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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Benjamin Moffat Baird.  I hold the position of Assistant Policy 

Planner at Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been in this position 

since February 2015. 

 

1.2 I hold a Masters of Environmental Policy in Planning from Lincoln University.  I 

have 1.5 years’ experience in Policy Planning.  I am also a graduate member 

of NZPI. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to the proposal to rezone 112 Waimairi Road from Residential 

Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) to a Specific Purpose (Tertiary 

Education) Zone (SPTE Zone).  

 

1.4 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) in a range of areas including the following: 

 

(a) 112 Waimairi Road rezoning proposal – prepared the s32 report and 

revised proposal, attended the drop-in session, met informally with 

several submitters; 

(b) Papakainga – organised and attended informal mediation, assisted 

Alan Matheson in research and analysis; 

(c) ePlan – administration of the online plan; and 

(d) Land Capacity reporting – provide analysis on new housing growth in 

the greenfield areas. 

  

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person. The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 
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(a) Decision 1 – Strategic Directions;  

(b) Decision 17 – Residential (part); 

(c) Decision 19 – Specific Purpose; 

(d) Evidence-in-chief of Sarah Oliver for Residential (part) Stage 2, 18 

August 2016; 

(e) Evidence-in-chief of Glenda Dixon for Specific Purpose (part) Stage 2, 

6 October 2015; 

(f) Evidence-in-chief of Josie Schroder for Specific Purpose (part) Stage 

2, 6 October 2015; and 

(g) Evidence-in-chief of Penny Lemon for Specific Purpose (part) Stage 2, 

15 October 2015. 

 

1.7 My evidence has been prepared in collaboration with and is complementary to 

that of Ms Lemon provided on behalf of the University of Canterbury (#W5).  

Except where I explicitly hold a different opinion or refer to additional matters 

not contained within her evidence, I concur with and adopt Ms Lemon’s 

evidence. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence relates to the appropriate zoning for the property at 

112 Waimairi Road.  Eight (8) submissions have been filed on this proposal.  

The University of Canterbury, as landowner, has lodged a submission in 

support.  The other seven (7) submissions are in opposition to the SPTE 

zoning, and I address the concerns raised in these submissions in my 

evidence.  To assist the Panel I have provided a snapshot of Operative 

Planning Map 30 (published 19 September 2016), identifying the location of 

those submitters properties that have been able to be identified.  I structure my 

evidence by addressing the five issues, set out in the confirmed Statement of 

Issues dated 15 September 2016.  
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2.2 In preparing this evidence I have relied on evidence previously presented to 

the Panel and have cross referenced that evidence in my discussion below.   

 

2.3 I have provided as Attachment A a table setting out the submission points 

relevant to this Proposal.  In that table I have identified whether I 

accept/accept in part or reject the submission point sought by submitters.  I 

have discussed my reasons for accepting or rejecting the relief sought in 

submissions in the body of my evidence. 

 

2.4 Also provided as Attachment B is an update of the Council's position on the 

revised proposal.  This updates the revised proposal provided in the Council’s 

Pre-hearing memorandum of counsel, dated 12 September 2016.  

 

2.5 Also, Attachment C provides a summary of Issue 5: the status of the strip of 

land between 112 and 122 Waimairi Road.  
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The rezoning of 112 Waimairi Road to SPTE Zone, with additional standards 

as shown in the Revised Proposal in Attachment B to this evidence, is in my 

view the most effective and efficient way to achieve the objectives of the 

District Plan and also to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management 

Act 1991.  In particular it provides the most appropriate objectives and policies 

for the site's intended use. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The background leading to the preparation of the proposal is set out at 

paragraph 10 - 13 in Ms Lemon’s evidence.  

 

4.2 As set out in the s32 Report, in assessing the proposal, the following two 

options were considered: 

 

(a) Option 1 - rezoning the site SPTE with additional standards; or 

(b) Option 2 - maintaining the RSDT zoning. 

  

4.3 The assessment is whether rezoning the site SPTE Zone (and the additional 

permitted activities and built form standards) is required to: 

 

(a) expedite recovery of education activities (Strategic objective 3.3.11); 

and 

(b) allow the growth and diversification of the University while having 

regard for the amenity of the surrounding environment (SPTE objective 

21.7.1.1). 

