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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 01.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Protect rights of existing property owners:

The proposal should provide protections for existing property owners. This could be achieved by:

Establishing sunlight access rights
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Setting a 'phase in' period (perhaps 10 years) for developments under the new regulations to allow a transition period for those

potentially negatively affected. Property owners on sites likely to be impacted could then have time to leave the property, or plan for

modifications to their own property to mitigate any new developments. (Such a phase in time could be over-ridden if neighbours

consented to a development.)

Other protections as detailed below

2. Encourage coherent residential planning:

The Council should do much more to encourage and facilitate coherent, sustainable and diverse residential planning. Specifically:

Consider developer incentives to aggregate adjoining properties (based on fair market prices) so density can be achieved in a well

designed, coherent manner without adversely affecting neighbouring properties. Such incentives should go hand in hand with those

to achieve better environmental standards e.g. reduced building embodied CO2.

Increase minimum plot sizes for plots with 3+ storey residential buildings.

3. Increase protection of sunlight access.

Reduce recession plane angles to provide more  sunshine access than in Auckland.

Recession planes and setbacks should be set to guarantee minimum sunshine access to adjoining properties, regardless of site

width of those neighbouring properties. Recession plane angles should be reduced for those sites bordering single storey existing

properties.

4. Reduction in green space:

The proposal should increase minimum protection of green space and canopy cover.

There should be no 'buying out' provision).

The CCC should provide, and consult on, a detailed plan about how green space will be provided, particularly in HDR zones, before

any changes are made to residential planning regulations. 

5. Boundaries of HDRZ in Riccarton:

Rattray St should be included in the MDR zone (i.e. included in the area south and west of the street).

My submission is that

While I thank the Council for not just accepting the imposition of the Government’s MDRS, the proposed changes to the District Plan do
little to ameliorate the impacts. Specifically:

1. Single focus urban planning: As a long term resident of Riccarton I support densification around the Riccarton urban hub. To date the

quality of that densification has been patchy, but at least it has occurred through a planning framework that has attempted to balance a

diverse set of requirements necessary for both residents and the city as a whole. In my view Plan Change 14 requirements completely

upsets that balance, sacrificing property protections, liveability and diversity for a sole focus on housing densification.

2. Undermines protection and rights of existing property owners: Many current residents will have their property values (both amenity and

financial) significantly reduced under the new recession planes and minimum plot sizes (e.g. loss of sunlight through ground floor

windows, solar panel installations becoming severely compromised). Not only would property owners have no recompense for the loss,

they would also have very little time to transition (either by selling the property or altering the building). 

3. Lack of coherent residential planning: The current proposal marks a significant change in what is permitted and encouraged in

residential areas. The proposal talks about meeting housing needs over a 30 year time frame. The vision for 30 years’ time may be
coherent but, without careful local planning and oversight, the streetscapes are likely to be unattractive and highly variable in the short to

medium term. Piece-meal development is likely to lead to neglect of existing properties.

4. Impact of sunlight reduction on liveability of homes: The proposed plans would significantly reduce sunlight access for many existing

properties, with the result that many currently warm, healthy homes would no longer be so. I appreciate that the Council has sought to

address the grossly carelessly imposed Auckland-based requirements of the MDRS by proposing a qualifying matter. But there are at least

two issues – first, the proposed variation to recession planes does not compensate sufficiently for reduced sunshine hours, solar strength
and average wintertime temperatures in Christchurch, and second even if parity with Auckland was achieved the potential loss of sunlight

represents an unacceptable diminution of sunlight access and warmth that residents should be reasonably allowed to enjoy. Effectively
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the Plan is giving a sunlight ‘right’ to an upper storey resident of a new multi‐story development (where they are not affected by the
shadow cast from a similar development to their north) at the expense of existing homeowners who may now find themselves fully in the

shadow of a multi-story development built on their north boundary (for 5 months or so). Furthermore the Plan legitimises such

development and strips away a neighbour’s right to even by notified, let alone object. These recession planes will also impact on the
performance of existing solar panels on the roofs of single storey homes.

5. Impact of site width: The proposed recession planes ( and setbacks) do not provide equitable outcomes for sites that are smaller than

the model assumptions. The proposal assumes 15m as a common site width, with the models for the sunlight access assuming the

building on the southern boundary of a new development has a 4m setback from its north boundary (Technical Report – Residential

Recession Planes in Christchurch, p.10). This report largely discounts narrower sites by stating “these are a minority”.

But the reality is that sites narrower than 15m are not uncommon in the proposed HDRZ in Riccarton, where setbacks of the existing

residences from the north boundary can be less than 4m. Thus the proposed recession planes will impact even more on these properties.

Recession planes and setbacks need to provide liveable and equitable outcomes for sites regardless of dimensions.

6. Reduction in green space: The proposal to allow developers to 'buy out' providing 20% tree canopy cover is a significant diminution of

green space amenity in neighbourhoods. Such reduction in planting and green space, along with increased density, will have a negative

impact on liveability. Reduction of permeable surfaces will also further strain drainage infrastructure at a time when it is clear more

extreme rainfall is now the norm.

The proposal acknowledges the need for green space but states only that 'w e’re working on” it (Housing and Business Choice, p.19). It

is unacceptable to be asking residents to accept such assurances as a substitute for a properly balanced plan. It is another sign of this

rushed-through plan change to align with the government dictate.

7. Boundaries of HDRZ in Riccarton: The inclusion of Rattray St in the HDRZ is inappropriate and unjustified. Currently Rattray St is in the

RSDT zone; this means that the proposed change is much more extreme than in most other areas (i.e. RSDT to HDR, rather than RMD to

HDR as for Wainui St et al). The change is particularly important given Rattray St includes a number of narrow east-west aligned sections,

which are unsuited to a HDR zone. It also seems to me inappropriate since the west side of Rattray St borders on the proposed

Shands/Piko heritage area. Intensive, high rise development might be a jarring transition into the protected zone (I note the areas

bordering Riccarton Bush for example have allowed for a transition from high density).

8. Unintended consequences from the Plan: By imposing a single model, high density requirement on the Riccarton area it seems to me

that many desirable features of sustainable neighbourhood planning, that could and should be our aim, will be lost. For instance, high

density dwellings will likely result in less diverse and more standardised dwelling types, and hence provide for less diversity in household

types. It will accelerate movement of people away from the area to parts of the city (or surrounds) that provide a greater diversity of

housing, more greenspace etc. The developer-led model of development, applied in an environment of lesser protections for existing

property owners, will likely result in piecemeal development leaving existing properties greatly compromised, with owners unlikely to

invest in anything but basic repairs because any value could not be recouped. In the short term, at least, existing properties may well

deteriorate and neighbourhoods decline.

Surely we can achieve the desirable urban form we need to accommodate growth in a sustainable way – one that reinforces diverse and
vibrant neighbourhoods, without sacrificing amenity values and disenfranchising some of the existing population.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:    

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:   

Email:  hmwilson@xtra.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0272610081 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Helen Last name:  Wilson

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 02.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

That the current plan to build multiple 2 or 3 story townhouses  be immediately abandoned or reviewed where the rights of the

citizens of Christchurch ,who pay rates and own homes, will have a say as to what will be happening in our neighbourhoods. 

My submission is that

The current plan to build multiple townhouse on sections in existing residential areas which require no
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consultation be either abandoned or reviewed.

This city of Christchurch is noted for its beauty of trees and gardens and suburbs which are leafy and pleasant to

live in and the destruction of the form of how we live is destructive.

It does not enhance the beauty of our city at all and some of the building is destined to look shabby and

unappealing in a very short amount of time.  With no consideration to how the people of Christchurch live.

It is well know, despite what planners wish to think, that Christchurch City population use cars mostly to get

around our city which does not have the public transport infrastructure to allow us to move around within the city. 

 You may be able to get in to the central city but moving around the suburbs on public transport is  impossible.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  77 Eastern Terrace,

Beckenham, Christchurch 8023  

Suburb:  Beckenham  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8023 

Email:  graeme.linda@wildwater.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  226474753 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Graeme Last name:  Boddy

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 03.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I would like to see the status of Eastern Terrace between the iron bridge adjacent Bowenvale Avenue and the

footbridge at Malcolm Street to be changed from being 'Protected by being to far from public transport' to the

fuller protection of being 'Part of the Character Area of the Beckenham Loop'
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My submission is that

I support the Character Area status for Beckenham but I would also like it to extend to all the properties on

Eastern Terrace between the Bowenvale bridge and the foot-bridge across the river at Malcolm street.  This is

one of the most popular places for people to walk after work; partly due to the wide level grass verge between the

river and the road, but also to the native shrub and tree plantings and park like setting on the other bank.   (we

won't mention how much fun kids are having on a rope swing!)

Multi story buildings along this section of Eastern Tce would make this length of river bank a cold wet muddy

place in the winter.

 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:    

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:   

Email:  alex.booker@al.nz 

Daytime Phone:  03 379 0037 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Alex Last name:  Booker

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.5

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.6

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.7

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.8

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.9

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.10

Support

Oppose
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Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.11

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.12

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.13

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.14

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that
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Please see attached submission.

Attached Documents

File

WDL Enterprises Ltd and Birchs Village Ltd Submission - PC14 Chr
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Postal address:  PO Box 13831  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8140 

Email:  alex.booker@al.nz 

Daytime Phone:  03 3790037 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Alex Last name:  Booker

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.15

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

704        

    T24Consult  Page 1 of 5    



I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.16

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.17

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.18

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.19

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.20

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.21

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.22

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.23

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.24

Support

Oppose
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Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.25

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.26

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.27

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 04.28

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that
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Please see attached submission.

Attached Documents

File

NTP Submission on PC14 Christchurch District Plan
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 14 TO THE CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 6 of First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Christchurch City Council 

Civic Offices 

53 Hereford Street 

 Christchurch 
 

By Email:  engagement@ccc.govt.nz  

Submission by: WDL Enterprises Limited and Birchs Village Limited  

Address for service:  Anderson Lloyd 

   PO Box 13831 

   Christchurch 8140 

Email address:  alex.booker@al.nz  

Phone:   03 379 0037 

1 This is a submission by WDL Enterprises Limited and Birchs Village Limited (the Submitter) 

on Plan Change 14 to the Christchurch District Plan (PC14), which the Christchurch City 

Council (the Council) notified on 17 March 2023. 

2 The Submitter could not gain a trade competition advantage through this submission. 

3 This submission relates to PC14 in its entirety and specifically in relation to the area of land 

zoned Residential New Neighbourhood Zone (RNN) and subject to Appendix 8.10.23 East 

Papanui Outline Development Plan in the operative Christchurch District Plan (the Land). 

The Land is proposed to be rezoned as a Future Urban Zone (FUZ) in PC14 as shown 

below: 

 

mailto:engagement@ccc.govt.nz
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4 The following properties within the Land and owned by the Submitter (legally identified as 

Part Lot 5 DP 1729 (2960m2), Part Lot 3 DP 1729 (3164m2), Part Lot 4 DP 1729 (3057m2), 

Part Lot 1 DP 1729 (1.1641 hectares), Part RS 308 (6176m2), Lot 2 DP 1729 (7081m2) and 

Section 4 SO 509157 (1.4863 hectares) are shown below (the Site): 

 

5 PC14 has been prepared in response to direction in the Resource Management (Enabling 

Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act), to apply 

medium density residential standards (MDRS) across residential areas, subject to a 

reduction in intensification requirements where justified by a qualifying matter.  This 

submission seeks to ensure that PC14 does not unnecessarily curb the intent of the 

Amendment Act and MDRS, which provide a strong national directive to enable housing 

development. The Submitter supports application of zoning and other provisions that 

recognise the need to provide housing capacity and enable this to occur in an efficient 

manner. 

6 The Land is described in the East Papanui Outline Development Plan as located close to 

the Papanui Key Activity Centre, other business areas and community infrastructure. There 

are several established transport links between the Cranford Basin and the Central City, 

including Cranford Street, the Northern Arterial, and the strategic cycleway network. The 

area is well serviced by public passenger transport, with the majority of the Land being 

within 500 metres of a bus route. There are several schools and recreation facilities located 

nearby and the area is well served by parks and playgrounds. 

7 PC14 proposes to replace the operative RNN with FUZ. It states that no changes to rules 

are proposed, but the name change reflects Council's requirements to follow National 

Planning Standards. The FUZ, as for RNN, generally includes new greenfield land where 
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large scale residential development is planned. The FUZ allows a wide range of residential 

house types and section sizes.1 

8 The Submitter's current view is that it would be most appropriate for the FUZ to apply across 

the Land in replacement of RNN, however it reserves its position to seek Medium Density 

Residential zoning (MRZ) or equivalent over parts of, or over the entire Site, depending on 

the recommended content of provisions for each zone and the progress undertaken with 

development of the Land when PC14 is heard. The Submitter is currently seeking resource 

consents for subdivision and intends to develop part of the Land. 

9 The Land is also subject to Qualifying Matter (QM): Water body Setback, including bordering 

the north and north western parts of the Submitter's properties. There are no changes to 

the development controls which remain the same as in the operative Christchurch District 

Plan. The application of this QM means that the permitted development, height and/or 

density directed by the MDRS or policy 3 NPS-UD may be modified. The proposed Water 

body Setback does not appear to have been correctly mapped, does not meet the 

requirements of section 77R of the Amendment Act, reduces flexibility for design and layout, 

and it is not considered necessary for the Land. 

Decision sought 

10 The Submitter seeks the following decision from the Council: 

(a) That the Land be retained as FUZ or all or part of it be rezoned MRZ (or an equivalent 

zoning). The Submitter's current view is that it may be most appropriate for the FUZ 

to apply across the Land in replacement of RNN, however it reserves its position to 

seek MRZ over parts of or over the entire Site, depending on the recommended 

content of provisions for each zone and development progress on the Land; 

(b) That the QM Water body Setbacks be removed from the Land; 

(c) That the PC14 provisions be amended to give effect to the rezoning, removal of the 

QM Water Body Setbacks, and reflect the issues raised in this submission; and 

(d) Such further or other consequential relief as may be required to give effect to this 

submission, including consequential amendments that address the matters raised by 

this submission.  

11 The Submitter wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

 

                                                

1 Table 14.2.1.1(a) PC14. 
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12 The Submitter will consider presenting a joint case with others presenting similar 

submissions. 

 

Dated this 12th day of May 2023 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Alex Booker 

 

Counsel for WDL Enterprises Limited and Birchs Village Limited 



SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 14 TO THE CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 6 of First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Christchurch City Council 

Civic Offices 

53 Hereford Street 

 Christchurch 
 

By Email:  engagement@ccc.govt.nz  

Submission by: NTP Development Holdings Limited  

Address for service:  Anderson Lloyd 

   PO Box 13831 

   Christchurch 8140 

Email address:  alex.booker@al.nz I sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

Phone:   03 379 0037 

1 This is a submission by NTP Development Holdings Limited (NTP) on Plan Change 14 to 

the Christchurch District Plan (PC14), which the Christchurch City Council notified on 17 

March 2023. 

2 NTP could not gain a trade competition advantage through this submission. 

3 This submission relates to PC14 in its entirety and specifically in relation to any provisions 

which apply to or affect the properties listed in Appendix 1. 

4 PC14 has been prepared in response to direction in the Resource Management (Enabling 

Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act), to apply 

medium density residential standards (MDRS) across residential areas, subject to a 

reduction in intensification requirements where justified by a qualifying matter.  This 

submission seeks to ensure that PC14 does not unnecessarily curb the intent of the 

Amendment Act and MDRS, which provide a strong national directive to enable housing 

development. NTP supports application of zoning and other provisions that recognise the 

need to provide housing capacity and enable this to occur in an efficient manner. 

Zoning  

5 This submission particularly seeks amendments of zoning of the following sites, to better 

reflect the current and anticipated use of the land and appropriate application of the MDRS, 

as follows: 

(a) 276 Cranford Street 

(b) 257 Breezes Road 

mailto:engagement@ccc.govt.nz


(c) 109 Prestons Road 

(d) 91 Banks Avenue 

6 Further details of the sites, the zoning sought, and the reasons for these changes, are 

provided in Appendix 1. Evidence will be called to support this submission. 

Decision sought 

7 NTP seeks the following decision from the Council: 

(a) That the PC14 provisions be amended to reflect the issues raised in this submission 

and as sought in Appendix 1;   

(b) Such further or other consequential relief as may be required to give effect to this 

submission, including consequential amendments that address the matters raised by 

NTP.  

8 NTP wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

9 NTP will consider presenting a joint case with others presenting similar submissions. 

 

Dated this 12th day of May 2023 

 

 

 

_____________________________                    

Alex Booker / Sarah Eveleigh  

Counsel for NTP Development Holdings Ltd          

  



Property PC14 zone or provision Decision 

sought 

Reasons 

 

276 Cranford Street 

(Lot 3 DP 38681 – CB24A/332) 

 

Residential Suburban Zone 

 

Medium 

Density 

Residential 

Zone 

This is the site of the former 

Cranford Street fire station. The site 

is subject to the Low Public 

Transport Accessibility Area 

qualifying matter, but is adjacent 

(separated by a driveway) to the 

MRZ. The site is in proximity to a 

number of commercial service 

centres, the larger of those being at 

Merivale, Papanui and Shirley. 

The site is approximately 2060m2 

and is subject to a water body 

setback on the north-west edge. 

The location and size of the site 

make it well suited to multi-unit 

development, while the need to 

observe the water body setback 

means that the configuration of built 

form will be focussed over the 

remainder of the site. MRZ zoning 

will enable efficient development of 

the site to provide well located 

housing capacity. 

 



Property PC14 zone or provision Decision 

sought 

Reasons 

 

   The benefits of medium density 

development of the site outweigh 

the lower public transport 

accessibility, noting that this is not 

appreciably different for this site 

than for adjacent sites zoned MRZ, 

and may be subject to change over 

time. 

257 Breezes Road 

(Lot 20 DP 3072, Part Lot 21 DP 3072, 

Section 1 SO 8411 – CB24A/599, 

1013761) 

 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone 

 

Medium 

Density 

Residential 

Zone 

The site is approximately 3.8 

hectares. The site is no longer 

required for school purposes and 

the SPS zoning does not reflect the 

future use of the site. The site is 

surrounded by MRZ land and it is 

appropriate that a consistent 

zoning is applied. It is 

acknowledged that the site is 

subject to the Waste Water 

Constraint Area qualifying matter. 

Given the size of the site, 

subdivision will be required to 

enable development, and rule 8.6.8 

will apply in respect of waste water 

servicing. 



 

 

Property PC14 zone or provision Decision 

sought 

Reasons 

 

109 Prestons Road 

(Lot 2 DP 26884 – C26F/220) 

 

 

 

Future Urban Zone and Medium Density 

Residential Zone 

 

 

 

Future Urban 

Zone and / or 

Medium Density 

Residential 

Zone 

The site currently comprises 

approximately 6.79 hectares within 

the Highfield Park development 

area and subject to the Christchurch 

Northern Corridor designation. NTP 

seeks zoning of the site that best 

enables its future development. The 

previous zoning of the majority of 

the site (with the exception of the 

access leg between 145 and 149 

Prestons Road) was Residential 

New Neighbourhood (RNN). NTP's 

current view is that it would be most 

appropriate for the FUZ to apply 

across the entire site in replacement 

of RNN, however it reserves its 

position to seek MRZ over the entire 

site, depending on the 

recommended content of provisions 

for each zone. 



 

Property PC14 zone or provision Decision 

sought 

Reasons 

 

91 Banks Avenue 

(Part Lot 1 DP 1206 – CB198/160) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Specific Purpose (School) Zone 

 

 

 

 

 

Medium Density 

Residential 

Zone 

This is the former site of Banks 

Avenue Primary School and has an 

approximate area of 2.6ha. The site 

is no longer required for school 

purposes and the SPS zoning does 

not reflect future use of the site. The 

site is in close proximity to 

commercial services in Shirley (The 

Palms). Surrounding land is 

predominantly zoned MRZ, with an 

area of Special Purpose (Otakaro 

Avon River Corridor) zoned land to 

the south-west. There are no 

qualifying matters identified as 

applying to the site. It is appropriate 

that the site be zoned MRZ, 

consistent with the majority of 

surrounding land, to enable efficient 

development of the site and 

provision of additional housing 

capacity.  



Postal address:  PO Box 13831  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8140 

Email:  alex.booker@al.nz 

Daytime Phone:  03 3790037 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change
(PC14) 

Submitter Details

First name:  Alex Last name:  Booker

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

Age: 

 
Gender: 

 
Ethnicity: 

 

I could

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Chapter 2 Abbreviations and Definitions

Support

Oppose

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change (PC14) from Booker, Alex
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Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 3 Strategic Directions

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 5 Natural Hazards

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 7 Transport

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change (PC14) from Booker, Alex
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Please see attached submission.

Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 10 Designations and Heritage Orders

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 13 Central City

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 14 Residential

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 15 Commercial

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change (PC14) from Booker, Alex
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Chapter 16 Industrial

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Planning Maps

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Attached Documents

File

NTP Submission on PC14 Christchurch District Plan

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change (PC14) from Booker, Alex
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Robson, Gina

From: Sarah Schulte <sarah.schulte@al.nz>
Sent: Friday, 12 May 2023 2:04 pm
To: Engagement
Cc: Alex Booker; Sarah Eveleigh
Subject: FW: Consultation Submitted- NTP Development Holdings Ltd Submission on PC14- 

Error in online form
Attachments: OLS_Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change (PC14)_

457011E6M08.pdf; NTP Submission on PC14 Christchurch District Plan.pdf

Kia ora, 
We act for NTP Development Holdings Limited. 
We filed a submission on Plan Change 14 today (attached). 
There is an error in the online Form. Please amend the online Form (record attached) to state the following: 
I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
Please confirm receipt. 
Ngā mihi, 
Sarah 

Sarah Schulte (she/her) 

Senior Solicitor 

Anderson Lloyd 
d +64 3 335 1213 | m +64 27 285 8067 | al.nz 

 

This email is confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this email in error then please: 
do not disclose the contents to anyone; notify the sender by return email; and delete this email from your system. 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
 

From: engagement@ccc.govt.nz <engagement@ccc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 12 May 2023 1:38 PM 
To: Alex Booker <alex.booker@al.nz> 
Subject: Consultation Submitted 
Your consultation has been submitted, thank you for your input. 
 
Please do not reply to this email as it is automatically generated  

This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City 
Council. 
If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the sender and delete the email. 



2

 

 



Postal address:    

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:   

Email:  alex.booker@al.nz 

Daytime Phone:  03 379 0037 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Alex Last name:  Booker

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

Please see attached submission.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.5

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

705        
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.6

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.7

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.8

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.9

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.10

Support

Oppose

705        
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Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.11

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.12

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.13

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 05.14

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission.

My submission is that

705        
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Please see attached submission.

Attached Documents

File

Foodstuffs Submission - PC14 Christchurch District Plan
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 14 TO THE CHRISTCHURCH 

DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 6 of First Schedule to the Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Christchurch City Council 

Civic Offices 

53 Hereford Street 

 Christchurch 
 

By Email:  engagement@ccc.govt.nz  

Submission by: Foodstuffs South Island Limited and Foodstuffs (South Island) 

Properties Limited 

Address for service:  Anderson Lloyd 

   PO Box 13831 

   Christchurch 8140 

Email address:  alex.booker@al.nz  

Phone:   03 379 0037 

1 This is a submission by Foodstuffs South Island Limited and Foodstuffs 

(South Island) Properties Limited (Foodstuffs) on Plan Change 14 to the 

Christchurch District Plan (PC14), which the Christchurch City Council 

notified on 17 March 2023. 

2 Foodstuffs is a retailer owned co-operative company and the wholesale 

supplier to PAK'nSAVE food warehouses, New World and Four Square 

supermarkets, On the Spot dairies, Henrys and many unaffiliated outlets. 

Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties Limited is a property holding company 

and wholly owned subsidiary of parent company Foodstuffs. 

3 Foodstuffs owns numerous properties throughout Christchurch City which 

are utilised for operation of its supermarkets, Head Office and includes land 

proposed for future supermarket development.  

4 Foodstuffs could not gain a trade competition advantage through this 

submission. 

5 This submission relates to PC14 in its entirety and particularly those 

provisions which apply to or affect properties Foodstuffs has an interest in, 

such as the Strategic Directions, Transport Chapter and Commercial 

Chapter. 

mailto:engagement@ccc.govt.nz
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6 Through this submission, Foodstuffs also seeks to tidy up site specific 

changes to zoning, planning maps and centres with respect to its operations 

to better reflect the current, or soon to be, use, as set out in Appendix 1.  

7 PC14 proposes changes to enable more intensive residential development, 

giving effect to the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 

(NPS-UD). Foodstuffs generally supports intensification and recognises the 

need for housing intensification, and for it to be located in and around 

commercial centres.  

8 However, the NPS-UD is equally about enabling businesses. It seeks "well-

functioning urban environments" which includes the need to have or enable 

a variety of sites suitable for different business sectors in terms of size and 

location. Policy 2 of the NPS-UD requires local authorities to provide at least 

sufficient development capacity to meet the expected demand for business 

land over the short, medium and long term. To be sufficient, land must be 

suitable to meet the demands of a variety of business sectors (Clause 

3.3(2)(c) NPS-UD). Supermarkets are an essential food supply service, 

employer and economic activity in the Christchurch City District, and 

Foodstuffs seeks to ensure that the provisions also enable supermarkets, 

which may not achieve anticipated density in and around centres due to 

functional and operational requirements.  

9 The Council should take this plan change opportunity to ensure 

amendments are consistent with the NPS-UD, and don't further entrench 

an inflexible and unresponsive approach to managing commercial 

activities. 

Decision sought 

10 Foodstuffs seeks the following decisions from the Council: 

(a) That the PC14 provisions be amended to reflect the issues raised in 

this submission, and to provide for the relief requested in Appendix 

1 and Appendix 2;   

(b) Any other amendments required which ensure supermarkets and 

their operational and functional needs are appropriately recognised 

and provided for in and near centres;  

(c) Such further or other consequential relief as may be required to give 

effect to this submission, including consequential amendments that 

address the matters raised by Foodstuffs.  

11 The decisions sought will: 
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(a) Accord with and assist the Council in carrying out its functions; 

(b) Accord with the NPS-UD, and Part 2 of the Act; and 

(c) Be the most appropriate method for achieving the objectives and 

policies of the plan, in accordance with section 32 RMA. 

12 Foodstuffs wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

13 Foodstuffs will consider presenting a joint case with others presenting 

similar submissions.  

