Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  01/07/2023
First name: Emma Last name: Brittenden

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

101

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes
Why:

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  01/07/2023
First name: David Last name: Moore

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

102

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:
| like the focus around public transport and rail.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
We are too reliant on cars. Intensification is good for people's health, the environment, and will minimise costs associated with
growth in the future. Cars are highly destructive and their impact on society should be minimised. This starts by creating a city
where we are less dependent on them.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
If we intensify, people will still need green spaces within the city to enjoy nature. It is good to increase the amount of
communally shared green spaces and parks to ensure that everyone's needs are met. While waterways in Christchurch have
their challenges, they are clear and add a lot of beauty to the city. More green spaces means less contamination to rivers
through runoff.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
Christchurch is sprawled enough already, so preserving soil and productive land should now be the priority. Looking at cities
like London that decided to keep green belts adds good insight too, there are few places that regret doing so.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
These are the dense areas that will create the most revenue, and therefore have the most focus. Taking this focus away from
spraw! will reduce incentive for people to do so.
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The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes

Why:
This all looks good. To point 6.4, it would be nice to see stronger measures in place. People drive because it is convenient,
so it would be good to take away some car infrastructure in favour of more bus, rail, or dedicated bike lanes to ensure the
incentive is effective. A commitment to tax and subsidies as methods of affecting change would also be a good way of
accelerating sustainable transport.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
My big priorities are minimise driving, maximise urban density, and preserve and enhance green spaces and blue
ways around the city. It is okay to make driving less convenient as a way of achieving these goals.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  01/07/2023
First name: Derek Last name: Milne

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

103

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Unsure
Why:

While I welcome improved public/mass transit in the region, | would like to see that take the form of regional
passenger rail service integrated as part of a national passenger rail network. Regional passenger rall
services from the growth towns around Christchurch into the city would offer a truly viable alternative to
private car travel.

| like the bus with bike rack from Rangiora to the city and have used it regularly, but it is under-utilised and
isn't quick enough to win over enough car drivers. Fast, regular, reliable passenger rail from Rangiora,
Amberley, Rolleston, Ashburton, etc to Christchurch is the only realistic option to get people out of their cars
and stop them straining the infrastructure by driving private vehicles into the city.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Brownfield sites along the transport corridors is the only sensible option. No further expansion into green spaces.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

But you have to stick to it. No exceptions. No developers' money turning council heads.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
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Yes

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
Yes. Pedestrianise Rangiora High Street while you're at and create and truly people-focussed town centre. Will require some
political courage.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  01/07/2023
First name: Don Last name: Babe

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

104

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

s .
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:
Public transport is the best form of transport. It provides a much calmer journey than in a single occupancy vehicle.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
It makes amenities much more accessible if there are lots of people living around commercial centres. Higher density housing
also reduces the cost of providing services.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

We need more parks to absorb the hear a built environment generates.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Unsure
Why:

It has been tried and is hard to preserve.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
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Why (please specify the Priority Area):
They already have a lot of the infrastructure and commercial centres.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially

Why:
| think the freight network needs a lot more work, maintenance of the existing will continue to reduce city air
guality and cause people to die young.

During the time of this plan we need 90%-+ of the freight to the port arriving by rail and all of the waste to
Kate Valley being moved by rail.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
It is great this plan is being discussed but local councils have to follow it, lets not have outlying developments
approved by local councils.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  01/07/2023
First name: Gary Last name: Durey

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

105

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

No

Why:
inefficient use of limited road space too many bus and cycle lanes and trees should not be planted on center strips or berms
they cause too much damage.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
No

Why:
inefficient use of limited road space too many bus and cycle lanes and trees should not be planted on center strips or berms
they cause too much damage.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?
No
Why:
inefficient use of limited road space too many bus and cycle lanes and trees should not be planted on center strips or berms
they cause too much damage.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
inefficient use of limited road space too many bus and cycle lanes and trees should not be planted on center strips or berms
they cause too much damage.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
You have stupidly listed too many suburbs in a single question.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.
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(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
No

Why:
Stop wasting money on shit PR projects and fix infrastructure.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
| will be voting out the current Council and try again until we get council that will fix infrastructure and get rid of over
paid ceo and department heads and intrenched bureaucrats.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  02/07/2023
First name: Jackson Last name: Reilly

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

106

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:
Public transport is the one thing christchurch lacks compared to Auckland and Wellington

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Focusing houses around transport corridors encourages people to use alternate transport and is better for the environment, as
well as more convenient for commuting for work.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Christchurch has some of the most beuatiful green spaces in all NZ Cities, so these should be protected.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
Reducing the urban noise impact on rural areas is benefecial for the envrionment, and the more green space the better for the
environment too

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
These areas are hubs for people where people from outside the area come to, as such they need the proper due care taken
and coordination from multi agencies is good for this

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.
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(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes

Why:
All values are beneficial to both Pakeha and Tangata Whenua.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
Transport should be a tram so that it is electric, and also so it isn't caught in traffic.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  02/07/2023
First name: Peter Last name: Robinson

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

107

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

s .
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

Yes but it would be good if it went a bit further, please build more affordable trains, and make the train tickets
affordable.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes
Why:

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Yes but, depends really on the specifics of what's involved.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Yes but it depends on what you mean. More public forests etc would be nice. Bottle lake forest is nice but
could do with others like this elsewhere perhaps, Mona Vale is stunning (but small). Or even better build a
water park, a BIG one, in a sensible place (Macleans Island? Yaldhurst way?)...... that doesn’t have the
“you-know what problems’ of Metro Sports... ahem, with good road & train access.

| know the tourism industry would be good with it, Christchurch is pretty boring after 2 days stay. You'd need
about 3-5 years to be committed to the project though guys. Happy to help out of you need it? | have over 20
years in the construction industry and I'm now Quantity Surveyor, would love to give you some help &
advice.

A better economy means a more efficient Christchurch.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:
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e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
No
Why:

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
Can help you out if you need it as | have quite a lot of experience in construction, if | don't hear from you, best of luck

guys.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  04/07/2023
First name: Andrew  Last name: Livingstone

Your role in the organisation and the number

of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the
following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:
Christchurch is still a car city because alternatives aren't yet as convenient for many. We need to change that.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Greater density around centres and transport corridors is a must - as is increasing commercial etc. areas in places like
Rolleston, which as the document identifies, has a booming residential sector, but apart from the izone, no work, so everyone
commutes to Christchurch. A business park and/or some incentives for companies to set up around there would be ideal,
maybe in the area between Rolleston and Lincoln.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
| support greater urban density because, if done well, it also maximises green and blue space. | believe it is better to have
denser housing (with less backyard space) and more public green and blue space - it's more equitable, better for the
environment and enhances social cohesion.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Yes, as long as it's balanced against creating more sprawl and longer commutes.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

| agree, especially with regard to Papanui.

Rolleston definitely needs prioritisation, however, it needs to be spread along the central axis of Springston-
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Rolleston road, because Rolleston has grown in one direction (away from SH1) so now the 'town centre' is at
one end of town, and the newer eastern end towards Lincoln has almost no commercial or otherwise
facilities. This is already creating a traffic issue and in Rolleston as there is no alternative to driving to shops
from a lot of the town. Greater urban density along that central axis, a second 'centre' near the Eastern end,
where growth is occuring, and rapid transit to that end of town would help alleviate this.

| recognise the need to support Eastern Christchurch as a lower socioeconomic area. However, I'm
concerned with the need to be realistic around what the city will look like in the future. Throwing resources at
areas that will be uninsurable in the future, and which will require a managed retreat is not a good idea (ie
South Brighton etc.) Supporting inner eastern areas like Aranui, Shirley etc. with transport and resources
should be a priority.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Opportunity #1: Fully agree, and let runanga lead these efforts.

Opportunity #2: Agree - Plan for managed retreat, communicate risks well now, and inform people that they
won't be bailed out in future. There is an insurance industry to cater for this. At this point, people know about
climate change and what will happen, so if buying oceanfront property they shouldn't get all the benefits of
that added amenity, with the risks being socialised.

Opportunity #3: Fully support. | would love to see the day where more native birds return to the Port Hills and
on towards our urban green spaces, like in Wellington.

Opportunity #4: Support. At a regional level there is only so much we can do to create affordable housing,
but we should do it, maybe requiring developers to have a certain percentage of houses in a certain price
range. | don't have the answers here, but | agree with the principle.

Opportunity #5: Support.

