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Please note that due to the public interest in our work the Ministry for the Environment 
publishes responses to requests for official information on our OIA responses page shortly 
after the response has been sent.  If you have any queries about this, please feel free to 
contact our Ministerial Services team: ministerials@mfe.govt.nz. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Electronically approved. 
 
 
Lesley Baddon 
Director - Urban and Infrastructure Policy 
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From: Sarah McCarthy
To: dawn.baxendale@ccc.govt.nz
Cc: Janine Smith; Lesley Baddon; Fleur Rodway
Subject: FW: Revised Terms of Reference
Date: Tuesday, 1 November 2022 3:17:51 pm
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
image004.png
CCC - S24A Investigation - TOR revised 1.11.22.docx

Kia ora Dawn
Resending this on behalf of Lesley Baddon, as the MfE security system would have stopped it
getting to you.
Hope you receive it now.

Nga mihi
Sarah

From: Lesley Baddon <Lesley.Baddon@mfe.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, 1 November 2022 1:51 pm
To: dawn.baxendale@ccc.govt.nz
Cc: Janine Smith <Janine.Smith@mfe.govt.nz>; Sarah McCarthy <Sarah.McCarthy@mfe.govt.nz>
Subject: Revised Terms of Reference

Kia ora Dawn,

Thanks for meeting up with us last week, pa ticularly when we know what a hectic time these
first few weeks of a new term are.  It felt like we were starting on the same page, which is great. 
Janine is tied up today, so I’m sending you the revised ToR which we hope incorporates your
comments.  We are progressing with arrangements with the Minister and his office and so a
letter should be imminent.  Please feel free to contact Janine or me if you have any questions or
want to discuss anything further.

Cheers

Lesley 

Lesley Baddon – Director, Urban and Infrastructure Policy
Ministry for the Environment – Manatu Mo Te Taiao
Mobile: 021 738 357
Website: www.mfe.govt.nz  
Auckland Policy Office, 45 Queen Street, PO Box 106483, Auckland 1143, New Zealand
Email: Lesley.Baddon@mfe.govt.nz
Website: www.mfe.govt.nzRele
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Attachment 2: 

Terms of Reference 

Appointment of investigator under section 24A of the Resource Management Act 1991 to 
look into Christchurch City Council’s non-notification of an intensification planning 
instrument 

Purpose of investigation 

1. The purpose of this investigation is to consider the performance by Christchurch City Council
(the Council) of its functions, powers or duties in relation to notifying an intensification planning
instrument (IPI), as required by section 80F of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

2. The investigation will seek to understand the Council’s perspectives in relation to the
notification of an IPI, and the process for the Council making decisions on notifying an IPI.

3. If potential next steps to make progress emerge, these will be deemed in scope.
Background context

4. All specified territorial authorities were required by the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA) to notify an IPI on or before 20 August 2022 to:

a. give effect to the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD)
b. implement the medium density residential standards (MDRS).

5. IPIs must be made operative using the Intensificat on Streamlined Planning Process.
6. Council staff developed a draft IPI and consulted the public from 11 April to 13 May 2022. The

Ministry for the Environment (MfE) and the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development
(MHUD) consider that the draft IPI recommended for notification by Council staff on 8
September 2022 broadly complied with the requirements of the RMA.

7. On 13 September 2022, the previous Council voted not to notify an IPI.
8. On 20 September 2022, former Mayor, Hon Lianne Dalziel wrote to the Minister for the

Environment (the Minister), Hon David Parker, to advise the Minister that the Council is aware
it is in breach of its statutory obligations and to request that the Minister work alongside the
Council to find a bespoke solution for housing intensification in Christchurch.

9. A new Council was elected following local government elections on 8 October 2022.
10. On 27 October 2022, the Minister decided to initiate an investigation under section 24A of the

RMA.
11. The Minister has appointed an appropriate person to carry out the investigation, John Hardie.
Scope and focus of the investigation

12. The investigation will be focused on identifying and understanding the issues, the Council’s
perspectives in relation to housing intensification in Christchurch, and the notification of an
IPI. Noting the previous Council’s decision on the matter and that a new Council has been
elected, the investigation will consider the following:

a. the process for the Council to make decisions on notifying an IPI
b. the views, issues and concerns the Council has about the draft IPI and the changes

proposed to the operative Christchurch District Plan
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c. the perspective of Ngāi Tahu as Treaty partner and mana whenua 
d.  the views of any stakeholders if relevant. 

13. If potential next steps to make progress emerge, these will be deemed in scope.  
Methodology 

14. The investigator will: 
a. in the first five days of the investigation, work with the Council, MfE and MHUD to confirm 

a project plan  
b. hold interviews/workshops with staff and councillors about the draft IPI 
c. seek the views of Ngāi Tahu as Treaty partner and mana whenua 
d. seek to understand any barriers to notification of an IPI 
e. complete a draft independent report, including recommendations for the Minister on the 

options for addressing any issues identified in the investigation 
f. finalise and present the report to the Minister. 

15. MfE officials will: 
a. prepare a template for findings and background material 
b. support the preparation of the report 
c. provide legal and communications assistance. 

Term of investigation 

16. The investigation must begin no later than 3 November 2022 and be completed by 22 
December 2022. 

17. The investigator, John Hardie, must report back to the Minister with his final report by 22 
December 2022. 

Remuneration and costs 

18. The remuneration and costs of the investigator, and of those assisting him, will be covered by 
MfE. Any costs incur ed by the Council will lie where they fall. 
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From: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>
Sent: Monday, 3 October 2022 11:19 am
To: Fleur Rodway
Subject: RE: Iwi feedback on PC14

Okay thanks; I’ll keep an ear out on the sixth floor. 

No worries. Hope you also enjoy the rest of your Monday. 

Mā te wā, 

Ike Kleynbos 
Principal Advisor – Planning 
City Planning (E) 
Ex: 5154 

From: Fleur Rodway <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz>  
Sent: Monday, 3 October 2022 11:14 am 
To: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Iwi feedback on PC14 

Kia ora Ike,  

The meeting is probably be organised by the CE’s office and our directors’ office; it is likely to be quite a high level 
meeting. I’ll let you know if I hear anything more.  

Thanks for sending through those graphs – really interesting.  

I hope you have a good Monday.  

Ngā mihi,  

Fleur  

From: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Monday, 3 October 2022 11:06 am 
To: Fleur Rodway <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Iwi feedback on PC14 

Hi Fleur, 

Not a problem. Regarding the comment below on a meeting this week, we haven’t heard anything from MfE staff on 
a prospective meeting. Is this yet to be requested? 

On a side note, we’ve been calculating some of the changes to zone make‐up as a result of the IPI that you make be 
interested in. See below for the quick comparison (suburban zones drop by just over 7,000 ha of net parcel 
coverage) – Note this only focuses on residential zones: 
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Many thanks, 
 

Ike Kleynbos 
Principal Advisor – Planning 
City Planning (E) 

 

 

 

 

03 941 5154      

 

Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz 

 

Te Hononga Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 
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Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz 

 

Te Hononga Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 

 

PO Box 73012, Christchurch 8154 

 

ccc.govt.nz 

  

 

  
  

********************************************************************** 
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. 
Christchurch City Council 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz 
********************************************************************** 

********************************************************************** 
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. 
Christchurch City Council 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz 
********************************************************************** 

********************************************************************** 
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. 
Christchurch City Council 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz 
********************************************************************** Rele
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J4439_PC14_Advice 

MEMO: CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL DRAFT HOUSING & BUSINESS CHOICE PLAN CHANGE 
(PC14) 

DATE: 13TH May 2022 

TO: Ike Kleynbos, Peter Eman, Emily Allan 

COPY: Mark Stevenson, Henrietta Carroll, Megen McKay, Kenya Calder 

Tēnā koutou 

Further to our previous discussions on the scope and content of the draft plan change; please find 

set out below advice from Mahaanui Kurataiao (Mahaanui) on the draft documents.  

This advice is provided in the context that Mahaanui represents the interests of manawhenua, who 

are a strategic partner to the City Council as distinct from a submission from an interested party 

submitting through Council’s recent on-line consultation exercise  

Qualifying Matters 

On behalf of Papatipu Rūnanga Mahaanui is particularly concerned that cultural sites and areas of 

significance mapped in the district plan are not adversely affected by the intensification in urban 

development.  

We note that the document “Housing Choice Consultation Document” on the Council’s website and 
the revised planning maps do not identify cultural sites and areas of significance as a Qualifying 

Matter.  

The document Qualifying Matters Options Evaluation Table for PC14 does however identify the 

Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga overlay with its associated district plan controls as a matter that should be 

carried over “dependent on future engagement with MKT”. 

This appears to indicate that Council had an intention to potentially identify cultural sites and areas 

of significance as a Qualifying Matter, but this was not pro-actively discussed with Mahaanui or 

executed n the documentation.  

Mahaanui confirms that the Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga overlay and the associated rule for 
resource consent for all buildings in the overlay (Rule 9.5.4.1.3) must be retained and applied as 
a Qualifying Matter. 

Mahaanui considers that identifying the Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga overlay as a Qualifying Matter is 

fundamental to Council fulfilling its statutory obligations under s6(e) of the RMA to recognise and 

protect the relationship of Māori with their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, 

sites, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga.  
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In addition, the protection of wāhi tapu/wāhi taonga is a key policy directive in the Mahaanui Iwi 

Management Plan which Council must have regard to. We note also that the District Plan Strategic 

Directions (which are intended to direct the preparation of changes to the District Plan); requires 

that “Ngāi Tahu manawhenua’s historic and contemporary connections, and cultural and spiritual 

values, associated with the land, water and other taonga of the district are recognised and provided 

for.”1  

 

In addition to the Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga overlay, Mahaanui advises: 

Ngā Wai 

The Ngā Wai overlay should similarly be identified as a Qualifying Matter. We note that the Council 

has already identified in the document Qualifying Matters Options Evaluation Table for PC14 that 

“waterbody setbacks, including esplanade reserves and strips” is to be a Qualifying Matter and we 

note that Water Body Setbacks are included on the proposed planning maps. For avoidance of any 

doubt Mahaanui requests that the Ngā Wai Overlay and any associated rules for setback are 

included as part of this Qualifying Matter.  

It is unacceptable to mana whenua that there be any loss or reduction in waterway protection from 

that already existing in the district plan as a consequence of PC14. 