14 Evidence will be called in support of this submission. 

 

Dated this 12th day of May 2023 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Alex Booker 

Counsel for Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties Limited 
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Appendix 1 – Supermarket specific changes 

 

Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

New World Stanmore 

300 Stanmore Road 

Lot 1 DP 71401 

Section 1 Survey Office 

Plan 19560 

Lot 4 DP 71401 

 

304 Stanmore Rd  

Lot 1 DP 44038 and Lot 2 

DP4845 

 

9 and 11 Warwick Street 

Lots 13 and 14 DP 245 

 

Commercial Core: 300 

Stanmore Rd and 9 and 11 

Warwick St 

Residential Medium 

Density: 304 Stanmore Rd 

The following zones apply:  

• 300 Stanmore Road and 9 and 11 Warwick Street -  

Local Centre Zone (LCZ) 

• 304 Stanmore Rd - Medium Density Residential Zone 

(MRZ) 

• Stanmore Road frontage - Protected Tree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend to rezone the entire 

NW Stanmore site LCZ. 

 

Amend to exclude the 

protected tree on Stanmore 

Road frontage.  

Rezoning to LCZ for 304 

Stanmore Road is more 

appropriate than the 

existing zone and it 

reflects the use of the 

site as a commercial 

activity. 

 

Removal of the protected 

tree better represents 

the existing environment.  
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

PAK'nSAVE Wainoni 

186 and 204 Breezes Road 

and 172, 174, 178 and 182 

Wainoni Road 

 

Lot 2 DP 28783, Lot 2 DP 

25816, Lot 1 DP 26783, Lot 

3 DP 33562, Part Lot 24 DP 

878, Lot 1-6 DP 15696, Lot 

1 DP 16559, Lot 1 DP 

33562 

 

Commercial Core: most of 

Section 2 SO 552969 and 

most of Lot 2 DP 25816 

 

Residential Suburban: 

parts of Section 2 SO 

552969 and Lot 2 DP 

25816 

The following zones apply:  

• Accessway for Section 2 SO 552969 and Lot 2 DP 

25816 - MRZ 

• The remainder of the site - LCZ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend to rezone Section 2 

SO 552969 and Lot 2 DP 

2586 to LCZ. 

 

Table 15.1 to be amended to 

include this Site as a Local 

Centre (this appears to have 

been excluded in error).  

 

Rezoning to LCZ for 

Section 2 SO 552969 

and Lot 2 DP 2586 is 

more appropriate than 

the existing zone and it 

reflects the use of the 

site as a commercial 

activity. 

Halswell  

185, 185A and 187 

Halswell Road 

 

 Town Centre Zone (TCZ) Support.  

Retain as notified. 
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

Lot 1 DP 336786, Lot 2 DP 

336786 and Part Rural 

Section 310 

 

Commercial Core 

 

New World Lincoln Road 

92, 94, 100 and 108 Lincoln 

Road 

 

Lot 1 DP 51902, Lot 12 DP 

68211, Lot 1 DP 29579 and 

Lot 2 DP 29579 

 

The following zones apply:  

• Lot 1 DP 51902 – MRZ 

• Remainder of the site - LCZ 

 

Amend to rezone Lot 1 DP 

51902 to LCZ 

Rezoning of Lot 1 DP 

51902 to LCZ is a more 

appropriate zone than 

existing, and would 

better reflect the current 

(and future planned) 

non-residential use of 

the site. 
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

Commercial Core: 94, 100 

and 108 Lincoln Rd 

 

Residential Suburban: 92 

Lincoln Rd 

 

 

 

 

Head Office and 

PAK'nSAVE Papanui 

159, 165 and 171 Main 

North Road and 3, 5, 7 and 

9 Northcote Rd 

 

 

 

 

The following zones apply (Head office):  

• Lot 2 DP 14400 (159 Main North Rd), part of Lot 1 DP 

14400 and accessway on Lot 7 DP14400 - High 

Density Residential Zone (HRZ) 

• Residual of the site for the Head Office - Industrial 

General (IG) 

 

The following zones apply (PAK'nSAVE): 

• Lot 5 DP3753 (9 Northcote Rd) - MRZ 

Head office: 

Amend to rezone Lot 2 DP 

14400 (159 Main North Rd), 

part of Lot 1 DP 14400 and 

accessway on Lot 7 DP14400 

to IG. This reflects the recent 

PC5 decision1. 

 

PAK'nSAVE: 

Rezoning of the site and 

upgrading of the centre 

status as requested is a 

more appropriate than 

existing zoning, and 

would better reflect the 

activities currently (and 

soon to be) occurring on 

the site. 

                                                

1 https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/The-Council/Plans-Strategies-Policies-Bylaws/Plans/district-plan/Proposed-changes/2020/PC5/Hearings-Panel-Supplementary-Report-RE-159-Main-North-

Road.PDF  
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

Lot 2 DP 14400, Lot 1 DP 

479583, Part Lot 1 DP 

21207, Lot 1 DP 76152 

and Lot 5 DP 3753 

 

Industrial General: Part Lot 

1 DP 21207, Lot 1 DP 

479583, most of Lot 1 DP 

14400, most of Lot 7 DP 

14400 and most of Lot 9 

DP 14400. 

 

Commercial Local: Lot 1 

DP 76152. 

 

Residential Suburban: Lot 

2 DP 14400, Lot 5 DP 

3753, part of Lot 1 DP 

14400 and part of Lot 7 DP 

14400. 

• Lot 1 DP76152 (3,5,7 Northcote Rd) - Neighbourhood 

Centre Zone (NCZ) 

• Part Lot 1 DP 21207 - IG  

 

 

 

 

Amend to rezone Lot 5 

DP3753, Lot 1 DP76152 and 

Part Lot 1 DP 21207 to Local 

Centre Zone to reflect the 

consented and intended use 

as a PAK'nSAVE; and 

Amend the centre to Local 

Centre from Neighbourhood 

Centre in Table 15.1. 
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

Manchester Street 

300 and 310 Manchester St 

Lot 1 DP 56552 and Lot 2 

DP 56552 

 

Commercial Central City 

Mixed Use 

CCMUZ 

 

Support 

Retain as notified 

Appropriate recognition 

of commercial activity on 

the site 

NW Ilam 

55 and 57 Peer Street 

 

Lot 10 DP 17997, Lot 2 DP 

415441 and Lot 13 DP 

17997 

Commercial Core: Lot 2 

DP 415441 and most of 

Lot 13 DP 17997. 

Residential Suburban: Lot 

10 DP 17997 and part of 

Lot 13 DP 17997 

 

The following zones apply:  

• Lot 10 DP 17997 - MRZ 

• The remainder of the site - LCZ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend to rezone the whole 

site LCZ. 

Rezoning of the site as 

requested is a more 

appropriate zone than 

existing, and would 

better reflect the 

activities and future 

activities for the site. 
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Site and current zone  PC14  

Site denoted by black outline 

Decision sought Reasons 

 

NW Durham Street 

219 Moorhouse Avenue 

and 175 Durham Street 

South 

 

Commercial Central City 

Mixed Use 

 

CCMUZ 

 

 

Support 

Retain as notified 

Appropriate recognition 

of commercial activity on 

the site. 
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Appendix 2: Specific changes sought to provisions  

 

 

PC14 provision 

 

Decision sought (specific changes sought 

shown in red)  

Reason 

Chapter 3 Strategic Directions 

Objective 

3.3.7 

3.3.7 Objective - Well functioning urban 

environment 

Amend objective to include provision for 
enabling more business (such as 
supermarkets) in or near centre zones in 
accordance with Objective 1, Objective 3 and 
Policy 1 NPS-UD. 
 

Consistency with the NPS-UD. 

Chapter 7 Transport  

Policy 
7.2.1.2 High trip generating activities 

a.xi Incorporate measures to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from vehicular trips associated with 
the activity. 

Delete, or amend to: 
a.xi Incorporate encourage measures to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
vehicular trips associated with the activity. 

Benefits do not outweigh the 
cost of site-specific 
assessments. Unclear as to 
what is caught by these 
provisions. 

7.4.4.18 
High trip generators  

a.vii. Greenhouse gas emissions: Whether 
measures are proposed to be implemented to 
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from 
vehicle use associated with the activity, and the 
ability for the measures to be implemented and 
maintained over the lifetime of the activity. 

Delete, or amend  

High trip generators  
a.vii. Greenhouse gas emissions: Whether 
measures are proposed to be implemented 
to encourage reduction of the greenhouse 
gas emissions from vehicle use associated 
with the activity, and the ability for any 
measures to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to be implemented and maintained 
over the lifetime of the activity. 
 

As above. 

7.4.4.18 

Advice note  
vii. Greenhouse gas emissions  

Delete words "yes" from columns relating to 

activities that are otherwise permitted in the 

Zone's Activity Status Table. 

 

As above. 
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PC14 provision 

 

Decision sought (specific changes sought 

shown in red)  

Reason 

Chapter 15: Commercial  

Table 15.1  C. Neighbourhood Local Centre Support specific recognition of supermarket 

activity in Table 15.1 (unamended by PC14).  

 

Amend Table 15.1 to provide for the site at 

174 Wainoni Road as a Local Centre. 

 

Amend Table 1.51 to provide for the new 

PAK'nSAVE Papanui Site as a Local Centre.  

174 Wainoni Road has been 

deleted from the list of NCZ in 

Table 15.1 but has not been 

included in the LCZ list, 

appears to be an error. 

 

Including PAK'nSAVE Papanui 

Site as a Local Centre reflects 

its consented use. 

Town 

Centre Zone 

Rule 

15.4.1.1 

(P2) 

It is proposed that permitted activity status for 

supermarkets is deleted.  

The result of the proposed change is that 

supermarkets will fall to be considered as a 

discretionary activity in the TCZ (rule 15.4.1.4).  

 

Amend Rule 15.4.1.1 (P2) to include 

supermarkets as a permitted activity in the 

Town Centre Zone, and consequential 

changes to Rules 15.4.1.1 and 15.4.1.4. 

 

Amend Rule 15.4.1.1 (P3) to exclude the 

words "supermarket and". 

The description of the Town 

Centre Zone in Table 15.1 

specifically recognises 

supermarkets anchor town 

centres. There is no apparent 

explanation for the change in 

the section 32 assessment. 

Objective 

15.2.4, 

Policy 

15.2.4.1   

Objective - Urban form, scale and design 

outcomes 

 

Amend one or all of these policies to 

recognise that supermarkets may be located 

in and around centres, but have operational 

and functional requirements which limit their 

scale, form of development (to less than that 

anticipated). 

To provide for supermarket 

operational and functional 

requirements. 
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PC14 provision 

 

Decision sought (specific changes sought 

shown in red)  

Reason 

Policy 

15.2.8.1 

Policy – Usability and adaptability  

 

a.v. providing sufficient setbacks and glazing at 
the street frontages 

Amend to include an exception where 

operational or functional requirements 

prevent glazing at the street frontages. 

 

To provide for supermarket 

operational and functional 

requirements. 

 



Organisation:  NHL Properties Limited 

Postal address:  PO Box 35  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8140 

Email:  sam@townplanning.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  021 057 3762 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  NHL Properties Limited Last name:  NHL Properties Limited

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Attached Documents

File

Plan Change 14 Submission-Forte Health-FINAL
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Form 5 

Submission on notified proposal for a Plan Change  
Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 

 
 
 

To: Christchurch District Council  
 

Name of Submitter: NHL Properties Limited 
 
 
 
Background 

1. The Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) 
Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act) requires the Christchurch City 
Council (Council) to include Medium Density Residential Standards 
(MDRS) and to give effect to the National Policy Statement on Urban 
Development 2020 (NPS-UD) in its District Plan. The Council has sought 
to give effect to this requirement through the notification of Plan Change 14 
- Housing and Business Choice (PC14) and Plan Change 13 - Heritage 
(PC13). 

2. With respect to residential zones, the Amendment Act requires that: 

(a) every residential zone in an urban environment of a specified 
territorial authority must give effect to policy 3 of the NPS-UD in 
that zone; and 

(b) a territorial authority may create new residential zones or amend 
existing residential zones. 

3. With respect to non-residential zones, the Amendment Act further requires 
that: 

(a) the territorial authority must ensure that the provisions in its district 
plan for each urban non-residential zone within the authority’s 
urban environment give effect to the changes required by policy 3 
of the NPS-UD; and 

(b) a territorial authority may create new urban non-residential zones 
or amend existing urban non-residential zones. 

4. The public notice states that the changes proposed for PC14 are 
“extensive” and include: 

(a) increasing height limits in and around the central city, and in 
suburban centres; 

(b) changes to rules within commercial zones to ensure high quality 
urban environments and be more enabling of activities without the 
need for resource consent; 
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(c) medium and high density residential zones with new rules are 
being introduced across all urban residential areas; 

(d) rezoning of industrial areas near the central city for housing and 
mixed-use activities; 

(e) introducing qualifying matters to reduce the scale and density of 
buildings enabled by the MDRS and NPS-UD is reduced; and 

(f) amending objectives, policies, and other provisions throughout 
the District Plan. 

Introduction  

5. This is a submission on PC14 made by NHL Properties Limited (the 
submitter). The submitter has interests in the properties 132-136 
Peterborough Street and 137-151 Kilmore Street, Christchurch Central, 
Christchurch (the Site). Legal descriptions and Record of Titles are 
included in Attachment [A]. 

6. The properties are depicted in Figure 1 below. 

               
Figure 1 Location of the properties within red boundaries, with zoning illustrated (CCC 
District Plan). 

7. The properties are located on Peterborough Street which is a local road 
and Kilmore Street which is a Central City main distributor. The properties 
have legal access from these roads. 

8. The northern part of the properties is located within the Residential Central 
City Zone under the operative District Plan. This part of the site is proposed 
to be zoned High Density Residential (HDRZ) under PC14. 

9. The southern part of the properties is located within the Central City Mixed 
Use (CCMU) Zone under the operative District Plan. The part of the site is 
proposed retain the CCMU zoning under PC14. 

Specific provisions of the plan change that this submission relates to 

10. The submitter has an interest in the plan change as a whole and therefore 
this submission relates to all provisions and zonings of the plan change. 
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The submitter has a specific interest in all provisions and zoning that relate 
to the properties referred to above. 

Submission  

11. The submitter both supports and opposes the plan change as notified. 
More specifically: 

(a) the submitter supports the intensification of urban form to provide 
for additional development capacity, particularly near the city and 
commercial centres, and supports any provisions or changes to 
the District Plan that will achieve this outcome; and 

(b) the submitter opposes any provisions or changes that will 
adversely affect the outcome in (a);  

(c) the submitter requests that the parts of the submitter’s property 
that are within the HDRZ is rezoned to an alternative zone that 
provides for both residential and commercial activity, better 
reflecting the existing use, site context in the Central City and 
better giving effect to the NPS-UD.  

12. The submitter has undertaken a comprehensive redevelopment on the site 
following the Christchurch Earthquakes, establishing the Forté Health 
private hospital in 2013. Forté Health is a private hospital designed for short 
stay procedures with specialists from multiple disciplines choosing to 
operate from the facilities. 

13. The Forte Health facility occupies approximately 9,600m2 of land between 
Kilmore and Peterborough Streets in the Central City. The hospital 
buildings have frontage to Kilmore Street, however many staff and visitors 
access the buildings from the parking areas accessed from Peterborough 
Street. Two of the submitters landparcels are continuous between 
Peterborough and Kilmore Streets and are split zoned. 

14. The character and use of the site is established as a part of the private 
hospital. The character of the area is transitory between more commercial 
land uses to the south and west, and residential areas to the north of 
Peterborough Street. Sites to the immediate south of the site are zoned 
Commercial Central City Mixed Use. Land to the east is undeveloped.  

15. Policy 3 of the NPS-UD is of direct relevance, whereby at sub clause (a) it 
directs that the district plan is to enable building heights and density of 
urban form to realise as much development capacity as possible, to 
maximise benefits of intensification in city centre zones. 

16. “Development Capacity” is a defined term in the NPS-UD and means the 
capacity of land to be developed for housing or for business use, based on:  

(a) the zoning, objectives, policies, rules, and overlays that apply in 
the relevant proposed and operative RMA planning documents; 
and 

(b) the provision of adequate development infrastructure to support 
the development of land for housing or business use. 



4 
 

17. The submitter’s existing activity is a non-complying activity under the HRZ 
rules, which would unnecessarily complicate any future expansion of the 
private hospital into the existing parking areas, or future maintenance or 
improvement work. An appropriate outcome for the submitter’s property 
would be to provide for health activities, to reflect the existing use of the 
site, and enabling greater building heights and densities.  

18. Rezoning the site and surrounding HDRZ land to provide for mixed use 
development along with commensurate changes to the District Plan to 
provide for this submission and give effect to the NPS-UD will: 

(a) provide for an appropriate zoning that reflects the existing use and 
character of the site and surrounds; 

(b) enable the submitter to undertake maintenance, improvement and 
potential future expansions works without undue restriction, noting 
the character of the surrounding area and separation to residential 
activities; 

(c) provide for a health services and complementary activities in an 
appropriate location, being a site adjacent to existing CCMU 
zoned land; 

(d) maintains support for the primacy of commercial centres, 
supporting the economic growth of the District, and therefore the 
economic well-being of communities; 

(e) not have any discernible effects on the amenity of adjoining 
residential zones, or undermine the residential coherence of 
residential neighbourhoods; 

(f) maintain a sufficient supply of housing in the district; 

(g) contribute to the social and economic well-being of communities 
and meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; 

(h) represent the most appropriate means of exercising the Council's 
functions, having regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
provisions relative to other means; 

(i) give effect to the NPS-UD (notably Policy 3) and Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement; and 

(j) promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources, will be consistent with Part 2 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and ultimately achieve its purpose. 

 
Relief sought 

19. The submitter seeks the following relief: 

(a) the submitters site and the adjoining HDRZ land be rezoned to 
more appropriately reflect the existing established use of the 
locale and enable mixed use development, such as the Central 
City Mixed Use (CCMU) Zone;  
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(b) any other additional or consequential relief to the District Plan,
including but not limited to, the maps, issues, objectives, policies,
rules, controls/discretions, assessment criteria and explanations
that will give effect to the matters raised in this submission and the
relevant planning legislation.

Other 

20. The submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission.

21. The submitter wishes to be heard in support of his submission.

22. If others make similar submissions, the submitter will consider presenting a
joint case at any hearing.

DATED 12 May 2023 

pp._____________________________ 

NHL Properties Limited 

Address for Service: Town Planning Group 
PO Box 35 
Christchurch 8014 

Contact Person: Sam Kealey 
Cell:  021 057 3762  
E-mail: sam@townplanning.co.nz 
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Attachment [A] 
Legal Descriptions of the Submitters’ 
property relevant to this submission 
  

Address Legal Description Record of Title 

 Part Section 183 TN OF 
Christchurch CB364/119 

132-134 Peterborough 
Street and 137 Kilmore 
Street 

Lot 1 DP 46407 CB34B/799 

136 Peterborough 
Street 

Part Section 185 TN OF 
Christchurch CB318/77 

151 Kilmore Street Lot 2 DP 52122 CB31B/207 

147 Kilmore Street Lot 1 DP 52122 CB31B/206 

139 Kilmore Street Lot 2 DP 46407 CB34B/799 
 



Postal address:  89 Paparoa Street  

Suburb:  Papanui  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8053 

Daytime Phone:  0276022815 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Isobel Last name:  Foyle

 

Prefered method of contact  Postal 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 07.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council
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If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

To remove the high density zoning on the odd number side of the Paparoa Street.

My submission is that

Paparoa Street is beyond a walking distance to Northlands Mall or Northlink for many residents wanting to shop. The commercial

centre of Papanui is moving west with the expansion of the Northlink shopping precinct. Most people I see while I am walking to and

from Northlands mall are walking their dogs. Decision sought -  the demarcation of High Density Residential zone should be

redrawn much closer to Northlands Mall.

 

The land quality of Paparoa Street is very unlikely to be suitable for high density living. According to the two separate engineering

reports for our section which we obtained prior to building, there are layers of peat starting at 2 metres below ground level down to

6 metres requiring dozens of piles to be driven 7 to 8 metres for a two story house. This is typical of this area. Most residents of

Christchurch who lived through the earthquakes were traumatised. Ground vibration does result for many of us reliving this trauma.

Decision sought - to rezone the area from High Density and commission a study of how suitable the land in Christchurch actually is

for housing higher than two stories, especially as the Alpine Fault is now due for rupture.

 

Businesses are spread all over the city partly due to the commercial red zone post February earthquake. Of the three working

adults in our household, none of us work in the CBD. Public transport does not provide the service needed for people to get to

work. Personally, I have found biking is a far better solution. Ebikes allow people to travel far greater distances for work . As online

shopping and working home from home increases the need to live near a mall or ones employer becomes increasingly irrelevant.

Decision sought -to remove the high density zoning of Paparoa Street as density of housing should reflect the ability of the land to

support bigger and heavier buildings rather than being in close proximity to a bus stop.

 

Paparoa Street hosts a primary school. There are several schools in the area for older children. As a result the area is very family

focused. High density housing would destroy this environment and the sense of community that it brings. Decision sought - to

remove the high-density zoning of Paparoa Street and surrounding streets.

 

Food security is becoming an issue in New Zealand. The ability for people to grow some of their vegetables is becoming

increasingly important due to the weather related disruptions of the supply chain. Gardening is also good for mental and physical

health. High Density housing will remove this as an option for  people with the lack of outdoor space or high rise buildings blocking

neighbours sunlight, especially in the winter. Decision sought - to remove the zoning of High-Density housing in Paparoa Street.

 

I appreciate that this district plan is the result of pressure from the government. The complete lack of understanding and disrespect

from Wellington to what we have experienced in Christchurch is staggering. It was made clear we do not want a city of high rise

building because of what happened. The area has been subjected to earthquakes for centuries and the land is prone to

liquefaction. Plenty of land has been made available for housing west, south and north of the city and there is still plenty of land

within the city that is still vacate. Yes the climate is changing but so is the way we live, work and shop. The government needs to

rethink its one size fits all mentality.

 

 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.

707        

    T24Consult  Page 2 of 3    



File
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Postal address:  28B Carrington Street  

Suburb:  St Albans  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8014 

Email:  ljmg75@hotmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0212929025 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Lauren Last name:  Gibson

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 08.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

To Stop all High-Density Buildings and think of what I have mentioned.

My submission is that

Please see attached, this is what WILL happen to my property.
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This shows shadow analysis for 19a Russell Street based on a development on the 3 properties to the NW, north, and NE.

 

The ‘design’ of these apartments to have maximum height of 12m, setbacks of 1m to side boundary and 1.5m to rear
boundary, and with recession plane of 57 degrees starting 3m above the ground at the site boundary.

 

Each image shows the date and month and the time in 24-hour clock, e.g., 22-01 10.00 is 22 nd January at 10:00am.

 

THIS house would be essentially in shade the entire day.

My house is on a back section situated on Russell St, Linwood.

I choose to live where I do because it is private and is fully north facing.

I would never choose to live next to or near high density.

I choose to use only the Linwood Library and pharmacy when I need but go elsewhere for all other needs.

I cannot afford to change where I live with a comparison of what I have.

This is the largest investment most people will make which will be devalued.

The New Zealand Bill of Rights Act states The Bill of Right Act requires the Government and anyone carrying out a public function to

observe these rights and to justify the limits of them.

High Density building affects myself and others in the following ways;

Diminishes Human Rights,

Ignores freedom of choice,

Ignores individual rights,

Not In Good Faith,

Takes away light and privacy,

Limits people with disabilities choices,

Limits vulnerable disadvantaged groups,

Creates stress,

Decreases personal autonomy,

Loss of property rights; largest investment devalued,

Increase of noise,

Increase of pollution,

Undue interference,

Fiscally discriminates those with no means to move,

Uneven/unreasonable private living environment,

Cookie cutter basic homes mass produces ugliness,

Off street parking which has already been limited.

Loss of nature, lack of established trees, less animals and birds, lack of real food growing spaces, lack of light, = environmental

exploitation/degradation.

Problems associated; more runoff, air pollution, higher percentage of crimes, increase in mortality rates, more aggression, reduced

happiness, decreased mental health, increases greatly and negatively on people already who suffer from mental health issues within their

day-to-day living (Quietness plays a key role in wellbeing, it is not long ago a murder happen in a Council Flatting area on Brougham

Street).

Infrastructures that already are failing e.g., roading, sewers, after earthquakes.

Unfair economic exploitation; increase of rates, water charges, 

Unfair economic gains by developers, council gained from above mentioned points.

Creates fear of; surveillance, monitoring, 
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Lack of security, privacy, liberty/ freedom, belief, expression, safety, personal well-being, = basic human right, freedom of expression,

freedom of movement.

You have no right to limit us in all the above-mentioned ways.

Gail Gibson (Owner 19A Russell ST Linwood),

Lauren Gibson (Occupier Russell ST Linwood),

Clark Gibson Carrington St, St Albans,

Hugh Lelievre 2A Straven Road, Riccarton.

PLEASE respond to this email and reference so I know you have read it in its entirety TO ;

ljmg75@hotmail.com

0212929025

Attached Documents

File

27070089 image - 19a Russell Street shadow analysis - v1 (1)

Opposition to High Density Christchurch
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Please see attached, this is what WILL happen to my property. 
 
This shows shadow analysis for 19a Russell Street based on a development on the 3 properties to 
the NW, north, and NE. 
  
The ‘design’ of these apartments to have maximum height of 12m, setbacks of 1m to side boundary 
and 1.5m to rear boundary, and with recession plane of 57 degrees starting 3m above the ground at 
the site boundary. 
  
Each image shows the date and month and the time in 24-hour clock, e.g., 22-01 10.00 is 
22nd January at 10:00am. 
  
THIS house would be essentially in shade the entire day. 

 
My house is on a back section situated on Russell St, Linwood. 
I choose to live where I do because it is private and is fully north facing. 
I would never choose to live next to or near high density. 
I choose to use only the Linwood Library and pharmacy when I need but go elsewhere 
for all other needs. 
 
I cannot afford to change where I live with a comparison of what I have. 
This is the largest investment most people will make which will be devalued. 
 
 
 
The New Zealand Bill of Rights Act states The Bill of Right Act requires the Government 
and anyone carrying out a public function to observe these rights and to justify the 
limits of them. 
 
High Density building affects myself and others in the following ways; 
 
 
Diminishes Human Rights, 
Ignores freedom of choice, 
Ignores individual rights, 
Not In Good Faith, 
Takes away light and privacy, 
Limits people with disabilities choices, 
Limits vulnerable disadvantaged groups, 
Creates stress, 
Decreases personal autonomy, 
Loss of property rights; largest investment devalued, 
Increase of noise, 
Increase of pollution, 
Undue interference, 
Fiscally discriminates those with no means to move, 
Uneven/unreasonable private living environment, 
Cookie cutter basic homes mass produces ugliness, 
Off street parking which has already been limited. 



 
 
 
 
Loss of nature, lack of established trees, less animals and birds, lack of real food growing 
spaces, lack of light, = environmental exploitation/degradation. 
 