Opportunity #6: Strongly support. With respect to Rolleston, | support MRT that can utilise the less used
Shands/Selwyn Rd corridor to East Rolleston. Those roads have room to widen to create dedicated MRT
lanes for an alternative route from Hornby or Christchurch City centre to Rolleston, and from there branching
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east to Lincoln and west to the SH1 end of Rolleston. With respect to Riccarton and Papanui, | would love to
see urban rail, but MRT bus system (like the Brisbane one in the document) may be the more cost-effective
solution, so | would support that. As long as it is low/no carbon, fast and reliable. | fully support creating
dedicated lanes (not mixed use!) for MRT on these corridors (and out to Hornby and eventually Belfast) not
what we currently have, with sometimes parking, and bus lanes that come and go, as this does not create a
good solution where public transit is prioritised.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?

| disagree with the size of the noise corridor for the airport. There are plenty of urban airports without
such a noise corridor and no issues, and having that corridor extend all the way to Rolleston is
excessive. Maybe don't allow retirement homes or other facilities too near, but aeroplane noise is
irrelevant compared to regular urban sounds like dogs barking, vehicles, lawnmowers etc, so such a
large area without much development is unnecessary.

That aside, and with the comments above, | fully support the vision and ideas in this plan. Thank
you for the chance to have my say.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  04/07/2023
First name: Matt  Last name: Blake

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

109

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
yes. This sounds like it will reduce congestion and emissions by restricting urban sprawl.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
That sounds great. It is important to me that we increase native biodiversity, particularly in the red-zone. | support the
establushment of waitakiri eco-sanctuary. | also think it is important that we reduce nitrate levels in our waterways and drinking
water.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

awesome!

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  04/07/2023
First name: Krystal  Last name: Kelly

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

110

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

No
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
No

Why:
Condensed living will not make the population happy. The housing standards are dropping. Cramping everyone together in
industrial complex is not the way of the future. Make REAL houses with backyards and space MORE affordable. That is the
type of housing people really want. Life is not all about being 15 minutes from your work. You claim objective 4 is to "enable
diverse and affordable housing in locations that support thriving neighbourhoods that provide for people's day to day needs" -
how does this equate to townhouses crammed together as close as possible to the CBD? People's day to day needs include
space, trees, backyards, a real neighbourhood with cul-de-sacs. This is not the type of housing you are suggesting to create
for people.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

No
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

No
Why:

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
No
Why:

Why the number one focus should be on Maori historic heritage, what about historic sights for all of the
population?
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Nobody wants to be forced to take the bus.
Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  05/07/2023
First name: Katja  Last name: Charmley

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

111

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes
Why:

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
| think that the easter suburbs have not been considered enough in the plan. Especially Mt. Pleasant, Redcliffs and Sumner
and anything from Lyttelton to Diamond Harbour.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.

T24Consult Page 3 of 3


http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=64

Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  06/07/2023
First name: Sam Last name: Spekreijse

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

112

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
Good public transport is the scalable way to increase population. Additional, smaller scale public transport within urban
centres is not shown on this map and is also important.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
It will ensure that public transport will be available and used by as many residents as possible, and will hopefully combat
sprawl.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
Scientific and engineering best practice should be used over a partnership approach to help eastern Christchurch prepare;
efficacy matters more than nicety under threat.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially
Why:

More clarification is needed on the structure/location/ownership of infrastructure actually on Maori Reserves
to give agreement/disagreement. Additionally, the use of Maori land to provide shared infrastructure with
neighbouring land should be allowed for, and is not. In the same way, though, external transport
infrastructure absolutely should be extended to service kdinga nohoanga when population levels make it
practical.

More importantly, the type and magnitude of changes needed to ensure the existence of urban kainga
nohoanga are not clear and could, in the worst case, affect the price/accessibility of housing stock, which
goes against the more important goal of increasing density in a way that allows for affordable housing.
Housing choice should not be as important as increasing density and affordability, so long as a reasonable
standard is maintained.

Public transport should be supported more within key centres as well as between them - when journeys
become to long (in time or distance) for walking, public transport should be the next step rather than cycling.
In cases where there are tradeoffs between public transport and cycling, public transport should be
prioritised.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?

If it is possible at a regional level to legislate to increase the types of personal electric vehicles allowed in cycle lanes
and other cycling infrastructure, please do so. It'll make it easier to increase the appeal of walking while also
increasing micromobility. Cycles and fully electric scooters/bikes (not just assists ones) belong in cycle lanes for
protection from cars and to protect pedestrians.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  06/07/2023
First name: Ella Last name: McFarlane

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

113

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

s .
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
| support the maintenance of current public transport routes and increased interconnection between towns outside of
Christchurch City because it provides a cheaper alternative for transport for our younger and more vulnerable populations.
There are people who cannot drive, and due to permanent medical reasons, may never be able to drive. As well as younger
people and people in material hardship, they deserve the ability to be able to travel to as many points as possible within both
Christchurch City proper and the surrounding districts as it provides them greater financial mobility (being able to use reliable
transport to get to work), and also enhances mental and social wellbeing by giving them the ability to independently see friends
and family and explore whatever parts of the region they wish to see.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
The green belt approach has worked for London, and can work for us. Christchurch, and New Zealand at large, has a unique
environment that is worth protecting.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
| specifically support the approach to develop the East, as it feels that often the East is excluded from conversations about the
future of Christchurch when it is an area full of community, life, and potential.
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The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially

Why:
Another value that | feel that this plan should include is to support the future of the people of Christchurch and the city through
supporting local businesses, providing training opportunities, and providing resources that help take care of the hauora of the
people and give people, particularly younger people, the opportunity to get involved in the community to ensure it's survival into
the future.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  07/07/2023
First name: Jeremy  Last name: Thin

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

114

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l

T24Consult Page 1 of 3


http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=65

114
1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
We need to concentrate urban growth around public transport corridors instead of sprawling ever-further outwards. This plan
makes the most of what is already in existence while encouraging growth to stay within these areas.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Public and sustainable transport will be even more important in the future due to population growth combined with the effects of
climate change.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
With so much potential housing space available southwest/west/north of the city on the plains, it is crucial to protect this land
rather than allowing development to continue creeping outwards and encroaching upon the natural environment and farmland.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
Green spaces bring physical, mental and emotional benefits to city-dwellers while protecting and enhancing the natural
environment.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

T24Consult Page 2 of 3
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(Click the image to open it in another window)

BEE G e

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  10/07/2023
First name: Drucilla  Last name: Kingi-Patterson

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Attached Documents
File

Submission Drucilla Kingi Patterson
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Map 2: The Greater Christchurch spatial strategy (1 million people)
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The boundaries of the ten water services entities:
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Lake Onslow estimated to cost from
$8b to $28b in new Cabinet paper

Tom Pullar-Strecker

The pumped hydro scheme that the Gov-
ernment IS investigating building at Lake
Onslow in Otago would probably cost
between $8 billion and $28b depending on
what was included. according to a Cabinet
paper released late yesterday.

The paper said officials had estimated
the “base” construction cost of the power
scheme at $8.7b. but that rose to $15.7b if
an allowance for overruns and
“escalation” in costs was included.

It put the “total project expenditure” -
which would include all the above, along
with the first 42 years' operating costs for
the power scheme and the cost of
upgrading and operating transmission
lines to its power station - at $28.7b.

The Cabinet paper also indicated the
power scheme would take seven to nine
years to build after any final investment
decision was made late in 2026, with
officials’ best guess being that it would be
possible to complete in 2036.

Energy Minister Megan Woods
announced two weeks ago that the Cabinet
had agreed to draw up a detailed business
case for the possible pumped hydro
scheme in Central Otago at the same time
as agreeing to investigate an alternative
set of power-storage initiatives that she
indicated could be even more expensive.

However. the Cabinet paper that
informed that decision. and the Ministry
of Business. Innovation and Employ-
ment’s “Phase One” study that informed
it. were withheld until they were released
yesterday.

The goal of the Lake Onslow scheme
and the alternative being investigated
would be to ensure that the country could
get through “a dry year” without power
shortages once fossil fuels could no longer
be used to plug any generation gap from

existing hydro generation.

However. the high cost estimates for
the project appear to have damped an
initially strong public appetite for the
scheme. according to Stufl-reader polling
which kicked off prior to the possible
$15.7b construction cost being revealed.

Waikato Untiversity professor Earl
Bardsley. who first identified the potential
of the natural rock basin at Lake Onslow
to create an artificial lake, said at the time
of Woods' announcement in mid-March
that the business case for the scheme
would need to take a ‘wide view of the
national benefits™, given the cost.