Wai is a taonga to manawhenua; and the further degradation of waterbodies and water quality as a 
consequence of intensive development is not acceptable  If there was the ability to increase the 

extent of the waterbody setback as a Qualifying Matter (eg 50m) on either side of a waterway this 

would better address the significant concerns of manawhenua who consider that urban 

development has over time encroached on water bodies and failed to be undertaken in a manner 

that appropriately considers the relationship between land and water.  

Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna 

Mahaanui would welcome the opportunity to discuss with Council if the Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna 
Overlay should also be included as a Qualifying Matter. 

Mahaanui acknowledges that this Overlay is more permissive than the Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga 

Overlay. There are no existing special requirements for buildings, but all earthworks do require 

assessment through an application for resource consent. 

Could Council please confirm that these earthwork requirements will remain in force under PC14. 
The consent process is essential to ensure that earthworks in these culturally sensitive locations are 

monitored for accidental discoveries and managed in accordance with kaitiakitanga.  Mahaanui 

would not support any change to the existing requirement for an earthworks consent. 

Support 

Mahaanui supports the draft changes to the: 

- Strategic Directions for 3.3. Objective – Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua, 3.3.4 Objective – Housing 

capacity and choice and 3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design as they relate to 
the recognition and support for kāinga nohoanga/papakāinga generally within the urban 

area and on Māori Reserve land; and 

 
1 Objective 3.3.3 Objective – Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua subclause a.iv. 
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- Identification of infrastructure as a Qualifying Matter. 

 

Mahaanui looks forward to your consideration of these matters; and welcomes any opportunity to 

assist Council with review of any further drafts of the plan change.  

 

Ngā mihi 

Nicola Rykers 

Consultant Advisor to Mahaanui Kurataiao 
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From: Nicola Rykers <Nicola.rykers@locality.co.nz>
Sent: Friday, 20 May 2022 3:55 pm
To: Kleynbos, Ike
Subject: RE: Mahaanui Advice PC14

Thanks Ike 

That was a speedy response!  

Will look forward to meeting you on Monday. 

Nicola 

From: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 20 May 2022 2:50 PM 
To: Nicola Rykers <nicola.rykers@locality.co.nz>; Eman, Peter <Peter.Eman@ccc.govt.nz>; Allan, Emily 
<Emily.Allan@ccc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Henrietta Carroll (MKT) <Henrietta@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Megen McKay <Megen.McKay@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Kenya 
Calder <Kenya.Calder@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Stevenson, Mark <Mark.Stevenson@ccc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Mahaanui Advice PC14 

Kia ora Nicola, 

Thank you for providing this overview from MKT. I have considered these and provide a high‐level response below, 
which we can further discuss on Monday: 

 Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga – as noted, we consider this to be a relevant qualifying matter as there are some
(very limited) areas where this overlaps in areas where an intensification response has been directed. The
omission of this spatial information in pre‐notification material is an error on our part, however want to re‐
emphasise our intention to carry this over.

 Ngā Wai – it appears that this only relates to water bodies and does not extend beyond waterbody setbacks,
therefore unlikely necessary to classify as qualifying matter. All existing controls in the district plan would
therefore be retained

 Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna – we are able to confirm that controls associated with this feature will continue, as
currently described in the district plan. As this does not appear to relate to density control, it is not required
to be classified as a qualifying matter.

The attached map has been generate to assist in understanding the overlap of relevant cultural significance 
features. This shows the scope, spatially, of relevant zones that need to be considered as part of the intensification 
response through PC14. Only features that overlap these zones that relate to density controls (and meet the criteria 
under s77I) are required to be classified as a qualifying matter. As above, we are happy to further discuss this when 
me meet  

Mā te wā, 

Ike Kleynbos
Senior Policy Planner 
City Planning (E) 
 

03 941 5154  
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Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz 

 

Te Hononga Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 

 

PO Box 73012, Christchurch 8154 

 

ccc.govt.nz 

  

 

  
  
  

From: Nicola Rykers <nicola.rykers@locality.co.nz>  
Sent: Sunday, 15 May 2022 12:11 pm 
To: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>; Eman, Peter <Peter.Eman@ccc.govt.nz>; Allan, Em ly 
<Emily.Allan@ccc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Henrietta Carroll (MKT) <Henrietta@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Megen McKay <Megen.McKay@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Kenya 
Calder <Kenya.Calder@ngaitahu.iwi.nz>; Stevenson, Mark <Mark.Stevenson@ccc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Mahaanui Advice PC14 
  
Tēnā koutou 
  
Further to the co‐drafting exercise earlier in the year, please find attached further advice from Mahaanui in relation 
to PC14.  
  
It would be good to catch up on these matters in the near future   
  
Ngā mihi  
  
Nicola 
  
  

Nicola Rykers 
Director│Planner 
  
p  027 210 2408 
e  nicola.rykers@locality.co.nz 

 
  

********************************************************************** 
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. 
Christchurch City Council 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz 
********************************************************************** 
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1The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan
DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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Phase 2

The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan 

Introduction
Ōtautahi Christchurch has been shaped by Māori 

and European settlers and more recently by the 

Canterbury Earthquakes revealing a city with 

abounding new opportunities. 

Older and younger generations alike speak to a 

greener, more liveable, sustainable and resilient 

future city. The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan (ŌCP) 
demonstrates what the city will look and be like 
for future generations and is part of wider spatial 

planning within the region. 

It sets a clear pathway to transform the city 

into one of the most prosperous and connected 

cities within Australasia. The ŌCP recognises that 
different parts of the city will have a unique feel 
and function, but together form part of a wider 
integrated plan for the future.

Location map: 

The ŌCP has two spatially defined parts, one is 
focused on metropolitan Ōtautahi Christchurch and 
the other Te Pataka o Rakaihautū Banks Peninsula.

Phase 1

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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3The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan 

Our Pathway Together

Mana whenua have not yet provided input or advice into the Plan and we hope to 
have a contract in place soon with Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited to facilitate this.

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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18The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan

Well functioning, liveable places

Summary of residential areas and typologies and densities/heights/high density precincts to be included

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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19The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan 

Business and investment
Prosperity, Employment and Business Centres
Prosperity is not just about a thriving and 
productive economy, it requires health and well‑
being of our community; strong physical, personal 
and operational connections; safe, sustainable and 
resilient environments; and liveable and innovative 
urban and rural areas.  

Ōtautahi Christchurch is well placed to enhance 
and capitalise on our city’s liveability, and have a 
strong foundation to foster innovation and new 
opportunities to create a competitive entrepreneurial 
environment and attract and retain local and 
international talent. 

The City is projected to continue to maintain over 85% 
of the job opportunities in Greater Christchurch, with 
potential to create an additional 40,000 jobs and over 
75,000 central city workers. The Crown and Council 
and private sector have already invested heavily into 
the Central City and other major centres, to support 
and service our community. 

Over the next decades our plan is to:
• continue to invest in projects and infrastructure 

to support business centre and sector growth, 
including health and education providers;

• prioritise the central city and its full recovery; 

• maintain the hierarchy of commercial centres; 

• protect and support the development and  
function of high demand business areas,  
particularly those strategically located and  
accessible to the state highway network,  
the Port and Airport; 

• promote greater efficiency of industrial  
land; 

• investigate new business areas where greatest 
demand and capacity shortfalls; 

• identify and support brownfield redevelopment 
opportunities within the older industrial and 
commercial areas, and  core public transport 
corridors; and

• encourage businesses to transition to a low   
emission economy. 

Map of business areas; centres hierarchy (from PC14); strategic infrastructure 
(ports; airport; state highways; core PT), hospitals and tertiary to be included

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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Growing well through Local Area Planning
The Ōtautahi Christchurch Plan 

Central City 

• Primary regional commercial and 
entertainment centre and growth 
area, offering good range of services 
and opportunities. 

• Significant capacity for residential 
growth through intensification and 
redevelopment from existing under‑
developed industrial and service 
sites. 

• Infrastructure and services are in 
place to support more than 14,000 
additional residents. 

East quadrant 
(Philipstown, Linwood, Eastgate, Avonside 

and Ōtākaro River corridor) 

• Good range of services and facilities

• Existing zoning for medium density 

• More affordable housing options 

• Accessible ‑ public and active 
transport infrastructure

• Extensive areas of older housing 
suitable for redevelopment 

• The street and block pattern offers 
flexibility in redevelopment options. 
New cross block connections could 
improve open space connections 
and accessibility.

• District Plan Review proposed very 
small amount of additional RMD but 
the RSDT zone was expanded.

Riccarton 
(Riccarton Road and the Westfield Mall)

• Key Activity Centre with sub regional 
retail catchment

• 2km from central city

• Wide range of services, jobs, open 
space

• Opportunities for further significant 
residential intensification and 
commercial redevelopment 

• Core public transport corridor and 2 
major cycleways, MRT potential

• Existing residential medium density 
housing of variable quality and 
design standard

• Limited public space / street amenity 
in southern side of Riccarton road

• The District Plan Review reduced 
the proposed RMD area in Riccarton 
due to waste water infrastructure 
capacity and areas further from 
the centre were recommended for 
RSDT.  Church corner was excluded 
from RMD zoning due to waste 
water infrastructure capacity and the 
presence of the EDM mechanism,

• Infrastructure capacity has been 
increased, allowing future residential 
intensification.

Belfast 

• Key Activity centre  

• Growth area with recent 
comprehensive neighbourhood 
development

• Residential development has been 
slow with vacant residential zoned 
land still available

• Commercial zoned land to the 
south of Radcliffe Road remain 
undeveloped but with consent to 
develop. 

• Retail Park based development 
which are generally car based, low 
amenity environments, with limited 
public transport services. Activities 
such as offices, community facilities, 
and residential and small retail units 
are not permitted in the zone. The 
remaining zoned land therefore 
does not permit the range and scale 
of commercial and community 
activities that are needed to meet 
growing community needs.

• Opportunity to re‑evaluate 
community needs and function 
of this centre, taking stock of the 
available land resource within the 
area. 

Southern Quadrant 
(Sydenham and Addington)

Sydenham

• Good range of services

• Good accessibility (multi‑modal) 

• Recent commercial and residential 
regeneration with further capacity 
for change. 

• Good mix of industrial and 
commercial activity to the north of 
Brougham street (main economic 
centre)

• Building stock is of variable age ‑ a 
mix of older villas and bungalows, 
mid to late 20th century flats and 
more recent multi story, multi‑
unit developments and retirement 
complexes.