 
 
Problems associated; more runoff, air pollution, higher percentage of crimes, increase in 
mortality rates, more aggression, reduced happiness, decreased mental health, 
increases greatly and negatively on people already who suffer from mental health issues 
within their day-to-day living (Quietness plays a key role in wellbeing, it is not long ago 
a murder happen in a Council Flatting area on Brougham Street). 
Infrastructures that already are failing e.g., roading, sewers, after earthquakes. 
 
 
Unfair economic exploitation; increase of rates, water charges,  
Unfair economic gains by developers, council gained from above mentioned points. 
 
Creates fear of; surveillance, monitoring,  
 
 
 
 
Lack of security, privacy, liberty/ freedom, belief, expression, safety, personal well-
being, = basic human right, freedom of expression, freedom of movement. 
 
You have no right to limit us in all the above-mentioned ways. 
 
Gail Gibson (Owner 19A Russell ST Linwood), 
Lauren Gibson (Occupier Russell ST Linwood), 
Clark Gibson Carrington St, St Albans, 
Hugh Lelievre 2A Straven Road, Riccarton. 
 
 
PLEASE respond to this email and reference so I know you have read it in its entirety 
TO ; 
ljmg75@hotmail.com 
0212929025 
 
 
 
 



Postal address:  50 Windermere Road  

Suburb:  Papanui  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8053 

Email:  pktucker@hotmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  (021) 028 4476 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Philippa Last name:  Tucker

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 09.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I want to apply under chapter 13 and 14.

We live at Winderemere Road

We want the War memorial heritage protection for Windermere Road to be extended to the street, housing, trees, plaques

incorporating historical significance and architectural aesthetic value as set out in attached submissions.

We do not support any change in density of housing under chapter 14 at all for Windermere Road.

We beleice the standard of protection udner section6(f) RMA should apply. 

I want to be heard at the hearing in person.

My submission is that

I want to apply under chapter 13 and 14.

 

We live at Winderemere Road

 

We want the War memorial heritage protection for Windermere Road to be extended to the street, housing, trees, plaques

incorporating historical significance and architectural aesthetic value as set out in attached submissions.

 

We do not support any change in density of housing under chapter 14 at all for Windermere Road.

 

We beleice the standard of protection udner section6(f) RMA should apply. 

 

I want to be heard at the hearing in person.

Attached Documents

File

Annexures

Statement

IHP 2
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Postal address:  12 Selwyn Street  

Suburb:  Somerfield  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8024 

Email:  michelle@trusttum.com 

Daytime Phone:  0210597735 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Michelle Last name:  Trusttum

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 10.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I ask the CCC to widen its application of the sunlight qualifying matters to include the orientation of neighbouring heritage

properties in established character areas and increase the set-back provisions from neighbouring northern boundaries in MDRS

areas OR extend the heritage/character area designation to include Somerfield, one of the oldest residential areas in Christchurch. 

My submission is that
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I refer to the sunlight qualifying matter as applied to character/older residential neighbourhoods now zoned 

MDRS. Aligning the sunlight qualifying matter with the actual latitude of Christchurch to ensure an equitable

outcome with Auckland and other tier one cities is commendable, but it still fails our older, established character

residential areas, many of which have been oriented east-west along northern boundaries.

This exacerbates sunlight and dominance issues and there needs to be provision made for healthy homes and

the wellbeing of people living in these properties. 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  25 Taurima Street  

Suburb:  Hei Hei  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8042 

Email:  naturalhealingnz4u@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0273921676 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Andrea Last name:  Williams

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 11.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose high density housing in Hornby.

I am opposed because of increase in traffic, also our infrastructure would struggle with increase in wastage,
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getting to a doctor will be near impossible, as it is a struggle to get to see a doctor, most times you will have to

wait a week to get an appointment.  This causes health concerns and individuals  not getting needed treatment. 

Pressure on schools, more demands on teachers to teach a bigger class.  Congested traffic is a concern as the

roads are already congested this will add more congestion adding more car emissions into the atmosphere

creating more smog and risks of more accidents on the road due to the congestion and also the impatience of

motorists.  We do not have adequate public transport that is quick and efficient like other parts of the world.  We

do not have subways etc so catching a bus is not really a quick solution as it is faster to get to places driving my

car than catching a bus.  Also with increased vehicles parked on the road this will increase crime.  Hornby is still

recovering from the earthquakes with migration of residents residing in Hornby.  Also 3-6 storey housing will

invade individuals privacy, where someone in a 3 storey buiding can see into other residents properties which

also increases the risk of crime, such as theft and other crimes and therefore becomes a safety issue.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  11 Brynley Street, Hornby,

christchurch 8042  

Suburb:  Hornby  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8042 

Email:  robynpollock800@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  03 9426569 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  robyn Last name:  pollock

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 12.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

--

My submission is that

I feel there are enough people living in the Hornby area now without adding to the number by housing more
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people in buildings six stories high, which I feel would  detract from the overall impression of the area.  The

streets in the main shopping area are congested now without adding to it, especially at times like Xmas.  It would

be unfortunate for those in a single storey house, to have a higher building built next to them where the residents

could look down over their outdoor activities.  I think that rather than scatter 6 story type buildings among older

established suburbs, it would be good to have them built in their own particular area with a bus service for them

provided if cars were going to be done away with. 

 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  16C Spencer Street  

Suburb:  Addington  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8024 

Email:  girish.ramlugun@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Girish Last name:  Ramlugun

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 13.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 13.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 13.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 13.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I

seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  39 Stanbury Avenue  

Suburb:  Somerfield  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8024 

Email:  rusty.m.stewart@me.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Russell Last name:  Stewart

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 14.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 14.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 14.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I

seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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On behalf of:   

Postal address:  20 Gilmour Terrace  

Suburb:    

City:  Lyttelton  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8082 

Email:  sarasski@hotmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice Plan Change
(14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Sara Last name:  Campbell

 

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 15.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social
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effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 15.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 15.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 15.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I

seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Organisation:  Wigram Lodge (2001) Limited 

Postal address:  PO Box 35  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8140 

Email:  anita@townplanning.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  021 568 335 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Wigram Lodge (2001) Limited Last name:  Wigram Lodge (2001) Limited

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Attached Documents

File

Plan Change 14 Submission-Wigram Lodge FINAL
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1 

Form 5 
Submission on notified proposal for a Plan Change 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Christchurch District Council  

Name of Submitter: Wigram Lodge (2001) Limited 

Background 

1. The Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act) requires the Christchurch City
Council (Council) to include Medium Density Residential Standards
(MDRS) and to give effect to the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development 2020 (NPS-UD) in its District Plan. The Council has sought
to give effect to this requirement through the notification of Plan Change 14
- Housing and Business Choice (PC14) and Plan Change 13 - Heritage
(PC13).

2. With respect to residential zones, the Amendment Act requires that:

(a) every residential zone in an urban environment of a specified
territorial authority must give effect to policy 3 of the NPS-UD in
that zone; and

(b) a territorial authority may create new residential zones or amend
existing residential zones.

3. With respect to non-residential zones, the Amendment Act further requires
that:

(a) the territorial authority must ensure that the provisions in its district
plan for each urban non-residential zone within the authority’s
urban environment give effect to the changes required by policy 3
of the NPS-UD; and

(b) a territorial authority may create new urban non-residential zones
or amend existing urban non-residential zones.

4. The public notice states that the changes proposed for PC14 are
“extensive” and include:

(a) increasing height limits in and around the central city, and in
suburban centres;

(b) changes to rules within commercial zones to ensure high quality
urban environments and be more enabling of activities without the
need for resource consent;

(c) medium and high density residential zones with new rules are
being introduced across all urban residential areas;



2 

(d) rezoning of industrial areas near the central city for housing and
mixed-use activities;

(e) introducing qualifying matters to reduce the scale and density of
buildings enabled by the MDRS and NPS-UD is reduced; and

(f) amending objectives, policies, and other provisions throughout
the District Plan.

Introduction  

5. Wigram Lodge (2000) Limited (“the submitter”) owns various properties in
Christchurch (“the properties”).

6. A number of the Submitter’s properties are within the High and Medium
Density Residential Zone.

Specific provisions of the plan change that this submission relates to 

7. The submitter has an interest in the plan change as a whole and therefore
this submission relates to all provisions and zonings of the plan change.
The submitter has a specific interest in all provisions and zoning that relate
to the properties they own.

Submission 

8. The submitter supports the plan change as notified. More specifically the
Submitter supports the intensification of housing and urban form in the
district, particularly near the city and commercial centres, and supports any
provisions or changes to the District Plan that will achieve this outcome.
Conversely, the Submitter opposes any provisions or changes that will
adversely affect this outcome.

Relief Sought 

9. The submitter seeks the following relief:

10. Primarily, the Submitter seeks that the NPS-UD is properly and fully given
effect to through the provisions and zoning of PC14 through the
intensification of development through enabling plan provisions and an
increase in development capacity for residential and business use across
the district.

11. The submitter seeks any other additional or consequential relief to the
District Plan, including but not limited to, the maps, issues, objectives,
policies, rules, controls/discretions, assessment criteria and explanations
that will give effect to the matters raised in this submission and the relevant
planning legislation.

Other 

12. The submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission.

13. The submitter does not wish to be heard in support of their submission.
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14. If others make similar submissions, the submitter will consider presenting a
joint case at any hearing.

DATED 12 May 2023 

pp._____________________________ 

Wigram Lodge (2001) Limited 

Address for Service: Town Planning Group 
PO Box 2559 
Queenstown 

Contact Person: Anita Collie 
Cell:  021 568 335 
E-mail: anita@townplanning.co.nz 



Postal address:  10 Radbrook Street  

Suburb:  Avonhead  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8042 

Email:  jonty.coulson@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Jonty Last name:  Coulson

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 17.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 17.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 17.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 17.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I

seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  36 Hartley Avenue  

Suburb:  Strowan  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8052 

Email:  garethholley@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Gareth Last name:  Holler

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 18.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 18.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 18.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 18.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

A blanket approach to housing intensification is brazenly wrong. On a case-by-case basis and likely following a thorough

consultation process, areas of the city could and should be made available for this type of housing. In the meantime, there are so

many empty, ugly spaces within the Four Avenues, that this should be the absolute focus in terms of housing intensification.

Development of a range of high-density housing / apartment options to varying specifications should be encouraged in the CBD

and not suburbia.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 19.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 19.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 19.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 19.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I

seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  402A Madras Street  
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Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8013 

Email:  mitchell@fabricarchitecture.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0212230113 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Mitchell Last name:  Coll

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

720        

    T24Consult  Page 1 of 19    



I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area
Implement a requirement to have all residential units which are attached (touching in some way) to be subdividedunder Unit Title and not Fee Simple.

This will enforce an entity (the body corporate) to oversee the maintenance of all units as a whole and be a single point of contact for managingthe

property’s futureuse.

My submission is that

Currently there are many units being built on good commercial land which, over time, will become dilapidated.

At this stage there is no mechanism for all owners to come together to sell a property as a whole for further development. This will

mean it will be very difficult, if not impossible,for the site to be developed at the density and use required by the city in the future.

 

This will seriouslyhamper Christchurch’s growth in the mid to long-term future.

 

Moreover, individual ownership of  attached dwellings leads to a slow degradation in the maintenance and upkeep, and therefore the quality, of these

types of dwellings

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Subclause (f) requires further clarification. Is this the area in plan, or the vertical surface area of a retaining wall?

Subclause (o) requires further definition about the definition of the word ‘roofed’. Does ‘roofed’, for example,

include a louvre, pergola or shade sail structure over a deck? Does it include bike park spaces? Does it include

stormwater attenuation tanks?

My submission is that

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

That the Christchurch City Council take this opportunity when the District Plan is being rewritten to require

buildings to calculate their lifetime carbon footprint and be required to not exceed a sinking lid maximum.

My submission is that
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Clause 5.1(e)(ix) defines one of the natural hazards that must be accounted for as , “exacerbation of some of the

hazards above through climate change and sea level rise…”

andnbsp;

Buildings contribute 20% of New Zealand’s greenhouse gas emissions[1].

[1] https://www.thinkstep-anz.com/resrc/reports/the-carbon-footprint-of-new-zealands-built-environment/

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area
Increase the maximum heights in clause 6.5.4.2.1 to match the surrounding zone

My submission is that

The maximum height of buildings community based activities is generally less than that of the surrounding zone.

 

This will result in buildings that are out of scale in the surrounding neighbourhood.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.5

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Amend Table 7.5.7.1(a) back to 3m for minimum legal width, and 2.7m for minimum formed width.

My submission is that

The change in minimum legal driveway width in Table 7.5.7.1 from 3m to 4m, and formed driveway width of from 2.7m to 3m for

residential activities will result in less space being available for planted verges to driveways, and more site space being taken up

unnecessarily by vehicle accessways.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.6

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council
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If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

We recommend increasing the limits to a much higher level, or at least streamlining the process for these simple Resource

Consents.

My submission is that

The current earthworks rule limit of 20m3 of volume or 600mm of depth creates unnecessary Resource Consent applications.

The effect of this rule is that almost every project that includes a driveway requires a Resource Consent for earthworks; this is an

unnecessary burden and cost.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.7

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendations

1. Add a rule requiring that at least every 6m width of a street facing façade have a minimum 400mm step in the building line.

2. Within each street facing frontage, a minimum area of the facade to protrude must intrude by a at least 200mm.

My submission is that

Chapter 14.5 - Medium Density Residential Zone

Street Facing Facades

Good urban design results in buildings that are articulated well from a street perspective, providing interest and a diverse

cityscape.

 

The current proposed rules will allow tall, blank street facades.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.8

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendation

If a garage is provided, it should be of a size that allows for an 85th percentile car to be parked in it.

My submission is that

Garages
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There is no requirement for a minimum size for a garage, should one be provided.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.9

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendation

1. The Residential Design Principles should be considered when any breach of the Permitted Activity standards requires a

Restricted Discretionary Resource Consent.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.1.3 – Restricted Discretionary Activities

Currently the Residential Design Principles are only required to be considered when there are more than four units.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.10

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a subclause (b) to read, “Unless c. applies, buildings must not exceed 12 metres in height above ground level,

except that 50% of a building’s roof in elevation, measured vertically from the junction between wall and roof, may

exceed this height by 1 metre, where the entire roof slopes 30° or more, as shown on the following diagram:.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.3 – Building Height and Maximum Number of Storeys

Christchurch has a prominent architectural style that is well understood and celebrated across the city.  A key component of this

architectural style is steep roof pitches.

 

To ensure the continuity of the dominant Christchurch architectural aesthetic, steeper roof pitches should be encouraged.

 

This amended rule works to achieve Objective 3.3.8 (a) that aims for, “…a high quality urban environment…”

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.11

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite subclause (c) to, “Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering up to a total of 300mm (300mm or 500mm?) in width

from the outside extent of a building shall not be included in the building coverage calculation.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.4 (c) - Site Coverage

Subclause (c) is ambiguous. This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 200mm gutter to be excluded from

the site coverage calculation; we believe this is not the intent.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.12

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. To ensure the amenity of Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition or Residential Hills sites that abut

MRZ zones, the more restrictive recession planes should apply along the shared boundary of the MRZ site.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.6 - Height in Relation to Boundary

In many parts of the city the MRZ abuts a Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition or Residential Hills zone,

both of which have more restrictive Height in Relation to Boundary standards.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.13

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Add a subclause to (b) reading, “the upper 50% of a gable roof, measured vertically”, with an appropriate illustration to remove

ambiguity.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.6 (b) - Height in Relation to Boundary

Further to our commentary on Urban Context, this rule is flawed in its wording. It will result in a predominance of hip roof forms on

new developments, further eroding the Christchurch Style architectural language.

 

This can easily be addressed in part with this rule.

Original Submitter: 
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Original Point: 

Points: 20.14

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Amend subclause (c)(i) to, “A boundary with a road where the property boundary across the road is further than .

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.6 (b) - Height in Relation to Boundary

Removing the requirement to apply height in relation to boundary rules on the boundary with a road can have perverse outcomes in

some instances.

 

On narrow streets where a building across the street can impact on access to sunlight, this rule should be removed.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.15

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Add a further subclause to restrict garage doors to those that do not extend past the property boundary.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(i) - Minimum Building Setbacks

When this rule is applied to a garage with a door facing the street, there is potential for some garage doors to impact on the

passage of pedestrians on the footpath. Should a garage door be 1.5m off the boundary and a tilting garage door is installed, this

door may impede pedestrians.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.16

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Subclause (a)(iii) is ambiguous. This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 200mm gutter to be

excluded from the setback requirement; we believe this is not the intent.

2. Rewrite subclause (a)(iii) to, “Only road boundary: Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering to a

total maximum of 300mm in width measured from the outside extent of a building.”

My submission is that
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Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(iii) - Minimum Building Setbacks

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.17

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area
Rewrite the rule to, “Only for side and rear boundaries where the building/s shall be no greater than 3 metres in height above ground level,
and have a total length that does not exceed 6.2m.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(iv) - Minimum Building Setbacks

This rule allows a 3m high garage that is 10.1m long to be erected hard against a neighbour's boundary, significantly impacting on

a neighbour’s amenity.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.18

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a further subclause to subclause (i) reading, “be contained within the property boundaries.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.8 (i) - Outlook Space per Unit

This rule is ambiguous. It is easy to interpret this rule as allowing the 4m depth of the outlook space to extend to the neighbouring

property’s building.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.19

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite the subclause to, “be clear and unobstructed by buildings or fences (excluding any doors or windows opening

into an outlook space from the principal living room); and”

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.8 (i)(i) Outlook Space per Unit

This rule allows for the outlook space to be impeded by fences within the property, and also excludes windows on the desired

exclusion.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.20

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite the rule to, “Any fencing provided shall meet the following standards, being the maximum permitted height

above the minimum floor level.” This one would have a large impact on the existing sections which could be surrounded

by 2.8m high fencing if new development all around. Would council have some recommendations on some middle ground

here.

 

2. Rewrite the rule heading to, “Fencing and Screening”.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.9 (a) - Street Scene Amenity and Safety - Fences

This rule is irrelevant when used in Flood Management Areas where the minimum floor level is increased. In some cases, the top of

a 2m high fence will be at or below the floor level of a dwelling.

 

The heading of the rule is also ambiguous; it appears to be a rule about street fencing but the rule is for fencing on all boundaries.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.21

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (c) from 12m to 6m

2. The area is measured on the visible interior faces of walls. This is the area of wall that occupants experience so it is a

more realistic measure.

3. The area of measurement is more clearly defined, is it from finished floor level to finished ceiling level, or from ground

level?

4. That the area calculation excludes any garage walls. This is the approach taken by, for example, the Selwyn District

Council.

5. Amend subclause (e) from 17.5% to 15%.

My submission is that

14.5.2.10 - Windows to Street

Despite this rule being amended to be more restrictive, there is still potential for this rule to be restricted further without impacting

the desired outcomes of the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021.

 

While moving the requirement to only the first 12m of a site probably excludes buildings towards the rear of a site, it still

encompasses many potential alteration and addition projects where the 20% glazing rule becomes significantly onerous. Moreover,

a 20% glazing rule applied, for example, 11.5m off the boundary does not achieve the desired engagement with the street that the
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rule is intended to provide.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.22

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (a) from 30% to 45% LRV.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.16 - Building Reflectivity

A simple method of reducing overheating in residential dwellings is to apply a lighter roof colour.

 

Moreover, this rule is nonsensical when it is not also applied to walls.

 

Allowing some lighter colours will provide a greater diversity of architectural variation in the hill suburbs without creating a nuisance.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.23

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (a) to require outdoor units visible from the street to be screened.

My submission is that

Rule 14.5.2.17 - Location of Outdoor Mechanical Ventilation

While this rule pushes the location of external units back from the street, they are still visible.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.24

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a rule requiring that at least every 6m width of a street facing façade have a minimum 400mm step in the building line.

2. Within each street facing frontage, a minimum area of the facade to protrude must intrude by a at least 200mm.
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My submission is that

Chapter 14.6 - High Density Residential Zone

Street Facing Facades

Good urban design results in buildings that are articulated well from a street perspective, providing interest and a diverse

cityscape.

 

The current proposed rules will allow tall, blank street facades.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.25

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

If a garage is provided, it should be of a size that allows for an 85th percentile car to be parked in it

My submission is that

Chapter 14.6 - High Density Residential Zone

Garages

There is no requirement for a minimum size for a garage, should one be provided.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.26

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. The Residential Design Principles should be considered when any breach of the Permitted Activity standards requires a

Restricted Discretionary Resource Consent.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.1.3 – Restricted Discretionary Activities

Currently the Residential Design Principles are only required to be considered when there are more than four units.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.27

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area
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1. Amend subclause (a) to, “Buildings must not exceed the height above ground level in the table below:

 

Bordering the City Centre Zone 22m

Bordering a Town Centre 16m

Neighbouring a Town Centre at Riccarton, Hornby or Papanui 18m

Bordering a Local Centre 12m

Bordering a Neighbourhood Centre 12m

.”

These heights are indicative and require further research to ensure their suitability.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.1 (a) - Building Height

The wording of this rule will not achieve an intensification greater than that of the MRZ.

 

A maximum height of 14m is only a single storey high than that of the MRZ. When a building is four storeys high the NZ Building

Code requires a lift. Developers will not add the cost of a lift for only a single additional storey, this development is uneconomical.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.28

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (b) to, “Residential units shall not be less than the maximum height permitted in the MRZ.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.1 (b) - Building Height

The purpose of the HRZ is to further intensify development around commercial centres. The desire is to achieve a gradual

intensification as we approach the commercial area.

 

This rule is worded to permit a ‘ring’ of lesser intensification around a commercial centre.
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Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.29

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a subclause to (b) reading, “the upper 50% of a gable roof, measured vertically”, with an appropriate illustration to

remove ambiguity.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.2 (c) - Height in Relation to Boundary

Further to our commentary on Urban Context, this rule is flawed in its wording. It will result in a predominance of hip roof forms on

new developments, further eroding the Christchurch Style architectural language.

 

This can easily be addressed in part with this rule.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.30

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Amend subclause (c)(i) to, “A boundary with a road where the property boundary across the road is further than .

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.2 (c) - Height in Relation to Boundary

Removing the requirement to apply height in relation to boundary rules on the boundary with a road can have perverse outcomes in

some instances.

 

On narrow streets where a building across the street can impact on access to sunlight, this rule should be removed.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.31

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a further subclause to restrict garage doors to those that do not extend past the property boundary.

2. Develop a mechanism where public property can accommodate tree planting, for example a financial contribution to aid in
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street planting upgrades in lieu of building setbacks.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.3 (a)(i) - Minimum Building Setbacks

When this rule is applied to a garage with a door facing the street, there is potential for some garage doors to impact on the

passage of pedestrians on the footpath. Should a garage door be 1.5m off the boundary and a tilting garage door is installed, this

door may impede pedestrians.

 

Moreover, our understanding is that part of rationality of having a 1.5m minimum building setback from the street boundary is to

provide for area for street trees and landscaping to mitigate, at human scale, large building facades.

 

The reliance of this amenity to occur solely through private land may not lead to the desired outcomes.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.32

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendation

Subclause (b)(iii) is ambiguous. This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 200mm gutter to be excluded

from the setback requirement; we believe this is not the intent.

Recommendation

1. Rewrite subclause (b)(iii) to, “Front boundary setbacks: Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering to a total maximum of

300mm in width measured from the outside extent of a building.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.3 (b)(iii) - Minimum Building Setbacks

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.33

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Add a further subclause to subclause (i) reading, “be contained within the property boundaries.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.4 (i) - Outlook Space
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This rule is ambiguous. It is easy to interpret this rule as allowing the 4m depth of the outlook space to extend to the neighbouring

property’s building.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.34

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite the subclause to, “be clear and unobstructed by buildings or fences (excluding any doors or windows opening

into an outlook space from the principal living room); and”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.4 (i)(i) Outlook Space

This rule allows for the outlook space to be impeded by fences within the property, and also excludes windows on the desired

exclusion.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.35

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend the clause to read, “Residential units above 12 metres in height above ground level must be separated from any

other residential units on the same site by at least 10 metres measured horizontally, except where a common wall is

included.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.5 - Building Separation

This clause is ambiguous.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.36

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite the rule to, “Any fencing provided shall meet the following standards, being the maximum permitted height

above the minimum floor level.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.6 (a) - Fencing and Screening
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This rule is irrelevant when used in Flood Management Areas where the minimum floor level is increased. In some cases, the top of

a 2m high fence will be at or below the floor level of a dwelling.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.37

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (c) from 12m to 6m

2. The area be measured on the visible interior faces of walls. This is the area of wall that occupants experience so is a more

realistic measure.

3. The area of measurement be more clearly defined, is it from finished floor level to finished ceiling level, or from ground

level?

4. That the area calculation exclude any garage walls.

5. Amend subclause (e) from 17.5% to 15%.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.8 - Windows to Street

Despite this rule being amended to be more restrictive, there is still potential for this rule to be restricted further without impacting

the desired outcomes of the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021.

 

While moving the requirement to only the first 12m of a site probably excludes buildings towards the rear of a site, it still

encompasses many potential alteration and addition projects where the 20% glazing rule becomes significantly onerous. Moreover,

a 20% glazing rule applied, for example, 11.5m off the boundary does not achieve the desired engagement with the street that the

rule is intended to provide.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.38

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (a)(i) to, “Each residential unit shall have sufficient accessible, useable and screened space for the

storage and use of three wheelie bins, or provision for shared waste storage facilities.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.11 (a)(i) - Service, Storage and Waste Management

The wording of this rule can have perverse outcomes where too much space is required to be allocated to waste storage in some

instances.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.39
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Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendation

1. Amend subclause (a) to, “The maximum building coverage must not exceed 60% of the net site area.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.12 (a) - Building Coverage

The purpose of the HRZ is to further intensify development around commercial centres. The desire is to achieve a gradual

intensification as we approach the commercial area.

 

A site coverage limited to 50% is the same as for the MRZ, further making intensification challenging.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.40

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Rewrite subclause (a)(i) to, “Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering up to a total of 300mm in width from the outside

extent of a building shall not be included in the building coverage calculation.”

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.12 (a)(i) - Building Coverage

Subclause (a)(i) is ambiguous. This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 200mm gutter to be excluded from

the site coverage calculation; we believe this is not the intent.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.41

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (a)(ii)(C) to, “A minimum development site dimension of 12m is achieved; and.”

My submission is that

14.6.2.12 (a)(ii)(C) - Building Coverage

This rule is worded in a way that excludes many sites from this means of development.
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Many sites in Christchurch city are 10.6m wide; combining two of these sites does not enjoy the benefits intended by this rule.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.42

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause (a) to require outdoor units visible from the street to be screened.

