the inefficiency of use of the present major road 
passing through this area, and the efficiencies related to the very costly 
roading upgrades about to be undertaken again either in or 
immediately nearby the Basin area. That very principle of consolidation 
to achieve efficiency of use of built infrastructure has been repetitively 
and vigorously urged upon us in an overall context by the regional and 
territorial authorities. But at Cranford Basin this principle appears to 
have been overlooked. 

In summary then for all those reasons we have included the Cranford 
Basin within the Urban Limits, subject to specific provisions in new 
Policy 12, an ODP, and residential density expectations.” 2  

21 Unfortunately, the Commissioners’ decision got caught up in appeals, and 

following that, the earthquake sequence which interrupted the appeal process. 

Resolution of appeals on PC1 was overtaken by intervention of the Minister of 

Earthquake Recovery in the form of the Land Use Recovery Plan (the LURP).  

22 Our land was excluded from the Urban Limits in the draft version of the LURP put 

out for public consultation. We then submitted on the initial iterations of the 

LURP requesting that the land be included within the Urban Limits, albeit 

unsuccessfully. 

23 As we understand it from documents we subsequently obtained via a request 

under the Official Information Act, the land was to be included inside the Map A 

Urban Limits of the LURP only to be removed at the last minute, apparently, at 

the request of the City Council. The reasoning for the sudden change in view 

appears to have related to outstanding stormwater and roading issues. We can 

only assume that this related to uncertainty over the area of land that was to be 

included within the City Council’s then proposed designations for stormwater 

retention and connection to the northern arterial.  I have attached as 

Annexure 2 some of the relevant extracts we have obtained associated with this 

change. I note that even within this documentation there appears to be an 

expectation that this matter would be dealt with through subsequent changes to 

                                                           
2
 Paragraphs 657 and 658 of PC1 Decision 
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the LURP and District Plan Review once boundaries of the designation land had 

been finalised. 

24 Since then, the boundary of land actually required for the designations described 

above has been finally identified.  This has led to a change in the City Council’s 

position in relation to the Landowners request for a rezoning. In the recent LURP 

review process, the Landowners and the City Council lodged submissions seeking 

to have the land incorporated inside the Urban Limit.   

25 We have also simultaneously become involved in the proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP) process seeking the rezoning of the land and indeed were 

encouraged to do so by Council staff. At the time we lodged our original 

submission, City Council staff considered the Urban Limits issue could be 

addressed through the LURP review, as is apparent in the email exchange 

between City Council staff involved in the pRDP process dated 29 and 30 October 

2014.  A copy of the emails is attached as Annexure 3 to this statement.  

26 We have also noted that a more recent internal report to the Christchurch City 

Council Strategy and Infrastructure Committee (16 July 2015) comments in 

relation to the 10,590 potential sections in zoned Greenfield Priority areas that 

“Officers are aware however that the development of some of these areas (for 

example Highfields, and North Belfast) is being delayed through reasons other 

than infrastructure such as landowner disputes”.  

27 It would appear therefore that there are Greenfield Priority areas in the northern 

part of the city that are not coming fruition whereas we have land which could 

be made available in the short to medium term.     

Actions Taken 

28 Over the past year or so we have actively pursued a resolution to whole issue via 

the Crown, Environment Canterbury and the City Council. We have met with, and 

discussed the matter with Hon Nicky Wagner, CERA staff, Environment 

Canterbury Commissioners, Councillors and Council staff.   
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29 They have all, at a personal level, acknowledged that the land is an anomaly and 

needs to be rezoned, but that the processes need to be unlocked to allow this to 

happen.  I note that Canterbury Earthquake Hon Minister Brownlee responded to 

us earlier this year that the City Council “is proposing to rezone the land for 

residential activities through the Christchurch Replacement District Plan”. This 

text is cited from a letter date stamped 12 May 2015, a copy of which is attached 

as Annexure 4.   

30 Although the City Council did include our land in their Phase 2 draft of the pRDP 

the land was subsequently taken out prior to public notification due to as yet 

unresolved LURP and RPS matters.   

Conclusion 

31 As lay people we find this situation extremely frustrating. The land could provide 

over 300 houses as part of the earthquake recovery. It is situated in a location 

which is centrally positioned and close to all forms of services, more so than 

other Greenfield Priority land which has been zoned. Notwithstanding this, we 

are being stymied by a line on a map which everyone now seems to except needs 

to be changed but a process for doing so seems some way off.  

32 We are requesting the Independent Hearings Panel resolve the zoning issue even 

if that has to be on a deferred basis.  This will provide us with some sense of 

security. We wish to avoid any further expenditure in having to initiate a private 

plan change request in the future once the Urban Limits issue is addressed, 

which at this point seems inevitable.  

 

Stewart Mitchell 

16 December 2015 
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