• Generally a low scale environment, 
with an identifiable character. 

• Recent redevelopments of larger 
scale office buildings on Colombo 
Street and mixed use development 
on the former Sydenham School site. 

Addington

• Good range of services and jobs.  
Lincoln Road provides a commercial 
main street, and commercial 
activity (former industrial) including 
Hazeldean office park and other 
large scale office blocks to the west.

• Good accessibility (multi‑modal) 

• Vacant land available

• Variation in housing age and type, 
with a very fine grain, small scale 
environment.

• Urban renewal, including streetscape 
and parks improvements, as well as 
district plan changes to increase the 
density of residentia  development. 
More recent improvements to the 
area include upgraded community 
facilitie  and a major cycleway.

• Affordable housing

• Heritage and character values

Draft Local Area Plan Long List - Key Points:

Note: further facts and figures to be provided

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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26

Papanui-Bishopdale

Papanui

• Papanui Key Activity Centre, strong 
market demand

• Corridor of acitvity

• Good transport accessibility to core 
PT and major cycleroute, Northern 
Motorway could reduce traffic on 
main north road. 

• MRT potential 

• Railway creates some severance 
between the commercial centre, 
education facilities and residential 
areas

• Infrastructure improvements, 
including comprehensive storm 
water management and road 
renewal programmes.

• District Plan Review reduced the 
original extent of RMD to align 
with existing living 2 zoning and the 
area west of the railway line was 
removed.

Bishopdale

• Commercial strengthen of the mall 
has declined

• Older housing stock, some medium 
density enabled and minimal 
redevelopment uptake to date

• Good access to services and public 
space

• The District Plan Review reduced the 
proposed RMD area to focus just on 
the blocks closest to the centre.

Hornby

• Key activity centre with regional 
focus (servicing retail / commercial 
need beyond the city) 

• Industrial catchment to north east 
and south west, new industrial parks 
and distribution centres, mixed with 
older industrial. 

• New residential area of Wigram have 
increased catchment of centre

• Fragmentation and severance of 
residential from commercial areas 
and between commercial areas due 
to railway line, state highways and 
industrial development. 

• District Plan Review identified 
Hornby as having greater RMD 
potential. However the South East 
was reduced to focus on the areas 
with the greatest accessibility to the 
centre. 

Northern corridor 
(Road or rail)

• Connects growth areas, Belfast, 
Papanui, Central City KACs

• Greatest potential to 
accommodation new housing. 

South- west corridor
(Road or rail)

• Connects growth areas, Riccarton  
Hornby KACs

• Employment corridor

• High potential to accommodate new 
housing

Shirley

• Placeholder

Bryndwr

• Placeholder

South-west Edge

• Growth area with significant 
greenfield development planned  
zoned and infrastructure provided

• Easy to develop land (less natural 
hazards)

• Pressure to expand the current 
urban limits is also expected around 
Prebbleton, Templeton and Halswell. 

• District Plan Review excluded this 
area rom further RMD due to 
greenfield growth.

Note: further facts and figures to be provided

DRAFT For internal discussion only and subject to MKT and Matapopore review
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ccc.govt.nz

 

 
 

**********************************************************************
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.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
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Mayor’s alternative resolution 12 September 2022 (additions to the staff recommendation in 
yellow) 

That the Council: 

1. Approve the public notification of Plan Change 13 Heritage and its associated evaluation
report (prepared in accordance with section 32 of the RMA) as included in attachments to this
report, pursuant to Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the RMA.

2. Approve the public notification of Plan Change 14 Housing and Business Choice and its
associated evaluation report (prepared in accordance with sections 32 and 77J-77R of the
RMA) as included in attachments to this report, pursuant to Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the RMA,
with the following further limitations :

2.1 Limit the extent of the area enabled for medium density development, to less than the staff 
recommendation, by: 

a. Identification of a qualifying matter to reflect the lesser accessibility to centres and
public transport;

b. Implementing the qualifying matter by zoning areas as Low Density (qualifying matter –
public transport accessibility) Zone as shown on the attached map “Spatial overview of
Alternative resolution to Plan Change 14 proposal” dated 12th September 2022; and

c. Restricting development in that zone to a level the same as the Residential Suburban
zone in the Operative District Plan.

2.2 As a consequence of 2.1, the areas zoned Medium Density Residential (MRZ) as recommended 
by staff shall be reduced to the following areas as shown on the attached map titled “Spatial 
overview of Alternative resolution to Plan Change 14 proposal” dated 12th September 2022: 

a. Within a walkable distance of
i. approximately 1km radius of the 5 main core bus routes identified in the PT

Futures Business case; and

ii. approximately 200m from the Bishopdale commercial centre, and within areas
most accessible by walking to the Merivale/Bryndwr (No 17) bus route, the
Fendalton to Airport (No 29) bus route and the City to Shirley bus route (No 7 and
44);

except where other proposed qualifying matters apply and with the boundaries of the 
zone defined to ensure coherent and logical zone boundary (block) extents are achieved; 

b. Within all existing areas zoned as Residential Suburban Density Transition and
Residential Medium Zones under the operative Christchurch District Plan;

2.3 Authorise Head of Planning and Consents to make all changes to PC14 necessary to achieve 
the above intent, more specifically define the zone boundaries, and make all necessary 
consequential changes. 

3 Authorise Head of Planning and Consents to make any necessary minor corrections or 
amendments to the Proposed Plan Changes 13 and 14 or their evaluation reports and 
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appendices, until the date of notification, to improve the clarity, accuracy or consistency of the 
documents.  

 
4 Authorise Head of Planning and Consents to make other consequential changes to chapters of 

the District Plan not otherwise affected by Plan Changes 14 and 13 and to approve those 
documents for notification.  
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To: Olivia Burnett <Olivia.Burnett@hud.govt.nz>; Fleur Rodway (Guest)
<Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz>
Cc: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: MDRS Clarification (and a well done for yesterday!)

Hi Olivia

Sorry just a quick question for our Mayor, have all the other tier 1 Council’s notified their Plan
changes? I have listed them from the RMA below – many thanks we don’t know 100%

tier 1 territorial authority 
(a)
Auckland Council:
(b)
Christchurch City Council:
(c)
Hamilton City Council:
(d)
Hutt City Council:
(e)
Kapiti Coast District Council:
(f)
Porirua City Council:
(g)
Selwyn District Council:
(h)
Tauranga City Council:
(i)
Upper Hutt City Council:
(j)
Waikato District Council:
(k)
Waimakariri District Council:
(l)
Waipa District Council:
(m)
Wellington City Council:
(n)
Western Bay of Plenty District Council

From: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 9 September 2022 3:07 pm
To: Olivia Burnett <Olivia.Burnett@hud.govt.nz>; Oliver, Sarah <Sarah.Oliver@ccc.govt.nz>
Cc: Fleur Rodway (Guest) <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: MDRS Clarification (and a well done for yesterday!)

Hi Oliva,

Thanks for the vote of support; it certainly was a challenging meeting, but we’ll see what
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happens on Tuesday. I have no doubt that we will be in touch shortly thereafter about the
resolution.
 
Appreciate you sending through the below detail – which I had just seen come from Selwyn,
funnily enough. The below aligns with our understanding of the density standards.
 
Talk soon,
 

Ike Kleynbos
Principal Advisor – Planning
City Planning (E)

 
 

03 941 5154    

Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz

Te Hononga Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch

PO Box 73012, Christchurch 8154

ccc.govt.nz

 

 
 

From: Olivia Burnett <Olivia.Burnett@hud.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 9 September 2022 2:36 pm
To: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>; Oliver, Sarah <Sarah.Oliver@ccc.govt.nz>
Cc: Fleur Rodway (Guest) <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz>
Subject: MDRS Clarification (and a well done for yesterday!)
 
Kia ora koutou Sarah and Ike,
 
Well done on your work at the council meeting yesterday – it was definitely an interesting live
stream to watch! Even though the final vote has been delayed until Tuesday, I hope you were
still able to do some celebrating with your team. Fleur is away at the moment but if you need to
discuss any of the requirements around Tier 1 status or any of the other procedural matters that
arose during the council meeting, please feel free to reach out as I can easily set up a teams call
with MFE/HUD officials to answer questions or clarify things.
 
Aside from that, I’m mostly emailing you to let you know that we have recently received a
number of queries about the application of the MDRS windows and landscape standards and
would like to provide the following clarification to councils:
 
17) Windows to street
Any residential unit facing the street must have a minimum of 20% of the street-facing façade
in glazing. This can be in the form of windows or doors.
 
·       The intent of this standard is to allow passive surveillance of streets and improve the visual
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appearance of buildings from the street.
o   We have heard concerns that determining ‘facing the street’ may be a bit ambiguous,

but ultimately this will be up to each council to determine. We are aware of councils
that have proposed adding a clarification to their standards such as “this standard
only applies to sites with a direct frontage to a road and the residential unit is within
Xm of that road frontage”. This could be added as a council submission to your IPI if
desired.

o   In line with the intent of the standard, this applies only to the street facing façade
more clearly identified with being part of the residential unit (where people live) and
not the part of the building that is clearly a garage (if an attached or internal garage
is included)

o   There are no requirements on the level of transparency of the glazing
o   On a corner site, the standard applies to both street-facing facades
o   The façade includes gable ends

 
18) Landscaped area

1)      A residential unit at ground floor level must have a landscaped area of a minimum of
20% of a developed site with grass or plants, and can include the canopy of trees
regardless of the ground treatment below them.

2)      The landscaped area may be located on any part of the development site, and does
not need to be associated with each residential unit

 
·       The intent of this standard is to ensure that green space is provided and also incentivise the

maintenance of existing trees on a site.
o   There is no landscape requirement for residential units located above ground floor

level
o   The 20% requirement applies to the total site (not net site area), it does not need to

be associated with each residential unit
o   A development site should be treated the same as a site as defined in the national

planning standards, in that it is a ‘site’ being developed. It does not mean ‘net site
area’.

o   The 20% requirement applies to the total site (as defined in the national planning

standards)  For example if a 600m2 site being developed with 3 houses and not

subdivided, the 20% requirement would equal 120m2. If the 600m2 site is subdivided

into 3 individual 200m2 lots, then the 20% requirement for each new lot would equal

40m2.
o   It will be up to councils to determine the extent of a tree canopy (for the purpose of

this standard)
o   It will be up to councils to determine the appropriate ground treatment below the

tree canopy (for the purpose of this standard)
 
The wording of all other density standards in Schedule 3A of the Resource Management
(Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 is generally commonplace
within a range of district plans and it will be up to councils to determine how best to apply them.
Please also share this email with your resource consent team and any other CCC staff members
who it would assist.
 