My submission is that

Rule 14.6.2.15 - Location of Outdoor Mechanical Ventilation

While this rule pushes the location of external units back from the street, they are still visible.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.43

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

1. Amend subclause 14.8.3.2.2(a) back to 250m2, and subclause 14.8.3.2.4(a) back to 60%.

My submission is that

Chapter 14.8 - Residential Banks Peninsula

Rule 14.8.3.2.2(a) – Site Density and 14.8.3.2.4(a) – Site Coverage

These rules appears counter to the desired outcome of intensification, and is also contrary to the existing urban form within

Lyttleton.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.44

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Add a subclause to 15.2.4.1 limiting building height along the Te Papa Otakaro corridor, and implement appropriate built form

standards.

My submission is that

Rule 15.2.4.1 – Policy – Scale and Form of Development
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This policy fails to recognise the importance of Te Papa Otakaro within the central city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 20.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Recommendations

1. Add a rule requiring that at least every 6m width of a street facing façade have a minimum 400mm

step in the building line.

2. Within each street facing frontage, a minimum area of the facade to protrude must intrude by a at

least 200mm.

My submission is that

Chapter 14.5 - Medium Density Residential Zone

Street Facing Facades

Good urban design results in buildings that are articulated well from a street perspective, providing interest and a

diverse cityscape.

andnbsp;

The current proposed rules will allow tall, blank street facades.

Attached Documents

File

Mitchell Coll_PC14 submission copy
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General 

 

Title Structures 
Currently there are many units being built on good commercial land which, over time, will become 

dilapidated.  

 

At this stage there is no mechanism for all owners to come together to sell a property as a whole for 

further development. This will mean it will be very difficult, if not impossible, for the site to be 

developed at the density and use required by the city in the future.  

 

This will seriously hamper Christchurch’s growth in the mid to long-term future. 

 

Moreover, individual ownership of  attached dwellings leads to a slow degradation in the 

maintenance and upkeep, and therefore the quality, of these types of dwellings. 

Recommendation 
1. Implement a requirement to have all residential units which are attached (touching in some 

way) to be subdivided under Unit Title and not Fee Simple. 
 
This will enforce an entity (the body corporate) to oversee the maintenance of all units as a 
whole and be a single point of contact for managing the property’s future use.  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 2 - Definitions 
 

Building 
Subclause (f) requires further clarification.  Is this the area in plan, or the vertical surface area of a 

retaining wall? 

 

Subclause (o) requires further definition about the definition of the word ‘roofed’.  Does ‘roofed’, 

for example, include a louvre, pergola or shade sail structure over a deck?  Does it include bike park 

spaces?  Does it include stormwater attenuation tanks? 

 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 5 – Natural Hazards 

Clause 5.1(e)(ix) defines one of the natural hazards that must be accounted for as , “exacerbation of 

some of the hazards above through climate change and sea level rise…” 

 

Buildings contribute 20% of New Zealand’s greenhouse gas emissions1.  

Recommendation 
2. That the Christchurch City Council take this opportunity when the District Plan is being rewritten 

to require buildings to calculate their lifetime carbon footprint and be required to not exceed a 
sinking lid maximum. 

  

 
1 https://www.thinkstep-anz.com/resrc/reports/the-carbon-footprint-of-new-zealands-built-environment/ 



 

 

 

   

Chapter 6 - General Rules and Procedures 

 

6.5.4.2.1 - Building Height 
The maximum height of buildings community based activities is generally less than that of the 

surrounding zone. 

 

This will result in buildings that are out of scale in the surrounding neighbourhood. 

Recommendation 
3. Increase the maximum heights in clause 6.5.4.2.1 to match the surrounding zone. 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 7 – Transport 

Appendix 7.5.7 – Access design and gradient 
The change in minimum legal driveway width in Table 7.5.7.1 from 3m to 4m, and formed driveway 

width of from 2.7m to 3m for residential activities will result in less space being available for planted 

verges to driveways, and more site space being taken up unnecessarily by vehicle accessways. 

Recommendation 
4. Amend Table 7.5.7.1(a) back to 3m for minimum legal width, and 2.7m for minimum formed 

width. 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 8 – Earthworks 

 

8.9.2.1 – Permitted Activities – Earthworks 
The current earthworks rule limit of 20m3 of volume or 600mm of depth creates unnecessary 

Resource Consent applications. 

 

The effect of this rule is that almost every project that includes a driveway requires a Resource 

Consent for earthworks; this is an unnecessary burden and cost. 

Recommendation 
5. We recommend increasing the limits to a much higher level, or at least streamlining the process 

for these simple Resource Consents. 

 
 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 14.5 - Medium Density Residential Zone 

Street Facing Facades 
Good urban design results in buildings that are articulated well from a street perspective, providing 

interest and a diverse cityscape. 

 

The current proposed rules will allow tall, blank street facades.   

 

Recommendations 
6. Add a rule requiring that at least every 6m width of a street facing façade have a minimum 

400mm step in the building line. 

7. Within each street facing frontage, a minimum area of the facade to protrude must intrude by a 
at least 200mm. 

 

Garages 
There is no requirement for a minimum size for a garage, should one be provided. 

Recommendation 
If a garage is provided, it should be of a size that allows for an 85th percentile car to be parked in it. 

 

Rule 14.5.1.3 – Restricted Discretionary Activities 
Currently the Residential Design Principles are only required to be considered when there are more 

than four units.   

Recommendation 
8. The Residential Design Principles should be considered when any breach of the Permitted 

Activity standards requires a Restricted Discretionary Resource Consent.  

 

  



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.5.2.3 – Building Height and Maximum Number of Storeys 
Christchurch has a prominent architectural style that is well understood and celebrated across the 

city.  A key component of this architectural style is steep roof pitches. 

 

To ensure the continuity of the dominant Christchurch architectural aesthetic, steeper roof pitches 

should be encouraged.  

 

This amended rule works to achieve Objective 3.3.8 (a) that aims for, “…a high quality urban 

environment…” 

Recommendation 
9. Add a subclause (b) to read, “Unless c. applies, buildings must not exceed 12 metres in height 

above ground level, except that 50% of a building’s roof in elevation, measured vertically from 
the junction between wall and roof, may exceed this height by 1 metre, where the entire roof 
slopes 30° or more, as shown on the following diagram:.”  

 

Rule 14.5.2.4 (c) - Site Coverage 
Subclause (c) is ambiguous.  This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 200mm 

gutter to be excluded from the site coverage calculation; we believe this is not the intent. 

Recommendation 
10. Rewrite subclause (c) to, “Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering up to a total of 300mm 

(300mm or 500mm?) in width from the outside extent of a building shall not be included in the 
building coverage calculation.” 

 

Rule 14.5.2.6 - Height in Relation to Boundary 
In many parts of the city the MRZ abuts a Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density 

Transition or Residential Hills zone, both of which have more restrictive Height in Relation to 

Boundary standards. 

Recommendation 
11. To ensure the amenity of Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition or 

Residential Hills sites that abut MRZ zones, the more restrictive recession planes should apply 
along the shared boundary of the MRZ site. 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.5.2.6 (b) - Height in Relation to Boundary 
Further to our commentary on Urban Context, this rule is flawed in its wording.  It will result in a 

predominance of hip roof forms on new developments, further eroding the Christchurch Style 

architectural language. 

 

This can easily be addressed in part with this rule. 

Recommendation 
12. Add a subclause to (b) reading, “the upper 50% of a gable roof, measured vertically”, with an 

appropriate illustration to remove ambiguity. 

 

Rule 14.5.2.6 (b) - Height in Relation to Boundary 
Removing the requirement to apply height in relation to boundary rules on the boundary with a road 

can have perverse outcomes in some instances. 

 

On narrow streets where a building across the street can impact on access to sunlight, this rule 

should be removed. 

Recommendation 
Amend subclause (c)(i) to, “A boundary with a road where the property boundary across the road is 

further than <a distance to be determined>. 

 

 

Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(i) - Minimum Building Setbacks 
When this rule is applied to a garage with a door facing the street, there is potential for some garage 

doors to impact on the passage of pedestrians on the footpath.  Should a garage door be 1.5m off 

the boundary and a tilting garage door is installed, this door may impede pedestrians. 

Recommendation 
13. Add a further subclause to restrict garage doors to those that do not extend past the property 

boundary. 

 

Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(iii) - Minimum Building Setbacks 

Recommendation 
14. Subclause (a)(iii) is ambiguous.  This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 

200mm gutter to be excluded from the setback requirement; we believe this is not the intent. 

Recommendation 
15. Rewrite subclause (a)(iii) to, “Only road boundary: Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering to a 

total maximum of 300mm in width measured from the outside extent of a building.” 

 



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.5.2.7 (a)(iv) - Minimum Building Setbacks 
This rule allows a 3m high garage that is 10.1m long to be erected hard against a neighbour's 

boundary, significantly impacting on a neighbour’s amenity. 

Recommendation 
16. Rewrite the rule to, “Only for side and rear boundaries where the building/s shall be no greater 

than 3 metres in height above ground level, and have a total length that does not exceed 6.2m.” 

 

Rule 14.5.2.8 (i) - Outlook Space per Unit 
This rule is ambiguous.  It is easy to interpret this rule as allowing the 4m depth of the outlook space 

to extend to the neighbouring property’s building. 

Recommendation 
17. Add a further subclause to subclause (i) reading, “be contained within the property boundaries.” 

 

Rule 14.5.2.8 (i)(i) Outlook Space per Unit 
This rule allows for the outlook space to be impeded by fences within the property, and also 

excludes windows on the desired exclusion. 

Recommendation 
18. Rewrite the subclause to, “be clear and unobstructed by buildings or fences (excluding any doors 

or windows opening into an outlook space from the principal living room); and” 

 

Rule 14.5.2.9 (a) - Street Scene Amenity and Safety - Fences 
This rule is irrelevant when used in Flood Management Areas where the minimum floor level is 

increased.  In some cases, the top of a 2m high fence will be at or below the floor level of a dwelling. 

 

The heading of the rule is also ambiguous; it appears to be a rule about street fencing but the rule is 

for fencing on all boundaries. 

Recommendation 
19. Rewrite the rule to, “Any fencing provided shall meet the following standards, being the 

maximum permitted height above the minimum floor level.” This one would have a large impact 
on the existing sections which could be surrounded by 2.8m high fencing if new development all 
around. Would council have some recommendations on some middle ground here. 

 

20. Rewrite the rule heading to, “Fencing and Screening”. 

 

  



 

 

 

   

14.5.2.10 - Windows to Street 
Despite this rule being amended to be more restrictive, there is still potential for this rule to be 

restricted further without impacting the desired outcomes of the Resource Management (Enabling 

Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021. 

 

While moving the requirement to only the first 12m of a site probably excludes buildings towards 

the rear of a site, it still encompasses many potential alteration and addition projects where the 20% 

glazing rule becomes significantly onerous.  Moreover, a 20% glazing rule applied, for example, 

11.5m off the boundary does not achieve the desired engagement with the street that the rule is 

intended to provide. 

Recommendations 
21. Amend subclause (c) from 12m to 6m 

22. The area is measured on the visible interior faces of walls.  This is the area of wall that occupants 
experience so it is a more realistic measure. 

23. The area of measurement is more clearly defined, is it from finished floor level to finished ceiling 
level, or from ground level? 

24. That the area calculation excludes any garage walls.  This is the approach taken by, for example, 
the Selwyn District Council. 

25. Amend subclause (e) from 17.5% to 15%. 

 

Rule 14.5.2.16 - Building Reflectivity 
A simple method of reducing overheating in residential dwellings is to apply a lighter roof colour. 

 

Moreover, this rule is nonsensical when it is not also applied to walls. 

 

Allowing some lighter colours will provide a greater diversity of architectural variation in the hill 

suburbs without creating a nuisance. 

Recommendation 
26. Amend subclause (a) from 30% to 45% LRV. 

 

Rule 14.5.2.17 - Location of Outdoor Mechanical Ventilation 
While this rule pushes the location of external units back from the street, they are still visible. 

Recommendation 
27. Amend subclause (a) to require outdoor units visible from the street to be screened. 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 14.6 - High Density Residential Zone 

Street Facing Facades 
Good urban design results in buildings that are articulated well from a street perspective, providing 

interest and a diverse cityscape. 

 

The current proposed rules will allow tall, blank street facades.   

 

Recommendations 
28. Add a rule requiring that at least every 6m width of a street facing façade have a minimum 

400mm step in the building line. 

29. Within each street facing frontage, a minimum area of the facade to protrude must intrude by a 
at least 200mm. 

 

Garages 
There is no requirement for a minimum size for a garage, should one be provided. 

Recommendation 
If a garage is provided, it should be of a size that allows for an 85th percentile car to be parked in it. 

 

Rule 14.6.1.3 – Restricted Discretionary Activities 
Currently the Residential Design Principles are only required to be considered when there are more 

than four units.   

Recommendation 
30. The Residential Design Principles should be considered when any breach of the Permitted 

Activity standards requires a Restricted Discretionary Resource Consent.  

 

 
  



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.6.2.1 (a) - Building Height 
The wording of this rule will not achieve an intensification greater than that of the MRZ. 

 

A maximum height of 14m is only a single storey high than that of the MRZ.  When a building is four 

storeys high the NZ Building Code requires a lift.  Developers will not add the cost of a lift for only a 

single additional storey, this development is uneconomical. 

Recommendation 
31. Amend subclause (a) to, “Buildings must not exceed the height above ground level in the table 

below: 

 

Bordering the City Centre Zone 22m 

Bordering a Town Centre 16m 

Neighbouring a Town Centre at Riccarton, Hornby or Papanui  18m 

Bordering a Local Centre 12m 

Bordering a Neighbourhood Centre 12m  

.” 

 

These heights are indicative and require further research to ensure their suitability. 

 

Rule 14.6.2.1 (b) - Building Height 
The purpose of the HRZ is to further intensify development around commercial centres.  The desire 

is to achieve a gradual intensification as we approach the commercial area. 

 

This rule is worded to permit a ‘ring’ of lesser intensification around a commercial centre. 

Recommendation 
32. Amend subclause (b) to, “Residential units shall not be less than the maximum height permitted 

in the MRZ.” 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.6.2.2 (c) - Height in Relation to Boundary 
Further to our commentary on Urban Context, this rule is flawed in its wording.  It will result in a 

predominance of hip roof forms on new developments, further eroding the Christchurch Style 

architectural language. 

 

This can easily be addressed in part with this rule. 

Recommendation 
33. Add a subclause to (b) reading, “the upper 50% of a gable roof, measured vertically”, with an 

appropriate illustration to remove ambiguity. 

 

Rule 14.6.2.2 (c) - Height in Relation to Boundary 
Removing the requirement to apply height in relation to boundary rules on the boundary with a road 

can have perverse outcomes in some instances. 

 

On narrow streets where a building across the street can impact on access to sunlight, this rule 

should be removed. 

Recommendation 
Amend subclause (c)(i) to, “A boundary with a road where the property boundary across the road is 

further than <a distance to be determined>. 

 

Rule 14.6.2.3 (a)(i) - Minimum Building Setbacks 
When this rule is applied to a garage with a door facing the street, there is potential for some garage 

doors to impact on the passage of pedestrians on the footpath.  Should a garage door be 1.5m off 

the boundary and a tilting garage door is installed, this door may impede pedestrians. 

 

Moreover, our understanding is that part of rationality of having a 1.5m minimum building setback 

from the street boundary is to provide for area for street trees and landscaping to mitigate, at 

human scale, large building facades.  

 

The reliance of this amenity to occur solely through private land may not lead to the desired 

outcomes. 

 

Recommendation 
34. Add a further subclause to restrict garage doors to those that do not extend past the property 

boundary. 

35. Develop a mechanism where public property can accommodate tree planting, for example a 
financial contribution to aid in street planting upgrades in lieu of building setbacks. 

 



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.6.2.3 (b)(iii) - Minimum Building Setbacks 

Recommendation 
Subclause (b)(iii) is ambiguous.  This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 

200mm gutter to be excluded from the setback requirement; we believe this is not the intent. 

Recommendation 
36. Rewrite subclause (b)(iii) to, “Front boundary setbacks: Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering 

to a total maximum of 300mm in width measured from the outside extent of a building.” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.4 (i) - Outlook Space 
This rule is ambiguous.  It is easy to interpret this rule as allowing the 4m depth of the outlook space 

to extend to the neighbouring property’s building. 

Recommendation 
37. Add a further subclause to subclause (i) reading, “be contained within the property boundaries.” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.4 (i)(i) Outlook Space 
This rule allows for the outlook space to be impeded by fences within the property, and also 

excludes windows on the desired exclusion. 

Recommendation 
38. Rewrite the subclause to, “be clear and unobstructed by buildings or fences (excluding any doors 

or windows opening into an outlook space from the principal living room); and” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.5 - Building Separation 
This clause is ambiguous. 

Recommendation 
39. Amend the clause to read, “Residential units above 12 metres in height above ground level must 

be separated from any other residential units on the same site by at least 10 metres measured 
horizontally, except where a common wall is included.” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.6 (a) - Fencing and Screening 
This rule is irrelevant when used in Flood Management Areas where the minimum floor level is 

increased.  In some cases, the top of a 2m high fence will be at or below the floor level of a dwelling. 

Recommendation 
40. Rewrite the rule to, “Any fencing provided shall meet the following standards, being the 

maximum permitted height above the minimum floor level.” 

 



 

 

 

   

Rule 14.6.2.8 - Windows to Street 
Despite this rule being amended to be more restrictive, there is still potential for this rule to be 

restricted further without impacting the desired outcomes of the Resource Management (Enabling 

Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021. 

 

While moving the requirement to only the first 12m of a site probably excludes buildings towards 

the rear of a site, it still encompasses many potential alteration and addition projects where the 20% 

glazing rule becomes significantly onerous.  Moreover, a 20% glazing rule applied, for example, 

11.5m off the boundary does not achieve the desired engagement with the street that the rule is 

intended to provide. 

Recommendations 
41. Amend subclause (c) from 12m to 6m 

42. The area be measured on the visible interior faces of walls.  This is the area of wall that 
occupants experience so is a more realistic measure. 

43. The area of measurement be more clearly defined, is it from finished floor level to finished 
ceiling level, or from ground level? 

44. That the area calculation exclude any garage walls. 

45. Amend subclause (e) from 17.5% to 15%. 

 

Rule 14.6.2.11 (a)(i) - Service, Storage and Waste Management 
The wording of this rule can have perverse outcomes where too much space is required to be 

allocated to waste storage in some instances. 

Recommendation 
46. Amend subclause (a)(i) to, “Each residential unit shall have sufficient accessible, useable and 

screened space for the storage and use of three wheelie bins, or provision for shared waste 
storage facilities.” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.12 (a) - Building Coverage 
The purpose of the HRZ is to further intensify development around commercial centres.  The desire 

is to achieve a gradual intensification as we approach the commercial area. 

 

A site coverage limited to 50% is the same as for the MRZ, further making intensification challenging. 

Recommendation 
47. Amend subclause (a) to, “The maximum building coverage must not exceed 60% of the net site 

area.” 

Rule 14.6.2.12 (a)(i) - Building Coverage 



 

 

 

   

Subclause (a)(i) is ambiguous.  This can easily be interpreted as allowing a 300mm eave AND a 

200mm gutter to be excluded from the site coverage calculation; we believe this is not the intent. 

Recommendation 
48. Rewrite subclause (a)(i) to, “Eaves, roof overhangs and / or guttering up to a total of 300mm in 

width from the outside extent of a building shall not be included in the building coverage 
calculation.” 

 

14.6.2.12 (a)(ii)(C) - Building Coverage 
This rule is worded in a way that excludes many sites from this means of development. 

 

Many sites in Christchurch city are 10.6m wide; combining two of these sites does not enjoy the 

benefits intended by this rule. 

Recommendation 
49. Amend subclause (a)(ii)(C) to, “A minimum development site dimension of 12m is achieved; and.” 

 

Rule 14.6.2.15 - Location of Outdoor Mechanical Ventilation 
While this rule pushes the location of external units back from the street, they are still visible. 

Recommendation 
50. Amend subclause (a) to require outdoor units visible from the street to be screened. 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 14.8 - Residential Banks Peninsula 

Rule 14.8.3.2.2(a) – Site Density and 14.8.3.2.4(a) – Site Coverage 
These rules appears counter to the desired outcome of intensification, and is also contrary to the 

existing urban form within Lyttleton. 

Recommendation 
51. Amend subclause 14.8.3.2.2(a) back to 250m2, and subclause 14.8.3.2.4(a) back to 60%. 

 

  



 

 

 

   

Chapter 15 – Commercial 

 

Rule 15.2.4.1 – Policy – Scale and Form of Development 
This policy fails to recognise the importance of Te Papa Otakaro within the central city. 

Recommendation 
Add a subclause to 15.2.4.1 limiting building height along the Te Papa Otakaro corridor, and 

implement appropriate built form standards. 
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 21.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

My submission is that
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The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to

help the council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to

Auckland (18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are

important for the future of our city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 21.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency

public transport routes. Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook and Styx are close to rail

corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in

service by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 21.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna,

Copenhagen, Toronto, Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying

matter would reduce the maximum height and size of medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and increasing property values rather than increasing the

amount of affordable housing for people.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 21.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I
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seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

My submission is that

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such

as malls and the city centre. The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for residential buildings closer to

the city centre. This would enable a wider range of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live

close to services and amenities.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.
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Pasco
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1

Robson, Gina

From: Generation Zero <noreply@123formbuilder.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2023 2:27 pm
To: Engagement
Subject: CCC District Plan Changes (PC14) - Generation Zero Quick Submit / 531

This is a submission on the proposed Christchurch District Plan changes via the Generation Zero quick 
submission form. The feedback below is on PC14. 

Form Summary 

1. First / Last name Ethan Pasco 

2. Email address ethanjp@outlook.co.nz 

3. Postal Address 33 lambeth crescent, Redwood 

Christchurch 

8052 

4. Trade competition/adverse effects: Option 1: I could not gain in trade competition through this submission 

5. Answer if you selected option 2 above: Are you directly affected by a possible effect of this plan change in a 

way that it: 
a. adversely affects the environment, and 
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade 

competitions 

 

Option 2: No 

Chapter 6 - Tree Canopy Cover and 

Financial Contributions 

The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be 

covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to help the 

council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an 

appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to Auckland 

(18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of 
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Form Summary 

environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are 

important for the future of our city. 

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to 

restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing emissions, 

providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the 

other wide range of economic, health and social effects. I seek that the 

council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan. 

Chapter 14 - Low Public Transport 

Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are 

poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency public transport routes. 

Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook 

and Styx are close to rail corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced 

by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in service 

by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service. 

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

as I believe that the public transport layout and network will need 

changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not 

define future growth in Christchurch based on these routes. This would 

also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council 

drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - Sunlight Access Qualifying 

Matter 

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from 

the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna, Copenhagen, Toronto, 

Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in 

the world. This qualifying matter would reduce the maximum height and size of 

medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying 

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and 

increasing property values rather than increasing the amount of affordable 

housing for people. 

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities 

in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the equator and 

have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a 

mix of medium and high density housing, these cities are considered 

some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter 

would restrict medium density housing height and size in such a way 

that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. 

I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - High-Density Residential 

Zone 

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys 

within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such as malls and the city centre. 

The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for 

residential buildings closer to the city centre. This would enable a wider range 

of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live 

close to services and amenities. 



3

Form Summary 

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. 

We need to allow more people to live near services and amenities to 

reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active 

and public transport to commute, shop and play. I seek that the council 

enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical 

centres. 

Any other comments? 
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Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Nick Last name:  Leslie

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 22.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

My submission is that
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The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to

help the council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to

Auckland (18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are

important for the future of our city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 22.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency

public transport routes. Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook and Styx are close to rail

corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in

service by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 22.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna,

Copenhagen, Toronto, Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying

matter would reduce the maximum height and size of medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and increasing property values rather than increasing the

amount of affordable housing for people.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 22.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I
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seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

My submission is that

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such

as malls and the city centre. The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for residential buildings closer to

the city centre. This would enable a wider range of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live

close to services and amenities.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.
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Leslie
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Robson, Gina

From: Generation Zero <noreply@123formbuilder.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2023 2:29 pm
To: Engagement
Subject: CCC District Plan Changes (PC14) - Generation Zero Quick Submit / 531

This is a submission on the proposed Christchurch District Plan changes via the Generation Zero quick 
submission form. The feedback below is on PC14. 

Form Summary 

1. First / Last name Nick Leslie 

2. Email address ncpleslie+generationzero@gmail.com 

3. Postal Address 463 Mairehau Road 

Christchurch 

8083 

4. Trade competition/adverse effects: Option 1: I could not gain in trade competition through this submission 

5. Answer if you selected option 2 above: Are you directly affected by a possible effect of this plan change in a 

way that it: 
a. adversely affects the environment, and 
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade 

competitions 

 

Option 2: No 

Chapter 6 - Tree Canopy Cover and 

Financial Contributions 

The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be 

covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to help the 

council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an 

appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to Auckland 

(18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of 



2

Form Summary 

environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are 

important for the future of our city. 

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to 

restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing emissions, 

providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the 

other wide range of economic, health and social effects. I seek that the 

council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan. 

Chapter 14 - Low Public Transport 

Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are 

poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency public transport routes. 

Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook 

and Styx are close to rail corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced 

by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in service 

by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service. 

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

as I believe that the public transport layout and network will need 

changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not 

define future growth in Christchurch based on these routes. This would 

also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council 

drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - Sunlight Access Qualifying 

Matter 

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from 

the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna, Copenhagen, Toronto, 

Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in 

the world. This qualifying matter would reduce the maximum height and size of 

medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying 

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and 

increasing property values rather than increasing the amount of affordable 

housing for people. 

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities 

in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the equator and 

have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a 

mix of medium and high density housing, these cities are considered 

some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter 

would restrict medium density housing height and size in such a way 

that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. 

I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - High-Density Residential 

Zone 

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys 

within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such as malls and the city centre. 

The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for 

residential buildings closer to the city centre. This would enable a wider range 

of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live 

close to services and amenities. 



3

Form Summary 

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. 

We need to allow more people to live near services and amenities to 

reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active 

and public transport to commute, shop and play. I seek that the council 

enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical 

centres. 

Any other comments? 
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I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Attached Documents

File

2975-23 Brooksfield Submission on PC14 - FINAL
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Submission on Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter to the 
Christchurch District Plan (Plan Change 14) 

 
Clause 6, First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 

 
To: Christchurch City Council (“Council”) 

 
Name of Submitter: Brooksfield Limited (“Submitter”) 

 

 
 
Introduction   

1. Brooksfield Limited is a property owner and residential property 
developer who has a number of properties and upcoming developments 
which are located within the residential zoned areas across 
Christchurch City.  