That could include the economic gain
from electricity being cheaper than it
otherwise would be, and the general
advantages of the green transition. he
said.

Woods told colleagues in the Cabinet

paper that neither of the options
investigated by MBIE '‘performed well in
the value for money criterion”, noting that
both had large capital costs early in their
lives. with benefits realised over a long
horizon.

But she recommended progressing the
Lake Onslow option to the detailed design
phase. while continuing to investigate the
alternative which involves a mish-mash of
initiatives including a possible smaller
pumped hvdro scheme on the Upper
Moawhango in the central North Island.

“There will be a cost to this. Bul given
the lead time to develop such an option.
advancing work to the next phase will
keep momentum up on the option and.
should it continue to look prospective,
avoid a delay in getting to a final invest-
ment decision.” she said.

“There is also a risk of loss of capability

-y The Lake Onslow

outside the Industry.
KATHRYN Gl ORGE/
SHEF

and institutional knowledge on that aspect
of the project if work is paused.” she also
told fellow ministers.

In any scenario, there would be a need
for a very large investment in wind and
solar generation over time to meet
increased demand from eclectrification.
and a continuing need for North Island
peaking capacity to meet demand reliably
during calm cloudy periods. she said in
the Cabinet paper.

Woods said the Lake Onslow scheme
would have a stabilising effect on the elec-
tricity market by adding to demand when
electricity was abundant and prices were
low, and adding to supply when electricity
was scare and prices were high.

“It is likely that this will net in a
downwards pressure on wholesale prices,
compared o other scenarios.” she told the
Cabinet




Hon Grant Robertson

MP for Wellington Central
Minister of Finance Associate Minister for Arts, Culture and Heritage

Minister for Sport and Recreation

2 March 2018

Mrs Drucilla Kingi-Patterson

Kia ora Mrs Kingi-Patterson

Thank you for your letter of 24 January m.o:w proposing New Zealand host the 2026
Commonwealth Games.

Any proposed bid for the Commonwealth Games needs to be mmmmmmmm for its benefits,
both immediate and long-term, and how they align with wider Government objectives.

| There are large costs associated with hosting a major event such as the
Commonwealth Games. At this stage the Government is not considering making a bid
for the 2026 Commonwealth Games. We will keep the situation under review.

Thank you for taking the time to write to me.

Naku noa, na

Hon Grant Robertson
Minister for Sport and Recreation

B Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand B g.robertson@ministers.govt.nz f beehive.govt.nz

&3 +64 4 817 8703
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Latest Canterbury news at starnews.co.nz

NEW ZEALAND has taken an
initial step towards hosting a
Commonwealth Games for the
first time since 1990. :

The New Zealand Olympic
Committee announced it has
signalled early interest in host-
ing the 2034 Commonwealth
Games.

Christchurch held the games
in 1974, with Auckland hosting
the 1950 and 1990 games.

The approach follows the
implementation of a new hosting
model by the Commonwealth

outcomes that a major game

can bring to the country. So

certainly working in partnership
with Government, that’s

(000000 really important
ij to us as well,” Nicol

Games Federation, which allows
for a more locally tailored sports
programme and the ability for

competition to take place
across multiple cities and

regions.

NZOC chief executive 70\ U >t
Nicki Nicol said the ability =~ owmmecommnmes  She admits the biggest
to host the games across the )OO challenge will be cost,
whole country under the 777 butshe’s thankful to
CGF'’s new hosting model have the full support of
was a big factor in New Zealand the Government and the private

sector.
“These are not small invest-
ments, but also when you look

putting its hand up for 2034.
“There are (also) a number of
social, economic and cultural

2034 Commonwealth Games bid considered

at all the analysis from Birming-
ham, the economic impact is
actually really positive.

“We've got to really under-
stand the different models
that are out there and be really
creative - that’s partnering with
Government, partnering with
council, but also partnering with
the private sector and how we
can leverage that.”

The next Commonwealth
Games will be in 2026, at
Melbourne.

- NZ Herald

Cat wakes up occupants
after house fire breaks out

B By Heidi Slade

A HOUSEHOLD was saved from
a potentially life threatening fire
- by their cat.

The small fire was caused by an
electrical fault.

The occupants had taken down
their smoke alarms to change the
batteries.

They were instead luckily
woken up and alerted to the fire
hv their net cat

NEWS B2

.............................................

Man who died in
workplace incident
named

Police have released the name
of a Rolleston man who died
in a workplace incident in
Blenheim. David Andrew
Kempton, 48, died this month
after an incident at the BP
petrol station on Main St.

At the time it was reported

an injured man was found
underneath a truck. WorkSafe
NZ is investigating the death.

Occupants flee
vehicle after crash

The occupants of a vehicle that
crashed on Evans Pass Rd about
lam on Sunday fled the scene
before firefighters arrived. The
Sumner Volunteer Fire Brigade
carried out a search of the
nearby area but could not locate
the occupants. The blue Honda
sedan was found in the middle
of the road. Sumner fire chief
Daryl Sayer said the car “looked
like it hit the left bank of the
road and flipped”. Police are
making inquiries into the crash.
A spokesperson said there was
nothing at this stage to indicate
the vehicle had been stolen.

Di‘rect flight to San

Francisco launched
United Airlines has started a
direct from Christchurch to
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Invoice Date Water New Zealand
TAX INVOICE POROR I3

Wellington 6140
P: 04 472 8925

Invoice Number E: accounts@waternz.org.nz

INV-23900
Reference
Membership
GST Number
. 55-489-440
»
Description Quantity Unit Price Amount NZD
_:aﬂacm_ Membership Subscription to 30 June 2023 NN orated 1.00 44.375 44,38
Subtotal 44.38"
TOTAL GST 15% 6.66
TOTAL NZD 51.04

Due Date: 20 Apr 2023
Payment can be made to our BNZ account 02-0192-0247680-000.
NB: Please use your invoice number as reference when making payment.

VISA fiaes

View and pay online now

IVAIIIIIIIIIIIII!(IIlllllllllllllIlllllllllllllllllllll

v>< —/\_ m Z .._l > D<_ m m Customer Drucilla Kingi-Patterson

PO Box 1316 : Amount Due 51.04
Wellington 6140 Due Date 20 Apr 2023
P: 04 472 8925 ' et

Amount Enclosed
E: accounts@waternz.org.nz

Enter the amount you are paying above
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I am totally in agreement with
Cherrie McGlashan’s letter of
the June 15. The (train) lines are
still in place through the tunnel
and all the way to Cashin Quay
where the cruise ships berth. It
only requires a platform there for
people to be able to board a train.

Yes, the Christchurch station

4 .
m g/‘:‘&.. o~ -

" How a cruise ship train could work

passengers are able to board?
You may be interested in this

photo of navy personnel waiting

for a train in Lyttelton (left).
There are officers to the front at
the left, nearest to the Lyttelton
Railway Station, roof visible in
the foreground, and other crew
lined up all along the railway
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We want to hear your views
on theissues affecting life

in Canterbury

Send emails to:

barry@
starmedia.kiwi

Letters may be edited or rejected
at Star Media’s discretion. Letters
should be about 200 words.

A name, postal address and
phone number should be

is no longer in a suitable place yards. provided.

for passengers wanting to access —Shirley McEwan Please use your real name. not
the city, but with the number of Cashmere a nickname, alias, pen name or
ships expected and the financial abbreviation.

benefit to the city, surely there Chlorination

could be a platform erected at Christchurch now has a class action against the order
the back of say Harvey Norman a pass identifying them as such priority. Why should the cruise disgusting tasting water to chlorinate our water which
on the Moorhouse Ave, Colombo  for their normal bus route, as I ship passengers not only travel at  courtesy of our Labour was probably the best in New

St corner as the lines pass behind
those buildings? Lyttelton resi-
dents should be supplied with

believe they subsidise their buses
through rates to Environment
Canterbury and should have

the same price as the locals, but
consider they are more entitled
to fill the bus before the regular

Government. It would be good if
a legal firm would do a service to
Christchurch residents and take

Zealand.
- Ray O’Rourke
Casebrook
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Connectmg you Wlth your nelghbourhood

Fancy working
on a steam tug?

THE STEAM tug Lyttelton

is calling out for deckhands

and stokers to help the historic
vessel continue operating on the
harbour.

The Tug Lyttelton Preserva-
tion Society made the appeal for
volunteer crew members — and
no experience is necessary to fill
the roles. v

Society member Michael
Fowke said help is needed on the
wharf and deck. Volunteers are
also needed to stoke the boiler
and keep the old tug in ship-
shape condition.