Speak soon.
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Nga mihi,
 
Olivia Burnett (she/her)
Policy Advisor | Policy and Legislation Design – Team 4
Solutions Design and Implementation
olivia.burnett@hud.govt.nz | Phone: +64 4-832 2456
www.hud.govt.nz | Level 8, 7WQ, 7 Waterloo Quay, Wellington 6011 (Next to 8.03)

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

[IN-CONFIDENCE:RELEASE EXTERNAL]

 

 

Disclaimer

 

This email is confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you have
received this email in error, then any use is strictly prohibited. Please notify us
immediately and delete all copies of this email and any attachments. Any opinions
expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Housing and Urban
Development.

**********************************************************************
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
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************

 

 

Disclaimer

 

This email is confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you have
received this email in error, then any use is strictly prohibited. Please notify us
immediately and delete all copies of this email and any attachments. Any opinions
expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Housing and Urban
Development.
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**********************************************************************
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.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
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Sent: Friday, 26 August 2022 9:39 am
To: Kleynbos, Ike <Ike.Kleynbos@ccc.govt.nz>
Subject: Response to query on non-notification of IPI
 
Kia ora Ike,
 
Olivia let me know that you had a question in your catch-up last week. I understand it related to
compliance if the Christchurch City Council voted not to endorse and subsequently notify an
Intensification Planning Instrument. 
 
If this situation were to eventuate, we would be likely to consider the following course of action:
 

1. Quickly getting a detailed understanding of why this has happened, this would involve
working closely with Christchurch City Council to determine the most appropriate way to
proceed.

2. If the Council was genuinely unwilling to comply, the Minister for the Environment would
take this action very seriously.

3. There are tools at the Ministera€™s disposal to ensure compliance with the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA), including their intervention powers under the RMA. The
Minister would determine the most appropriate response based on the circumstances.

 
We would also want to ensure Christchurch City Council is aware that that any rules that are
more restrictive than the MDRS may be challenged by developers or individuals wanting to
develop. The RMA is clear that the medium density residential standards apply to relevant
residential zones (section 77G) and an Intensification Planning Instrument must be notified on or
before 20 August 2022 (section 80F).
 
Christchurch City Council has already taken on additional risk by delaying their notification date
due to staff illness, and it would be disappointing to see the Intensification Planning Instrument
delayed further.
 
If you have any questions about the above, please dona€™t hesitate to contact me. I am also
happy to set up a Teams call with you and John Higgins if youa€™d like.
 
NgÄ  mihi nui,

Fleur
 
Fleur Rodway (she/her)
Senior Policy Analyst | KaitÄ tari Kaupapa Here Matua
Urban and Infrastructure Policy

Ministry for the Environment | ManatÅ« MÅ¨ Te Taiao
fleur.rodway@mfe.govt.nz | mfe.govt.nz
Ministry staff work flexibly by default. For me, this means I work full-time and am based in Wellington.Rele
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**********************************************************************
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.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
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Council 
08 September 2022 

Item No.: 7 Page 1 

7. Approval to notify Plan Changes 13 and 14
Reference Te Tohutoro: 21/1712831

Report of Te Pou Matua: 
Mark Stevenson, Planning Manager, Ike Kleynbos, Principal Advisor 
Planning 

General Manager 
Pouwhakarae: 

Jane Davis, General Manager Infrastructure, Planning and 
Regulatory Services 

1. Purpose of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo
1.1 The purpose of this report is to recommend public notification of changes to the Christchurch

District Plan (District Plan): 

1.1.1  Plan change 13 (PC13) for heritage; 

1.1.2 Plan change 14 (PC14), to give effect to government priorities, directed through the 
National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) and the 
amendments to the Resource Management  Act 1991 (RMA) made last year.  

1.2 The Council has no option about some matters in PC14. It must notify some of the changes. 
That is because they are directed by central government in the NPS-UD and in the 
amendments to the RMA.  

1.3 The decisions in this report are of high significance in relation to the Christchurch City 
Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy   The level of significance was determined by 
taking into account the citywide introduction of Medium Density Residential Standards into 
the District Plan (except where Qualifying Matters exempt their application) and the impact 
this may have on the urban form of local neighbourhoods, the central city and suburban 
centres. 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu
That the Council:

Approve the public notification of Plan Change 13 Heritage and its associated evaluation 
report (prepared in accordance with section 32 of the RMA) as included in attachments to this 
report, pursuant to Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the RMA.  

Approve the public notification of Plan Change 14 Housing and Business Choice and its 
associated evaluation report (prepared in accordance with sections 32 and 77J-77R of the 
RMA) as included in attachments to this report, pursuant to Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. 

Authorise Head of Planning and Consents to make any necessary minor corrections or 
amendments to the Proposed Plan Changes 13 and 14 or their evaluation reports and 
appendices, until the date of notification, to improve the clarity, accuracy or consistency of 
the documents.  

Authorise Head of Planning and Consents to make other consequential changes to chapters of 
the District Plan not otherwise affected by Plan Changes 14 and 13 and to approve those 
documents for notification.  
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Council 
08 September 2022  

 

Item No.: 7 Page 2 

3. Reason for Report Recommendations Ngā Take mō te Whakatau 
3.1 The Council is required to implement the Government’s National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development (NPS-UD) and the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other 
Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (RM Amendment Act), by permitting development in 
accordance with Medium Density Residential Standards (MDRS) and enabling intensification 
around commercial areas and rapid transit routes in the District Plan.  

3.2 MDRS has the effect, in most residential areas of Christchurch, of enabling up to three homes, 
up to 12 metres high, on a property without resource consent, if development complies w th 
the relevant standards. Central government has not given the Council the option under the 
RMA of declining to introduce the MDRS. Council’s sole discretion is to provide more lenient 
standards than the MDRS, or to propose “qualifying matters” that warrant restriction on the 
intensification enabled by the NPS-UD.   

3.3 The new government direction requires greater building development to be allowed within 
and around the central city, suburban commercial centres and planned high frequency and 
capacity public transport networks. PC14 therefore proposes that height limits are increased 
to enable development within and around the central city and subu ban commercial centres. 
Additionally, the plan change includes the rezoning of some industrial areas within walking 
distance of the central city, and enabling housing and mixed-use development in industrial 
areas within walking distance of larger suburban centres   

3.4 The RM Amendment Act allows for exemptions to where the new MDRS, and intensification 
around centres, apply if there are special reasons, known as Qualifying Matters, for restricting 
development – such as an area’s heritage or vulnerability to natural hazards.  

3.5 Plan Change 14 also partially implements National Planning Standards introduced in 2018 and 
which require national consistency in the structure, form, definitions and mapping of District 
Plans. The NPS-UD uses terms defined in the National Planning Standards and PC14 adopts 
these, including changes to zone names e.g. City Centre zone. 

3.6 As part of a Heritage Plan Change (Plan Change 13), new Residential Heritage Areas are 
proposed for protection of their heritage values. The plan change also proposes around 70 
buildings, items and building interiors are added to the Schedule of Significant Historic 
Heritage. These are also proposed as qualifying matters in PC14.  

 
4. Alternative Options Considered Ētahi atu Kōwhiringa  

 

4.1 Plan changes 14 and 13 are accompanied by detailed evaluation reports prepared under s32 
of the RMA, which includes the consideration of reasonably practicable alternatives. Those 
evaluations assess the efficiency and effectiveness of alternatives to the proposed provisions 
for the District Plan. They conclude that the plan change provisions as recommended are the 
most appropriate.  

4.2 In relation to the plan change process, the following options for Plan Change 14 have been 
considered. 

Plan Change 14 – Alternative options 

To not notify the Plan Change or only notify the MDRS and Qualifying Matters (i.e. breach of 
statutory obligations) 

4.3 This is not an option. The Council is legally obliged to change its District Plan to implement the 
NPS-UD and the RMA, to give effect to the government’s policy direction on urban form and 
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Council 
08 September 2022  

 

Item No.: 7 Page 3 

legislative changes to increase housing supply and improve affordability – most notably to 
introduce the Medium Density Residential Standards (MDRS).  

4.4 If the Council refuses to perform its statutory duty, then: 

4.4.1 The High Court might order it to perform its statutory duties: any person can apply to 
the High Court for an urgent order directing the Council to do what it is required by law 
to do.  

4.4.2 The Minister might replace the Council with Commissioners or Crown Managers to 
perform the Council’s functions. That could be either to perform just the duty to notify 
the plan change or all of the Council’s duties. The elected council will then have no 
control over the content of the notified plan change. That will be decided by the 
Commissioner, subject to terms of reference set by the Minister.  

Option to do more than statutorily required 

4.5 An option could have been to fully implement the National Planning Standards whilst giving 
effect to the overarching intensification direction in the NPS-UD and RM Amendment Act. This 
option was not pursued because of the very short timeframe and the significant amount of 
work required. The Council has until 2026 to implement the Nat onal Planning Standards, and 
Plan Change 14 partially adopts those standards by inclusion of new definitions, zoning, 
standards, and mapping conventions, as reasonably p acticable.  

Option for Council to decide on changes to what staff recommend 

4.6 The Council could decide to make changes to what staff have recommended, where Council 
has discretion in the implementation of MDRS and NPS-UD. That discretion includes the:  

 Extent and nature of qualifying matters where the level of intensification may be 
reduced  

 Extent of walkable catchments defined from the City Centre and suburban centres  

 Height limits (except as prescribed under Policy 3 of the NPS-UD). 

4.7 While there is discretion  the plan change recommended for approval to notify is supported by 
an evaluation that demonstrates the plan change is the most appropriate, drawing on a 
significant amount of expert assessment. This includes consideration of reasonably 
practicable alternatives to the proposed provisions, to determine their appropriateness 
having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness. The costs and benefits (environmental, 
economic, social, cultural) and the risks of acting or not acting are also assessed.  

4.8 In evaluating whether a qualifying matter is appropriate, the evaluation report must also 
include an assessment of the need for qualifying matters as limitations on intensification and 
their impact on MDRS and Policy 3 of the NPS-UD. There must be an assessment of the impact 
on development capacity including the costs of imposing limits.  