2. The Christchurch City Council (“Council”) have publicly notified Plan 
Change 14 (“PC14”) to the Christchurch District Plan to introduce a range 
of residential and commercial zones in Christchurch which enable more 
development to occur at different heights, with the highest developments 
enabled in the central city and suburban commercial centres.  

3. The submitter has an interest in PC14 as a whole, particularly land 
proposed to be within Medium Density Residential and within the High 

Density Residential Zone under Plan Change 14. 

The Submission on PC14 

4. While the submitter supports the intensification of land to provide further 
development capacity, the submitter opposes the proposed plan change 
as it unreasonably limits intensification of development otherwise enabled 
by the National Policy Statement for Urban Development (NPS-UD). 

Reasons for the Submission 

5. The Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) 
Amendment Act 2021 (Amendment Act) requires the Christchurch City 
Council (Council) to include Medium Density Residential Standards 
(MDRS) and to give effect to the National Policy Statement on Urban 
Development 2020 (NPS-UD) in its District Plan. The Council has sought 
to give effect to this requirement through the notification of Plan Change 14 
(PC14 Housing and Business Choice) and Plan Change 13 (PC13 
Heritage). 

6. The NPS-UD sets out the objectives and policies for urban development in 
New Zealand. The main purpose of the NPS-UD is to guide and encourage 
the development of more compact, liveable, and sustainable urban areas 
that meet the needs of current and future generations.  

7. Policy 3 of the NPS-UD is set out below:  
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Policy 3: In relation to tier 1 urban environments, regional policy statements 
and district plans enable:  

(a) in city centre zones, building heights and density of urban 
form to realise as much development capacity as possible, 
to maximise benefits of intensification; and  

(b) in metropolitan centre zones, building heights and density 
of urban form to reflect demand for housing and business 
use in those locations, and in all cases building heights of 
at least 6 storeys; and  

(c) building heights of at least 6 storeys within at least a 
walkable catchment of the following:  

(i) existing and planned rapid transit stops  

(ii) the edge of city centre zones  

(iii) the edge of metropolitan centre zones; and  

(d) within and adjacent to neighbourhood centre zones, local 
centre zones, and town centre zones (or equivalent), 
building heights and densities of urban form commensurate 
with the level of commercial activity and community 
services.  

8. In the context of Policy 3 (1), Development Capacity means the capacity 
of land to be developed for housing or for business use, based on:  

(a) the zoning, objectives, policies, rules, and overlays that apply in 
the relevant proposed and operative RMA planning documents; 
and  

(b) the provision of adequate development infrastructure to support 
the development of land for housing or business use.  

9. The public notice states that the changes proposed for PC14 are 
"extensive" and include:  

(a) increasing height limits in and around the central city, and in 
suburban centres;  

(b) changes to rules within commercial zones to ensure high quality 
urban environments and be more enabling of activities without the 
need for resource consent;  

(c) medium and high density residential zones with new rules are 
being introduced across all urban residential areas;  

(d) rezoning of industrial areas near the central city for housing and 
mixed-use activities;  

(e) introducing qualifying matters to reduce the scale and density of 
buildings enabled by the MDRS and NPS-UD is reduced; and  
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(f) amending objectives, policies, and other provisions throughout
the District Plan.

10. The submitter considers that the qualifying matters are unreasonably
restrictive and will result in an outcome whereby PC14 as notified will not
give effect to the NPS-UD.

Relief Sought 

11. Primarily, the Submitter seeks that the NPS-UD is properly and fully given
effect to through the provisions and zoning of PC14 through the
intensification of development through enabling plan provisions and an
increase in development capacity for residential and business use across the
district.

12. Furthermore, the Submitter seeks the following from the Council:

(a) reject, refuse, or otherwise decline the Sunlight Access Qualifying
Matter and consequently implement the MDRS sunlight access
requirements directed by the Central Government through the
Amendment Act.

(b) reject, refuse, or otherwise decline the Low Public Transport
Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter and consequently implement the
MDRS requirements to all Medium Density Residential zones, as
directed by the Central Government through the Amendment Act.

(c) Enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commercial
centres.

13. The Submitter seeks any consequential relief required to give effect to the
matters raised in this submission and properly and fully giving effect to the
NPS-UD, including alternative, further or consequential amendments to any
relevant provisions of the District Plan that address the matters raised by the
Submitter within the jurisdiction of the Plan Change. Including any changes
necessary to the District Plan as a result of introduced national
environmental standards and national policy statements or amendments to
other relevant legislation.

Trade competition 

14. The Submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through
this submission.

Submitter wishes to be heard 

15. The Submitter wishes to be heard.

16. If others make similar submissions, the Submitter will consider
presenting a joint case at any hearing.

DATED 12 May 2023 
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Address for Service:  

Brooksfield Limited 
C/- Town Planning Group NZ Limited 
PO Box 35 
Christchurch 
 
Contact Person: Juliette Lovett 
Telephone:  0800 224 470 
Cell:   0225489404 
E-mail:   juliette@townplanning.co.nz 

mailto:juliette@townplanning.co.nz


Postal address:  23C Walkers Road  

Suburb:    

City:  Lyttelton  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8082 

Email:  murf.alan@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Alan Last name:  Murphy

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 24.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

My submission is that
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The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to

help the council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to

Auckland (18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are

important for the future of our city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 24.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency

public transport routes. Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook and Styx are close to rail

corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in

service by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 24.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna,

Copenhagen, Toronto, Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying

matter would reduce the maximum height and size of medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and increasing property values rather than increasing the

amount of affordable housing for people.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 24.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I
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seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

My submission is that

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such

as malls and the city centre. The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for residential buildings closer to

the city centre. This would enable a wider range of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live

close to services and amenities.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  23c Walkers Rd  

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8082 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Alan Last name:  Murphy

 
Prefered method of contact 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Attached Documents

File

Murphy
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Robson, Gina

From: Generation Zero <noreply@123formbuilder.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 9 May 2023 2:38 pm
To: Engagement
Subject: CCC District Plan Changes (PC14) - Generation Zero Quick Submit / 531

This is a submission on the proposed Christchurch District Plan changes via the Generation Zero quick 
submission form. The feedback below is on PC14. 

Form Summary 

1. First / Last name Alan Murphy 

2. Email address murf.alan@gmail.com 

3. Postal Address 23c Walkers Rd 

Lyttelton 

8082 

4. Trade competition/adverse effects: Option 1: I could not gain in trade competition through this submission 

5. Answer if you selected option 2 above: Are you directly affected by a possible effect of this plan change in a 

way that it: 
a. adversely affects the environment, and 
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade 

competitions 

 

Option 2: No 

Chapter 6 - Tree Canopy Cover and 

Financial Contributions 

The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be 

covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to help the 

council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an 

appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to Auckland 

(18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of 
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Form Summary 

environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are 

important for the future of our city. 

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to 

restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing emissions, 

providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the 

other wide range of economic, health and social effects. I seek that the 

council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan. 

Chapter 14 - Low Public Transport 

Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are 

poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency public transport routes. 

Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook 

and Styx are close to rail corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced 

by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in service 

by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service. 

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

as I believe that the public transport layout and network will need 

changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not 

define future growth in Christchurch based on these routes. This would 

also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council 

drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - Sunlight Access Qualifying 

Matter 

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from 

the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna, Copenhagen, Toronto, 

Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in 

the world. This qualifying matter would reduce the maximum height and size of 

medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying 

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and 

increasing property values rather than increasing the amount of affordable 

housing for people. 

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities 

in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the equator and 

have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a 

mix of medium and high density housing, these cities are considered 

some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter 

would restrict medium density housing height and size in such a way 

that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. 

I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - High-Density Residential 

Zone 

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys 

within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such as malls and the city centre. 

The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for 

residential buildings closer to the city centre. This would enable a wider range 

of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live 

close to services and amenities. 
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Form Summary 

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. 

We need to allow more people to live near services and amenities to 

reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active 

and public transport to commute, shop and play. I seek that the council 

enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical 

centres. 

Any other comments? 
 

The message has been sent from 118.148.87.56 nz at 2023-05-09 on iPhone 16.1 
Entry ID: 173 
Referrer: https://www.generationzero.org/ 
Form Host: https://form.123formbuilder.com/6423130/ccc-district-plan-changes-pc14-generation-zero 



Postal address:  23 Rhodes Street  

Suburb:  Merivale  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8014 

Email:  sophie.burtt@eliotsinclair.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0223917411 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Sophie Last name:  Burtt

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 25.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Precincts within the Medium-Density Residential Zone are important components of the city. They will serve their local and surrounding

community and need to be fit for purpose, but also retain, integrate and celebrate their unique physical, environmental, social and cultural

features.

My submission on PC14 is that:

Addington should be included in the Precinct Plan as a Larger Local Centre. It is currently not included but considering its proximity

to the city centre and Hagley Park, the existing mix of uses and infrastructure, including rail and road, the rapid increase in

residential development and the existing land currently occupied by the existing Stadium and Racecourse, and at a smaller scale,

the Court Theatre, it will see potentially very significant change and regeneration.

Addington should also be a Mixed‐Use Zone – Comprehensive Housing Precinct Development Plans, as Sydenham and Lancaster
Park are.

Precincts should each have a Regeneration Framework Plans to ensure the desired regeneration outcomes for those Precincts are

understood, designed, funded and delivered through the Annual and Long-Term Plans.

Precinct Regeneration Framework Plans should be required to have regulatory, comprehensive community engagement to

understand the needs and desires of the community and to ensure they are a part of delivering the intensification required and

anticipated. Collaborative planning and placemaking processes are well used internationally, but not in New Zealand.

My submission is that

Precincts within the Medium-Density Residential Zone are important components of the city. They will serve their local and surrounding

community and need to be fit for purpose, but also retain, integrate and celebrate their unique physical, environmental, social and cultural

features.

My submission on PC14 is that:

Addington should be included in the Precinct Plan as a Larger Local Centre. It is currently not included but considering its proximity

to the city centre and Hagley Park, the existing mix of uses and infrastructure, including rail and road, the rapid increase in

residential development and the existing land currently occupied by the existing Stadium and Racecourse, and at a smaller scale,

the Court Theatre, it will see potentially very significant change and regeneration.

Addington should also be a Mixed‐Use Zone – Comprehensive Housing Precinct Development Plans, as Sydenham and Lancaster
Park are.

Precincts should each have a Regeneration Framework Plans to ensure the desired regeneration outcomes for those Precincts are

understood, designed, funded and delivered through the Annual and Long-Term Plans.

Precinct Regeneration Framework Plans should be required to have regulatory, comprehensive community engagement to

understand the needs and desires of the community and to ensure they are a part of delivering the intensification required and

anticipated. Collaborative planning and placemaking processes are well used internationally, but not in New Zealand.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 25.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Precincts within the Medium-Density Residential Zone are important components of the city. They will serve their local and surrounding

community and need to be fit for purpose, but also retain, integrate and celebrate their unique physical, environmental, social and cultural

features.

My submission on PC14 is that:

Addington should be included in the Precinct Plan as a Larger Local Centre. It is currently not included but considering its proximity

to the city centre and Hagley Park, the existing mix of uses and infrastructure, including rail and road, the rapid increase in

residential development and the existing land currently occupied by the existing Stadium and Racecourse, and at a smaller scale,

the Court Theatre, it will see potentially very significant change and regeneration.
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Addington should also be a Mixed‐Use Zone – Comprehensive Housing Precinct Development Plans, as Sydenham and Lancaster
Park are.

Precincts should each have a Regeneration Framework Plans to ensure the desired regeneration outcomes for those Precincts are

understood, designed, funded and delivered through the Annual and Long-Term Plans.

Precinct Regeneration Framework Plans should be required to have regulatory, comprehensive community engagement to

understand the needs and desires of the community and to ensure they are a part of delivering the intensification required and

anticipated. Collaborative planning and placemaking processes are well used internationally, but not in New Zealand.

My submission is that

Precincts within the Medium-Density Residential Zone are important components of the city. They will serve their local and surrounding

community and need to be fit for purpose, but also retain, integrate and celebrate their unique physical, environmental, social and cultural

features.

My submission on PC14 is that:

Addington should be included in the Precinct Plan as a Larger Local Centre. It is currently not included but considering its proximity

to the city centre and Hagley Park, the existing mix of uses and infrastructure, including rail and road, the rapid increase in

residential development and the existing land currently occupied by the existing Stadium and Racecourse, and at a smaller scale,

the Court Theatre, it will see potentially very significant change and regeneration.

Addington should also be a Mixed‐Use Zone – Comprehensive Housing Precinct Development Plans, as Sydenham and Lancaster
Park are.

Precincts should each have a Regeneration Framework Plans to ensure the desired regeneration outcomes for those Precincts are

understood, designed, funded and delivered through the Annual and Long-Term Plans.

Precinct Regeneration Framework Plans should be required to have regulatory, comprehensive community engagement to

understand the needs and desires of the community and to ensure they are a part of delivering the intensification required and

anticipated. Collaborative planning and placemaking processes are well used internationally, but not in New Zealand.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  173 Brougham Street  

Suburb:  Sydenham  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8023 

Email:  birdie.young4@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Birdie Last name:  Young

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 27.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

My submission is that
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The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to

help the council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to

Auckland (18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are

important for the future of our city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 27.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency

public transport routes. Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook and Styx are close to rail

corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in

service by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 27.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna,

Copenhagen, Toronto, Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying

matter would reduce the maximum height and size of medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and increasing property values rather than increasing the

amount of affordable housing for people.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 27.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I
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seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

My submission is that

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such

as malls and the city centre. The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for residential buildings closer to

the city centre. This would enable a wider range of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live

close to services and amenities.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  PO Box 679  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8140 

Email:  julie.comfort@dls.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  3790793 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Julie Last name:  Comfort

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 28.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission

My submission is that

Please see attached submission

Attached Documents

File

Sutherlands Estates Ltd Submission to PC14

728        

    T24Consult  Page 2 of 2    



1 

SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 14, CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT PLAN 
in accordance with Clause 6 of the Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

TO: Christchurch City Council 

engagement@ccc.govt.nz 

 

1. Submitter Details 

Submitters name: Sutherlands Estates Limited 

Address For Service: c\- Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd 

 PO Box 679, Christchurch 8140 

Contact person: julie.comfort@dls.co.nz   

 

Phone: 03-379-0793  

  

2. Trade Competition: 

We could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: ☐ Yes   No 

If Yes to above, then: 

We are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submissions that: 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and 

(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition  ☐ Yes   No 

 

3. Hearing options: 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? If you choose yes, you can choose not to speak when 

the hearing date is advertised. 

 Yes  ☐ No 

If others are making a similar submission would you consider presenting a joint case with them at the 

hearing? You can change your mind once the hearing has been advertised. 

 Yes  ☐ No 

 

 

mailto:engagement@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:julie.comfort@dls.co.nz
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4. Submission Details 

☐ Yes, I am enclosing further supporting information to this submission form 

Provision to which my/our 
submission relates: 

(Please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, 
Rule Requirement, Assessment Matter, 
Mapping feature or other reference your 
submission relates to, eg TCZ-R12 Visitor 
Accommodation) 

My position on this 

 provision is: 

(Select one option) 

The reasons for my/our submission are:  

(Please give details, eg I think this should be non-complying because we don’t want this to occur in our town 
centre) 

The decision I/we want Council to make: 

(Please specify if you want the provision to be retained, amended or 
deleted, eg Amend – change the activity status to non-complying) 

Planning Maps  Support 

 

101 DP 570868 is a Greenfield development block and as such it is 
appropriate that this site is zoned Future Urban Zone.   
 

Retain the Future Urban Zoning of Lot 101 
DP 570868, being the development block 
located at the end of James Mackenzie 
Drive. 
 
 

Planning Maps  Oppose in part Sutherlands Estates Ltd is developing a block of land at the corner of 
Sutherlands Road and Sparks Road.  This area has low public transport 
accessibility, as evidenced by this Qualifying Matter having been 
applied to the adjoining Residential Suburban Zone on the north side 
of Sparks Road.  As such is unclear why this qualifying matter hasn’t 
been applied to the earlier stages of the Sutherland Estates 
development.   
 
Given this it is considered the higher density residential enabled by the 
Medium Density Residential zoning is not appropriate in this location.  
In addition, it is unclear why the Council has not applied this Qualifying 
Matter to the RNN zoned land, particularly where there is no or limited 
public transport. 

Rezone all of the residential properties that 
front Storr Close, Glendore Drive, James 
Mackenzie Drive and Sutherlands Road  to 
Future Urban  
 

Rule 6.10A.4.1.1 P2  Oppose in part It is appropriate for a greenfield subdivision to either provide street 
trees or pay a financial contribution for it.  
 
What is not considered appropriate is for a greenfield subdivision which 
is creating vacant lots for further development to have to also provide 
for or pay for the tree canopy cover for the residential units at the time 
of subdivision. The definition of development site as applied to a 

Amend the rule so that only the 15% street 
tree canopy requirement is applicable to a 
vacant lot greenfield subdivision. 
 
Delete Activity specific standards – Tree 
canopy cover clause (a) and (b), an amend 
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Provision to which my/our 
submission relates: 

(Please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, 
Rule Requirement, Assessment Matter, 
Mapping feature or other reference your 
submission relates to, eg TCZ-R12 Visitor 
Accommodation) 

My position on this 

 provision is: 

(Select one option) 

The reasons for my/our submission are:  

(Please give details, eg I think this should be non-complying because we don’t want this to occur in our town 
centre) 

The decision I/we want Council to make: 

(Please specify if you want the provision to be retained, amended or 
deleted, eg Amend – change the activity status to non-complying) 

subdivision would encompass all the land contained within the 
subdivision, including roads and reserves. That would mean that the 
area of land within the roads would be counted twice – once for the 
20% development site cover under point (a) and again for the 15% road 
corridor cover under point (c). These means that 20% cover calculated 
at the time of the subdivision would be much larger than for the 
individual residential allotments created. On seeking clarification from 
Council staff. It was suggested that a consent notice would be placed 
on the residential lots to require the 20% cover, as per point (a) of this 
rule. It’s unclear whether this 20% would be the calculation of the 
overall development site as noted above, or for each lot. If it is for each 
lot, then requiring 20% cover under P2 is not necessary, as the 
development of each individual is covered by P1. 

clause (d) to only refer to the 15% road 
corridor cover. 

6.10A.4.1.3 RD2  Support in part In greenfield subdivisions there are a number of situations where 
reserves are vested to Council with enhancements. For example, 
enhancing waterways. In these situations, reserve contributions are 
not attributed to these reserves. We therefore support the approach 
by Council that these reserves can offset the tree canopy rule 
requirements. However, we consider that this needs to be more explicit 
in the rules to ensure this happens 

Amend to rule to make it clear that 
reserves that are vested to Council with 
enhancements can offset the tree canopy 
rules for the development.  

8.2.6.2 
8.3.3 
Standard 6.10A.4.2.2 

 Oppose in part There is no reasoning given in any of the Section 32 documentation for 
how the financial contribution of $2,037.00 per tree has been 
calculated. Furthermore, it is unclear whether this is GST inclusive or 
not. The figure does not appear to relate to the Minimum Acceptable 
Rates provided for bonding under the IDS or for the maintenance 
period of 2 years.  
 
The CCC bond schedule for street trees allows for:  
 

Make clearer in the plan how the costs 
have been attributed and whether it is GST 
inclusive. 
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Provision to which my/our 
submission relates: 

(Please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, 
Rule Requirement, Assessment Matter, 
Mapping feature or other reference your 
submission relates to, eg TCZ-R12 Visitor 
Accommodation) 

My position on this 

 provision is: 

(Select one option) 

The reasons for my/our submission are:  

(Please give details, eg I think this should be non-complying because we don’t want this to occur in our town 
centre) 

The decision I/we want Council to make: 

(Please specify if you want the provision to be retained, amended or 
deleted, eg Amend – change the activity status to non-complying) 

For street trees that is $500 per tree (includes the tree pit), and $40 per 
tree per month for maintenance. Total per tree for 2 year bond period 
of $1,460.00 all excl GST. With GST included that is only $1,679.00. 
 
Assuming $2,037 is excluding GST this is 1 tree plus 38.4 months 
maintenance. If Inc GST its 31.7 months of maintenance.   

Standard 6.10A.4.2.3 
8.2.6.3 
8.3.7 

 Oppose in part It is unclear how Council will enforce the tree canopy rules on individual 
properties & within their own road reserve network. How will 
compliance be measured? Furthermore, will Council report on the 
compliance of the tree canopy rules and what projects the financial 
contributions go towards?  
 
Issues could arise where the species planted may be appropriate at the 
time but due to unforeseen circumstances, the vegetation may die and 
need to be replaced.  
 
Based on previous experiences, when Council needs to cut budgets the 
first departments this is impacted on are the reserves and maintenance 
teams and the monitoring and enforcement teams.  

 

Activity Standard 8.6.2   Oppose in part It is unclear whether there is a minimum allotment for the FUZ when 
there is an existing building. The drafting of the provision as notified 
removes the reference to ‘Nil’ for the previous named zoned of RNN. 
We suggest it is clearer within the standard that there is no minimum 
allotment size in the FUZ zone around existing buildings.  

Amend the standard to make it clear that 
there is no minimum allotment size in the 
FUZ zone around existing buildings. 

 

  

………………………………………………………………………………………….  12 May 2023 

Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter 



Postal address:    

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:   

Email:  alice.burnett@dls.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  379 0793 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 04/05/2023

First name:  Alice Last name:  Burnett

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 29.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

please see attached

My submission is that

please see attached

Attached Documents

File

Submission to PC14 Independent Fisheries
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SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 14, CHRISTCHURCH DISTRICT PLAN 
in accordance with Clause 6 of the Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

TO: Christchurch City Council 

engagement@ccc.govt.nz 

 

1. Submitter Details 

Submitters name: Independent Producers Limited 

Address For Service: c\- Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd 

 PO Box 679, Christchurch 8140 

Contact person: alice.burnett@dls.co.nz   

 

Phone: 03-379-0793  

  

2. Trade Competition: 

We could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission: ☐ Yes   No 

If Yes to above, then: 

We are directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submissions that: 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and 

(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition  ☐ Yes   No 

 

3. Hearing options: 

Do you wish to be heard in support of your submission? If you choose yes, you can choose not to speak when 

the hearing date is advertised. 

 Yes  ☐ No 

If others are making a similar submission would you consider presenting a joint case with them at the 

hearing? You can change your mind once the hearing has been advertised. 

 Yes  ☐ No 

 

 

mailto:engagement@ccc.govt.nz
mailto:alice.burnett@dls.co.nz
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4. Submission Details 

☐ Yes, I am enclosing further supporting information to this submission form 

Provision to which my/our 
submission relates: 

(Please specify the Objective, Policy, Rule, 
Rule Requirement, Assessment Matter, 
Mapping feature or other reference your 
submission relates to, eg TCZ-R12 Visitor 
Accommodation) 

My position on this 

 provision is: 

(Select one option) 

The reasons for my/our submission are:  

(Please give details, eg I think this should be non-complying because we don’t want this to occur in our town 
centre) 

The decision I/we want Council to make: 

(Please specify if you want the provision to be retained, amended or 
deleted, eg Amend – change the activity status to non-complying) 

Planning Maps  Oppose in part 

 

Seek the rezoning of 330, 250 and 232 Styx Mill Road (Lot 4 DP 311370, 
Lot 5 DP 311370, Lot 6 DP 311370), shown on the existing District 
Planning Maps as being Rural Urban Fringe and located within the 50 
dB Ldn Air Noise Contour to be zoned Future Urban Zone.  
This rezoning is sought on the basis that the Airport Noise Contours 
have been remodelled and have been used as a qualifying matter as 
part of PC14 and that the contours will no longer be located on these 
parcels of land.  

Amend the zoning of 330, 250 and 232 
Styx Mill Road (Lot 4 DP 311370, Lot 5 DP 
311370, Lot 6 DP 311370) from Rural 
Urban Fringe to Future Urban Zone, 
without the Air Noise Contour overlay.  

 

………………………………………………………………………………………….  12 May 2023 

Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter 



Organisation:  Gwynfa Ave Residents

Association 

Postal address:  3A Gwynfa Avenue  

Suburb:  Cashmere  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8022 

Email:  geoff.white@xtra.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  021800515 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Geoff Last name:  White

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 30.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

We ask the Council to exclude Gwynfa Ave from increased residential density and ask them to also consider other private hill lanes

who will be facing many of the same issues. 

My submission is that
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A meeting of the Gwynfa Ave Residents Association, held to discuss the proposal for increased residential

density, was unanimous in its opposition to including Gwynfa Ave for the following reasons:  

1. Congestion: Gwynfa Ave is a long single-lane driveway. With 24 houses, and an estimated 50 vehicles,

residents are of the strong belief that it is already at maximum capacity. Service and delivery vehicles regularly

block access and any increased density of dwellings will only make this worse.

2. Safety: The narrowness of the drive, with no footpath, means the Ave is a shared space for vehicles, cycles

and pedestrians. Young children and elderly residents make up a large proportion of those living in Gwynfa Ave

and there is justifiable concern that increased density and increased traffic will result in an increased safety risk

for all residents.

3. Infrastructure: Like many hill areas, Gwynfa Ave has ongoing problems with basic infrastructure- water,

sewage and stormwater. Increased density will exacerbate these issues with no easy nor affordable solutions.

In conclusion: The Gwynfa Ave Residents Association is strongly opposed to residential densification of Gwynfa

Ave due to its unsuitability because of congestion, safety and infrastructure issues.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  6 Peacock Street  

Suburb:  Christchurch Central  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8013 

Email:  macjay@xtra.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Heather Last name:  McVicar

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 31.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

The 'walkable catchmentof the city centre' should not apply to my address at 6 Peacock St.
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I have timed a walk from my residence to the city centre - Bridge of Remembrance-in ideal conditions i.e. the

weather, light traffic, no shopping to carry and was unable to complete the walk in less than 20 minutes ONE

WAY.

To the nearest chemist in Peterborough St is much the same distance and also impossible to achieve in less than

20 minutes.

Therefor the minimum residential height of 6 stories within a walkable catchment should NOT apply to this area.

Furthermore, major supermarkets are located even further south of the city centre and would require considerably

more time to access- even more when carrying shopping.

I request that the area from Salisbury st to Bealey Ave be not included in the walkable catchment.