 

5. ISSUE 1: ARE TERTIARY EDUCATION AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 

APPROPRIATE FOR THE SITE? 

 

5.1 The appropriateness of tertiary education and research activities for the site 

needs to be compared to what activities could be carried out on the site under 

the RSDT Zone provisions, having regard for the context of the site.  Concerns 

about the extent of activities were raised by submitters W3 and W4.  
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5.2 The RSDT Zone primarily provides for residential activities as well as providing 

for a limited range of non-residential activities e.g. preschools and education 

activities (as set out in Ms Lemon’s evidence in paragraph 18).  The SPTE 

Zone provides for four additional permitted activities (21.7.3.1), as listed below: 

 

(a) P3 provides for activities permitted in the underlying (RS) zone – the 

alternative zone that would apply to the site is RS, given that the site 

falls within "UC west of Ilam Road site", in Appendix 27.7.6 of the RDP; 

(b) P4 provides for the use of student accommodation.  Student hostels 

are permitted in the RSDT Zone (P3);  

(c) P2 provides for community activities within tertiary facilities. Some 

community activities are permitted within the RSDT Zone, such as 

spiritual activities, places of assembly and community welfare facilities; 

and 

(d) P1 provides for Tertiary education and research activities and facilities. 

While the RSDT Zone provides for education activity with activity 

specific standards, tertiary education and research activities has a 

broader definition than education activity.  Activity specific standards 

are discussed at paragraphs 6.3 – 6.6 below. 

 

5.3 The most significant difference between the RSDT and the SPTE Zone is the 

SPTE permits a broader range of activities classified as tertiary education and 

research activities. 

 

5.4 The definitions for tertiary education and research activities and education 

activities have been defined through Decision 16 as:  

 

Tertiary education and research activities means the use of land 

and/or buildings for:  

a. the provision of teaching and training and/or related research; 

b. commercial research and laboratories; and  

c. ancillary administrative, cultural, communal, accommodation, 

retailing, and recreation and entertainment facilities.  

 

Education activities means the use of land and/or buildings for the 

provision of regular instruction or training, or out of school care, 

including ancillary administrative, spiritual, recreation, health and 

cultural facilities (all of which may be shared) and boarding/residential 
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accommodation ancillary to education activity on that site. It also 

includes the use of trade and industry training facilities and pre-schools.  

 

5.5 While both activities provide for activities such as administrative or lecture 

building, library or post-graduate study or a music centre, the key difference in 

the definitions is the following additional activities:  

 

(a) commercial research and laboratories; and  

(b) ancillary retailing, recreation and entertainment activities. 

 

5.6 Commercial research and laboratories have a similarity with non-residential 

activities already provided for within the RSDT Zone, such as health care 

facility and veterinary care facility.  It is anticipated that health care and 

veterinary care facilities along with commercial research and laboratories 

would involve small scale laboratories and vehicle movements.  Further, the 

site’s small size and relative isolation to existing university buildings makes 

this activity unlikely.  

 

5.7 The other key difference is ancillary retailing, recreation and entertainment 

activities.  The definition of ancillary, as part of Decision 16, is that it does not 

include any activity or any part of an activity being carried out on another site.  

However, in terms of SPTE Zone, site means (Definition of site g.):  

 

 all of the land used by a particular education or tertiary education or 

research facility, whether or not those parcels of land are contiguous.  

 

5.8 In discussing this definition in Decision 16 (at paragraph 52) the Panel states 

that:  

 

 … the key elements of a definition of 'ancillary' include:  

 (a)  that it does not attempt to redefine the plain ordinary 

meaning of the word 'ancillary' and that it, therefore, clearly 

articulates the concepts of being ‘subservient’ or 

‘subordinate’ and a supporting part of the principal activity 

being undertaken; 

  

5.9 Any ancillary activity permitted by the definition of tertiary education and 

research activities for 112 Waimairi Road will need to be clearly demonstrated 
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to be subservient or subordinate and supporting university activities, and 

therefore the extent of these ancillary activities is limited. 