He said the work is not too
physical.

“We are looking for people
from anywhere in the city to
help, working a roster.”

Fowke lives in Rangiora and
comes in every week to help look
after the vessel. The Lyttelton tug
was built in Scotland in 1906 and
was based at Lyttelton Harbour
until 1970. Since then, the vessel
has been taking passengers on
harbour cruises to the Lyttelton
Heads each Sunday afternoon
over summer. The tug is also
available for functions and pri-
vate charters.

Fowke said the volunteers

HELP WANTED: The Tug Lyttelton Preservatlon Society
is calling for more volunteers to keep the historic vessel
running

would need to work a couple of
hours on Sunday afternoon and,
if possible, on Thursdays when
the vessel if cleaned up and read-
ied for the weekend.

Each Sunday, the engineers
arrive about 1pm to heat the en-
gines up. The deck crew then pre-
pares the passenger areas. “We

are so grateful to our incredible
and passionate volunteers to keep
the tug maintained,” said Fowke.
If you are interested in
volunteering, complete a
sign-up form at
www.tuglyttelton.co.nz
or call Fowke on 021 300
777.




b
3
L}
t
I
’
.
J

savouring the culture and
landscapes of a destination,
rather than rushing through
it — and what better way to
do so than aboard a train?
Tim Richards finds some
options for a luxurious life

on the rails.

Venice Simplon-Orient-Express,

France to Italy

Arguably the most famous train in the world,
with passengers departing from Paris aboard
the Orient Express in beautifully restored
1920s carriages. Food is a highlight of this
sleeper train, with passengers dressing up to
dine in extravagant dining cars before
enjoying a nightcap in a glamorous onboard
bar. Breakfast is served before the train
arrives at Venice, on the edge of the Grand
Canal. Other destinations are served through
the year, including Vienna, Budapest,
Cannes, and even Istanbul, terminus of the
original historic train. See: belmond.com

Glacier Express, Switzerland

A miracle of railway engineering, this scenic
train connects the resort towns of St Moritz
and Zermatt. Via a profusion of bridges and
tunnels, and even a cog railway section, the
train passes villages, mountains, pastures,
gorges, rivers and snowfields. Lunch is
available in first and second class — and then
there’s Excellence Class, which involves a
leisurely seven-course meal over the course
of the eight-hour journey.

See: glacierexpress.ch

El Transcantabrico Gran Lujo, Spain
This classy narrow-gauge sleeper train
travels between San Sebastian and Santiago
de Compostela over eight days, with
sightseeing tours to highlights en route.
Passengers dine on regional dishes prepared
by onboard chefs and accommodation is in

restored 1923 sleeper carriages, with each
suite having a private bathroom. It’s the
ideal way to see northern Spain in style.
See: renfe.com

Eastern & Oriental Express,

Thailand to Singapore

Heading from Bangkok down the Malay
Peninsula, this marvellous train features
gleaming brass and timber fixtures, with a
pianist entertaining nightly in the elegant
bar car. Intended as a three-night ‘rail
cruise’, the itinerary includes excursions to
the River Kwai and the Malaysian
countryside. Onboard dining is superb, with
passengers dressed to the nines enjoying fine
dishes from both European and Asian
culinary traditions. See: belmond.com

Rocky Mountaineer, Canada & USA

The Rocky Mountains are even more
impressive when seen from this popular
train. Travelling in daylight, its carriages
feature large curving windows for maximum
scenic viewing. Passengers dine on quality
cuisine highlighting local ingredients, and
sleep in hotels along the way. Three routes
lead from Vancouver through the Canadian
Rockies, with another threading the
mountains between Colorado and Utah,
USA. See: rockymountaineer.com

Pride of Africa, South Africa

Composed of beautifully restored carriages
sourced from across southern Africa, this
remarkable sleeper frain treks through the

Great Karoo plateau from Cape Town to
Pretoria. Off-train excursions explore South
African history, via the impressively
preserved railway town of Matjiesfontein
and the diamond-mining heritage of
Kimberley. All suites are wood-panelled and
elegantly outfitted, and the onboard dining
highlights local cuisine. See: rovos.com

Andean Explorer, Peru

Starting in Arequipa, this high-end sleeper
train heads to Cusco. Accommodation ranges
from classic bunks to suites, while common
areas such as bars and dining cars are
elegant and stylish; there’s even a dedicated
spa car offering treatments. Highlights of the
off-train tours include an excursion by boat
onto Lake Titicaca, visiting locals who live
on an artificial island. See: belmond.com

Indian Pacific, Australia

This mighty transcontinental sleeper train
from Perth to Sydney offers a three-night
‘rail cruise’ on which passengers enjoy
excellent all-inclusive food, drink and tours.
Two classes of travel, Gold and Platinum,
offer degrees of comfort from an en suite
compartment with two berths, to a hotel-
style room with a full bed. The varied off-
train excursions include visits to wineries
and a hilarious drag show at a Broken Hill
pub. See: journeybeyondrail.com.au

Tim Richards is the author of Ultimate Train
Journeys: World, from Hardie Grant
Publishing.

The Rocky
Mountaineer
has three

routes.
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ompanies in Aotearoa have joined
a global movement to decarbonise
and diversify how we get around.

Flying boats

Ocean Flyer is a travel venture that
signed a $700m deal last April to bring 25
sea gliders to New Zealand.

Taking elements from aeroplanes,
boats and hydrofoils, the largest of
these future craft will carry up to 100
passengers at 540km/h, 10 metres above
the sea. Set to compete against airlines
in the inter-regional travel market,
tickets on the electric gliders could
cost as little as $30 for travel between
Whangarei and Auckland or $60 from
Christchurch to Wellington.

Ocean Flyer, which is backed by
former Air Napier CEO Shah Aslam and
former Air Force chief John Hamilton,
is confident in the viability of the craft
following trials by United States-based
start-up Regent. Online footage shows
the propellor-driven craft rising onto its
foils before lifting out of the water and
flying low overthe surface.

The first sea gliders expected to hit
the New Zealand scene by 2025 are the
12-seater Viceroy, with larger models to
follow in 2028.

42 aadirections.co.nz

Matthew
on loc

Electric buses
It’s been decades since car makers closed
mass-assembly vehicle factories on our
shores so it may be a surprise to hear that
local vehicle manufacturing still exists -
and with a green twist

Rolleston-based manufacturer Global
Bus Ventures (GBV) builds buses from
scratch. Along with building electric

0 H...n..—.".oq._ 5

ustaintable
transport innovations.

buses, the company is responsible for the
country’s first zero-emission hydrogen
bus which is now in service with
Auckland Transport.

With the Government planning on
decarbonising the public transport bus fleet
by 2035, this could be GBV’s opportunity to
expand and become a significant supplier
for the New Zealand market.




Air Taxis

Billed as the ‘world’s first self-flying
all-electric vertical take-off and landing
(eVTOL) aircraft’, a big chunk of the
development of the four-seat Wisk Aero
was done in Canterbury.

Flight testing was split between the
Mackenzie Country and the company’s
base in California, with a view to creating
an air taxi that could transport people for
as little at #3 per kilometre.

Wisk’s sixth-generation model cruises
ataround 222km/h and has a range
of 144km, with reserves. It'll fly at an
altitude of 2,500 to 4,000 feet (762 to
1,219 metres). Testing in New Zealand
has been completed and the focus is now
on getting the pilotless Aero ready to
operate in busy aerospace zones.

Air New Zealand has lent its support
to Wisk, joining an impressive list of
partners including Boeing and NASA.

High-speed railcars
Another Canterbury-based firm is
developing high-speed, battery-powered
railcars, which it says could eventually
travel up to 3o0km/h and run between
Christchurch and Auckland in seven hours.
Miro Rail is billing its railcars as clean,
quiet and low cost; it aims to have a
prototype up and running within two years.
Making use of the existing rail network,
top speeds wouldn’t be achievable straight
away, however the company says 110km/h

is not out of the question, and the network
could be upgraded over time to allow higher
speeds. Miro hopes to produce its railcars in
Canterbury. It is now seeking seed funding.

Future steam

While not strictly working on transport
solutions, AgLoco couldn’t go without a
mention in this article. The Christchurch
company is developing steam engines
they say can compete with diesel-powered
tractors and haulers used on farms. Looking
like the locomotives of a century ago, the
engines developed by AgLoco founder
Sam Mackwell can reportedly match the
power-to-weight performance of equivalent

conventional tractors. The engine can
run on woodchips and takes less than 10
minutes to reach operating pressure.