4.9 Staff recommend against the Council notifying changes to the District Plan that are 
unsupported by the evaluation that is required by the RMA. The Council might not have 
evidence in support of the Council’s change.  

Plan Change 13 – Alternative options  

4.10 As Plan Change 13 on Heritage is going through the standard RMA process for plan changes it 
is not subject to the same timeframe as Plan Change 14; and while the protection of historic 
heritage is a matter of national importance under section 6(f) of the RMA, the Council has 
discretion over the content of the plan change.  The options available to Council are therefore 
as follows: 
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Item No.: 7 Page 4 

To seek changes to the plan change for notification 

4.11 Council staff recommend against changes to the plan change that are unsupported by the 
evaluation that is required by the RMA. Given the overlap, it would also necessitate changes to 
plan change 14. 

To not approve/ defer the plan change for notification 

4.12 Under s86B of the RMA, when the Council notifies proposed rules to protect heritage, those 
rules take immediate legal effect, which means that resource consent is required for any 
activity in breach of the proposed new rules. If the Council does not approve notifying the plan 
change, or defers the plan change, then development in accordance with the current 
permitted activity standards in the District Plan could be undertaken. This would not give 
immediate protection to Residential Heritage Areas and heritage items as prescribed under 
section 86B of the RMA and could result in the loss of or effects on the heritage values of these 
areas and sites. 

 

5. Background to the Plan Changes   
Context – Plan Change 14 

5.1 The Council is required to make changes to the Christchurch District Plan, to give effect to 
Government direction in the NPS-UD and 2021 amendment to the RMA, including the MDRS. 

5.2 Although the Council’s submission on the RM Amendment Act raised concerns about the 
process, and the limitations of a broad-brush, one-size-fits-all approach, it agreed that we 
need to concentrate growth within our city s current footprint, rather than continuing to grow 
outward over highly productive land on our suburban fringe. In addition, the closer people live 
to work and school, the less travelling people need to do, which can reduce transport-related 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

5.3 The MDRS enables an increase in minimum residential densities by permitting up to three 
storeys across most of the city, and up to three houses per section, without requiring a 
resource consent – effectively re-zoning the city’s urban residential areas to medium density 
and higher. The RMA requires that the MDRS apply to all relevant residential zones within the 
‘urban environment’.   

5.4 Policy 3 of the NPS-UD directs that District Plans “enable more people to live in, and more 
businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an urban environment” in or near a 
centre or other area with employment, that is well-serviced by existing or planned public 
transport or where there is a high demand for housing or business land.  

5.5 Under policy 3 of the NPS-UD, the Council is to:  

5.5.1 In the City Centre, enable building heights and densities to realise as much 
development capacity as possible to maximise the benefits of intensification (Policy 
3(a)).  

5.5.2 In Metropolitan centre zones, enable 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 (Policy 3(b)).  

5.5.3 Enable building heights of at least 6 storeys within at least a walkable catchment of 
existing and planned rapid transit stops, the edge of City Centre zones and Metropolitan 
centre zones (Policy 3(c)), and  
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5.5.4 Within and adjacent to neighbourhood centre zones, local centre zones, and town 
centre zones (or equivalent), enable heights and densities that are commensurate with 
the level of commercial activity and community services (Policy 3(d).  

5.6 The content of PC14 proposed to implement this direction is explained further in section 6 
below. 

Context – Plan Change 13 

5.7 Under section 6 of the RMA, the Council must “recognise and provide for…the protection of 
historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development” (section 6(f)). The 
definition of “historic heritage” under the RMA includes “historic sites, structures, places, and 
areas”, and “surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources” which are dealt 
with in Chapter 9.3 of the District Plan. 

5.8 PC13 is intended to better reflect aspects of the City’s history and communities through 
adding places including buildings and items to the heritage schedule, adding further building 
interiors for protection and adding areas as Residential Heritage Areas with regulatory 
protection for collective values in accordance with section 6. 

Feedback – Plan Change 14 and 13 

5.9 In April and May 2022 Council invited community feedback on draft plan changes 13 and 14. 
This was intended to enable early input to the draft proposals ahead of the formal process 
that begins with notification of the plan change.  

5.10 In the preparation of Plan Changes 14 and 13, there has been consultation with Mahaanui 
Kurataiao Limited. Discussions began in late 2021 to help frame overall thinking for the 
development of Plan Change 14. Following the release of the full draft proposal in April 2022, 
Council staff met with representatives from Mahaanui to further discuss the plan changes. 
Discussions with Mahaanui included the extent of qualifying matters. Maahanui expressed 
support for the approach undertaken thus far, and reiterated the importance of adequate 
qualifying matters to be captured in the proposal. 

6. Detail Te Whakamahuki  

PC14 ‘Housing and Business Choice’ Intensification Plan Change 
6.1 The Council has a legal obligation to implement the RM Amendment Act and NPS-UD. In doing 

so, there are matters the Council has no discretion on, including MDRS  i.e. prescribed 
standards e.g. height, recession plane, setbacks, and giving effect to policy 3 of the NPS-UD.  

6.2 The Council proposes to apply MDRS, and in some situations more lenient provisions than the 
MDRS, across all urban residential areas, including (but not limited to) Lyttelton and 
residential Port Hill areas. Two new residential zones are proposed, which apply MDRS, to 
replace a number of existing residential zones in the District Plan. These are the Medium 
Density Residential Zone (MRZ) and the High Density Residential Zone (HRZ). Within the MRZ, 
buildings would be permitted up to 12m with resource consent required above this. 

6.3 Lyttelton is included as we have assessed it to be part of the same labour and housing market 
as Ōtautahi Christchurch. Akaroa and Diamond Harbour do not meet the same definition, and 
are therefore not included in the urban environment.     
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6.4 In giving effect to policy 3 of the NPS-UD (refer to para. 5.5) PC14 enables the following: 

City Centre 

6.4.1 Policy 3(a) requires buildings heights and density of urban form to realise as much 
development capacity as possible in the City Centre zone, to maximise benefits of 
intensification. 

6.4.2 In response, PC14 enables buildings of up to 90 metres in the core of the central city, 
zoned City Centre zone. Buildings of 45 metres would be enabled in the Victoria St 
commercial area and for sites around Cathedral Square to manage shading effects. 
However, in all these cases, a resource consent would be required where the maximum 
road wall height is over 21 metres and/or the building base is over 28 metres.   

Walkable distance of City Centre (Residential, Mixed use zones) 

6.4.3 Policy 3(c) requires the District Plan to enable building heights of at least 6 storeys 
within at least a walkable catchment of the edge of the City Centre zone.  

6.4.4 In response, PC14 enables, for the High Density Residential zone (HRZ) around the City 
Centre zone, buildings of 10 storeys /32 metres in height. Beyond and within walking 
distance of the City Centre zone, also zoned HRZ, buildings up to 20 metres high/ six 
storeys would be enabled. However, in all of these cases, resource consent would be 
required for any building 14m or greater in height, with a broader range of matters 
assessed for buildings exceeding 32m in height. 

6.4.5 Building heights in the Central City Mixed Use Zone would be enabled to 32 metres but a 
resource consent would be required where the building base is over 17 metres. 

6.4.6 The plan change also proposes rezoning of industrial zoned land south of the Central 
City to Mixed Use, with changes to associated policies and rules to provide for 
comprehensive residential development.  

Within and adjacent to suburban centres  

6.4.7 Policy 3(d) requires that within and adjacent to neighbourhood centre zones, local 
centre zones, and town centre zones (or equivalent), building heights and density of 
urban form are commensurate with the level of commercial activities and community 
services.  

6.4.8 In response, PC14 rezones District Centres, for example Riccarton, Shirley/ The Palms, to 
Town Centre Zone. A height limit of 22 metres is proposed for Riccarton, Hornby, and 
Papanui while a height limit of 20 metres is proposed for Belfast, Shirley, Linwood, and 
North Halswell.  

6.4.9 Neighbourhood Centres, for example, Merivale, Barrington, and New Brighton would be 
rezoned to Local Centre Zone. The heights enabled within these centres would be  
differentiated based on the range and scale of commercial activity and community 
services anticipated with graduating height limits as follows: 

 Small (12 metres) e.g. Addington, Avonhead 

 Medium (14 metres) e.g. Barrington, New Brighton 

 Large (20m) e.g. e.g. Church Corner/ Bush Inn, Merivale 

6.4.10 Local Centres, for example a parade of shops would be rezoned to Neighbourhood 
Centre zone and have a height limit of 12 metres consistent with the height limit in 
surrounding residential zones.  
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6.4.11 Areas around these centres will also enable increased building heights for housing (14-
20 metres). However, in all cases, resource consent will be required for any building over 
14m with a broader range of matters assessed for buildings over 20m.   

6.4.12 PC14 also proposes that a brownfield overlay be introduced for some industrial areas 
within walking distance of large commercial centres. This is to enable redevelopment 
for housing and mixed-use activities if certain criteria are met. 

Other changes 
6.5 Other changes proposed through PC14 are described below (Refer to Plan Change for a full 

description): 

6.5.1 Changes and additions are proposed to rules within commercial zones to ensure that 
they achieve high quality urban environments and to permit small buildings that meet 
certain criteria to be established without the need for resource consent in some zones; 

6.5.2 A financial contribution is proposed to address adverse effects of development 
(intensification) on the tree canopy cover in the urban environment. Christchurch’s tree 
canopy survey shows that the cover is falling with the most significant drop on private 
land; and 

6.5.3 Changed objectives, policies and other provisions throughout the District Plan that 
support or are consequential to the above changes. 

Qualifying Matters   
6.6 The plan change also sets out Qualifying Matters. The RMA allows for these to be proposed as 

a limit on intensification, if they pass a tight statutory test and appraisal through this process. 
Staff set out a proposed approach and a draft list of proposed Qualifying Matters in the report 
to the 2 December 2021 UD&T meeting, which was endorsed by the Committee (Refer: 
UDATC/2021/00030).   

6.7 There is a strong evidence base required and additional evaluation requirements to address 
for qualifying matters, including an assessment of the impact of a qualifying matter on 
development capacity and a site specific analysis that demonstrates the levels of 
intensification othe wise enabled are inappropriate. As part of carrying existing District Plan 
development constraints through as Qualifying Matters, staff have reviewed them and 
revisited the evidence relied on for the District Plan Review. As a result, there have been 
changes made through this process.   