 

5.10 The broader definition of tertiary education and research activities does 

provide the University flexibility in the use of site in order to grow and diversify. 

Further, this definition provides for additional non-residential activities that are 

similar to what is permitted within the RSDT Zone.  This limits the effect on the 

neighbouring environment. 

 

6. ISSUE 2: WHAT ARE THE MOST APPROPRIATE BUILT FORM STANDARDS TO 

MAINTAIN RESIDENTIAL AMENITY? 

 

6.1 The appropriateness of the built form standards for the site needs to be 

compared with what is permitted within the RSDT Zone.  The built form 

standards for the SPTE Zone have been developed to reflect that they are the 

most appropriate for larger scale sites. However, those standards do not 

translate easily to small sites such as 112 Waimairi Road.  In my opinion, the 

introduction of (discrete) additional standards relating to 112 Waimairi Road 

are essential to assist in maintaining the neighbouring residential amenity and 

character.  Concerns relating to the scale of buildings and activities were 

raised by submitters W1, W2, W3, W4, W6, W7 and W8.  A comparison of the 

built form standards is set out in Ms Lemon’s evidence, including in her 

Attachment 1.  

 

6.2 The key differences between RSDT and SPTE built form standards are:  

 

(a) the permitted height;  

(b) the permitted site coverage; and  

(c) activity specific standards.  

 

6.3 The SPTE Zone permits a height of 16 metres, while the RSDT Zone permits 

8 metres.  Also, the SPTE Zone has a zone wide site coverage, which could 

allow development on 112 Waimairi Road to cover the whole site excluding the 

road and internal boundary setbacks, while the RSDT permits 35% site 

coverage of the site.  These more permissive built form standards have the 

potential to lead to a built form that would in my view negatively impact on the 

neighbouring residential amenity.  The calculation of site coverage in the 

SPTE Zone includes impervious surfaces used for vehicle parking and access, 
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which is not included in the RSDT site coverage.  This matter was overlooked 

when preparing the red-line version attached to the prehearing memo and a 

consequential change is recommended that excludes impervious surfaces 

from the site coverage for 112 Waimairi Road.  Accordingly, the proposed 

rezoning includes a permitted height limit of 8 metres, with a restricted 

discretionary activity up to 11 metres and a permitted site specific coverage of 

35% (excluding impervious surfaces).  This would limit the potential 

development to a form that is consistent (but not identical) with the 

neighbouring RSDT Zone.  

 

6.4 The RSDT Zone also includes activity specific standards particularly relating to 

gross floor area, hours of operation, and outdoor advertisement.  In the 

RSDT Zone, education activities are limited to:  

 

(a) a gross floor area of 200m
2
; 

(b) hours of operation for visitors, students, patients, clients and deliveries 

are restricted to 0700 – 2100 Monday to Saturday; and closed Sunday 

and public holidays; and 

(c) outdoor advertisement maximum area of 2m
2
.  

 

6.5 The gross floor area limits the scale of the activity but also impacts the number 

of parking spaces required.  However, the SPTE Zone is treated as one site 

when calculating and locating carparks.  Therefore, the size of the activity on 

the site doesn’t increase the requirement of parking on the site.  In my opinion, 

the introduction of a site coverage as discussed at paragraph 6.3, already 

limits the permitted gross floor area to a level not inconsistent with a RSDT 

Zone. 

 

6.6 The RSDT Zone hours of operation restrict access and activity on the site that 

could be expected within a residential area.  However, hours of operation do 

not fit tertiary education and research activities, especially as students require 

flexibility in operating hours. 