Wood fuel is considered a carbon
neutral sustainable energy source; the
carbon released in the combustion process
Is, in theory, reabsorbed by living trees.

The technology has been developed to
prevent wood sparks that could cause a fire
in arid conditions, and Sam’s designs also
eliminate smoke and utilise a low-volume
boiler that minimises the risk of explosions.

The romance of steam is not lost on
AgLoco with Sam saying a whistle will
be “a mandatory component” on the
company’s engines. &
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  08/07/2023
First name: Jennifer Last name: Watters

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

116

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

We need to have improved public transport infrastructure, to encourage more people to use public transport.

This will hopefully reduce both congestion and carbon emissions and perhaps even reduce the number of
accidents - and the amount of maintenance due to wear and tear.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
We need to protect from urban sprawl and reduce the impact of natural land (greenbelt) being used for development.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

This is the biggest priority. Without a healthy environment you can not have healthy humans they are inextricably linked.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Absolutely, and we also need to design in more greenspace to urban areas.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):
We need a more joined up approach to revitalising urban areas.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape

T24Consult Page 2 of 3



116

the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially

Why:
Given that Chch was built on a swamp and right next to the sea, the issue of climate change and managed retreat will be the
most important things to consider when any infrastructure is built. I'm not sure that this really takes into account what will be
required for the scale of the issue.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  08/07/2023
First name: Alice  Last name: Holmes

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

117

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

-l
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
public transport is not keeping pgce with rhw change needed. We missed the boat on gettinng light rail/ extended tram network
furing the earthquake rebuild. At the very leat we need more frequent and reliable bus network.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Unsure

Why:
ive loved in vatious parts of Japan and have seen thw concrete jungle that can resukt from building up without proper planning
for green space. There are a lot of tiny cheaply built apartments hoing up in St Albans with bery littw thought for green pce or
trees. Parking is also a problem. If we got all cars to stop parking on roads and instead required off street parking to be
available that would probably be more effective at getting people to consider ditching their cars. In Japan you must prove you
have a place to park before you can purchase a car. This will often be a private paid carpark in the neighbourhood. We have
pople regularly parking on the footpath in St Albans because there is no room on narrow roads, | see this just getting worse
with the increase of multiapartments with no garages. Public transport is nowhere near good enough yet for people to consider
ditching their cars.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

it is imperative that greenspaves re maintained for families and recreation.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

we don’t want our garden city to turn into a characterless goncrete jungle

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):
I work in Linwood and feel there’s a lot of neglect in thia area so am fully supportive of more investment in this area.
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The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially

Why:
"Housing choice’ must include housing that is suitable for families. One or two bedroom shoe box sized apartments without
outdoor space are not attractive or suitable for many people. To promote good reailiance urban gardening/ growing your own
food should also be encouraged. Apartment living does not offer opportunities to enhance the natural environment.

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
community gardens should be incorporated into any high density housing developments

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  09/07/2023
First name: Richard Last name: Westenra

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

118

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
Rolleston and other satellite towns are going to grow massively in coming decades, and it's frankly incredible that we don't
have better public transport links with these towns to enable more people to commute without needing to use a car.
Christchurch has loads of potential for much better public transport than it currently has, and we need to move on from our
current approach (just build more motorways) that is stuck in the mid-twentieth century.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
I believe we should increase housing density in our city around services and public transport. | see housing densification as an
important necessary step to help solve the housing crisis, the climate crisis and to make Christchurch a more liveable city. |
would love to see a more walkable, economically vibrant Christchurch that is less dependent on cars for transport.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?
Yes
Why:
While | am not wholeheartedly in favour of greenbelts in places where they might stifle the ability to build more affordable
housing, | don't see this being an issue in Christchurch when our housing is of such low density. Our city is sprawling and large
relative to its small population. We can easily afford a green belt without threatening to overinflate house prices, because we
have plenty of potential for improved densification to combat this instead, as well as building more houses in satellite towns
like Rolleston.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):
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The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  09/07/2023
First name: Cameron Last name: Bradley

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

119

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

s .
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
Over the last several decades we have not done enough to ensure our people can legitimately get the things they need and to
the places they need with sustainable travel choices. | am ashamed to say that even in the past five or so years, when climate
change has been acknowledged as a critical issue for the future of our people, we still have made amazingly little progress to
reduce our dependence on cars and fossil fuels. We have a lot of catching up to do and progressing this as quickly as
possible is a good start.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Our lack of sustainable transport options and car dependence is intrinsically linked to the way we have built our city. By
providing almost solely low density housing options on the peripheral of our city for decades we now have a geographically
huge city which is difficult to service with public transport, shops, schools, utilities and everything else we need in our day to
day lives. By increasing density in already developed areas we will reduce the amount of land we need and increase how
efficient we are.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

We have treated the environment as secondary for far too long and we should turn this around for our children.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

We have taken so much already so let's really think about whether we need more.

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and

surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern

Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
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to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
| agree with brownfield priority development areas. | strongly disagree with any new development in Rangiora, Rolleston, or
other areas around the fringes of Christchurch.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially

Why:
| believe it should be stronger on the changes in density and transport habits provided. i.e. make it obvious that we cannot all
continue living in stand-alone, single story, single family homes, and driving where we need to go all the time.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  10/07/2023
First name: lvinny  Last name: Barros de Araujo

Your role in the organisation and the number

of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the
following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes
Why:

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
By expanding these priority areas, it gives people the chance of buying properties to live in in more affordable areas, like
Rolleston and Rangiora, but still work in Christchurch. This would also reduce the big pressure in house prices in Christchurch.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?
Although all parts of this plan are important, | see improvements in public transport and connection with main town as
the priority number one, because this would improve people movement across the whole Great Christchurch.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  10/07/2023
First name: Louise Last name: Griffin

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

121

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Unsure
Why:

The core punlic transport routes are only effective with population growth if they have dedicated express
lanes. Take it from someone who grew up in the suburbs of sydney where there were multiple not a single
core route into the cbd and due to traffic banking up at traffic lights and no express bus lane, you may as well
be in the confirt of your own car. There has to be incentive to take public transport.

also the frequency and reliability of the bus network currently struggles because of the bus fleet and driver
shortages so without a strategic approach to increasing these, the sustem will topple with passenger
frustration.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Unsure
Why:

in a nutshell, spread out mixed densities and create park and ride. All communities need diversity in
archetypes because all communities have people of all different living needs and budgets. Why do we have
to live in a 4 bedroom house or a tiny conjesyed townhouse development. Why are these our onoy options?

while that is how all cities evolve and grow, the density of housing due to the two story limit eith everyones
windows facing everyone elses with linuted parking does not deter car use towards public transport, it just
clutters streets with cars parked on kerbs.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

o Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
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Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially

Why (please specify the Priority Area):
lincoln shouod be included in this plan.

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  11/07/2023
First name: Luke Last name: Bulger

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

122

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)

s .
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Yes

Why:
No clearly sustainable option for the continuance of our current transport model, namely private vehicles, is apparent. There
are numerous barriers to stop us from all getting electric cars, although they will undoubtedly form one part of the solution to get
us through the next twenty or thirty years. So MUCH must change, to make public transport, rather than cars, the default mode
of transport. This will be unpopular, but it is so very clearly required; we simply have no alternative, and we have no right to
pretend that we can carry on as we are.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes
Why:

There is plenty of demand for lifestyle blocks and other types of sprawl. However, until low-carbon transport
options exist to enable commuters to live wherever they like, they must not be allowed to do so.

Many people don't clearly see why urban sprawl is restricted. Our fellow ratepayers decry the "red tape"
around greenfields development, as if the difficulty in developing such land is unintended. Yet, at the heart of
the matter, the pollution that results from wide, rambling suburbs and miles of lifestyle blocks is undeniable.
So the gravity of the issue must be borne in mind in all dealings. Compromise and appeals shouldn't
necessarily move councils at all from positions that have been taken to prevent unacceptable levels of
pollution.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Unsure
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;
e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
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as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and
e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Partially
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

| fully accept the plan to identify Priority Development Areas. However, regarding the list of proposed Areas, common sense
tells me that we must be constantly vigilant of the flooding threat from the Waimakariri in the future. Would the Rangiora Town
Centre be damaged in a one-in-one-thousand-year river flood, or woulld it still I be ok?

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes

Why:
Good focus on papakainga, a long overdue regulatory catchup (whether or not the Regional Council is to blame for past
barriers to development of Maori land, that | do not know).

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?