 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  139 Hackthorne Road  

Suburb:  Cashmere  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8022 

Email:  antony@prints.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  027 342 1179 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Antony Last name:  Ellis

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 32.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I am endorsing the extend of the character area overlay in Cashmere

Attached Documents
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File

No records to display.
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Postal address:    

Suburb:  Central Christchurch   

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Email:  mhallhall@outlook.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 10/05/2023

First name:  Michael Last name:  Hall

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Attached Documents

File

Michael Hall PDF Submission - GenZero
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Postal address:  7/8 Hurley Street  

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 10/05/2023

First name:  Michael Last name:  Hill

 
Prefered method of contact 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Attached Documents

File

michael
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Jackson, Andrew

From: Generation Zero <noreply@123formbuilder.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 10 May 2023 2:57 pm
To: Engagement
Subject: CCC District Plan Changes (PC14) - Generation Zero Quick Submit / 531

This is a submission on the proposed Christchurch District Plan changes via the Generation Zero quick 
submission form. The feedback below is on PC14. 

Form Summary 

1. First / Last name Michael Hall 

2. Email address mhallhall@outlook.com 

3. Postal Address 7/8 Hurley Street 

Christchurch Central Christchurch 

8011 

4. Trade competition/adverse effects: Option 1: I could not gain in trade competition through this submission 

5. Answer if you selected option 2 above: Are you directly affected by a possible effect of this plan change in a 

way that it: 
a. adversely affects the environment, and 
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade 

competitions 

Chapter 6 - Tree Canopy Cover and 

Financial Contributions 

The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be 

covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to help the 

council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an 

appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to Auckland 

(18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of 

environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are 

important for the future of our city. 

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to 

restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing emissions, 
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Form Summary 

providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the 

other wide range of economic, health and social effects. I seek that the 

council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan. 

Chapter 14 - Low Public Transport 

Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are 

poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency public transport routes. 

Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook 

and Styx are close to rail corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced 

by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in service 

by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service. 

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

as I believe that the public transport layout and network will need 

changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not 

define future growth in Christchurch based on these routes. This would 

also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council 

drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - Sunlight Access Qualifying 

Matter 

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from 

the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna, Copenhagen, Toronto, 

Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in 

the world. This qualifying matter would reduce the maximum height and size of 

medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying 

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and 

increasing property values rather than increasing the amount of affordable 

housing for people. 

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities 

in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the equator and 

have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a 

mix of medium and high density housing, these cities are considered 

some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter 

would restrict medium density housing height and size in such a way 

that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. 

I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - High-Density Residential 

Zone 

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys 

within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such as malls and the city centre. 

The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for 

residential buildings closer to the city centre. This would enable a wider range 

of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live 

close to services and amenities. 

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. 

We need to allow more people to live near services and amenities to 

reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active 

and public transport to commute, shop and play. I seek that the council 

enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical 

centres. 
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Form Summary 

Any other comments? Housing is a human right that has been denied to multiple generations. 

Build as many as possible until everyone is housed. 

Deciding what someone else does with their land is not a property 

right. Allow (and encourage) apartments, mixed use; build public 

transport. 

The message has been sent from 121.99.242.171 nz at 2023-05-10 on Firefox 111.0 
Entry ID: 188 
Referrer: (no referrer) 
Form Host: https://form.123formbuilder.com/6423130/ccc-district-plan-changes-pc14-generation-zero 
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Robson, Gina

From: Generation Zero <noreply@123formbuilder.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 10 May 2023 2:57 pm
To: Engagement
Subject: CCC District Plan Changes (PC14) - Generation Zero Quick Submit / 531

This is a submission on the proposed Christchurch District Plan changes via the Generation Zero quick 
submission form. The feedback below is on PC14. 

Form Summary 

1. First / Last name Michael Hall 

2. Email address mhallhall@outlook.com 

3. Postal Address 7/8 Hurley Street 

Christchurch Central Christchurch 

8011 

4. Trade competition/adverse effects: Option 1: I could not gain in trade competition through this submission 

5. Answer if you selected option 2 above: Are you directly affected by a possible effect of this plan change in a 

way that it: 
a. adversely affects the environment, and 
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade 

competitions 

Chapter 6 - Tree Canopy Cover and 

Financial Contributions 

The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be 

covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to help the 

council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an 

appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to Auckland 

(18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of 

environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are 

important for the future of our city. 

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to 

restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing emissions, 
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Form Summary 

providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the 

other wide range of economic, health and social effects. I seek that the 

council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan. 

Chapter 14 - Low Public Transport 

Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are 

poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency public transport routes. 

Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook 

and Styx are close to rail corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced 

by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in service 

by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service. 

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter 

as I believe that the public transport layout and network will need 

changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not 

define future growth in Christchurch based on these routes. This would 

also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council 

drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - Sunlight Access Qualifying 

Matter 

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from 

the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna, Copenhagen, Toronto, 

Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in 

the world. This qualifying matter would reduce the maximum height and size of 

medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying 

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and 

increasing property values rather than increasing the amount of affordable 

housing for people. 

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities 

in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the equator and 

have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a 

mix of medium and high density housing, these cities are considered 

some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter 

would restrict medium density housing height and size in such a way 

that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. 

I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter. 

Chapter 14 - High-Density Residential 

Zone 

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys 

within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such as malls and the city centre. 

The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for 

residential buildings closer to the city centre. This would enable a wider range 

of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live 

close to services and amenities. 

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. 

We need to allow more people to live near services and amenities to 

reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active 

and public transport to commute, shop and play. I seek that the council 

enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical 

centres. 
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Form Summary 

Any other comments? Housing is a human right that has been denied to multiple generations. 

Build as many as possible until everyone is housed. 

Deciding what someone else does with their land is not a property 

right. Allow (and encourage) apartments, mixed use; build public 

transport. 

The message has been sent from 121.99.242.171 nz at 2023-05-10 on Firefox 111.0 
Entry ID: 188 
Referrer: (no referrer) 
Form Host: https://form.123formbuilder.com/6423130/ccc-district-plan-changes-pc14-generation-zero 



Postal address:  97A Olliviers Road  

Suburb:  Phillipstown  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Email:  marie.byrne@xtra.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0274716539 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Marie Last name:  Byrne

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

Non business hours please

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 34.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Chapter 9 Schedule of Significant Heritage: Medium Density Residential area in Phillipstown Cashel Street to Ferry Road,

Bordesley Street to Nursery Road be considered for a heritage area and subsequently a qualifying matter.

Chapter 9: Heritage Item Qualifying matter: Add a qualifying matter that provides for an interface to heritage items (buildings,

sites)

My submission is that

Regarding Chapter 9 Schedule of Significant Heritage areas Qualifying Matter: I would like to suggest that the Medium Density Residential area in Phillipstown

Cashel Street to Ferry Road, Bordesley Street to Nursery Road be considered for a heritage area and subsequent qualifying matter, protecting an area of former

workers cottages. In 1936 a metropolitan planning scheme was proposed that expanded industrial areas into the residential areas of Sydenham and Phillipstown.

Although the areas were not fully and formally zoned until the first review of the district planning scheme in 1968, residential housing made way for industry in those

30 years. There are heritage areas that protect workers cottages in Sydenham, but nothing in Phillipstown. Existing former workers housing in Phillipstown is

increasingly being lost for multi-unit development. Without a heritage provision, the Council is allowing final removal that was initiated nearly ninety years ago. These

cottages have the potential to provide affordable housing options, particularly for first home buyers. However first home buyers are being out bid of the market by

developers buying the properties and demolishing them. The Council has the opportunity to stop both the loss of heritage and provide for greater affordable home

options. Historical Reference: Christchurch City Contextual History Overview - 2005)

Regarding Chapter 9 Heritage Items: I suggest adding an interface between heritage properties and residential

areas as a qualifying matter. This would stop the building out around a heritage property by adjacent large scale

developments. A specific example is the Former Pumphouse on Tuam Street. Large scale developments on the

properties adjacent to this heritage item would detract from the character of the item.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 34.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Chapter 14: Sunlight Access qualifying matter: Increase the height threshold for sunlight recession minimums.

Chapter 14: Residential Industrial Interface Qualifying Matter: Increase the interface zone to be a block from the industrial areas to

residential areas.

My submission is that

Regarding the sunlight access qualifying matter: (Chapter 14) The height threshold is too low, it needs to be higher, particularly in

proposed higher density areas or on a scale depending on number of storeys of both the property under development and the

property next to it that is affected.  Home owners who have been forward thinking to install solar panels on roofs to provide

alternative sources of power will be impacted by a loss of sunlight with protentional multi storey developments.  These citizens

have had future financial provision and climate change principals in mind. They and the environment should be protected.  

Regarding the Residential Industrial Interface Qualifying Matter (Chapter 14):  the interface is too small.  Industrial activity affects

more than one property size. Properties that are on rear sections are not included. It should be increased to at least one residential

block.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  69 Office Road  

Suburb:  Merivale  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8014 

Daytime Phone:  0211792773 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Paula Last name:  Rowell

 

Prefered method of contact  Postal 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 35.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please do not allow apartment blocks to be consent in Merivale 

My submission is that

The lack of sunlight from high rise apartment blocks will negatively impact gardens and homes and ruin the

special character of Merivale village. Merivale Mall is just a small hub of independent shops, restaurants and

local supemarket. and not a major shopping centre. We have a proteted Pear tree - how will this specimen and
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other important trees thrive without daylight? Our garden feeds and shelters many species of birds - mistle

thrushes, fantails, goldfinches, waxeyes, blackbirds, starlings and occasionally bellbirds even a kingfsher! Other

wildlife - butterflies, honey bees, bumble bees, beetles are visitors or resident in the garden. Where will they go

when their habitat is destroyed by unnecessary development? 

Our house was built in 1912 by the England brothers. Surely, these houses should be protected from the blight of

apartmtment development. Once they are gone, they are gone and the character of a residential area is changed

irreparably by cheap apartmement blocks

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  11 Havelock Street  

Suburb:  Phillipstown  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Email:  hannahsophiewilson@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0211732309 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Hannah Last name:  Wilson Black

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 36.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Stronger protections for the sunlight access of neighbouring properties where development may occur.

My submission is that

I seek CCC retains stronger protections for the sunlight access of neighbouring properties where development may occur. My

whānau lives in property in an area that is zoned for high density development. Even with the proposed adjusted sunlight recession
planes we risk losing sunlight from most of our property for several months of the year if the property to the north is developed. We
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bought at the height of the market, are heavily mortgaged with rising rates, and are raising a young family. All this means we spend

most of our time at home. Losing our sunlight would make significant negative impact to our wellbeing, not to mention the health of

our much loved 120 year villa (and in turn we will have to spend more up keeping it, when it rots due to lack of sunlight). We agree

that development is very much needed and don't dispute that our area is very appropriate for it, but the previous sunlight recession

plane rules stipulated by CCC were much more protective to people and properties in our circumstance.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  66B Winters Road  

Suburb:  Redwood  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8051 

Email:  christianpauljordan@hotmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  027 2750 212 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 13/05/2023

First name:  Christian Last name:  Jordan

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 37.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Oppose zoning changes and qualifying matters including:

Sunlight, Airport Noise, Tsunami, Character Areas, Historic Heritage

as outlined in attachment

My submission is that

Oppose qualifying matters outlined in attachment

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 37.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

See attachment

My submission is that

Heritage and Character areas require strengthening

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 37.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

See attachment

My submission is that

Residential Industrial interface be adapted and Mixed use zone be amended

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 37.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

See attachment

My submission is that

Residential subdivision should have no minimum vacant lot size 

Attached Documents

File

Submission 2023 CCC
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Submission CCC Plan Review 2023 

The intention of the Enabling Housing Supply amendment was to expeditiously make consenting 
new homes in urban areas simpler, more cost efficient and allow a more diverse range of housing 
options.


What the Christchurch City Council has delivered (notably well outside the Act’s intended 
timeframe of August 2022) is a Plan that significantly reduces development options in much of the 
city (including downzoning operative Residential Medium Density and RSDT land to effective 
single unit sites in areas which are within immediate walking distance of public transport and 
shopping in Woolston, New Brighton and other areas), a Plan that significantly reduces the ease of 
subdivision by increasing the minimum lot size from 200m2 to 400m2 in most of the operative 
Residential Medium Density zone (and increases from 300m2 to 400m2 in most of the operative 
RSDT zone), and a Plan that fails to implement sufficient protection of sunlight in areas where the 
overall character of the neighbourhood would have justified applying qualifying matters.


The result is a city divided into areas of an ultra liberal zero planning restrictions and other almost 
equally large areas of repressive restrictions preventing almost all development. 


Those residential areas that do fall into the ultra liberal zones face a future of social disharmony, 
agitation and fear.  Stripping sunlight from a house in Christchurch’s wintry climate will abrade the 
very humanity from that home and also its community.  The fear of this aggressiveness occurring 
in one’s own backyard, will lead those (who are privileged enough to be able) to buy their 
neighbour’s further reducing supply of homes for sale in these already affluent areas.


Demand for 40,000 homes over 30 years: 

Christchurch has seen an unsustainable bubble in terrace townhouse development over the past 
four years.  Driven initially by falling interest rates and then supercharged by Government changes 
to interest rate deductibility, ex-pats seeking a pandemic bolthole and non residents (North 
Islanders and Singaporeans) seeking a place to invest.


The scale and density of many of the current unit developments are not dissimilar to those 
constructed during the housing booms that occurred during the mid 1970s (oil shock era) and the 
mid 1990s (prior to the Asian financial crisis).  


The recent (now oversupplied) boom in these small townhouses does not reflect a long 
term shift in demand towards this type of housing. 

Memories of post earthquake insurance and Body Corporates issues together with difficult 
geotechnical conditions in much of the proposed HDRZ (such as TC3 land around Bealey Ave), 
mean that both demand and supply of apartment developments is also likely to be subdued.


The majority of demand in the affluent north-northwestern and popular southwestern inner 
suburbs that are proposed to be MRZ and HDRZ will continue to be for family homes that are 
primarily detached.  This means these neighbourhood must remain a comfortable place to 
have a single family home.


The most sustainable and economically efficient way to add homes is to infill already vacant land 
such as backyards.  This lowers the price of the existing home plus provides a site (or sites) for a 
new home that could be in a similar price range as the existing home.  (This is what kept Auckland 
prices from running away between 1980 and 2010 despite a huge increase in population over the 
period).


In contrast, what we are see with total redevelopments is that (by way of actual example), a 
$500,000 (2022 value) good EQC repaired 4 bedroom home in Linwood on 750m2 gets 
demolished and replaced with 6 x $649,000 2 bedroom townhouses.  This total redevelopment 



both increases the average cost of a home in the area and decreases the average size of a home.  
(Note also that in the near term, this kind of redevelopment will be unsustainable as investor 
purchasers will not accept a sub 4% gross yield when market interest rates are 6.5%+).


How can 40,000 homes achieved: 

A hypothetical scenario for where new homes could be built:


Proposed mixed use and brownfield zones: 
1000 non residential sites at an average of 10 units per site

10,000 new homes


Total redevelopment with townhouses (and a few apartments)

2000 sites with an average of 6 units per site

10,000 new homes


Subdivision of existing homes (primarily new dwellings added behind existing, but could also 
include conversion or replacement of existing dwelling with 2 or 3 new homes) 
5,000 homes adding 2 additional units

10,000 new homes


10,000 homes adding 1 additional unit

10,000 new homes


Total 40,000 new homes 

In this scenario wIth around 160,000 homes in Christchurch in 2023, only 2,000 existing homes 
would need to be demolished for intensive redevelopment over 30 years - about 67 houses (or 1 
in every 2,400) per year.


The scenario would require 15,000 homes to be subdivided (etc) over 30 years - about 500 (or 1 in 
every 320) homes per year.


Impacts on House Price and affordability: 

Total redevelopment of residential land for medium density townhouses and apartments: 
- Reduces supply of existing homes (which are generally the lower priced homes in an area)

- In the Christchurch context, generally increases the average price for homes while decreasing 

the average floor area

- Is generally undertaken by medium sized firms intending to make a profit and thus inflating the 

price paid by the new home buyer well above the actual cost.


Infill subdivision 
- Retains existing homes on a reduced site, so generally at a lower price

- Provides new infill homes generally of a similar size to existing homes at or around the price of 

existing homes

- Generally undertaken by individuals, often with the motivation of providing a home for 

themselves, therefore less incentive for profit to be the sole driver of supply


When the above scenario and the impact on price affordability is viewed together, it is clear that 
the key to creating affordable supply is the allowance of infill across the city wherever land 
is available. 

A Plan that enables and rewards medium to large corporations constructing ‘pens’ or ‘coups’ to 
house a renter underclass while prohibiting individuals from creating innovative and dynamic 



housing solutions that suit their own needs on their own terms is destined to fail the people of 
Christchurch.


  


Solutions: 

Since the 1995 City Plan was notified, there has been a rewrite of Medium Density rules in 
2009/10 and a rigorous Independent Hearing Panel process through 2014 to 2018.  Tens of 
thousands of hours were spent by submitters, Council staff, consultants, lawyers and the Hearing 
Panel themselves.  Throwing most of this away and allowing potentially hundreds of mini plan 
change applications (through submissions) on this new Plan, so soon after the completion of the 
last plan change process is a travesty.


Option 1 

(i)	 Withdraw the current proposal and implement the MDRS in all zones (RS,RSDT, RCC, RH 
and RMD) except for the provisions relating to street setback, recession planes and building 
height. 

(ii)	 Leave all RS, RH and RSDT geographically the same as the operative plan, but use 
qualifying matters of character to retain the relevant existing (operative) street setback, building 
height and recession planes.


(iii)	 In the RMD and RCC adopt MDRS except for recession plane which could be either 4m 
vertical with existing operative RMD/RCC recession planes above that or 5m vertical with existing 
operative RMD/RCC planes above that (note that this would allow a 2 storey dwelling close to the 
boundary but would create a greater setback for 3 storey dwellings.


(iv)	 Have no minimum size for subdivision of vacant lots in any zone except that a 
detached house must be shown to be able to comply with all rules (no consent or actual build 
required for issue of title).


(v)	 Retain all proposed Heritage and Character area provisions.  With the further character 
and heritage areas added (outlined later in this submission).


(vi) 	 Apply the Mixed Use zone to all the proposed area except for the land between Blenheim 
Road and the railway line (which is not appropriate for residential).


Option 2 

I strongly believe that the fundamental principles of the MDRS should be applied across all areas 
of the city but with the strict limitation on recession planes, heights and setbacks outline above; 
however failing that I raise the following objections to the following qualifying matters and rules:


Subdivision:


As outlined in the my opening statements - the proposed Plan is contrary to the intent of the 
legislation by further restricting subdivision in several zones.


The increase in minimum section size from 200m2 to 400m2 in most of the RMD zone and 300m2 
to 400m2 in most of the RSDT zone will all but eliminate subdivision of sections for infill housing.




As outlined earlier - infill housing is critical to retaining housing affordability - it sustainably retains 
existing homes (and their character) on smaller sites at a lower price and it grants individuals an 
opportunity to create and design their own home also at a lower cost.


Take an example of a corner site 40m by 15m (600m2).  Perhaps the homeowner finds the garden 
a little large but they can retain the existing house on a slightly smaller site by slicing off an 8m x 
15m lot at the end of the garden.  This could accommodate a 6m by 6m two storey unit (72m2), a 
single carpark and a small 35m2 garden.  Why can’t the owner subdivide this as a vacant 120m2 
section if it can be showing that a compliant house could be built? 

There should be no minimum section size for a vacant lot in any urban residential zone if a 
compliant house can be shown to fit (no requirement for consent or actual building for title 
to be issued). 

Airport Noise: 

There is no justification and it is potentially unlawful to reduce density due to the Airport Noise 
zone given that noise can be mitigated through construction and design. The close proximity to 
Education facilities, transport links etc and good ground conditions mean the principle MDRS 
should be adopted with limits to recession planes and heights as outlined further below.


Transport Accessibility: 

Again there is no justification and it is potentially unlawful to reduce density due to transport 
accessibility given that provision of space for private transport mitigates this impact.  


If this is a valid qualifying matter it defeats the entire purpose of the legislation which is to enable 
affordable housing supply, as it grants a council the option to zone the city essentially as per the 
status quo.  It is also questionable how recession plane and road setbacks are affected by 
transport accessibility.


Furthermore the location of these zones is questionable, take the area between Innes Rd, Rutland 
and Cranford Sts; and also the area around Autumn Pl on Winters Rd.  Both locations are 
immediately adjacent to major cycleways, a major arterial and within a very short walk of Cranford 
St bus stops.  They are also only a short distance to Merivale and Papanui shopping.  There 
appears to be little validity in the qualifying matter.


Tsunami Zone: 

The justification for this zone is perplexing.


If there is such a risk to life that no development should occur in these areas (some of which is 
currently RMD and RSDT zones and subject to intense redevelopment) why was this not raised in 
the 2014-2018 plan review?


If there is such a risk why are there pockets only a few centimetres higher than the surrounding 
land (for instance in the Mackworth St area) that are isolated and not in the zone?  A damaging 
Tsunami wave would likely have a wavefront that would be at least feet high and given that it 
would have passed hundreds of obstacles (fences and buildings) of various heights is unlikely to 
be stopped by such a minor change in elevation.


If there is such a high risk, protection structures such as levies and elevated refuges should surely 
be constructed by Council to protect the public?




I acknowledge that there is a small risk of damaging Tsunami, however plans to mitigate the risk 
should be made and areas where homes can either be elevated or there is an easy escape path 
should not be put in no development zones.  Given the existing communities in the area and the 
need for the area to not fall into decay, a more in-depth analysis and long term plan needs made, 
especially when many of the proposed medium density areas have there own issues with local 
flooding which are not addressed by any qualifying matters (such as around Papanui and 
Fendalton streams).


Vacuum Sewer: 

This is an infrastructure issue that Council should look to resolve with a deadline not something 
that should restrict development indefinitely.


Industrial Interface: 

The height restriction on the residential side of an industrial is appropriate, however there should 
be reciprocal height restrictions of 8m for 20m on the industrial side of the boundary.


The recession plane that applies to the industrial side of ANY industrial/residential boundary 
should comply with RS recession planes.  This is because the bulk, size and site coverage of an 
industrial building will cause far greater shading than a residential one.


Also where any industrial building is located within 10m of a residential boundary a landscaping 
strip with trees and planting at least 3m wide should be included on the industrial site to create 
separation.


Mixed Use Zone: 

The mixed use zone should not apply between Blenheim Rd and the Railway track.  The zone is 
otherwise a positive change.


Historic Heritage: 

This plan review should not be used to remove any Historic Sites from the register even if the site 
is damaged or destroyed.


Heritage Areas: 

Further heritage areas need to be assessed and created across the city to protect Christchurch’s 
remaining built history.


Built history tells the story of the city and after a period of such great loss following the 
Christchurch earthquakes, far greater effort needs to be made to preserve the best of what 
remains.


A qualifying matter requiring an assessment of the heritage value of any pre 1940 building 
intended for demolition with options considered for retention and reuse should have been made a 
requirement as part of this Plan.


Character Areas: 



As outlined earlier further character areas are needed to protect the liveability of the city.  These 
character areas should have recession plane, building height and setback rules similar to the 
operative plan.


Additional character areas of importance that should be included are:

All of the Special Amenity Areas from the 1995 City Plan not already character areas including in 
particular:


Fendalton SAM 8 and 8A 
Deans Bush SAM 7 and &A 
Opawa SAM 5 
St James SAM 16 (plus Windermere Rd) 

Also the following larger areas which were not SAMs:


-   Knowles, Rutland, Papanui, Dormer 
- Normans, Papanui, Blighs, railway line 
- Gloucester, Woodham, Trent, England 



Postal address:  Flat 5, 243 Salisbury Street  

Suburb:  Christchurch Central  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8013 

Email:  pimvanduin@yahoo.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
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Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Pim Last name:  Van Duin

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 38.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support the Tree Canopy Cover rules and Financial Contributions to restore our tree canopy. Trees are important in reducing

emissions, providing shade and temperature control in the summer, alongside the other wide range of economic, health and social

effects. I seek that the council retains the tree canopy requirement and contributions plan.

My submission is that

738        

    T24Consult  Page 1 of 3    



The council will require 20% of new residential developments to be covered by trees, or otherwise pay a financial contribution to

help the council plant more trees on public land. Christchurch has an appallingly low tree canopy cover rate of 13% compared to

Auckland (18%) and Wellington (30%). Trees have a wide range of environmental, health, social and economic benefits and are

important for the future of our city.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 38.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Low Public Transport Accessibility Area Qualifying Matter as I believe that the public transport layout and network will

need changes to prepare and accommodate future growth. We should not define future growth in Christchurch based on these

routes. This would also artificially limit future housing in our city. I seek that the council drop this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

The council plans to restrict housing in some areas of the city because they are poorly serviced by the lack of current high frequency

public transport routes. Some areas solely designated with this qualifying matter such as in Casebrook and Styx are close to rail

corridors, existing commercial areas and are serviced by low frequency routes. In the future, these areas could see a boost in

service by more buses on current routes or introduction of a commuter rail service.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 38.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I oppose the Sunlight Access Qualifying Matter. There are many cities in the Northern Hemisphere that are further away from the

equator and have a higher level of housing intensification than Christchurch. With a mix of medium and high density housing, these

cities are considered some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying matter would restrict medium density housing

height and size in such a way that would create a less efficient usage of land and limit future housing. I seek that the council drop

this qualifying matter.

My submission is that

There are many cities in the world that have high density and are further from the equator than Christchurch. Cities such as Vienna,

Copenhagen, Toronto, Geneva, and Calgary are consistently ranked some of the most livable cities in the world. This qualifying

matter would reduce the maximum height and size of medium residential buildings below what is legally required. This qualifying

matter has been developed with the expressed purpose of protecting and increasing property values rather than increasing the

amount of affordable housing for people.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 38.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

I support high-density housing near the city and commercial centres. We need to allow more people to live near services and

amenities to reduce car dependency. This would allow more people to take active and public transport to commute, shop and play. I
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seek that the council enable 6 to 10 storeys for residential buildings near commerical centres.

My submission is that

The council is required by law to allow residential buildings of at least 6 storeys within a 1.2km radius of commercial centres such

as malls and the city centre. The council plan to enable this, while also allowing up to 10 storeys for residential buildings closer to

the city centre. This would enable a wider range of dense housing development options. It would also allow more people to live

close to services and amenities.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  44 Marine Parade  

Suburb:  North New Brighton  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8083 

Email:  northbeachra@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0212626955 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Phillip Last name:  Ridge

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 39.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Clarify Plan Change 14 Qualifying mattersandnbsp;–andnbsp;Coastal hazard areas and the interaction and relationship to PC12. Proxy use of

PC14 to enact parts of PC12. Alignment of PC14 Qualifying matters and objectives of PC12.

Reservations about the continued use of RPC 8.5 and 8.5+ to inform planning maps, given the now internationally recognised unlikely status.

Tsunami mapping. Clarify the basis/methodology of mapping. Is it appropriate for a District Plan?

My submission is that

The North Beach Residents Association (NBRA) submits our feedback on PC14, with particularandnbsp;reference to the “Qualifying matters”.