 

6.7 The area of outdoor advertisement in the SPTE Zone (as per the Council's 

final position on Chapter 6, which forms the base of the Council's final 

Definitions revised proposal for Chapter 6 dated 11 August 2016),
1
 set out in 

6.8.4.3, is 0.5m * (times) length along primary building frontage.  The length of 

                                                   
1
  http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Appendix-E-Chapter-6-General-Rules-and-Procedures-

Definitions-version-11-08-2016.pdf.  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Appendix-E-Chapter-6-General-Rules-and-Procedures-Definitions-version-11-08-2016.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/Appendix-E-Chapter-6-General-Rules-and-Procedures-Definitions-version-11-08-2016.pdf
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the site’s primary building frontage is approximately 20m, permitting a 10m
2
 

sign.  This is inconsistent with a site located to an extent within a residential 

area.  A signage limit of 2m
2
, consistent with RSDT non-residential activity, is 

in my view appropriate.  An additional change to Chapter 6.8.4.3 Signs, 

attached to buildings, is therefore in my view, appropriate.  This is included in 

Attachment B. 

 

6.8 With the addition of built form standards relating to height and site coverage as 

well as an activity specific standard relating to outdoor advertisement (the 

latter to be located in Chapter 6 of the RDP), the RSDT Zone provisions allow 

for a scale that has regard to the amenity and character of the surrounding 

environment.  

 

7. ISSUE 3: WHAT IS THE DEGREE OF EFFECT OF RE-ZONING ON THE 

NEIGHBOURING RESIDENTIAL COHERENCE 

 

7.1 The loss of residential coherence is a concern raised by neighbouring 

submitters (W1, W2 W3, W4, W6, W7 and W8).  In summary these concerns 

relate to the potential large scale of the activity being inconsistent with 

residential neighbourhood and the break in contiguous residentially zoned 

properties. 

 

7.2 As discussed in relation to issue 1, the RSDT Zone provides for a range of 

non-residential activities that are in keeping with the residential nature of the 

zone.  The RSDT Zone addresses residential coherence with respect to non-

residential activities (Rule 14.2.2.1 P 16-20) by the inclusion of activity specific 

standard f. i. and ii.  These standards require that adjoining residential 

activities are left with at least one residential neighbour and that the non-

residential activity only locate on residential blocks where there are no more 

than two non-residential activities already within that block.  I consider these 

standards as a guide to whether the zoning of the site as SPTE would create a 

greater degree of impact on residential coherence than that of a non-

residential activity in the RSDT Zone.  

 

7.3 Rezoning the site SPTE does not leave adjoining residential activities without 

a residential neighbour.  Accordingly, activity specific standard f. i. is satisfied.  
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7.4 With regard to the number of non-residential activities in the block, I note the 

following for context: 

 

(a) the block is approximated 900 metres from Rountree Street in the 

south to Wadeley Road in the north; 

(b) approximately 400 metres of this frontage is zoned RSDT, with a range 

of university activities also within this area; and 

(c) there are four (4) accessway breaks (one each from Siska Place and 

Newbridge Place, one north of 112 Waimairi Road and one north of 

130/132 Waimairi Road).  

 

7.5 From my site visit and review of information on Council records, there are no 

obvious non-residential activities occurring along this block.  Accordingly, 

activity specific standard f. ii. is satisfied. 

 

7.5 In my opinion, using the RSDT Zone non-residential activity standards as a 

guide, the effect on residential coherence is consistent with what is permitted 

within the RSDT Zone. 

 

8. ISSUE 4: OTHER MATTERS RAISED IN SUBMISSIONS, WHICH THE COUNCIL 

CONSIDERS IRRELEVANT TO THE APPROPRIATENESS OF ZONING AND ZONE 

PROVISIONS 

 

8.1 While other issues raised by submitters (ie, W6) such as littering, vandalism, 

property damage, parking and traffic congestion are recognised as valid 

concerns, they need to be considered in the context of the site's location within 

the university and other education complexes, and the role that a district plan 

can play (if any) in addressing those issues. 

 

8.2 As noted in the evidence in chief of Mr Carr
2
 the university complex covers 

approximately 87 ha and has over 16,000 students, with 2,000 of those 

students living in hostels on the campus.  In my opinion, the additional tertiary 

education activities at 112 Waimairi Road will not create any effects that would 

be distinguishable from the existing situation. 

 
8.3 The district plan manages land use and any associated effects using a range 

of techniques (eg zones, overlays, built form and activity standards).  