Some of these ideas are so well overdue that | do ask that Council recognise that we are starting almost from
scratch. In a region that has lost so much of the second best soil in New Zealand to housing development (between
Lincoln and Tai Tapu) and which has locked enough pollution to keep us talking about whether waterways are
wadeable for decades to come, we must recognise that slowly and methodically tainted environments are, in the
end, tainted. The incremental grind of process and appeal has beaten us. This must be recognised not for the sake
of apportioning blame, but so that we can clearly see how much change is needed. We need to make big changes,
starting this year.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Submitter Details

Submission Date:  11/07/2023
First name: Mathew Last name: Harris

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes

123

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

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

No
Why:
there needs to be mass public transport option to Rolleston and to the airport.

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Unsure

Why:
It makes sense but unsure if being that population being that dense is what we want.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

The town/green belt proposal is fantastic. But more green spaces in urban areas should be prioritised.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Yes
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)
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1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Yes
Why:

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?

transport is big. The proposed rapid transport is good but needs to be extended to rolleston and to the airport.
also, the end of the southern motorway at brougham street needs fixed so it flows better and is congested and put
some right turn arrows on the traffic lights.

Attached Documents

File

No records to display.
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Would you like to speak to your submission?
C Yes
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@ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

Attached Documents

File

Submission on Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan
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Submission on the Draft Greater Christchurch Strategic Plan.

To: Greater Christchurch Partnership.
From: Tim O’Sullivan (Ratepayer and resident of Christchurch).

Date: Wednesday, 12 July 2023

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Greater Christchurch
Strategi Plan. My comments are as follows.

Transport

The plan proposes to: “Plan for an urban form and transport system that
substantially reduces greenhouse gas emissions, including supporting a
transformational shift in transport choices.” (Page 23).

|”

The same language of “transformational” shifts in transport choices occurs on
pages 83 and 86 with the rationale that such “transformational shifts” will
secure “a more sustainable, accessible and equitable transport future.” This
future seems to be defined as “low carbon” (page 31). The assumption seems
to be that this will be better than the arrangements for transport we currently

have.

Whose “transport choices” are being referred to? Most people in Christchurch

III

choose to use cars and it should not be implied that “transformational” choices
made by someone in authority or the authors of this plan are somehow better
than the choices people make based on their own circumstances. Most
Christchurch people exercise their free choice by choosing to go to work, take
the children to school or do their shopping, not to mention go on holiday by
owning a petrol-powered car. This is still the most efficient, cheap and clean

mode of transport available.

There is no need to “achieve a net zero future” for mass rapid transit (page 38).
Nor is there any need to “Prioritise sustainable transport choices to move people
and goods in a way that significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions and
enables access to social, cultural, and economic opportunities” (page 31).

We do not need to reduce carbon emissions as carbon dioxide has no effect on
the climate and carbon is wholly beneficial to the environment. All options for
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mass transit should respect the choices of people to use cars as private
transport. The chances of this scheme for public transport operating without
some form of subsidy from elsewhere is highly unlikely even with a projected
population of 1 million in the next 60 years. The two illustrated examples Sydney
and Brisbane have currently higher populations that the projected population of
Christchurch so are of no use for comparative purposes.

In setting out the priorities for the plan on page 22 there are priorities that are
irrelevant to the future of Christchurch. That is “decarbonising the transport
system” and “increasing resilience to ...the effects of climate change.” That these
things are part of national statements of intent does not make these claims
credible or rational.

Housing
There are some good points in this report and to “provide housing choice and
affordability” (Page 31) is one of them.

However, the idea that people ought to be supported to “live, work, shop,
recreate and socialise within close proximity, and to use public transport when
they do need to travel, by focusing growth through targeted intensification
around centres and along public transport corridors” (page 57) is not a good
idea.

Housing choice and location should not be constrained by other people’s ideas
of what is good. Social satisfaction is increased when people have the freedom
to live and work wherever they want. The benign sounding idea of “close
proximity” sounds similar to some overseas proposals for “15-minute cities” and
if that is the case it is an unacceptable idea.

Under the topic of housing there is a questionable statement that “Greater
Christchurch has maintained a good supply of housing that is relatively
affordable for middle to high income households, especially compared to other
parts of the country” (page 67). What does relatively affordable mean in this
context? Does it mean “Relatively affordable for middle to high income
earners”? (page 73).

What about low and average income earners? Lower income families have a
social rights as well including the right to own their own home. The plan should
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include the necessity of reducing construction, planning, compliance, and
subdivision costs for new housing so that lower income people can purchase
their own home.

That the plan says that "Meeting the projected demand for housing over the next
30 years is not a major issue for Greater Christchurch” (page 69) seems to
indicate that the authors are out of touch with the consequences of their own
ideas of Christchurch having a vastly increased population over the next 30 years
(pages 75 and 83).

Climate change

Quite a bit of the rationale for this Plan seems to be “climate change” which is,
for example, to support “a transformational shift.” Wording associated with
“climate change” occurs with monotonous regularity throughout the document
with little explanation as to what the terms mean. Clogging the report are

n «u

appeals to phrases such as “net zero emissions future,” “greenhouse gas

n «u

emissions,” “climate resilience,” “low carbon future,” and so on.

One example where the implications of all this word porridge is stated is given
on page 81: “Growth in the use of electricity for transport will necessitate greater
provision of electric charging networks in Greater Christchurch. This is expected
to be provided by the private sector. Over time, there may be a requirement for
greater local generation of green energy.” (page 81).

The question of who is going to use more electricity for transport is left unstated
although the implicit implication is that private cars will become electric despite
the well-known deficiencies and expense of such vehicles. There was no mention
in the report of the future use of trams or trolley buses, both forms of public
transport that run on electricity.

What is green energy? Again, another idea that is not defined. Does it mean wind
power or power generated from compost heaps? Currently the most efficient,
cheap, and clean form of transport is powered by oil-based products such as
petroleum. And given that most people need electricity to heat their homes in
winter there is hardly going to be any generational capacity to charge legions of
electric vehicles every night at 6.00pm when everyone gets home from work.
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There is no evidence that “climate change” will lead to more “storms, flooding,
coastal inundation and erosion” (page 56). It far more likely that any warming
that may occur because of normal climate variation will be benign. It is more
likely that climatic cooling will be far more detrimental to human welfare than
warming will be.

The report claims that: “Climate change is already impacting local ecosystems
and communities and is disproportionately affecting mana whenua and
vulnerable communities” (Page 56). There is no evidence cited for this and the
whole thing rides on the implicit assumptions of “climate change.” It is far more
likely that the drive to mitigate the non-problem of “climate change” will
disproportionately hurt the poor and vulnerable by constraining the already
limited choices that those on low incomes have.

The report goes on to say that there is an “urgent need to strengthen climate
resilience” (page 61) based on the “greenhouse gas emissions on a per capita
basis are extremely high in Greater Christchurch” (page 56).

Who will pay the cost of this proposed reduction in “greenhouse gasses.” The
transfer of resources to this object is an economic decision that will result in less
money to spend on other things and while it will probably not affect the “rich”
all that much, it will reduce the overall welfare of those on lower incomes. The
rich are of course entirely free to contribute to this cause if they wish but the
cost should not be laid on those who have no interest in, do not believe in,
climate change, or have other priorities in life.

Opportunity five of the report (page 75) says that the intention is to: “Provide
space for businesses and the economy to prosper in a low carbon future.”

The idea that businesses and the economy should prosper is a good one. But
the idea of a low “carbon future” is problematic. Carbon is a benign substance
that does not need to be controlled or managed. Those who want to live a low
carbon future (maybe the authors of this report?) should be free to do so but
those who are busy raising families, working, and getting on with life should not
be constrained by artificial low carbon requirements.

The Report states that “Moving to a net zero emissions future, along with
building the capacity of communities and ecosystems to adapt to the impacts of
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climate change, will be major challenges over the coming decades” (page 26).
Christchurch has challenges but this is not one of them.

Given that there is no short or long term climate crisis from carbon emissions (or
any other source) this discussion represents a complete waste of energy. Climate
change is a bourgeois urban myth that should have no place in this plan.

Culture

The draft Plan emphasises the cultural narrative of one section of the
Christchurch community. It seems to imply that no one else has a cultural
narrative worth mentioning or considering in the plan.

There is a cultural narrative in Christchurch (not the only one but an important
one) that begins with the first four ships and includes the establishment of the
city of Christchurch and the founding of many important institutions in the city
such as religious bodies, educational institutions, community welfare agencies,
hospitals, agriculture, and farming and many more. These examples are also part
of a cultural narrative that seems to have no place in the proposed Plan.