6.8 Development in accordance with the MDRS is not barred in areas where Qualifying Matters 
apply.  Applicants might still be granted resource consent.  Also, there are some features in the 
District Plan, which could be considered Qualifying Matters but which will not limit 
height/density (e.g. some specific hazard constraints like low-risk flooding, liquefaction 
management).   

6.9 PC14 proposes that Qualifying Matters are applied, including matters of national importance 
(RMA s6), as follows: 

6.9.1 Natural and cultural features, and hazards: 

 Outstanding and Significant Natural Features and Landscapes;  

 Areas of Significant Ecological Value;  

 Sites of Wāhi  Tapu; Wāhi Taonga, Silent Files, Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna; Ngā Wai;  

 Areas at risk of rockfall, cliff collapse and mass movement (Slope Hazard Areas);  
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 High Flood Hazard Management Areas;  

 Flood Ponding Management Areas;  

 Heritage items and settings;  

 Heritage, Significant and Other Trees; 

 Heritage Areas and areas that interface with heritage areas and significant public 
open space including surrounding Cathedral Square, New Regent Street, Arts 
Centre;  

 Riccarton Bush interface; and  

 Waterbody Setbacks and limits on building height near the Styx River   

6.10 The qualifying matter proposed in the surrounds of Cathedral Square, New Regent Street and 
the Arts Centre has the effect of reducing the height limit to manage shading effects and to 
minimise building dominance on the heritage values of these buildings and spaces. 

6.11 The other qualifying matters proposed are:  

 Residential Character Areas;  

 Electricity Transmission corridors and structures;  

 Airport Noise Influence Area;  

 Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay;  

 Sites adjoining the railway network; 

 Designations  

 Coastal Hazard Management Areas;  

 Radio Communication Pathways;  

 Vacuum Sewer Wastewater Constraint Areas; and 

 Reduced height limits along Victoria Street. 

6.12 The Airport Noise Influence area is proposed over areas affected by the 50dBA Ldn noise 
contour, based on the outer-most of two possible contour lines in the most up to date 
modelling by Christchurch International Airport Limited. This is currently subject to 
Independent Peer Review with the possibility of changes following this review. Evidence of 
that peer review and the Airport’s response to it will be available before the IHP hearing of 
PC14. By including the larger extent of the revised contour at this time, the risk of medium or 
high density housing being established in areas affected by greater levels of noise can be 
reduced until such time that the revised contour is confirmed.  

6.13 The Coastal Hazard Management Areas represent where there is a High or Medium risk of 
inundation and/or erosion. To give effect to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement, strong 
policy direction is introduced that seeks to avoid increased risk of harm associated with 
intensification. Council staff and consultants will be advising on the merits of that in a plan 
change to be notified in 2023 on coastal hazards. 

6.14 The Radio Communication pathways from the Justice Precinct to maintain communication for 
emergency services was initially propose to be introduced by way of a separate plan change. 
However, it is now proposed as part of Plan Change 14. 
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Feedback from consultation on draft plan changes 

6.15 Engagement on the Housing and Business Choice and Heritage plan changes ran for four 
weeks. Online forums to discuss the planned changes were well-subscribed. Although the 
Council communications were clear about which proposals were already a ‘given’ under the 
Government’s MDRS, there were still many comments on these elements. 

6.16 Themes within the comments included meeting the needs of a growing population while 
protecting privacy, sunlight, trees, heritage buildings and character areas. Those who 
provided feedback considered retaining the ‘feel’ of local neighbourhoods to be important   

6.17 Topics attracting most comments were: building heights above 12 metres; qualifying matters 
to restrict intensified development; the Medium Density Residential zone - the majo ity of 
comments opposed this zoning; business intensification; and financial contributions for tree 
canopy cover- 70 percent of commenters on this supported the approach or wanted it 
increased as people value the tree canopy.  

6.18 Following the pre-notification feedback staff have made a number of changes to the initial 
proposals.  

 Central city: Instead of being limitless, central city building heights are now proposed to 
be limited to 90 metres in the core, which is the City Centre zone, with a transition to 
lower heights further out from the core. Changes have also been made to matters 
considered for an urban design assessment and the process for certification. Ten storey 
residential areas are to be concentrated in areas adjacent to the core.  

 Character and heritage; Three new character areas have been identified, being Roker/ 
Penrith; Ryan Street and Bewdley/ Evesham and changes have been made to increase 
the extent of the Lyttelton Character Area. Buffers have been introduced to protect the 
edges of heritage areas, and new heritage features have been added.  

 Residential; Urban design requirements have been simplified and streamlined across 
zones. Assessment matters, objectives and policies have all been refined and simplified. 
The High density area around Shirley has been adjusted to reflect the wastewater 
constraint associated with the vacuum sewer system.  With respect to trees, the setback 
extent has been updated to provide better protection.  

 Commercial; A two  metre increase in height has been allowed around the  commercial 
centres of Riccarton, Papanui and Hornby 

Heritage Plan Change (Plan Change 13) 
6.19 The Heritage Plan Change is being progressed at the same time as the Housing and Business 

Choice Plan Change due to the potential impact of intensification – particularly for the as-yet 
unscheduled Residential Heritage Areas. Intensification could result in loss of heritage value 
e.g. where heritage value is associated with degree of openness or style of houses.  

6.20 This Plan Change incorporates:  

 An overall revision of the historic heritage rules.   

 Corrections to the Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage (Appendix 9.3.7.2).   

 The scheduling of around 44 additional buildings or items for protection.  

 The scheduling of around 29 additional heritage interiors for protection.   

 The introduction of 11 residential heritage areas.  

6.21 The Heritage Plan Change will be processed under the standard Schedule 1 RMA process.  
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6.22 Some of the content of PC13 is outside the scope of PC14 – eg heritage protections in zones 
that are not subject to MDRS and policy 3, or (arguably) rules concerning the interiors of 
heritage features. However, many proposed changes are duplicated in PC13 and PC14. That is 
a precautionary approach in case there are issues with either of those processes. This could be 
of particular benefit in relation to the new heritage and character features identified in these 
plan changes as PC13 rules taking immediate legal effect means that development currently 
permitted in the District Plan will require resource consent.  

Residential Heritage Areas  

6.23 Residential Heritage Areas are proposed to be included in the District Plan. There is some 
overlap between Residential Heritage Areas and Character Areas – for example emphasis on 
streetscape. However, Residential Heritage Areas have additional heritage values, and may be 
more diverse in character. Heritage is a matter of national importance under section 6 of the 
RMA.    

6.24 At a high level, they include buildings and features which collectively, rather than individually, 
are of significance to the city’s heritage and identity, and are required to be sufficiently intact. 
The number of areas assessed and subsequently discounted illustrate the high threshold: of 
the original 2010 longlist of 89 areas, 7 have been taken forward  A further 4 additional areas 
have been included – making 11 in total for this proposed Plan Change.   

Process 
6.25 The Council is required to use an Intensification Streamlined Planning Process (ISPP) for PC14 

to introduce the MDRS and amend the objectives, policies and rules within the District 
Plan.The process for PC14 is described in the table below: 

 

Public Notification of Plan Change 14 23rd September 2022 

Submissions can be made by anyone 31st October 2022 

Summary of submissions and submissions published 
Further submissions invited from certain persons* 

November/ December 2022 

Preparation of evidence/ reports with recommendations 
on submissions 

January/ February 2023 

Hearings before Independent Hearings Panel (IHP) March/ April 2023 

Recommendations of IHP prepared May/ June 2023 

Report to Council for a decision on the IHP’s 
recommendations (Refer to para. 6.26 below) 

August 2023 

Minister decision on IHP recommendations rejected by 
Council 

 

Appeals to the High Court on points of law  

* any person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; any person who has an 
interest in the proposal greater than the general public has; and the local authority itself. 

6.26 If the Council accepts all of the IHP recommendation, then that is the end unless there are 
point of law appeals to the High Court. If the Council rejects any part the IHP 
recommendation, the Council must send rejected part to the Minister for the Minister to 
decide whether to accept it, reject it or replace it with the Council’s recommendation.  
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6.27 The Minister for the Environment has directed that Council’s decisions on IHP 
recommendations are made on Plan Change 14 by the 20th August 2023.  

6.28 The Heritage Plan Change (PC13) will follow a ‘standard’ Schedule 1 Process under the RMA. 
Unlike the streamlined process for PC14, Council’s decision on the IHP’s recommendations 
can be appealed to the Environment Court. The Minister has no role in deciding on IHP 
recommendations rejected by the Council. 

7. Policy Framework Implications Ngā Hīraunga ā- Kaupapa here  
Strategic Alignment Te Rautaki Tīaroaro  
7.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2021 - 2031): 

7.1.1 Activity: Strategic Planning, Future Development and Regeneration 

 Level of Service: 9.5.1.1 Guidance on where and how the city grows through the 
District Plan. - Maintain operative District Plan, including monitoring outcomes to 
inform changes, and giving effect to national and regional policy statements  

Policy Consistency Te Whai Kaupapa here 
7.2 The decision is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua 
7.3 In preparation of Plan Change 14, consultation has been undertaken with Mahaanui Kurataiao 

Limited (Mahaanui). Discussions began in late 2021 to help frame overall thinking for the 
development of Plan Change 14 and involved discussing: 

 Strategic Directions development (Chapter 3); 

 Scope of relevant residential zones; 

 Scope of considerations for papakāinga / kāinga nohoanga development as part of 
MDRS; 

 Types of cultural significance features that should be considered as qualifying 
matters; and 

 Broader strategic outcomes of Plan Change 14. 

7.4 Following the release of the full draft proposal in April 2022, Council staff met with 
representatives from Mahaanui to further discuss the above. Mahaanui expressed support for 
the approach undertaken, and reiterated the importance of adequate qualifying matters to be 
captured in the proposal. 

7.5 Draft evaluation reports and draft changes were provided to Mahaanui on 22 July 2022. 

7.6 The hearing of submissions will be before an independent panel that includes Karen Coutts, 
nominated by Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu. 

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi 
7.7 This report and the Plan Change is consistent with the Kia tūroa te Ao | Ōtautahi Christchurch 

Climate Resilience Strategy. It is also consistent with the Council’s declaration of a Climate 
Emergency in 2019. 