However, the district plan cannot manage individual or group behaviour 

                                                   
2
  Evidence in chief, 20 October 2015, paragraphs 12 - 28  
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relating to the issues raised by the submitters.  That is the role of the 

university, police, Council and general public. 

  

9. ISSUE 5: WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE NARROW STRIP OF LAND BETWEEN 

112 AND 122 WAIMARI ROAD 

 

9.1 The zoning status of the strip of land between 112 and 122 Waimairi Road 

was raised as an issue by submitter W3.  The zoning changes and timeline of 

this strip throughout the pRDP is as set out in the following table:  

 

Plan Date Zone 

Operative City 
Plan 

 Zoned Living 2 (L2) 

Proposed District 
Plan 

27 August 2014 Proposed RSDT zone as part of Proposal 
14 – Residential in Stage 1 

2 May 2015 Proposed SPTE zone as part of Proposal 
21 – Specific Purpose in Stage 2 

17 June 2015 CCC Memorandum clarifying zoning sought 
and seeking zone decision be deferred to 
Stage 2 

26 June 2015 IHP minute accepting CCC request 

10 December 2015 Decision 10 (Residential) also deferred 
zoning of site 

30 March 2016 Decision 19 (Specific Purpose) zoned site 
SPTE 

 

9.2 Attachment C shows the planning maps for each of the stages set out in the 

above table. 

 

9.3 I note that this matter was raised with the Panel by Mr Harding (Chairman, 

Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association) in an email dated 

5 July 2016.  That email also included copies of the relevant planning maps 

that I have included in Attachment C. 

 
9.4 Mr Harding has raised potential third party injustice issues with respect to the 

process.  I consider this to be a legal matter. 
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10. WHICH ZONE INCLUDES THE MOST APPROPRIATE OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES 

TO SUPPORT THE PROVISIONS? 

 

10.1 The most appropriate objectives and policies would allow for the use of the site 

for tertiary education and research activities while having regard for the 

neighbouring area and character.  

 

10.2 While the Residential Zone allows for some non-residential activities, 

additional non-residential activities are to be restricted, unless they have a 

strategic or operational need to locate within a residential zone (Objective 

14.1.6 – Non-residential activities and Policy 14.1.6.4 – Other non-residential 

activities).  These activities have no obvious strategic or operational need to 

be located in a residential zone and does not readily fit under the residential 

objective and policy framework.  If the site were to remain RSDT with 

amended provisions to provide for tertiary education activities, these would not 

be supported by the objective and policy framework on the RSDT Zone. 

 

10.3 The SPTE objective (21.7.1.1) and policy (21.7.1.1.1) are in my view more 

appropriate as they provide for tertiary education and research activities while 

having regard for the amenity and character of the surrounding environment. 

 

11. IS REZONING CONSISTENT WITH STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES 3.3.2? 

 

11.1 Rezoning 112 Waimairi Road SPTE, with additional standards, provides the 

most appropriate objectives and policies for the intended use of the site.  In 

addition, rezoning minimises the reliance on resource consent and notification 

by providing more permitted activities.  While the introduction of standards 

does not minimise the number, extent and prescriptiveness of development 

controls and design standards, these are necessary to meet the SPTE 

objectives and policies of maintaining neighbouring residential amenity and 

character. 

 

12. SUMMARY 

 

12.1 The provisions in the proposal, including a height limit, site coverage and 

outdoor advertising limit, are the most appropriate way to achieve the 

objectives.  The proposal enables tertiary education and research activities 

while having regard for the residential character and amenity.  It provides for 
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the economic benefit while managing the social effects anticipated.  The risk of 

not acting could lead to a development that is not in scale with the 

neighbouring residential area. 

 

 

Benjamin Moffat Baird  

21 September 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A – SUBMISSION ACCEPT/REJECT TABLE  

Submitter 
No. 