While the plan is about those things in the sense that the existence of those
things is presupposed, the verbal construction of the plan marginalises all who
do not apparently have the preferred origins. For example, page 7 of the report
states: “Maoritanga is embraced, visible and valued. Greater Christchurch is
diverse, multi-cultural and welcoming and this is reflected in the city and at the
decision-making tables” (page 7).

All well and good to emphasise the cultural narrative for Maori in Christchurch
but the relegation of the rest of us to “diverse,” and “multicultural” hardly
reflects the fact that all cultural narratives in Christchurch matter.

The assertion that “Te ao Maori provides a holistic and integrated approach to
using, managing and protecting natural resources by acknowledging the inter-
connectedness of all elements of the natural and physical world” (Page 61) is
merely another late Twentieth Century urban myth. In actual fact it is
westernised countries such as New Zealand, that have had more success in
protecting the environment and creating “holistic” urban, suburban and country
environments.
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There is no evidence that “a holistic and integrated approach” resides in one
culture only. Achievement of such an ideal is only possible with modern
techniques of agriculture and animal husbandry. It is collective or socialised
property rights that have historically been bad for the environment.

The protection of private property rights for all members of a society does more
to protect the environment than appeals to quasi-religious ideals such as
“holistic and integrated”.

A small quibble. The plan says: “The Greater Christchurch area has been
inhabited by Maori for settlement, resource gathering and exercising of cultural
practices for more than 1,200 years” (page 19, 53). Please provide a footnote to
the evidence for this assertion.

Missing elements

Missing from the draft plan is the need to create and support the religious life of
the community by the provision of places of worship for religious communities.
This may be a good thing as most religious groups do not need a spatial plan to
help them plan their activities. However, the plan’s narrative is entirely secular
in its orientation when it seems to sum up life as to “live, work, shop, recreate
and socialise” (page 57). Worship is still a part of the lives of many people of
Christchurch, and this should be acknowledged in the draft spatial plan. An
important Christchurch cultural narrative is symbolised by the Cathedral in the
Square.

Summary

The Christchurch transport plans drawn up in the 1960’s that resulted in our
excellent system of motorways was in many ways more realistic that this plan
even if the proposals for elevated skyways, motorways through Hagley Park and
St Albans and a massive motorway interchange in Waltham were excessive and
unrealistic and, in the end, unpopular. These plans were focussed on real
transport problems did not include imaginary problems such as “climate
change.” The current draft plan should be rewritten with this in mind.

A number of the ideas presented in this report, e.g., “sustainable transport
choices,” may well have to rely on some form of subsidy for them to succeed. A
subsidy in this sense means that these projects are not economic on their own
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merits and need infusions on money from other sources (usually either local or
central government). There are issues of justice here especially in relation to the
reduced choices for those on lower incomes. Some form of subsidy may be
necessary for public transport but subsidies for electric vehicles for the rich by
reducing the transport choices of those less well-off is clearly unjust.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Tim O’Sullivan.
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Submitter Details

Submission Date:  12/07/2023

First name: Chris  Last name: Prebble
If you are responding on behalf of a
recognised organisation, please provide the
organisation name:

Doncaster Development

Your role in the organisation and the number
of people your organisation represents:

Would you like to speak to your submission?
@ Yes

125

C 1 do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be fully considered.

If yes, please provide a daytime phone number above so we can arrange a speaking time with you.

Feedback

The Huihui Mai engagement revealed 86% support for concentrating future growth around urban centres and along public
transport corridors (see map below). This is a key direction of the draft Spatial Plan, and we’d like to hear your response to the

following aspects of that direction.

The draft Spatial Plan concentrates growth around urban centres and along public transport corridors. An improved and more
effective public transport system is needed to provide alternatives to private vehicles and to reduce carbon emissions.

(Click on the map to view it in a new window)
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1

Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

Unsure
Why:

Concentrating future housing development around urban centres and along public transport corridors will enable a greater choice
of housing to be developed, including more affordable options such as apartments and terraced housing.

1.2 Do you agree that we should focus future development and investment around urban centres and transport corridors?
Yes

Why:
Need a variety of residential options.

The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing growth around urban centres will help to
protect areas with significant natural values, and can improve the health of waterways, maintain highly productive land and expand
the network of green spaces for relaxation and recreation. This is referred to in the draft Spatial Plan as the blue-green network.
1.3 Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Unsure
Why:

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buffer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple benefits and could include a range of different uses and activities including protection of
nature, rural production and recreation.
1.4 Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

Unsure
Why:

Priority Development Areas provide a mechanism for coordinated and focused action across multiple agencies
to inform, prioritise and unlock public and private sector investment. They are a key tool within the draft Spatial
Plan to accelerate development in locations that will support the desired pattern of growth and/or facilitate
adaptation and regeneration. Priority Areas have been developed as part of other Urban Growth Partnership
Spatial Plans across New Zealand, and typically:

e Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;

e Are complex, in that successfully developing at the required pace and scale requires working in partnership i.e. Business
as usual delivery will not be sufficient; and

e Are in key locations where successful development gives effect to the draft Spatial Plan.

The following Priority Development Areas have been identified in the plan: Rangiora Town Centre and
surrounds; Rolleston Town Centre and surrounds; Papanui; Central City; Riccarton; and Hornby. Eastern
Christchurch is included as a priority area, recognising the need for a partnership approach to support this area
to adapt to the impacts of climate change and to strengthen resilience.

1.5 Do you agree with the approach to focus on these areas?
Yes
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Why (please specify the Priority Area):

The draft plan proposes six opportunities, which link to a set of clear directions and key moves to help shape
the future of Greater Christchurch. The spatial strategy is detailed in the table below.

(Click the image to open it in another window)

1.6 Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?
Partially
Why:

1.7 Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan?

See attached.

Attach 1 - Submission Statement

Attach 2 - Submission on WDC District Plan Review

Attach 3 - Submission on Variation 1 of the WDC District Plan Review

Attached Documents
File
ATTACH 1 - Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan Submission Statement_Doncaster Dev_12 07 2023
ATTACH 2 - Submission on the WDP Review

ATTACH 3 - Variation 1 - WDC Review
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Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan
Submission Statement

Our submission is that:

The Spatial Plan should include indications of long term preferred directions for urban
growth beyond the existing urban areas and those other areas of approved district plan
changes. This would deliver long term guidance and coordination with the future
transport network shown on Map 15, and provide some flexibility for the provision for
urban growth.

The Spatial Plan should identify land adjoining Rangiora as a “Major Town” and
accelerated growth centre, as part of an interconnected triangle of towns comprising
Rangiora, Kaiapoi and Woodend-Ravenswood-Pegasus, with support from the strategic
transport and other strategic infrastructure as the framework for a long term vision.

Maps 2 and 14 of the Spatial Plan should be amended to include the subject property at
Rangiora (as shown on the attached site plan and described in the attached WDC
district plan submission) as “proposed future urban growth area”. This land has been
identified by the WDC as being suitable for future residential development and is
subject to a submission on the Proposed WDC District Plan. It would be unfortunate if
the district plan submission process is adversely affected by shortcomings in the
content and vision of the Spatial Plan.

The lack of inclusion on Maps 2 and 14 of the Doncaster property at north west
Rangiora in the area shown as “existing urban area”, leaving the site subject to the
provisions related to the Green Belt area which are completely inappropriate to its
location and physical characteristics as well as its existing and proposed zoning.

The residential future of the Doncaster site has already been settled. It is zoned Res 4B
in the operative district plan and Large Lot Res in the proposed review. It is also the
subject of a submission to the proposed review (submission number 290.3) seeking that
the zoning should be changed to General Res. Once the zoning issue has been resolved
it will be developed for residential use.

The land is in all respects suitable for residential use, services are available, it adjoins
existing areas of housing and can be coordinated with, and integrated with, the existing
Rangiora residential area. A copy of the district plan review submission is attached as
part of this submission.

Our submission is that:

Greater CHCH Spatial Plan Submission Statement_Doncaster Development_12 07 2023_FINAL



1. The Doncaster site, as shown on the site plan being part of the district plan submission,
should be recognised in the GCSP as part of the Rangiora residential area. For the
purposes of the Spatial Plan a residential development at rural-residential density is still
residential in character, and by its location in this case could not be considered anything
other than part of the Rangiora urban area.

2. Maps 2 and 14 should be amended to show the Doncaster site as part of the “existing
urban area”, together with any other necessary amendments.