7.8 Objective 8 of the NPS-UD requires that New Zealand’s urban environments support 
reductions in greenhouse gases; and are resilient to the current and future effects of climate 
change. 
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7.9 The proposed plan changes provides for increased density in the city and for growing within 
the city’s existing footprint rather than spreading - ‘growing up and in, rather than out’. This 
approach will have the longer term benefits of protecting soils in the city’s hinterland and will 
help to limit the distances people have to travel between work, school, and home. This will in 
turn help to reduce emissions.   

Accessibility Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Hunga Hauā 
7.10 The NPS-UD requires the District Plan to enable more people to live in and more businesses 

and community services to be located in, areas of the urban environment that are in or near a 
centre or other area with employment and/or well serviced by existing and planned public 
transport (Objective 3). The plan change supports this by enabling greater densities of housing 
and business development in proximity to employment and services, which improves 
accessibility.   

8. Resource Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  
Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 
8.1 The costs of preparation of the plan changes for notification have been budgeted for as part of 

the programme of work of the Planning and Strategic Transport Unit.   

8.2 Plan Change 14 will be subject to a streamlined planning process prescribed in the RMA, which 
will result in additional costs including the Independent Hearings Panel who will hear 
submissions. An estimate of costs has previously been prepared, which estimated a cost of 
$1.8 million, which has been budgeted for in the Annual Plan 2022-23. Costs may exceed this, 
depending on the number and extent of issues raised in submissions and any additional costs 
will be covered through other sources.  

Other 

8.3 The proposed provision for financial contributions for tree canopy cover will require 
administration of the plan, including the taking of monies. This will need to be budgeted for if 
the plan change is approved   

8.4 If the Council resolves to not notify PC14, with or without variation to it – that is, refuses to 
perform its statutory duty – then the Council will be liable for the costs of others if they seek 
orders from the High Court that the Council perform its duties, or costs to central government 
in appointing a commissioner or commissioners to perform the Council’s role.   

9. Legal Implications Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  
Statutory power to undertake proposals in the report Te Manatū Whakahaere Kaupapa  
9.1 With regard to PC14, the changes that the RM Amendment Act made to the RMA, and the NPS-

UD, require the Council to make changes to the District Plan as described in this report and 
dictate the required content of evaluation reports to support any proposed plan change.  

9.2 With regard to PC13, the RMA enables the Council to prepare a change to its District Plan at 
any time, subject to a consultation process set out in Schedule 1 of the Act. 

9.3 The RMA requirements and assessment matters relevant to deciding whether to propose a 
plan change are described in the evaluation reports that are attached to this report. 

Other Legal Implications Ētahi atu Hīraunga-ā-Ture 
9.4 As set out in detail above, the RMA and the NPS-UD provide directions from central 

government to local government. They direct the Council to include the MDRS and the 
implementation of the NPS-UD in the District Plan. The Minister has by Notice in the Gazette 
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set the date of 20 August 2023 by which the Council must issue a decision following an IHP 
recommendation.  

9.5 The Council must act in accordance with the directions to it from central government. That is 
its statutory duty.  

9.6 If the Council fails to perform its statutory duties under the RMA, then the Ministers can 
appoint people to take over the Council’s functions. That includes the ability to notify a plan 
change that does not include some of the qualifying matters being recommended by staff in 
this report, or that provides for more enabled development, in more places, than is 
recommended by staff in this report.  

9.7 That central government intervention arising from a Council failure to perform its duties could 
be either:  

9.7.1    Under section 25 of the RMA the Minister for the Environment can appoint someone 
else to make a decision on the content and notification of PC14, and the Council must pay the 
costs of that; and  

9.7.2 Under sections 258D-258L of the Local Government Act 2002, the Minister for Local 
Government can appoint a Crown Manager or Commission to perform this function, or to 
perform all of the Council’s functions, and the Council must pay the costs of that.  

10. Risk Management Implications Ngā Hīraunga Tūraru  
10.1 There are evidential risks and possible cost implications for the Council if it was to notify 

proposed District Plan provisions that are not supported in the evaluation reports.  There may 
not be evidence available to support such changes. There is therefore a much greater risk that 
the changes sought by Council are not accepted by the IHP. The alternative to making changes 
unsupported by evaluation reports s for Council to resolve to request staff to investigate 
making a submission to change the notified proposal, enabling additional time for staff to 
consider the merits of what is sought.  

10.2 Even if Council were to not seek changes to what is recommended by staff, it is always 
possible in these plan change processes that the provisions do not stand up to scrutiny and 
evidence is presented by other parties that the IHP favours. This has been mitigated by the 
extensive evidence and reporting on alternatives to the plan change as proposed, which has 
been prepared in accordance with sections 32 and 77J – R of the RMA.  

10.3 Given the impacts of illness and tight timeframes to prepare the plan change, there is also the 
risk of errors, which can be mitigated by the ability to make minor corrections following 
Council s decision on the plan change.  

10.4 The Independent Hearings Panel are not bound by the Council’s notified plan change, nor 
what is sought by submissions and could reach a position that recommends significant 
changes. In this regard, the process quite correctly has the inherent “risk” that the plan 
change that the IHP recommends to Council differs from what Council has notified. Council 
staff and consultants presenting evidence to the IHP are also not bound by the Council’s 
decision at notification, noting that those giving evidence must be objective and give their 
professional opinion to assist the Panel.  
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Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 
There are no attachments to this report. 
 
Additional background information may be noted in the below table: 

Document Name Location / File Link  
  

 
 

 
Confirmation of Statutory Compliance Te Whakatūturutanga ā-Ture 
Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 
of their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons 
bearing in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 
Authors Brent Pizzey - Senior Legal Counsel 

Sian Daly - Programme Manager Land Use & Growth 
Mark Stevenson - Manager Planning 

Approved By John Higgins - Head of Planning & Consents 
Jane Davis - General Manager Infrastructure, Planning & Regulatory Services 
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From: Sarah McCarthy <Sarah.McCarthy@mfe.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, 23 September 2022 4:40 pm
To: Higgins, John
Subject: Re: MFE/HUD/CCC meeting

Hi John 
Thanks for your email. Yes we have received the letter. I'll be in touch with you next week. 
Have a great long weekend  
Sarah  

From: Higgins, John <John.Higgins@ccc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 23 September 2022 4:26 pm 
To: Sarah McCarthy <Sarah.McCarthy@mfe.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: MFE/HUD/CCC meeting  

Hi Sarah 

You will probably already know, but the Mayor sent the letter earlier in the week.   It doesn’t provide a lot of detail, 
just that there’s a strong desire to collaborate on a way forward.  The Mayor’s asked for a response by the 29th Sept. 
being the last Council meeting prior to local body elections.  

If there are any questions arising in discussions, I’d be happy to discuss.  

Regards 

John Higgins
Head of Planning & Consents 
Planning & Consents Unit 

 

03 941 8224     027 209 4326 

John.Higgins@ccc.govt nz

Te Hononga Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 

PO Box 73013, Ch istchurch 8154 

ccc.govt.nz 

From: Sarah McCarthy <Sarah.McCarthy@mfe.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 16 September 2022 7:31 am 
To: Higgins, John <John.Higgins@ccc.govt.nz>; Jodie Cayford <Jodie.Cayford@dia.govt.nz>; Fergus Campbell 
<Fergus.Campbell@dia.govt.nz>; Fleur Rodway <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz>; Fiona McCarthy [EXTERNAL] (HUD) 
<Fiona.McCarthy@hud.govt.nz> 
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If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the 
sender and delete. 
Christchurch City Council 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz 
********************************************************************** 
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From: Fleur Rodway
To: Fiona McCarthy [EXTERNAL] (HUD)
Cc: Olivia Burnett
Subject: [IN-CONFIDENCE]Initial meeting with CCC on non-notification of intensification plan change
Date: Thursday, 20 October 2022 4:12:54 pm
Attachments: Initial meeting with CCC on non-notification of intensification plan change.docx

Kia ora Olivia and Fiona,

Please find attached the notes for the meeting on Tuesday with CCC and Janine and Lesley. I am
trying to Lesley to sign this out. But let me know if you have any suggestions.

Thanks

F

Document 12
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1 

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

Meeting note: Christchurch City Council non-notification of 
intensification plan change  

Attendees: Janine Smith, Lesley Baddon, Dawn Baxendale, Mayor Phil Mauger 

Time: Tuesday 

Location: Christchurch 

Recommended approach to the meeting: 

(a) Introductions
(b) Context – working together, conciliatory approach
(c) Investigation – what it will involve
(d) Nominees to carry out the investigation for input, preferences, additions
(e) Draft terms of reference – scope, objectives and request for input
(f) Next steps

Supporting information: 

Introductions  

1. Phil Mauger is the newly elected Mayor of Christchurch  He sat on the Christchurch City Council (the
Council) last term and voted not to notify an intensification plan change.

2. His campaign material included being a strong voice that is focused on Christchurch’s best interests,
particularly by building a good relationship with government. He also campaigned on:
• reducing Council’s carbon footprint and developing pragmatic solutions to identify and respond

to climate change issues
• supporting and engaging with affected communities to look at measures to mitigate and adapt

to the impact of climate change especially for our coastal and riverside neighbourhoods
• greening our neighbourhoods and increasing our tree cover canopy.

Context 

3. Fifteen councils1 were required by the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to notify changes to
their district plans by 20 August 2022 to enable intensification by giving effect to the National Policy
Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) and implementing the medium density residential
standards (MDRS).

4. Christchurch City Council was the only council that voted not to notify an intensification plan
change. The Council, via the former Mayor, has written to the Minister for the Environment to say

1 Auckland Council, Christchurch City Council, Hamilton City Council, Hutt City Council, Kāpiti Coast 

District Council, Porirua City Council, Rotorua District Council, Selwyn District Council, Tauranga City 
Council, Upper Hutt City Council, Waikato District Council, Waimakariri District Council, Waipā District 

Council, Wellington City Council, Western Bay of Plenty District Council.  

Document 12.1
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[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

the Council is aware that it is in breach of its statutory obligations and to request a bespoke solution 
for intensification in Christchurch.  

5. Council staff worked hard to prepare an intensification plan change (Proposed Plan Change 14), 
which integrates the NPS-UD and MDRS into the planning framework for Christchurch City.  

6. The MDRS and the NPS-UD intensification requirements can be made more enabling of 
development. The MDRS and NPS-UD intensification can also be made less enabling of development 
provided sufficient evidence is provided to justify this modification.  

7. The Council is part of the Urban Growth Partnership with the Government, the Whakawhanake 
Kāinga Committee, which aims to address housing affordability and availability by focusing 
intensification on centres and around key public transport routes.  

