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In the matter  of the Resource Management Act 1991 and  
the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch  
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And   
  
In the matter of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement  

District Plan – Proposed re-zoning of  
112 Waimairi Road, Christchurch. 
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1 We acknowledge receipt of the Minute from the Independent Hearing Panel 

(the Panel) dated 3rd October 2016 and are grateful for the decision that the 

property at 112 Waimairi Road remain as RSTD. 

2 However we respectfully note that one issue remains, being the zoning status 

of the strip (the strip) of land between numbers 112 and 122 Waimairi Road. 

3 For the Panel’s convenience copied below (i.e. paras 4 to 11 inclusive of this 

Memo) is an extract from the evidence, relevant to this matter, presented in 

the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association’s (IURRA) Written 

Statement dated 28tgh September 2016. 

4 At para 9 and Appendix C of his evidence(1) Mr Baird provides a summary of 

the timelines of the notifications relating to the strip of land between no’s 112 

and 122 Waimairi Road (the strip).  

5 IURRA began its involvement with the proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (pCRDP) at Stage 1, with specific reference to residential issues 

and zoning relating to its area. Whilst IURRA submitted that it supported the 

residential zoning proposed in general, it should be noted that the status of 

the strip had specifically been part of the IURRA assessment process. 

6 The Christchurch City Council (the Council) subsequently notified all 

landowners of affected sites and all submitters of Stage 1 – Residential, 

Commercial and Industrial by way of a memo dated 26th June 2016(2) of a 

proposed change of zoning for the strip  

7 IURRA, as a submitter on Stage 1, was duly notified but unfortunately the 

memo was missed in the plethora of communications flowing between various 

bodies at the time with respect to a wide variety of pCRDP proposals. 

Accordingly IURRA did not alert residents local to the strip as would have 

been its normal practice. 

________________________ 

(1)     Evidence of Benjamin Moffat Blair, Christchurch City Council – 21st September 2016 

(2)     ibid:. page 25   
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8 As the Panel will no doubt be aware, it is by far the most common practice 

amongst the general public for those in favour of a proposal to not submit in 

support. Rather they expect their silence to be taken as acquiescence. 

9 However in this specific situation the prime issue arises in that those who did 

not submit on Stage 1 were not notified of the proposed change in status of 

the strip. They were therefore unlikely to be unaware of the changed situation 

and hence were in effect not accorded the opportunity to make a submission.  

10 Accordingly from IURRA’s perspective we believe that the process used to 

move the strip from a residential zoning to SPTEZ was flawed from a legal 

standpoint in that the notification of the proposed changed was too limited in 

nature. Direct notification of the proposal should we believe have been made, 

at a minimum, to those in the vicinity of the strip 

11 We believe therefore that the matter of the strip should be re-heard after 

appropriate notification and in the interim the strip should revert to a RSDT 

zoning. 

12 We confirm that we are happy for the matter to be determined on the papers. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
     Peter Harding 
     Chairman 
     Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association 

     5th October 2016 
 
 


