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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

1 I am Counsel instructed for the Canterbury Cricket Association Inc (Submitter 

3455) (Canterbury Cricket). 

2 Canterbury Cricket is a submitter on Stage 3 of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (PCRDP) Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage 

provisions pertaining to: 

 Appendix 9.3.6.1.3, Heritage Setting No 242; and 

 Rule 9.3.3.2.1(P5). 

3 Canterbury Cricket is the holder of a resource consent that authorised the now 

completed development of Hagley Oval.  That consent also authorises ongoing 

use of the Oval for cricket games including major fixtures, some of which 

require the erection of temporary grandstands, broadcasting facilities, fencing, 

signage and other temporary structures.   

4 Conditions imposed on that consent are specific as to the number and 

placement of these temporary structures, all of which are to be “generally in 

accordance with” a series of attached Match Management Plans. 

5 Where there is a need for the placement of temporary structures other than in 

accordance with the approved Match Management Plans, Canterbury Cricket is 

potentially affected by the PCRDP provisions. 

6 Accordingly, Canterbury Cricket’s original submission opposed the extent of the 

setting associated with the Umpires Pavilion and sought that it be reduced.  

This would have avoided the need for an assessment of the heritage impact 

resulting from the placement of temporary structures associated with use of the 

Oval.   

7 In addition to that, and to the same end, it sought amendment to the rule (P5), 

the effect of which would be to exclude the need for a consent for temporary 

structures within the proposed heritage setting.  

8 Canterbury Cricket attended mediation, although no agreement was reached in 

relation to the extent of the heritage setting for the Umpires Pavilion.  Whereas 

the door was left open for further discussion, that did not occur.  However, 

Canterbury Cricket now supports the recommended text changes discussed in 

the evidence of Ms Rachlin.  In particular, it supports the recommendation that 
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P5 be amended so that all temporary buildings and structures in settings 

associated with events are permitted.   

9 Accordingly, Canterbury Cricket has elected not to bring evidence challenging 

the extent of the heritage setting and is no longer pursuing its submission 

opposing the same.   

Hands Off Hagley Further Submission  

10 Canterbury Cricket did not file a further submission opposing the submission of 

Hands Off Hagley.  However, Hands Off Hagley is a Further Submitter opposing 

the submission of Canterbury Cricket.  Whilst Canterbury Cricket has no ability 

to speak in opposition to the original submission of Hands Off Hagley, it 

nevertheless wishes to state that in relation to the Oval at least, it supports the 

positon of the Council that Hagley Park not be listed as a heritage area item.   

11 Canterbury Cricket shares Ms Rachlin’s view that there are many (sufficient) 

non-regulatory methods and levels of protection already afforded by various 

non-RMA plans and documents without the need for any further RMA 

intervention.  That much is evident in the Environment Court’s scrutiny of 

Canterbury Cricket’s development proposal for the Oval.   

12 Whilst acknowledging that the park undoubtedly possesses historic heritage 

values in its form and landscape setting, Canterbury Cricket considers that 

protection of those values should be compatible with, rather than trumping, the 

primary purpose of the recreational reserve pursuant to s 17(2)(b) of the 

Reserves Act 1977.   

Dated this 3rd day of February 2016. 
 

 

P A Steven QC 

Counsel for Canterbury Cricket Association Inc 