Investigation 

8. The Minister for the Environment will be conducting an investigation under section 24A of RMA in 
relation to the Council’s decision not to notify an intensification plan change.  

9. The investigation will involve:  
a. having conversations and working with the Council politicians and staff to understand the 

issues, including the councillors’ concerns  
b. understanding what is non-negotiable in terms of the intensification plan change and where 

there could be a pathway forward. 
10. The investigation will be focused on developing a common understanding between the Minister of 

the Environment and the new Council of its issues and concerns, as it develops its position on the 
notification of an intensification planning instrumen , noting the previous Council’s decision not to 
notify the plan changes needed for the intensification planning instrument under the RMA.   

11. We don’t intend the investigation to focus on finding particular solutions at this point; the focus is 
on understanding the Councils’ position.  

Nominees to carry out the investigation   

12. The Minister is looking to appoint an independent person to conduct the investigation with skills 
and the experience to work constructively with the Council.  

13. We have identified the following people as appropriate for this role: Rachel Reese, Bill Cashmore, 
Greg Pollock and John Hardie. Further details on these people are included in Appendix 1.  

Draft terms of reference  

14. MfE officials are preparing a terms of reference for the investigation. This will include the scope and 
objectives of the investigation.  

15. The scope of the investigation must fit within that provided for by section 24A of the RMA, which 
focuses on a council’s exercise or failure to exercise its functions powers or duties under the RMA. 
Section 24A is copied out in full in Appendix 2.  

Next steps  

16. The next steps are for the Council to provide the Minister any comments or preferences on the 
people identified as possible appointees for the position of investigator and on the scope and 
objectives of the investigation.  
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[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

 

Talking points:  

- The Minster for the Environment will undertake an investigation into the Council’s decision not 
to notify an intensification plan change.   

- We are keen to ensure the investigation is a process with the Council, politicians and staff, to 
understand the issues, including the councillors’ concerns about the intensification plan change, 
and to understand where there could be a pathway forward.  

- We are keen that the investigation really focuses on understanding the new Council’s 
perspectives, that is the priority.  

- The Minister is looking to appoint an independent person to conduct the investigation e have 
identified the following people as appropriate for this role: Rachel Reese, Bill Cashmore, Greg 
Pollock and John Hardie. The Minister is interested to know if you have a preference of any of 
these people to engage with the Council. 

- Officials are preparing a terms of reference for the investigation. This will include the scope and 
objectives of the investigation. Noting the scope of the investigation is limited by section 24A of 
the RMA, are there any matters you recommend we consider ncluding in the investigation.  
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[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

Appendix 2: Section 24A of the Resource Management Act 
1991 
24A Power of Minister for the Environment to investigate and make recommendations 

The Minister for the Environment may— 

(a) investigate the exercise or performance by a local authority of any of its functions, powers, or duties 
under this Act or regulations under this Act; and 

(b) make recommendations to the local authority on its exercise or performance of those functions, 
powers, or duties; and 

(c) investigate the failure or omission by a local authority to exercise or perform any of its functions, 
powers, or duties under this Act or regulations under this Act; and 

(d) make recommendations to the local authority on its failure or omission to exercise or perform those 
functions, powers, or duties; and 

(e) take action under section 25 or section 25A if the local authority’s failure or omission to act on a 
recommendation gives the Minister grounds to take action under one or both of those sections. 
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From: Fleur Rodway
To: Janine Smith; Ella Bambrough-Copeland
Cc: Sarah McCarthy; Lesley Baddon
Subject: [IN-CONFIDENCE]Updated talking points for conversation with Ngai Tahu re Chch non-notification
Date: Thursday, 17 November 2022 10:28:51 am
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

Kia ora Janine and Ella,

These are the updated talking points for Janine’s call to Ngai Tahu at 11:30am on Thursday about
Christchurch City Council voting not to notify an intensification plan change.

Please let me know if there is anything else you need.

On 13 September 2022, Christchurch City Council (the Council) voted not to notify a
housing intensification plan change as required by the Resource Management Act
1991 (RMA).
The former Mayor, Hon Lianne Dalziel wrote to the Minister Parker, to advise that
the Council is aware it is breaching its statutory obligations and to request that the
Minister work alongside the Council to find a bespoke solution for housing
intensification in Christchurch.  
In response, the Minister for the Environment decided to initiate an investigation
under section 24A of the RMA. The in estigation will be a process with elected
representatives and staff from the Council to understand the issues associated with
intensification in Christchurch and to determine where there could be a pathway
forward.
Ministry for the Environment officials have had an initial meeting with the newly
elected Mayor, Phil Mauger (pronounced Major) and the Council’s Chief Executive,
Dawn Baxendale about the possibility of an investigation and an appropriate person
to lead the investigation. Officials have prepared a Terms of Reference for the
investigation. 
John Hardie has been appointed to lead the investigation. He is a very experienced
mediator and a resident of Christchurch City.
There will be a media release from Minister Twyford’s office at 12:00noon today.
The investigation will be starting in the next couple of days.
The Investigator will submit a final report to the Minister for the Environment. This
will include recommendations for any further action required. 

Question
In the terms of reference, we are proposing to require the investigator to engage
with Ngai Tahu. Should that be through you (Ngai Tahu head-office)? Or through
Mahaanui Kurataiao?

Note: Mahaanui Kurataiao is the resource management company with the
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mandate to represent the interests of the six Ngai Tahu Papatipu Runanga in area
of Canterbury north of the Ashburton River. It provided feedback on the
Christchurch City Council’s draft intensification planning instrument when it was
released for feedback in May 2022.  It was generally supportive enabling housing
for mana whenua, but wanted to ensure sites, places and matters of significance to
Ngai Tahu were protected.

 
Nga mihi nui,
 
Fleur
 
Fleur Rodway (she/her)
Senior Policy Analyst | Kaitatari Kaupapa Here Matua
Urban and Infrastructure Policy

Ministry for the Environment | Manatu Mo Te Taiao
fleur.rodway@mfe.govt.nz | mfe.govt.nz
Ministry staff work flexibly by default. For me, this means I work full-time and am based in Wellington.
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A hard copy was given to Janine last night. And we printed a copy for Lesley as well and Janine
should have that.

Thank you!

Fleur

Fleur Rodway (she/her)
Senior Policy Analyst | Kaitatari Kaupapa Here Matua
Urban and Infrastructure Policy

Ministry for the Environment | Manatu Mo Te Taiao
fleur.rodway@mfe.govt.nz | mfe.govt.nz
Ministry staff work flexibly by default. For me, this means I work full-time and am based in Wellington.
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From: Fleur Rodway <Fleur.Rodway@mfe.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 17 November 2022 8:58 am
To: Janine Smith <Janine.Smith@mfe.govt.nz>; Ella Bambrough-Copeland <Ella.Bambrough-
Copeland@mfe.govt.nz>
Cc: Sarah McCarthy <Sarah.McCarthy@mfe.govt.nz>; Lesley Baddon
<Lesley.Baddon@mfe.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: [IN-CONFIDENCE]Points Janine's call with CCC on Thursday 17 November

Kia ora Janine,

Please find below points for your call to Christchurch City Council CE Dawn Baxendale at
11:00am on Thursday 17 November

Minister Parker delegated the decision on who to lead the investigation to Min ster
Twyford.
Minister Twyford has appointed John Hardie.
Ministry Twyford will send the Mayor and Dawn a letter confirming the investigation, the
appointment and providing the terms of reference at 11:00am on Thursday.
Minister Twyford’s office will issue a press release at either 11:30am or 1:00pm on
Thursday. (Ministers office proposed 11:30 we are trying to get it moved to 1:00pm to
give CCC time to prepare their comms response).
Introductory meeting between Janine, Lesley, John Hardie, Dawn B and Mayor Mauger to be
held on Friday or Monday depending on availability.
Officials will then liaise with the investigator and the Council’s staff and politicians to
confirm the project plan, including organising dates for an initial meeting and interviews.

Thank you,

Fleur

Fleur Rodway (she/her)
Senior Policy Analyst | Kaitatari Kaupapa Here Matua
Urban and Infrastructure Policy

Ministry for the Environment | Manatu Mo Te Taiao
fleur.rodway@mfe.govt.nz | mfe.govt.nz
Ministry staff work flexibly by default. For me, this means I work full-time and am based in Wellington.

Document 15
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From: Stevenson, Mark
Sent: Friday, 16 September 2022 9:21 AM
To: Snook, Katherine
Cc: Higgins, John; Elphick, Anna; Grabner-Thornley, Nadja
Subject: Update PC14

Hi Katherine

To keep you informed, John, Brent and I met yesterday with officials from the Ministry for the Environment, Ministry for Housing and Urban Development, and Department of Internal Affairs.
 The meeting went well.   The tone of the meeting was friendly and constructive.  

The key messages (at officials level) we took from the meeting were:
- Officials were not signalling any immediate action from Ministers.
- The Minister is waiting to receive a letter from the Council as resolved at Tuesday’s Council meeting. 

There was also general discussion around the Mayor’s alternative proposal and further engagement.  While officials were open to further engagement, they noted they would be looking for direction from
Ministers.

The key next step is for a letter to be sent by the Mayor to Ministers.  

We will continue engaging with officials, building on yesterday’s conversation.

Thanks

Mark 
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Meeting Notes – Meeting with Dawn Baxendale (Council) and Lesly Baddon (MfE) – 5 October 2022

(Notes taken by Council staff)

5/10 Lesley Baddon

 Heads up

 Letters to  send out after election by way of press

 Mayor of Waipa

 Other LAs who have notified PC – Letter to be sent next week

o Thank you for complying

o Still process to go through

o Instructed MfE officials to work closely

o AS you are aware, I am looking at next steps with CCC to get compliance

 CCC - letter next week

o Letter

o Disappointment to not go ahead

o Reminder of importance of housing affordability

o Firm that he expects Council to get to compliance

o Wants to do that collaboratively

o

o Won't say anything re. below

Intent (not in letter)

 Put investigator in - not manager/ commissioner

o To get on same page of issues

o Part 4

o Least intrusive

o Collaboration

o No scope/ terms of ref til week of 14th

o Letter coming before formal decision

o Janine Smith in conversation to get Terms of reference into state we are all happy with

 Officials Full of praise for staff

No reflection of staff

s9(2)(g)(i)
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