Last Name 
Submission 

point 
number 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Summary A 
A 

(P) 
R 

Comment 

W1 
Jack Elder 
Properties 
Ltd 

.1 Oppose 
Be Deleted 
Reason: 
Scale effects detrimentally on the enjoyment of our property 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 

W2 
Andrew and 
Gillian 
Southern 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason:  
We are opposed to the Proposal for re zoning 112 Waimairi Rd for RSDT to SPTE regardless 
of height limitations. 
If this zone change is made, the CCC would be granting the UC permission for a potential 
development that could cover almost 100% of the site and adjoining strip. This development 
could potentially comprise a very large accommodation block with car parking. The UC has 
the leverage to undertake this because of their ownership of the adjacent Ilam Fields. In a 
residential area we think this potential development is abnormal, distorted, and unfair. The UC 
have no public plan to accompany the zone change so CCC should be taking into account the 
worst case scenario. 
Our neighbourhood and, even more-so our home, will become a lot less desirable. If this 
zoning change goes ahead our house will have a stigma attached to it. Prospective 
purchasers will be put off by the uncertainty of what will transpire at 112. This stigma will be 
there for years and the UC may never develop the site. Is this a tactic by the UC to undermine 
the adjacent properties so the UC is the only option for purchasing the land? This stigma is 
affecting how we invest in our own property. We feel the UC is putting the cart before the 
horse by changing the zoning.  
We have no objection for the current building at 112 being used for education or 
administrative purposes if the zoning is not changed. 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 

W3 

Ilam and 
Upper 
Riccarton 
Residents 
Association 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason:  

1. The UC have failed to provide any details of their future proposed uses for the site or 

any rationale beyond ownership to justify the proposed change. 

2. The SPTE provides for, as of right, an extremely wide variety of activities, many of 

which are not compatible with residential properties where these are in close 

proximity. 

3. The potential height, bulk and site coverage of buildings permitted under the SPTE 

are not compatible with the surrounding properties particularly given the restricted 

size of the site. 

4. The proposal, if granted, would break up the residential coherence of the area in the 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 



28400462_2.doc  17 
 

Submitter 
No. 

Last Name 
Submission 

point 
number 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Summary A 
A 

(P) 
R 

Comment 

vicinity and in particular would both physically, and from a planning perspective, 

isolate the properties at 108, 108A and 110 Waimairi Rd 

5. The proposal introduces a significant degree of uncertainty as to the future of the 

properties along Waimairi Rd that adjoin the Ilam Fields and hence potentially 

impacts on the wider area. 

6. The zoning status of the strip of land between 112 and 122 Waimairi Rd is in 

significant doubt due to failures in pCRDP processes. 

W4 
Richard 
English 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason: 

1. The UC have failed to provide any details of their future proposed uses for the site or 

any rationale beyond ownership to justify the proposed change. 

2. The SPTE provides for, as of right, an extremely wide variety of activities, many of 

which are not compatible with residential properties where these are in close 

proximity. 

3. The potential height, bulk and site coverage of buildings permitted under the SPTE 

are not compatible with the surrounding properties particularly given the restricted 

size of the site. 

4. The proposal, if granted, would break up the residential coherence of the area in the 

vicinity and in particular would both physically, and from a planning perspective, 

isolate the properties at 108, 108A and 110 Waimairi Rd 

5. The proposal introduces a significant degree of uncertainty as to the future of the 

properties along Waimairi Rd that adjoin the Ilam Fields and hence potentially 

impacts on the wider area. 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 

W5 
University of 
Canterbury 

.1 Support 

That 112 Waimairi Rd be rezoned SPTE in accordance with the notification 
Reason: 
The University purchased 112 Waimairi Rd in Feb 2015, and since that time the property has 
been used by the University’s Erskine Program as living accommodation for visiting 
academics. 
The SPTE Zone provides for tertiary education and research activities. The property is owned 
by UC and is used for tertiary education purposes. Having the property zoned SPTE will 
provide the University with certainty and flexibility that tertiary education and research 
activities are able to be undertaken. Having all of its land within the same District Plan zone, 
allows the University to have consistent administration, and this in turn provides for 
operational efficiency 
The rezoning proposal includes an amendment to the maximum height Rule 21.7.4.5, and 

 ✓   
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Submitter 
No. 