Our concern is primarily with the qualifying matters:

Coastal Hazard areas

Tsunami Management area.

We support in its entirety, the submission of the Southshore Residents Association that goes into

greater technical detail, all of which we agree with.

The NBRA has advocated on behalf of our community on several topics on several occasions. A common outcome that follows our

submissions, is the negative attitude to Coastal areas that weandnbsp;have had to endure for decades. For some reason we are perceived

as a “doomed area” when in factandnbsp;predicted sea level rise would see more of the City inundated than coastal areas. Recent flooding

has been far more severe in the city than on the coast. We want to ensure that proposed PC14 Qualifying matters, particularly those listed

above, do not serve to control intensification in coastal areas , do not stop reasonable development or serve to stagnate our community (as

Council attitude to coastal areas has done for decades).

Coastal Hazard areas:

Point 1. of the SSRA submission is particularly poignant:

“ ....concerned that the Council may use PC14 as a vehicle to replace the current District Plan provisions for Coastal areas.. We are

concerned that CCC may use the qualifying matters in PC14 as an effective proxy for Plan Change 12 in the sense that it could incorporate

many of the provisions (mapping, objectivesandnbsp;and policies and rules) intended to be included in PC12”.

Of some disturbing note is the fact the PC14 process has no appeal on merits and therefore no opportunity to remedy or pursue change

through the Environment Court.

Coastal hazard Planning in CCC is predicated on the continued use of RPC 8.5 and 8.5H+. Internationally the use of this scenario is now

accepted to be highly unlikely and requires the worst level of every variable to occur simultaneously yet our planning is still based on this

now unlikely scenario. Whilst we acknowledge there is a need to address climate change, a more reasoned, conservative and practical

pathway should be considered.

Council’s continued reluctance to incorporate science they commissioned from NIWA onandnbsp;Coastal sand budget and its impact on our

coastline also beggars belief. (links below) This report indicates, that at even an RPC 8.5 scenario there is a very significant time lag (up to

100 years) before any erosion may occur. Using PC14 qualifying matters and continued use of RPC8.5 with relation to Coastal Hazards

planning on our New Brighton Coastline may stifle Community development in areas that are unlikely to be affected for a very long

time.

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal- Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Stage-A-NIWA-

Client-Report-Final-April-2018-Murray-Hicks.pdf

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal- Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-

B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks- NIWA.pdf

Tsunami Management Areas.
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We are concerned re the emphasis on Tsunami and accompanying mapping. The occurrence of Tsunami waves generated as a result of South

American earthquake is a rare and unlikely event. We have been subjected to a number of Tsunami warnings from South American events and on

our City coastline there has not been any effect. Our primary concern is that Tsunami mapping should focus on the Banks Peninsula inlets and the

Avon-Heathcote Estuary where Tsunami waves are more likely to travel up those rivers.

potentially the largest source of earthquake and tsunami

hazard in New Zealand.

We request Tsunami mapping to be reviewed as currently the mapping is inappropriate for a District Plan.

Summary:

Our primary concerns are mirrored in the SSRA summary:

1. Clarify Plan Change 14 Qualifying mattersandnbsp;–andnbsp;Coastal hazard areas and the interaction and relationship to PC12. Proxy

use of PC14 to enact parts of PC12. Alignment of PC14 Qualifying matters and objectives of PC12.

2. Reservations about the continued use of RPC 8.5 and 8.5+ to inform planning maps, given the now internationally recognised unlikely

status.

3. Tsunami mapping. Clarify the basis/methodology of mapping. Is it appropriate for a District Plan?

Thank you

We wish to be heard.

On behalf of the North Beach Residents Association

Co-Chairperson: Phillip Ridge and Kim Money, Committee Member: David East

Attached Documents

File

NBRA submission Plan Change 14 9May23

739        

    T24Consult  Page 3 of 3    



 

 

 

North Beach Residents Association 
Submission on PC14 Qualifying matters 
 
The North Beach Residents Association (NBRA) submits our feedback on PC14, with particular 

reference to the “Qualifying matters”. 

Our concern is primarily with the qualifying matters:  

•  Coastal Hazard areas  

•  Tsunami Management area. 

We support in its entirety, the submission of the Southshore Residents Association that goes into 

greater technical detail, all of which we agree with. 

The NBRA has advocated on behalf of our community on several topics on several occasions. A 

common outcome that follows our submissions, is the negative attitude to Coastal areas that we 

have had to endure for decades. For some reason we are perceived as a “doomed area” when in fact 

predicted sea level rise would see more of the City inundated than coastal areas. Recent flooding has 

been far more severe in the city than on the coast.  We want to ensure that proposed PC14 

Qualifying matters, particularly those listed above, do not serve to control intensification in coastal 

areas , do not stop reasonable development or serve to stagnate our community (as Council attitude 

to coastal areas has done for decades). 

Coastal Hazard areas: 

Point 1. of the SSRA submission is particularly poignant: 

“ ....concerned that the Council may use PC14 as a vehicle to replace the current District Plan 

provisions for Coastal areas.. We are concerned that CCC may use the qualifying matters in PC14 as 

an effective proxy for Plan Change 12 in the sense that it could incorporate many of the provisions 

(mapping, objectives and policies & rules) intended to be included in PC12”. 

Of some disturbing note is the fact the PC14 process has no appeal on merits and therefore no 

opportunity to remedy or pursue change through the Environment Court. 

Coastal hazard Planning in CCC is predicated on the continued use of RPC 8.5 and 8.5H+. 

Internationally the use of this scenario is now accepted to be highly unlikely and requires the worst 

level of every variable to occur simultaneously yet our planning is still based on this now unlikely 

scenario. Whilst we acknowledge  there is a need to address climate change, a more reasoned,  

conservative and practical pathway should be considered. 

Council’s continued reluctance to incorporate science they commissioned from NIWA on Coastal 

sand budget and its impact on our coastline also beggars belief. (links below) This report indicates, 

that at even an RPC 8.5 scenario there is a very significant time lag (up to 100 years)  before any 

erosion may occur. Using PC14 qualifying matters and continued use of RPC8.5 with  

 



 

 

 

relation to Coastal Hazards planning  on our New Brighton Coastline may stifle Community 

development in areas that are unlikely to be affected for a very long time.   

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-

Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Stage-A-NIWA-Client-Report-Final-April-2018-Murray-Hicks.pdf 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-

Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks-

NIWA.pdf 

Tsunami Management Areas. 

We are concerned re the emphasis on Tsunami and accompanying mapping. The occurrence of 

Tsunami waves generated as a result of South American earthquake is a rare and unlikely event. We 

have been subjected to a number of Tsunami warnings from South American events and on our City 

coastline there has not been any effect. Our primary concern is that Tsunami mapping should focus 

on the Banks Peninsula inlets and the Avon-Heathcote Estuary where Tsunami waves are more likely 

to travel up those rivers. 

The most likely threat from a near-Tsunami event comes from a future rupture of the Hikurangi 

subduction zone, acknowledged by GNS as potentially the largest source of earthquake and tsunami 

hazard in New Zealand.  In such an event, a tsunami would arrive laterally to our coast, as evidenced 

by the 2016 Kaikoura rupture. As such, more concern should be directed to Banks Peninsula and 

Sumner. Ironically coastal defences in Sumner are minimal, yet our coastline is subjected to 

significant regulation. 

We request Tsunami mapping to be reviewed as currently the mapping is inappropriate for a District 

Plan. 

Summary: 

Our primary concerns are mirrored in the SSRA summary: 

1. Clarify Plan Change 14 Qualifying matters – Coastal hazard areas and the interaction and 

relationship to PC12. Proxy use of PC14 to enact parts of PC12. Alignment of PC14 Qualifying 

matters and objectives of PC12. 

2. Reservations about the continued use of RPC 8.5 and 8.5+ to inform planning maps, given 

the now internationally recognised unlikely status. 

3. Tsunami mapping. Clarify the basis/methodology of mapping. Is it appropriate for a District 

Plan? 

Thank you 

We wish to be heard. 

 

On behalf of the North Beach Residents Association 
Co-Chairperson: Phillip Ridge and Kim Money, Committee Member: David East 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Stage-A-NIWA-Client-Report-Final-April-2018-Murray-Hicks.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Stage-A-NIWA-Client-Report-Final-April-2018-Murray-Hicks.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks-NIWA.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks-NIWA.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks-NIWA.pdf


Postal address:  79 Lichfield Street, Level 3  

Suburb:  Christchurch Central  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Email:  matt@planzconsultants.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  021796670 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Matt Last name:  Bonis

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 40.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please refer appended submission. 

My submission is that

Please refer appended submission. 

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 40.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please refer appended submission. 

My submission is that

Please refer appended submission. 

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 40.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please refer appended submission. 

My submission is that

Please refer appended submission. 

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 40.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please refer appended submission. 

My submission is that

Please refer appended submission. 

Attached Documents

File

Woolworths PC14 Lodgement 12 May 2023
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SUBMISSION ON A NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR A POLICY STATEMENT OR PLAN, CHANGE OR 

VARIATION 

CLAUSE 6 OF SCHEDULE 1 AND VIA INTENSIFICATION PLANNING INSTRUMENT (IPI) IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 80F(1)(a), RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

Submission Plan Change 14 to the Christchurch District Plan (PC14) 

 

To:  Christchurch District Council 

 53 Hereford Street 

 Christchurch Central 

 Christchurch 8013 

 https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/haveyoursay/show/531 

 

Name of Submitter: Woolworths New Zealand Limited (Woolworths) 

 

Introduction and Summary 

1. This is a submission on the Christchurch District Council (the Council’s) Proposed Plan Change 

14 (PC14 or the Plan Change) to the Christchurch District Plan.  

2. Woolworths could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  

3. Woolworths is generally supportive in its position regarding the Plan Change in respect of the 

intent to intensify residential zones through Christchurch in accordance with the National 

Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) and in accordance with the Resource 

Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (EHAA). 

4. However, Woolworths identifies that the enabled extent of intensification has the dual 

consequences of both intensifying residential catchment demand on the existing distribution 

and provision of supermarkets, and foreclosing (through increased site fragmentation and 

redevelopment) edge of centre opportunities for Supermarket redevelopment to meet that 

increased demand. Woolworths notes that the NPS-UD also seeks to enable business 

development (Objective 3, Policy 1(b), and Policy 2).  

5. Woolworths oppose amendments introduced through PC14 that would seek to further impose 

additional and inappropriate urban design constraints on commercial centres.  

6. Lastly, it is acknowledged that PC14 has in a number of instances rezoned areas in recognition 

of the enabling intent of the EHAA, including Sydenham and the Tannery in Woolston. 

Woolworths, consider that a rezoning approach should also be applied to its site at North 

Halswell in recognition of the extent of commercial activity provided by RMA2017/3185 as 

approved through Environment Court Decision NZEnvC 133[2021].  

 

  

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/haveyoursay/show/531
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Background 

7. Within Christchurch, Woolworths operates 12 Countdown Supermarkets and a distribution 

centre, and is the franchisor for a further 11 FreshChoice and SuperValue supermarkets.  

8. In addition, Woolworths has secured resource consent for a further Countdown and retail 

offering at North Halswell, in conjunction with a master planned approach for the formation of 

250 dwellings and supporting infrastructure. The commercial component for site development 

forms part of the North Halswell Key Activity Centre – Commercial Core Zone and extends over 

part of the area zoned in the Operative Plan as New Neighbourhood Zone. Consented works 

on the intersection with Halswell Road in conjunction with Waka Kotahi are anticipated to start 

in October 2023 delineating the boundary between commercial and residential uses on the 

site in perpetuity.  

9. Woolworths has been a consistent and cooperative participant in the Christchurch District Plan 

process. This has included working with the Council to achieve Strategic Directions and 

Commercial provisions that reflect a “centres plus” approach, and involvement in the Plan 

Change 5 process. Woolworths has heavily invested in ensuring that the District Plan 

framework provides an enabling approach to Supermarket provision and distribution, 

recognizing that these provide a foundation role in terms of centre function and social 

amenity.  

10. As demonstrated through evidence, Woolworths is a supporter of the Plan’s centres plus 

approach to commercial provision. Woolworths has also consistently raised a number of issues 

in terms of the failure to recognise the need for on-going provision of commercial 

opportunities to meet population growth and insufficient direction on the distribution of 

commercial activity.  

11. The extent of residential intensification enabled through PC14 is supported, however the 

supply side provisions are misaligned, which will have the consequence of preventing potential 

refurbishment and expansion of existing retail operations within centres. This is an inefficient 

approach that may hinder Woolworths’ current development proposals, as outlined above, 

and represent lost investment for the city.  

12. In addition, there is a continued sense of frustration in the extent to which repeated Plan 

Changes to the District Plan seek to insert highly directive wording, particularly in terms of 

urban design requirements, that are neither necessarily efficient nor effective in terms of 

section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991. Large Format Retail (stores over 500m2 

GFA) including Supermarkets in Christchurch’s commercial centres represent close to 10% of 

total retail stores located within centres, but these stores represent almost two-thirds of total 

centre retail GFA. The extent of design requirements added through PC14 do not adequately 

recognise the functional and operational requirements of supermarket provision.  

13. Ultimately Woolworths is concerned to ensure that PC14 in implementing the NPS-UD and 

EHAA is not unduly complex and would not be applied in a manner that would undermine the 

appropriate distribution and provision of supermarkets within Christchurch that both anchor 

commercial centres, and meet wellbeing needs of supported communities.   
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Relief Sought 

14. The specific relief requested by Woolworths is provided in Attachment A. As noted, 

Woolworths is generally supportive in terms of the residential intensification provisions of 

PC14 as notified.  

15. The increased density of residential development enabled through PC14 should be 

accompanied by increased opportunities in centres (and edge of centres) to accommodate 

additional services that will be required. In that context, it is appropriate to extend the zoning 

of specified centres to ensure that they are better able to accommodate the services that will 

be required in the future. 

16. Woolworths is concerned as to provisions that seek to impose additional urban design 

constraints on Supermarket development, as well as ensuring that there is additional 

commercial supply side provision to enable the ability to meet the needs of increased 

residential intensification, specifically as these apply to North Halswell Town Centre and the St 

Albans Local Centre.  

17. This submission relates to the following aspects of PC14 with respect to land on, or which the 

Submitter owns, or has an interest in, and operates supermarkets or intends to do so: 

a. The extent, type and location of centre zonings; 

b. Outline Development Plans; 

c. Introduced provisions associated with additional directive urban design 

requirements; and  

d. Errata.  

18. The reasons for the submission are as follows:  

a. Unless the relief sought in this submission is granted, PC14 will: 

i. Not give effect to the NPS-UD;  

ii. Not comply with the Council’s obligations under the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (RMA) as amended by the Resource Management (Enabling 

Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (EHAA); 

iii. Not promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources;  

iv. Not amount to the and promote the efficient use and development of 

resources;  

v. Be inappropriate in terms of section 32 RMA.  

b. To achieve the purpose of the RMA, comply with the content of the EHAA and give 

effect to the NPS-UD, PC14 must maximise opportunities for development of 

centres, in particular should: 

i. Extend or amend centre zonings in appropriate locations, including those 

specified below, and remove unnecessary provisions.  

ii. Remove or amend inappropriate and directive urban design controls, that 

would otherwise disenable or fail to provide for the functional and 
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operational requirements of supermarkets (and other larger scale 

commercial centre anchors).  

19. Woolworths also wishes to reserve its position to make further representations either by way 

of Further Submissions or should the provisions of PC14 alter or evolve through the course of 

the plan change process.  

20. Woolworths wishes to be head in support of this submission.  

21. If others make a similar submission, Woolworths would consider presenting a joint case with 

them at the hearing.  

 

DATED at Wellington this 3rd day of May 2023 

Signature: 
 

 

Matthew Grainger 
Director of Format, Network Development and 
Property 
Woolworths NZ Limited 
 
 
 
Address for Service: 
Matt Bonis 
Planz Consultants 
e-mail: matt@planzconsultants.co.nz 
mob: 021 79 66 70 
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Attachment A 

ID Section of 

Plan 

Specific Provision Support/Support 

in Part/Oppose 

Reasons Relief Sought 

Chapter 6.10A – Tree Canopy Cover and Financial Contributions 

1. Chapter 
6.10A in its 
entirety 
and 
associated 
links within 
the Plan 
provisions 
(including 
8.3, 8.5.1 
and 8.7.12, 
HDZ Rule 
14.6.2.7 / 
14.6.1.3 
(RD13), 
and MDZ 
Rule 
14.5.2.2 / 
14.5.1.3  
(RD24). 

Entirety of provisions Oppose Delete all the provisions associated 
with Tree Canopy requirements. These 
provisions are not justified, do not 
relate to a significant resource 
management purpose, and do not 
meet the requisite Section 32 tests in 
terms of being the more appropriate 
mechanism. The provisions are ultra 
vires.   

 

Delete Chapter 6.10A in its entirety, and associated Plan 

provisions (including but not limited to): 

- 8.3, 8.5.1 and 8.7.12; 

- HDZ Rule 14.6.2.7 / 14.6.1.3 (RD13), and  

- MDZ Rule 14.5.2.2 / 14.5.1.3  (RD24) 
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Chapter 8 – Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

2. Appendices Appendix 8.10.4 Support in Part Amend Appendix 8.10.4 such that the 
Road network reflects that consented 
(and about to be constructed) as 
associated with RMA2017/3185 as 
approved through Environment Court 
Decision NZEnvC 133[2021]. 

Correct errata associated with excluded 
zones ‘Residential Development Area’ 
and the Outline Development Plan 
Boundary. 

The drafting has applied the ODP to only 
that area rezoned as FUZ and has 
excluded that area to be rezoned HDZ 
which should also be contained within 
the confines of the ODP. The resultant 
amendments would exclude the HRZ 
from Outline Development Plan 8.10.4 
to the extent that delivering outcomes 
expressed in Provisions 8.10.4A to D 
would not be achieved.  

Refer Attachment A1. 

Correct errata associated with: 

• Extent of Residential Development Area 

(excluding that area consented for 

Commercial and Mixed Use under 

RMA2017/3185); and  

• Extent of Outline Development Plan 

Boundary. 

 

Chapter 14 - Residential 

3. Mapping Application of HDZ and 
MRZ 

Support in part Woolworths supports the application of 
the NPS-UD (and the regional policy 
statement) provisions which prioritise 
development in and around centres.  

Woolworths has continued to invest and 
explore new opportunities in response 
to population growth in Christchurch 

Except as otherwise modified by this submission, 

including amended zoned boundaries associated 

with the North Halswell Town Centre zone and St 

Albans (Neighbourhood / Local) Centre zone, 

retain amended residential zoning and 

nomenclature.   
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and is currently working on several 
development proposals to address gaps 
in its network or to upgrade existing 
operations. Woolworths remains 
concerned that the increased residential 
intensification is not balanced with 
commensurate policy flexibility to meet 
supply side wellbeing needs, or the 
functional requirements of 
supermarkets.  

Chapter 15 - Commercial 

4. Policy 
15.2.2.1 
Hierarchy 
of Centres 

Policy 15.2.2.1, Table 
15.1 

Support in part Support amendments to Table 15.1 of 
Policy 15.2.2.1 in so far as these reflect 
National Planning Standards 
nomenclature. 

Realignment of Commercial Zone names with 

National Planning Standard (NPS) zone 

descriptions (Chapter 2 Interpretation). The 

allocation of centres to the NPS labelling appears 

generally appropriate.  

B. Town Centre: Key Activity Centre: Retain 

reference to ‘High Density Housing is 

contemplated … and around larger local centres’. 

C. Local Centres: Retain reference to ‘High Density 

Housing is contemplated … and around larger 

local centres’. 

Amend Table 15.1 to elevate the St 
Albans Centre from Neighbourhood to 
Local Centre 

Refer Attachment A2. 

Amend Row C. Local Centre.  

Centre and size (where relevant). 

Local Centres (small): 
Addington, Avonhead, Sumner, Akaroa, 
Colombo/Beaumont (Colombo Street 
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between Devon Street and Angus Street), 
Cranford, Edgeware, St Albans, Fendalton, 
Beckenham, Halswell, Lyttelton, Ilam/Clyde, 
Parklands, Redcliffs, Richmond, St Martins, 
Stanmore/Worcester Linwood Village, 
Sydenham South (Colombo Street between 
Brougham Street and Southampton Street), 
Wairakei/Greers Road, Wigram (emerging), 
Woolston, Yaldhurst (emerging), West 
Spreydon (Lincoln Road) Hillmorton, Aranui, 
North West Belfast. 

 
Size: 3,000 to 30,000m2 GFA. 

 

5. Policy 
15.2.4 
Urban 
Design 

Policy 15.2.4.2(a) Oppose There is no basis within the MDMR Act 
nor NPS-Urban Development that 
facilitates or provides support for the 
inclusion of the amended provisions. 
The amended provisions are not 
accompanied by a comprehensive s32, 
do not adequately recognise the 
functional requirements associated with 
the full range of commercial 
developments, and would not be the 
more appropriate in terms of achieving 
Objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of the Plan. 

In terms of specific provisions: 

Clause (a)(viii) The insertion fails to 
recognise that the main proportion of 
floorspace within Town Centres is not 

a.  Require new development to be well-

designed and laid out by: 

viii. achieving a visually attractive setting 

when viewed from the street and 

other public spaces, that embodies a 

human scale and fine grain, while 

managing effects on adjoining 

environments; and 

… 

x. increasing the prominence of 
buildings on street corners; 

 

xi. ensuring that the design of 

development mitigates the 

potential for adverse effects such 

as heat islands, heat reflection or 
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fine grain / speciality retailers, and 
therefore fails to provide for the 
functional attributes of Supermarkets / 
larger anchors.   

Clause (a)(x) In the context of ‘requiring’ 
such an outcome, the insertion extends 
beyond the enabling function of the 
RMA, does not link to any subsequent 
rule provision, and is uncertain and 
subjective.  

Clause (a)(xi) the necessity for 
regulation associated with policy 
requirements is not established in terms 
of s32, and is uncertain and subjective.  

Clause (a)(xiii) fails to recognise that for 
larger scale commercial developments 
roof plant and utilities are a necessity in 
terms of functional amenity.  

refraction through glazing, and 

wind-related effects; 

xii. ensuring that the upper floors 

(including roof form and 

associated mechanical plant) are 

well-modulated and articulated to 

provide visual interest to the 

building when viewed from 

beyond the Central City or from 

adjacent buildings above; and 
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Neighbourhood Centre Zone (St Albans) 

6. Plan 
Maps, 
Chapter 
15 
Provisions 
and ODP.  

Rezone St Albans as a 
Local Centre.   

 

Oppose 

 

 

The role of St Albans Centre should be 
elevated in the hierarchy of Centres 
from Neighbourhood Centre Zone (St 
Albans) to Local Centre (St Albans) in 
recognition of the extent of residential 
intensification that has occurred in its 
catchment since 2012, as enabled by 
PC14, and the Council’s inability to 
account for the Hardie and Thomson 
built form constraints associated with 
the 3,451m2 of Local Centre at 1062 
Colombo Street which disenables 
commercial redevelopment to provide 
for community wellbeing in this area.  
Regardless the permitted extent of 
commercial floorspace provided for the 
St Albans centre exceeds the 3,000m2 
GFA capacity constraint identified in 
Policy 15.2.1 Table 15.1 as appropriate 
to Neighbourhood Centres. 

Amend to a Local Centre. Amendments 
in nomenclature, including but not 
limited to Appendix 15.14.4 ODP and 
associated provisions. 

Rezone to Local Centre.  

Refer Attachment A2 
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Town Centre – North Halswell 

7. Plan 
Maps, 
Chapter 
15 
Provisions 
and ODP 

Zoning. Oppose Rezone that area of North Halswell 
which has been notated as HRZ to Town 
Centre Zoning to reflect the consented 
land uses and roading demarcation 
provided by RMA2017/3185 as 
approved through Environment Court 
Decision NZEnvC 133[2021]. 

Retention of HRZ as shown in PC14 does 
not reflect the anticipated and 
consented land uses as well as 
infrastructure which acts as a 
geophysical and perpetual boundary 
between the Commercial Core and the 
Residential Zone.  

The operative plan considerations as to 
maximum retail floorspace thresholds 
(Rule 15.4.4.2.3) and office (Rule 
15.4.4.2.4) are retained to ensure 
matters associated with retail provision 
and traffic generation remain as those 
considered and made operative through 
the replacement District Plan process.  

The location of the Indicative Features 
(being Green Corridor, Stormwater 
Network and Internal Street) are not 
sought to be amended.  

Amend the zoned boundaries and ODP associated with 

the Town Centre Zone and High Density Residential Zone 

shown in Attachment A3 to facilitate the appropriate 

provision of commercial activity. 
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Attachment A1 – Outline Development Plan 8.10.4 

Appendix 8.10.4 North Halswell Outline Development Plan 
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Attachment A2 – Local Centre Zone (St Albans)  

 

 

Amend as follows: 

Policy – Role of centres 
 

Table 15.1 – Centre’s role 

  

Role 
 

Centre and size (where relevant) 

 

C. 
 

Neighbourhood Local Centre 
 

A destination for weekly and daily retailing shopping 
needs as well as for community facilities. 
… 

 

Centres: Spreydon/ Barrington 
(Key Activity Centre), New … 
 
Local Centres (small): 
Addington, Avonhead, 
Sumner, Akaroa, 
Colombo/Beaumont (Colombo 
Street between Devon Street 
and Angus Street), Cranford, 
Edgeware, St Albans, 
Fendalton, Beckenham, 
Halswell, Lyttelton, 
Ilam/Clyde, Parklands, 
Redcliffs, Richmond, St 
Martins, Stanmore/Worcester 
Linwood Village, Sydenham 
South (Colombo Street 
between Brougham Street and 
Southampton Street), 
Wairakei/Greers Road, Wigram 
(emerging), Woolston, 
Yaldhurst (emerging), West 
Spreydon (Lincoln Road) 
Hillmorton, Aranui, North West 
Belfast. 

 
Size: 3,000 to 30,000m2 GFA. 
 

 

 

  

 

 



 

15 
 

15.3 How to interpret and apply the rules 

a. The rules that apply to activities in …  

b. Area specific rules also apply to activities within the Commercial Core Town Centre, Local Centre, 

and Neighbourhood Centre Zones and Commercial Local Zone in the following areas: 

vii.  St Albans Neighbourhood Centre Zone Local Centre (as identified in Appendix 15.15.5) 

– Rule 15.5.3 15.6.3 

 

15.6.3.1  Activity-specific activities – Commercial Local Neighbourhood Centre Local Centre Zone 

(St Albans) 

 

15.6.3.1.1Permitted activities  

a.  The activities listed below are permitted activities if they meet the activity specific 

standards set out in this table and the built form standards in Rule 15.6.3.2 

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1 Any activity or building Compliance with: 
a. All the following key structuring 

elements on the Commercial 
Local Neighbourhood Centre 
Local Centre Zone (St Albans) 
Development Plan (see Appendix 
15.15.5), being:  
i.  Public access and circulation 

within Commercial Local 
Neighbourhood Centre Local 
Centre Zone to enable 
permeability through the 
site; and 

ii.  Semi-public access and 
circulation with Residential 
Zone. 