Last Name 
Submission 

point 
number 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Summary A 
A 

(P) 
R 

Comment 

associated restricted discretionary height Rule 21.7.3.3. The proposed building height (as 
notified) is 8m, and this reflects the permitted height in the RSDT Zone. The University 
considers that the building height rules proposed are appropriate. 
The SPTE Zone contains a list of alternative zones which apply to activities other than 
education, research, laboratory or community activities in the SPTE Zone. For UC west of 
ILam Road, the alternative zoning is RS. Therefore any activities which are not education, 
research, laboratory or community activities, undertaken at the property will be subject to the 
RS standards. 
The rezoning of an individual property from residential to SPTE is not a unique concept. The 
operative SPTE Zone includes a number of UC properties which were not former Cultural 4 
Zone. These properties were rezoned through the SPTE Zone of the DPR 
The property is immediately adjacent to a pedestrian access from Waimairi Rd to Ilam Fields. 
This access dove-tails in with the access to Dovedale between 123 and 131 Waimairi Rd. 
Linkages between Dovedale and Ilam Fields/Ilam are a critical part of the development of the 
Single Campus approach which is supported by UC and SPTE Zone. 

W6 
She Ting 
Giam 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason: 

1. The UC failed to provide detail development of the rezoning. 

2. It is not compatible with the current nature of the (residential) neighbourhood: its 

density; worsen the already traffic congestion. It will increase noise level, insecurity, 

littering and loitering etc 

3. Currently the temporary Ilam Village hostel opposite my premises has already 

created littering, broken beer bottle, noises and loss of views and privacy to my 

house. This, with further rezoning and uncertainty in detail of development by UC, will 

lower the value and saleability of my house. 

4. The rezoning will seriously affect the residential nature of the surroundings. Already, 

occasional damage and vandalism to my fence has been done. Therefore with the 

rezoning and increase in population density, I anticipate more harm will be caused. 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 

W7 
Janine Kay 
Wattie 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason: 

1. Not in keeping with the residential street character 

2. Additional noise and increased parking/traffic issues 

3. Incremental creep/encroachment by UC into residential zoned area 

4. Granting UC this zone change is the ‘thin edge of the wedge’ to isolating existing 

private residential properties which are becoming surrounded by the university 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 
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Submitter 
No. 

Last Name 
Submission 

point 
number 

Support 
/ Oppose 

Summary A 
A 

(P) 
R 

Comment 

W8 
Brian 
Percival 
Fifield 

.1 Oppose 

Be Deleted 
Reason: 

1. This proposal would result in an increase in noise and parking issues which are 

already at a premium 

2. If this proposal is allowed the construction of student accommodation there would be 

an increase in noise and property damage which is already an issue in the area 

3. This rezoning would affect the sky line and property values in the area 

4. Already it is difficult to exit our property and this proposal would exacerbate this 

problem 

 ✓  Add 
additional 
standards 
to manage 
scale 
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ATTACHMENT B – REDLINE CHAPTER  

 

Key: 

Black underlined text is notified Proposal. 

Red underlined text showing changes made in Memorandum for PHM dated 12 

September 2016. 

Purple underlined text showing changes made in evidence in chief of Ben Baird, 

dated 21 September 2016.  

 

The base of the following documents, is from Decision 19 (the SPTE zone provisions).  

They will apply to the site, if it is confirmed SPTE, as supported by the Council.  

 

21.7.3.3 Restricted discretionary activities 

 Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

RD8 Any activity listed in Rule 21.7.3.1 or 21.7.3.2 
that does not comply with Rule 21.7.4.5 height 
on 112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 DP18957), up to 
11m. 

a. Amenity of the neighbourhood – 
21.7.5.1 

 

21.7.3.4 Discretionary activities 

 Activity  The Council will consider any 
matters under s104 of the Act 
including: 

D1 Any activity listed in Rules 21.7.3.1 or 
21.7.3.2 that does not comply with Rule 
21.7.4.5 height or Rule 21.7.3.3 RD8 (112 
Waimairi Rd (Lot 8 DP18957)), on all UC 
sites, and on CPIT Sullivan Avenue and 
Hassals Lane sites 

a. Amenity of the neighbourhood – 
21.7.5.1 a., b., c., d., e., f., g. and h.     