 

…. 

15.6.3.1.3Restricted discretionary activities 

….. 

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

RD1 Any activity or building that does not 
comply with one or more of the key 
structuring elements on the Commercial 
Local Neighbourhood Centre Local Centre 
Zone (St Albans) Development Plan (see 
Appendix 15.15.5) 

a. Development Plan – Rule 
15.14.4.5.1 
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… 

 

15.6.3.2 Area-specific built form standards – Commercial Local Neighbourhood Centre Zone (St 

Albans) 

Advice note: There is no spare, or limited, wastewater, storm water, or water supply infrastructure 

capacity in some areas of Christchurch City which may create difficulties in granting a building 

consent for some developments. Alternative means of providing for those services may be limited or 

not available. Compliance with the District Plan does not guarantee that connection to the Council’s 

reticulated infrastructure is available or will be approved. Connection to the Council’s reticulated 

infrastructure requires separate formal approval from the Council. There is a possibility that approval 

to connect will be declined, or development may trigger the need for infrastructure upgrades or 

alternative servicing at the developer’s cost. Anyone considering development should, at an early 

stage, seek information on infrastructure capacity from Council’s Three Waters Unit. Please contact 

the Council’s Three Waters Unit at  WastewaterCapacity@ccc.govt.nz, WaterCapacity@ccc.govt.nz 

and Stormwater.Approvals@ccc.govt.nz. 

 

…. 

 

15.6.3.2.1Maximum non-residential floor space limits in the Commercial Local Neighbourhood 

Centre Local Centre Zone (St Albans) 

a.  The maximum GLFA for non-residential activity in the Commercial Local Neighbourhood 

Centre Local Centre Zone (St Albans) shall be as follows 

 Standard 

i. There shall be a maximum 3500m2 GLFA of non-residential activities within 
combined areas A and B defined on the Commercial Local Neighbourhood Centre 
Local Centre Zone (St Albans) Development Plan (see Appendix 15.15.5); and .. 

 

… 

 

15.14.4.5  Area-specific rules - Matters of discretion – Commercial Local Neighbourhood Centre 

Local Centre Zone (St Albans) 

 

…. 

 

Appendix 15.15.5 – Commercial Local Neighbourhood Centre Local Centre Zone (St Albans) 

Development Plan 
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Attachment A3 – Town Centre Zone (North Halswell)  

Plan Maps - Rezone North Halswell HRZ to TCZ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Rezone TCZ 
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Appendix 15.15.3 Commercial Core Town Centre Zone (North Halswell) Outline 

Development Plan  

 

 

 



Organisation:  Lower Cashmere Residents

Association 

Postal address:  34 Cashmere View Street  

Suburb:  Somerfield  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8024 

Email:  suebye.bye@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0273486814 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Susan Last name:  Bye

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 41.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

Currently densification is ad hoc, many units replacing one residence on a larger piece of land.  There is little opportunity for
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planned development incorporating recreational space.  Any spare space in larger complexes is used for car parking.  Therefore is

is less suitable for families with children.  The architecture generally builds 'shoe boxes' in a style unsympathetic to the surrounding

community.  However, with no consents required at the moment, Christchurch is at the mercy of the develoers whose main aim is to

make money - at the cost of community.  Areas of bare land have been cleared of anything growing to the cost of mature trees,

destroyed for no reason. This should not be allowed.  Each unit built has a tree planted, certainly, but they do not replace the effects

that mature trees offer.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 41.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Make Cashmere View St a heritage street.

The Opawaho Heathcote River corridor be designated as an area of special significance and area.  It has a long

history of significance to the Mana Whenua and European settlers in the whole catchment.  

My submission is that

Mature tree areas must be protected. Some streets in  the suburbs are cooler in summer because of the tree

cover.  Trees are an important addition to all areas. 

Some streets reflect the time they were built, showcasing a particular style of the times.  We would like to see the

Cashmere View st declared a heritage area

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:    

Suburb:    

City:    

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:   

Email:  harang.kim@protonmail.com 

Daytime Phone:   

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Harang Last name:  Kim

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 42.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment
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I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

Building more than 3 storey buildings will require much higher degree of infrastructure and town planning for sewer, stormwater,

water, and traffic, etc. The high to medium density buildings will need elevators, heavier foundation, increase of traffic volume (as

there is no public transport available other than bus service), and Christchurch is built on swamp. So it is not aligned with the

national managed retreat plan.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 42.2

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 42.3

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

3 times more density does not fit within 'Medium' density definition. Also this will create unethical development and increase of

traffic volume which needs to be addressed by either public transport or private vehicles as people will do need to travel for work or

private matters.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 42.4

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

Christchurch needs ethical holistic development with balanced country development. It is an urban myth that high density will

address housing issue and homelessness. There are many countries with high density but still having bigger problems by increase

of land value, lost land ownership by overseas investors.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  Flat 6, 116 Mairangi Road  

Suburb:  Wilton  

City:  Wellington  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  6012 

Email:  mgibbons@students.waikato.ac.nz 

Daytime Phone:  02041396752 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Matthew Last name:  Gibbons

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 43.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Removal of recessional planes and setbacks is good. Density around the central city is desirable. However,

density should be permitted everywhere. Higher density will improve amenities like shopping and public transport.

Demand creates its own supply. Hence the low public transport accessibility area should go. Higher density near

the airport should be allowed - people can install sound proofing. Perimeter block housing should be easier.
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Setbacks are not desirable. Hence 14.6.2.2.b should be removed. So should 14.6.2.2.c. iv A and B. No new

heritage areas should be allowed as they restrict development in parts of Christchurch where people want to live.

A good rule would be that for every house added to a heritage area another is removed. 

My submission is that

The rules need to be changed to permit greater density in a wide range of places. Making it easier to build new houses will improve

affordability and result in a more compact city that is cheaper to service and with lower transport times. It will also make active

commuting easier and save on roads. 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  21 Voelas Road  

Suburb:    

City:  Lyttelton  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8082 

Daytime Phone:  (03) 328 8538 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Cliff Last name:  Mason

 

Prefered method of contact  Postal 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 44.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council
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If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I strongly support the Council in its approach to mitigate the detrimental effects of the Medium Density Rules and

the requirements of the National Policy statement on Urban Development by the definition of Qualifying Matters

and their application.andnbsp; The proposals will address the requirements of population growth of the city while

avoiding the worst effects on amenity and living values.

Although the legislation assumes limitless growth and the Plan Changes also do not consider ultimate limits, I

submit that an assessment of the carrying capacity of the environment of Christchurch City and its immediate

surrounding area is a critical consideration that should inform all urban planning.  Limits on the ability of the local

environment to supply basic human needs and to assimilate waste are critical matters especially in the context of

climate change, energy constraints and economic and political uncertainty.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Organisation:  Richmond Residents and

Business Association (We are Richmond) 

Postal address:  PO Box 26097, North Avon  

Suburb:    

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8148 

Email:  secretary@wearerichmond.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  02102250944 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Rachel Last name:  Crawford

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 45.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

SUBMISSION FROM THE RICHMOND RESIDENTS’ and BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, CHRISTCHURCH
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Plan Change 13 – Proposed Heritage

Plan Change 14 – Housing and Business Choice

We accept the changes made by Council to the Plan Change 13 and 14 documents with the following qualifications:

During our work as members of this association with our local residents, we have observed some trends emerging which need to be  
monitored as our drive to increase the number of residences for our growing population continues:

 ● Increased intensification with infill housing without due regard to the effect on the overall amenity of the district. This is particularly 
relevant in South Richmond where, we feel, intensification has reached a critical level. 

●  Loss of vegetation as sections are cleared before the construction of multiple housing units. As intensification increases there is a 
corresponding decrease in the amount of vegetation on private land. Council initiatives to plant two trees for every one lost on public land 
are to be commended but only have a moderate effect on the overall loss.  

●  The perceived threat to existing SAMS Special Amenity Areas/Suburban Character Areas currently in Christchurch. There must be 
continued efforts to preserve these areas, if only partly to acknowledge the work already done by private citizens as they work through the 
post-earthquake restoration phase. 

●  Council’s inability to maintain the current infrastructure to an acceptable standard across the city. Along with more intensive 
development there is a need to establish sustainable practices which secure and improve current infrastructure installation and 
maintenance. 

●  Growth of social housing creates an imbalance in the ratio compared to other areas of the city. 

Further to those identified trends the proposed plan changes and the overall tenure of the Resource Management Act raises other issues. 
We submitted these thoughts in an earlier submission in the Bill Consultation Process but we consider them to be equally relevant at this 
stage of the Bill’s process and implementation. Therefore we think it worthy to repeat them: 

●  The Bill is heavily focussed on the lack of housing while ignoring the ‘ripple effect’ on infrastructure: utilities, roading, transport 
systems, social effects, and physical environment. This is particularly relevant in Christchurch where a lack of Governmental support and 
financial commitment for alternative transport models exists. The concept of a 15 minute city is not realised simply by building houses. It 
requires a holistic overview and planning if we are to avoid the housing estate catastrophes witnessed in other countries. 

●  The governance of such a bill implies a heavily oriented ‘top down’ approach ignoring the fact that there are successful town planning 
outcomes which are derived from an established consultation process with local residents. It does not appear to offer an avenue to work 
with and support local Councils who have established successful community planning environments. On the local scene, many residents in 
Richmond have already suffered from the frustrations of being victims of a top down approach as they sought to repair or rebuild their 
houses and negotiate the corridors of bureaucracy and its inability to make decisions over the ten years following the earthquakes. 
Property owners are still in the process of rebuilding and repairing. They have suffered inordinate amounts of stress and do not deserve to 
be put in a similar situation again. 

In principle, we recognise the need for extra housing and support the amendment but it is our sincere wish that in putting the Act into 
practice, the concerns we have expressed above are considered. 

In summary we support the efforts of the Council to convince the Government that a “one glove fits all” approach is not appropriate as far 
as this Act is concerned, and thank them for their efforts to achieve some acceptance within the Act that locality based modifications were 
necessary. 

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  110 Paparoa Street  

Suburb:  Papanui  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8053 

Email:  simon@hamco.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0274823264 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Simon Last name:  Fowke

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 46.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

.Do not Re-Zone Paparoa Street to High Density and Medium Density . Please keep it purely Residential . 

My submission is that

Oppose Medium and High Density Dwellings in Paparoa Street for the following reasons.
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1. Paparoa Street is a beautiful tree lined street with numerous residences sporting healthy trees and various

flora. It is an eclectic mix of Old and New residences with plenty of infill housing . The addition of High Rise

apartments will destroy the natural characteristics that make this street so lovely to live on.

2. Due to proximity of Paparoa Street School. Parking in the street during school terms, is strained and traffic is

seriously disrupted and somewhat chaotic. .The addition of multi level dwellings will line the street with parked

cars adding to the chaos and preventing children to be dropped off and picked up. It will be a nigtmare for those

living in the street.  In addition , a Street lined with cars is not pretty and destroys the natural look of this street.

3. Paparoa Street was conceived as a residential street and as such , the infrastructure will not support the

addition of high rise apartments.

4. This is a family street . Sections although reduced in size these days , still provide for kids run around outside

and residents to enjoy their own slice of heaven.

5. Privacy and security: Owning a residential home, the prospect of having 3 different groups of people on each

boundary, able to peer over ones fence is quite worrying. The Loss of Privacy is disconcerting as is the loss of

security. as more people crowd onto land, there is very much a likely hood of a breakdown of our community as

residents become increasingly estranged

6. Having renovated and added additions to our home, we understand that the ground in this area is very soft

and most likely would not support large buildings .We were required to put in deep piles for a 2nd story addition.

7. Loss of sunlight : The winters are cold and the sun is low. The addition of 3 and 6 story apartments will mean a

loss of sunlight. Creating Shaded areas which will be dangerous to walk on due to ice and the inability to dry out.

The prospect of this is quite distressing . Especially for elderly people .

8. Loss of community : It is obvious that most homes in Paparoa Street are owned not rented. It provides a very

pleasant community and high standards of housing Street appeal. People in the street have a commonality in the

appearance and upkeep of their home. Introduce High Density living and we will see a degradation of the Streets

appeal along with a rise in crime from renters and transients. A Street lined with cars . Its a daunting prospect.

9. Property values. There is every likelihood that many of our property values will decrease. It wont happen to

everyone in the short term, but the unlucky ones with have high rise apartments built virtually on their boundary ,

blocking sunlight, reducing privacy and security. Increasing noise and conflict with neighbours.

10. There is plenty of space within the Central city. Apartments and high rise living in the Central City will add to

the liveliness and appeal of the city. It will boost commerce and hospitality. The local Shopping precincts were

derived on the current populations whereas the Central City has room to grow. In fact it would revitalise the

Central City which over the years has lost its appeal in favour of suburban shopping precincts. Bring back the

City.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  11 Havelock Street  

Suburb:  Phillipstown  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8011 

Email:  black.joshuad@gmail.com 

Daytime Phone:  0204224118 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Joshua Last name:  Wilson Black

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 47.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

I believe that the previous Christchurch District Plan enabled a sufficient level of development while protecting

sunlight for neighbouring properties.
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It is important that Christchurch continues to be the 'Garden City'  while also enabling further development. As

recent homeowners in a street which is within five minutes of a major transport hub, and as keen gardeners, the

thought of losing our dream of having a healthy and productive vegetable garden as a result of the central

government's imposition of housing intensification is deeply unpleasant. The Garden City requires protection of

sunlight and I am happy to see that your proposed changes maintain this.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Postal address:  110 Paparoa Street  

Suburb:  Papanui  

City:  Christchurch  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  8053 

Email:  simonandkaren@xtra.co.nz 

Daytime Phone:  0273085075 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Karen Last name:  Fowke

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 48.1

Support

Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

My submission is that

Oppose Medium and High Density Dwellings in Paparoa Street for the following reasons.

748        

    T24Consult  Page 1 of 2    



1. Paparoa Street is a beautiful tree lined street with numerous residences sporting healthy trees and various flora. It is an eclectic mix of Old and New

residences with plenty of infill housing . The addition of High Rise apartments will destroy the natural characteristics that make this street so lovely to

live on.

2. Due to proximity of Paparoa Street School. Parking in the street during school terms, is strained and traffic is seriously disrupted and somewhat

chaotic. The addition of multi level dwellings will line the street with parked cars adding to the chaos and preventing children to be dropped off and

picked up. It will be aweful for those living in the street. In addition, a Street lined with cars is not pretty and destroys the natural look of this street.

3. Paparoa Street was conceived as a residential street and as such, the infrastructure will not support the addition of high-rise apartments.

4. This is a family street. Sections although reduced in size these days, still provide for kids run around outside and residents to enjoy their own slice of

heaven.

5. Privacy and security: Owning a residential home, the prospect of having 3 different groups of people on each boundary, able to peer over one’s

fence is quite worrying. The Loss of Privacy is disconcerting as is the loss of security. as more people crowd onto land, there is very much a likely

hood of a breakdown of our community as residents become increasingly estranged

6. Having renovated and added additions to our home, we understand that the ground in this area is very soft and most likely would not support large

buildings. We were required to put in deep piles for a 2nd story addition.

7. Loss of sunlight: The winters are cold and the sun is low. The addition of 3 and 6 story apartments will mean a loss of sunlight. Creating Shaded

areas which will be dangerous to walk on due to ice and the inability to dry out. The prospect of this is quite distressing. Especially for elderly people.

8. Loss of community: It is obvious that most homes in Paparoa Street are owned not rented. It provides a very pleasant community and high

standards of housing Street appeal. People in the street have a commonality in the appearance and upkeep of their home. Introduce High Density

living and we will see a degradation of the Streets appeal along with a rise in crime from renters and transients. A Street lined with cars. It’s a daunting

prospect.

9. Property values. There is every likelihood that many of our property values will decrease. It wont happen to everyone in the short term, but the

unlucky ones with have high rise apartments built virtually on their boundary, blocking sunlight, reducing privacy and security. Increasing noise and

conflict with neighbours.

10. There is plenty of space within the Central city. Apartments and high rise living in the Central City will add to the liveliness and appeal of the city. It

will boost commerce and hospitality. The local Shopping precincts were derived on the current populations whereas the Central City has room to

grow. In fact it would revitalise the Central City which over the years has lost its appeal in favour of suburban shopping precincts. The City centre

would be better off.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Organisation:  Ryman Healthcare Limited 

Postal address:  15 Customs Street West  

Suburb:  Auckland Central  

City:  Auckland  

Country:  New Zealand  

Postcode:  1010 

Email:  luke.hinchey@chapmantripp.com and

alice.hall@chapmantripp.com 

Daytime Phone:  +6493572709 

 

Our proposed Housing and Business Choice and Heritage Plan
Changes (13 &14) 

Submitter Details

 

Submission Date: 12/05/2023

First name:  Luke Last name:  Hinchey

 

Prefered method of contact  Email 

 

 

 

 

I could not

Gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that : 

a. adversely affects the environment, and 

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Note to person making submission:

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission

may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991

 

Would you like to present your submission in person at a hearing?  

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Additional requirements for hearing: 

 

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Points: 49.1

Support
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Oppose

Seek Amendment

I seek the following decision from the Council

If seeking to make changes to a specific site or sites, please provide the address or identify the area

Please see attached submission on Plan Change 14. 

My submission is that

Please see attached submission on Plan Change 14. 

Attached Documents

File

Ryman Healthcare Limited - PC13 and PC14 submission
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Form 5 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR POLICY STATEMENT 

OR PLAN, CHANGE OR VARIATION 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Christchurch City Council (Council) 

Name of submitter:  Ryman Healthcare Limited (Ryman) 

Introduction  

1 This is a submission on Council’s proposed amendments to the Christchurch District Plan 

(District Plan):  

1.1 Proposed Plan Change 13: Heritage; and 

1.2 Proposed Plan Change 14: Housing and Business Choice. 

2 Ryman could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.   

3 Ryman supports in full the Retirement Villages Association of New Zealand Incorporated 

(RVA) submission on PC14. This submission provides additional context to Ryman’s villages 

and its interest in the proposals.  

4 The submission covers: 

4.1 An introduction to Ryman, its villages and its residents; and 

4.2 Ryman’s position on PC13 and PC14.  

Ryman’s approach  

5 Ryman is considered to be a pioneer in many aspects of the healthcare industry – including 

retirement village design, standards of care, and staff education. It believes that a quality site, 

living environment, amenities and the best care maximises the quality of life for our 

residents. Ryman is passionately committed to providing the best environment and care for 

our residents. Ryman is not a developer. It is a resident-focused operator of retirement 

villages. Ryman has a long term interest in its villages and its residents.  

The ageing demographic 

6 Christchurch City’s growing ageing population and the increasing demand for retirement 

villages is addressed in the RVA’s submission on PC14, and that is adopted by Ryman.  

7 Ryman’s own research confirms that good quality housing and sophisticated care for the 

older population is significantly undersupplied in many parts of the country, including 

Christchurch City.  Christchurch City’s ageing population is facing a significant shortage in 

appropriate accommodation and care options, which allow them to “age in place” as their 

health and lifestyle requirements change over time. This is because appropriate sites in good 

locations are incredibly scarce. 



 

 

  2 

Ryman’s scale in Christchurch City’s retirement market 

8 Ryman is the largest provider of retirement village accommodation in New Zealand. Ryman 

currently has 38 operational retirement villages throughout New Zealand providing homes 

for more than 11,000 elderly residents. It has 8 retirement villages currently operating or at 

some stage of detailed design or construction in Christchurch City. Ryman was also recently 

granted consents for a further village on Park Terrace. 

9 Ryman constructs a significant number of new housing units in Christchurch City each year, 

and in the wider region. In the last 6 years, it has obtained resource consents to build and 

operate 3 large villages at Northwood, Riccarton Racecourse and Park Terrace, which are 

now under construction or nearing construction.  

10 Collectively, these villages comprise around 420 new retirement units and 384 new aged care 

units. Ryman’s contribution to Christchurch City’s growth in a 6 year period is 

accommodation for in the order of 915 people.  

11 In that sense, Ryman builds a substantial portion of all new retirement village units. We 

expect to continue to increase our proportion of Christchurch City’s new build retirement 

villages over time.  

Ryman’s residents  

12 All of Ryman’s residents – both retirement and aged care residents – are much less active and 

mobile than the 65+ population generally as well as the wider population.  Ryman’s 

retirement residents are generally early 80s on move-in and its aged care residents are mid-

late 80s on move-in. Across all of Ryman’s villages, the average age of retirement residents 

is 82.1 years and the average age of aged care residents is 86.7 years.   

Ryman villages’ amenities and layout needs   

13 To provide for the specific needs of its residents, Ryman provides extensive on-site 

community amenities, including entertainment activities, recreational amenities, small shops, 

bar and restaurant amenities, communal sitting areas, and large, attractively landscaped areas.   

14 Because of the comprehensive care nature of Ryman’s villages, all of the communal 

amenities and care rooms need to be located in the Village Centre to allow for safe and 

convenient access between these areas. This operational requirement results in a density and 

layout that differs from a typical residential development. However, Ryman’s retirement 

villages are integrated developments, which often creates opportunities to achieve higher 

quality residential outcomes compared to typical residential developments.  

Ryman’s position on Plan Change 13 

15 Ryman has a particular interest in how PC13 applies to its site at 100-104 Park Terrace and 

20 Dorset Street, and 78 Park Terrace (Park Terrace site). 

16 Ryman designed its recently consented Park Terrace site to incorporate the existing onsite 

Heritage Item and Heritage Setting into its village proposal.  As a result Ryman seeks to 

ensure that the amendments to the controls under PC13 do not conflict with the consented 

proposal, and that any provisions applying to the Park Terrace site are not more restrictive 

than the operative District Plan.  

Ryman’s position on PC14 

17 Ryman adopts the RVA’s submission on PC14. In addition, Ryman wishes to emphasise that 

PC14 will have a significant impact on the provision of housing and care for Christchurch 

City’s growing ageing population. Based on its experience of consenting multiple villages 
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under the Operative District Plan, there is a real risk that the proposed changes will delay 

necessary retirement and aged care accommodation in the region.  

18 Further, Ryman has a particular interest in how PC14 applies to two of its sites at: 

18.1  20 Radcliffe Road, Northwood (Northwood site); and  

18.2 The Park Terrace site. 

Ryman’s Northwood site 

19 Ryman was recently granted resource consent for stage 1 of its proposed Northwood 

retirement village.   PC14 proposes to rezone the Northwood site from Commercial Core 

Zone to Town Centre Zone (TCZ).  Ryman opposes this rezoning and seeks that the site is 

rezoned to High Density Residential (HRZ), providing the provisions applicable to the HRZ 

are amended to better enable retirement villages as outlined in the RVA submission.  

20 Ryman’s Northwood site occupies the entirety of the area currently zoned TCZ.  It also 

understands that the land is no longer needed for long term commercial purposes. Ryman 

therefore submits it is no longer logical to retain a commercial zoning for the site.  It submits 

this outcome is more aligned with the intent of the Enabling Housing Act and the National 

Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020, by appropriately providing for a residential 

activity that is planned to provide housing for Christchurch City’s rapidly growing ageing 

population.  

21 As a result of its submission on PC14, Ryman also seeks the removal of the Town Centre 

Zone (Belfast Northwood) Outline Development Plan (Appendix 15.15.1) (ODP), and the 

associated policy and rules.  As outlined above, the site is now partially consented for a 

Ryman village. Ryman submits that the expected land use for the site has now changed 

significantly since the ODP was prepared, which at the time provided for a commercial 

centre and associated services.  Given Ryman’s ownership of the entire site, the ODP now 

has limited relevance to the planned activities. 

 Ryman’s Park Terrace site 

22 Ryman was recently granted resource consent for a comprehensive retirement village on Park 

Terrace.  As part of the Christchurch Replacement Plan process, the Independent Hearings 

Panel determined a height limit of 20 metres for 78 Park Terrace.  The Panel accepted this 

height limit on the basis of the detailed evidence provided by Ryman.1 

23 PC14 proposes to rezone the Park Terrace Site to HDZ.  Ryman submits that the built form 

standard inserted by PC14 should carry over the height limit approved for the Park Terrace 

site through the Replacement Plan process.  The Park Terrace site has now been consented 

and designed with 20m height limits in mind, and with the expectation that a 20m height 

limit would apply going forward (particularly for alterations).  

 

 

 

1  As recorded in Decision 43-Central City – States 2 and 3 of the Independent Hearing Panel for the Christchurch Replacement District Plan, 

at [256-270]. 
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Decisions sought 

24 In relation to Plan Change 13, Ryman seeks the following decision: 

24.1 Relief consistent with the existing land use as a consented retirement village at the 

Park Terrace Site and no more restrictive than the operative District Plan. 

25 In relation to Plan Change 14, Ryman seeks the following decisions:  

25.1 The decisions sought by the RVA in its submission on PC14; 

25.2 The rezoning of the Northwood site, and the deletion of both the Town Centre Zone 

(Belfast Northwood) Outline Development Plan, and all related policies and rules 

(including Policy 15.2.2.2 and Rules 15.4.3, 15.4.3.1 (including all sub-rules) and 

15.4.3.2 (including all sub-rules)), as set out at paragraphs 19-21 above; and 

25.3 The following amendments to Built form standard 14.6.2.1, to address the matters 

outlined at paragraphs 22-23 above, and any consequential amendments necessary to 

other height provisions to ensure Rule 14.15.3 (Impacts on neighbouring property) 

does not apply unless the 20m height limited is exceeded on the listed sites:  

14.6.2.1 Building Height 

a) Buildings must not exceed 14 metres in height above ground level. The maximum 

height of any building does not apply to the following land where a maximum 

building height of 20 metres shall apply to buildings for a retirement village:  

i.  Lot 1 DP 77997 CT CB46D/74; 

ii. Town Section 118 DP 3780; and  

iii. iii. Town Section 119 DP 3780. 

26 Ryman wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

27 If others make a similar submission, Ryman will consider presenting a joint case with them at 

a hearing. 

 

Matthew Brown 

NZ Development Manager  

Ryman Healthcare Limited  

matthew.brown@rymanhealthcare.com 

 

Address for service of submitter:  

Ryman Healthcare Limited 

c/- Luke Hinchey 

Chapman Tripp  

Level 34  

15 Customs Street West  

PO Box 2206  

Auckland 1140 

Email address: luke.hinchey@chapmantripp.com / alice.hall@chapmantripp.com  
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mailto:luke.hinchey@chapmantripp.com
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