 

21.7.4.1 Site coverage 

The maximum percentage of the net site area covered by buildings or impervious surfaces used 

for vehicle parking and access, shall be as follows: 

 Applicable to  Standard 

a. UC east of Ilam Road site. 60% 

b. UC west of Ilam Road site 
(not including Dovedale 
site or 112 Waimairi Road 
(Lot 8 DP18957)). 

30% 

c. UC Dovedale site. 45% 
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d. CPIT Sullivan Avenue, and 
CPIT Hassals Lane site. 

50% 

e. 112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 
DP18957) 

35% (excluding impervious surfaces) 

 

 

21.7.4.5 Height 

The maximum height of any building shall be: 

 Applicable to   Standard 

a. UC east of Ilam Road site. 30m 

b. UC west of Ilam Road site (see specific site c. listed below not 
including 112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 DP18957)). 

16m 

c. 112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 DP18957) 8m 

c. UC Dovedale site. 20m 

d. CPIT Sullivan Avenue site and CPIT Hassals Lane site. 20m 

e. 112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 DP18957) 8m 

 

 

The base of the following provisions, is the Council's final position on the Chapter 6 

provisions, found in closing submissions – Definitions revised proposal 11 August 2016.   

 

Chapter 6 

6.8.4.3 Signs attached to buildings 

a. Maximum area and height 

Zone or scheduled activity Maximum total area of signs 
per building 

Maximum height above 
ground level at top of sign 

Specific Purpose (Tertiary 
Education) not including 112 
Waimairi Road (Lot 8 
DP18957) 

Length along primary building 
frontage (m) x 0.5m 

6m or façade height, whichever 
is lower 

112 Waimairi Road (Lot 8 
DP18957) 

2m
2
 4m, or façade height, 

whichever is lower 
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ATTACHMENT C – STRIP OF LAND BETWEEN 112 AND 122 WAIMAIRI ROAD 

The timeline of the zoning of the strip of land between 112 and 122 Waimairi Road. 

Plan Date Zone 

Operative City Plan  Zoned L2 

Proposed District 
Plan 

27 August 2014 Notified Stage 1 RSDT 

 2 May 2015 Notified Stage 2 SPTE 

 17 June 2015 CCC Memorandum identifying sites 

 26 June 2015 IHP Order accepting Memo 

 10 December 2015 Decision 10 (Residential) deferred zoning of 
site 

 30 March 2016 Decision 19 (Specific Purpose) zoned site 
SPTE 

  

Operative City Plan 
The Operative City Plan zoned the strip L2. 
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Stage 1 of the Proposed District Plan 
In Stage 1 of pRDP process (notified on the 27

th
 August 2014), the strip was proposed to be 

zoned Residential Suburban Density Transition. 
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Stage 2 of the Proposed District Plan 
After Stage 1 but before the decision, Stage 2 (notified on the 2

nd
 May 2015) of the pRDP notified 

the strip as SPTE. 
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Council Memo 26th June 2015 
Following the notification of Stage 2, several sites were identified as inappropriately zoned in 
Stage 1 and were requested to be deferred to Stage 2. This memorandum was made on the 17

th
 

June 2015 (http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/310-CCC-Application-
to-set-aside-land-from-Stage-1-proposals-where-it-has-been-renotified-in-Stage-2-17-6-15.pdf) 
and accepted by the Panel on the 26

th
 June 2015 (http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2015/04/Order-made-in-terms-of-application-to-set-aside-land-from-Stage-1-
proposals-re-CCC-memo-17June15-26-6-15.pdf). 
This was served on all landowners of affected sites and all submitters of Stage 1 – Residential, 
Commercial and Industrial.  
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Chapter 14 – Decision 10 
The Stage 1 Residential decision (10

th
 December 2015) (Pg 252) in Schedule 2 confirmed that 

these sites were deferred to Stage 2 Specific Purpose. 
 
 

Chapter 21 – Decision 19 
The Specific Purpose decision (30

th
 March 2016) zoned these sites Specific Purpose (Tertiary 

Education) Zone.  
 

 
 
 
 
 