Greater CHCH Spatial Plan Submission Statement_Doncaster Development_12 07 2023_FINAL



Waimakariri District C
215 High Street
Private Bag 1005
Rangiora 7440, New Zealand

Phone 0800 965 468

DISTRICT PLAN REVIEW

Proposed Waimakariri District Plan -
Submission

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter details
(Our preferred methods of corresponding with you are by email and phone).

Full name: Doncaster Developments Ltd

Please select one of the two options below:

I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (go to Submission details, you do not need to
complete the rest of this section)

O 1 could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (please complete the rest of this section before
continuing to Submission details)

Please select one of the two options below:
O am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
A) Adversely affects the environment; and
B) Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.
O I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
A) Adversely affects the environment; and

B) Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.



Submission details

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are as follows: (please give details)

The Large Lot Residential Zone prepared for our property at Rangiora, and statements of Plan objectives and
policies for such zone as they apply to the subject land to be amended or deleted.

My submission is that: (state in summary the Proposed Plan chapter subject and provision of your submission. Clearly indicate whether you
support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have amendments made, giving reasons) (please include additional pages as necessary)

The zoning of the subject property should be changed to General Residential Zone to enable the development and

subdivision of the property for residential purposes and as a coordinated and integrated part of the Rangiora residential
community and the local Arlington community in particular.

Refer in particular paragraphs 1-4 attached.

I/we have included: 8 pages plus Appendices A - |

I/we seek the following decision from the Waimakariri District Council: (give precise details, use additional pages if required)

Trust the submission be accepted in full and given effect to in the manner set out in paragraphs 1-5 attached.

210617097946 — August 2021 2 Waimakariri DistrictCouncil
Version 1.0 Form 5 Submission on Notified Proposed
Waimakariri District Plan



Submission at the Hearing

I/we wish to speak in support of my/our submission
O I/we do not wish to speak in support of my/our submission

X If others make a similar further submission, I/we will consider presenting a joint case with them at the
hearing

Signature
Of submitters or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter(s)

Signature Date 24 November 2021

(If you are making your submission electronically, a signature is not required)

Important Information
1. The Council must receive this submission before the closing date and time for submissions.

2. Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available
to the media and public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the District Plan reviewprocess.

3. Only those submitters who indicate they wish to speak at the hearing will be emailed a copy of the planning
officers report (please ensure you include an email address on this submission form).

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make
a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at
least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

¢ Itis frivolous or vexatious

¢+ |t discloses no reasonable or relevant case

¢+ It would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further

¢ It contains offensive language

¢ Itis supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a
person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert
advice on the matter.

Send your submission to: Proposed District Plan Submission
Waimakariri District Council
Private Bag 1005, Rangiora 7440

Email to: developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz

Phone: 0800 965 468 (0800WMKGOV)
You can also deliver this submission form to one our service centres:
Rangiora Service Centre: 215 High Street, Rangiora

Kaiapoi Service Centre: Ruataniwha Kaiapoi Civic Centre, 176 Williams Street, Kaiapoi
Oxford Service Centre: 34 Main Street, Oxford

Submissions close 5pm, Friday 26 November 2021

Please refer to the Council website waimakariri.govt.nz for further updates

210617097946 — August 2021 Waimakariri DistrictCouncil
Version 1.0 Form 5 Submission on Notified Proposed
Waimakariri District Plan




WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT COUNCIL
SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT PLAN REVIEW (2021)

DONCASTER DEVELOPMENTS LTD

Our submission is that:

1. The District Plan zoning of the subject property should be changed from Large Lot Residential
Zone (rural-residential) to General Residential Zone, together with any necessary amendments
to statements of objectives and policies, plus the adoption of an Outline Development Plan, to
enable the development and subdivision of the property for residential purposes.

2. The submitter opposes the inclusion of “housing bottom lines” in the District Plan objectives for
residential development. These are likely to limit the supply of housing sections, contrary to
the overall guidance of NPS-UDC and NPS-UD, and to reduce flexibility and the opportunity for
the Council and developers to respond promptly to changes in housing demand.

3. The submitter supports the provision in policy UFD-P2 part 2, to enable residential rezoning and
development of areas outside the identified Residential Development Areas in the District Plan,
subject to the eight criteria listed in that policy.

4. The submitter opposes the North West Rangiora Outline Development Plan, DEV-NWR-APP1, in

its present form, as it does not provide for the development of the submitters land for housing.
An amended or replacement ODP is included in this submission as Appendix I.

Background and Reasons

Doncaster Developments are the owner of approximately 11.6 hectares of land situated at the
northern end of Lehmans Road on the north-west edge of Rangiora (refer to figure 1 of
Appendix E). The land is on the east side of Lehmans Road, south of the Rangiora Racecourse
and north-west of a line of electricity transmission lines. The land is zoned for rural-residential
development at a permitted density of approximately one house per 5000 square metres (Res
4A zone in the Waimakariri District Plan). Doncaster Developments are also the developer of
some of the adjacent residential land in north-west Rangiora, which includes an area of medium
density and townhouse development, preschool, church and a small shopping centre.

The submitters have participated in many plan making/policy development processes affecting
their property and the development of Rangiora over the past 20 years. They have lodged
submission and attended hearings on the Urban Development Strategy (2007), the Land Use
Recovery Plan (2013), Our Space Consultation (2018) and Proposed Change 1 to the CRPS (2020)
as well as other briefings and District and Regional Council planning processes. They have



consistently supported good environmental and community outcomes for the growth and
development of Rangiora which they believe could be achieved through the development of the
subject land for housing. The following submissions on some of these previous consultations
and processes are attached as part of this submission, to provide full background and the
reasons which support this submission:

Appendix B November 2018 Submission on Our Space Consultation
Appendix C August 2019 Submission on Draft Proposed Change to Chapter 6 of the CRPS
Appendix D February 2020 Submission on Proposed Change 1 to the CRPS

In particular this submission adopts and relies upon the following parts of those submissions:
= The site descriptions, background history and the suitability of the site for residential
development.

= The NPS-UDC framework for District Plan objectives and policy decisions. The submitter
believes that the outcomes from the Our Space consultation setting housing ‘targets’ or
‘bottom lines’, urban limit lines and other limits on housing development opportunities
are inconsistent with the NPS-UDC, and the recent NPS-UD.

= The way that the Proposed Infrastructure Boundary/Urban Limits lines have
unreasonably prejudiced the availability of the subject land for development. The need
for a flexible or contestable urban rural boundary.

= An insufficient supply of suitable land for housing development in Rangiora and
Waimakariri District generally, and the need for a buffer supply of zoned and
developable land to avoid shortages of supply of residential sections. It is noted that the
NPS-UDC advises an additional margin of feasible development capacity over and above
projected demand of at least 20% over the short and medium term.

= The use of uncertain population projections in setting housing limits or maximum
targets.

= The important role of the housing market, and the need for sufficiency of supply of
sections to address the current housing crisis.

= The submitters participation in the Our Space consultation and in particular their
provision of expert evidence and legal counsel to assist the Hearing Panel. Economic,
planning and engineering evidence provided to that hearing included an assessment of
housing capacity at Rangiora which found that there was a shortfall of development
capacity at that time and a significant medium term shortfall for the district. It also
established that the Doncaster land is very suitable for housing development as part of
the Rangiora urban area, with no significant limitations.

The submitter has found their earlier participation in these consultation/submission processes
to be frustrating and unsatisfactory. In the case of the Our Space consultation their



submissions and the expert evidence provided were effectively ignored or not addressed in a
meaningful way by the decision-makers. The submitter feels that the Our Space submission
hearing process suffered from pre-determination and a lack of fair process. A fast track
process and the lack of any rights of appeal mean that the outcome could not be reviewed. It
is therefore appropriate that this matter is now before the Waimakariri District Council in the
context of its District Plan Review, and can now be reconsidered objectively by the Council
itself.

The Suitability of the Site for Housing Development

Since early 2013 Doncaster Developments have developed a proposal to develop the subject
land for housing. The development would include a mix of housing styles and densities and
the development would be controlled and coordinated under an Outline Development Plan.
However, in the past the opportunity to rezone the land for housing development has been
limited because the land is outside the Urban Limits set out in Map A of the Canterbury
Regional Policy Statement. The land is zoned Res 4 in the operative District Plan (Rural
Residential). The submitters believe that the position of the Urban Limit line, excluding this
land, is an historical anomaly because of the rural-residential zoning and the related
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement policies on rural-residential. However, in all other
respects the land is conveniently located and well suited for residential development. This is
supported by the following factors:

= The land is physically well suited to develop for housing and can be serviced. Road
locations, siting limitations and servicing are provided for in the Outline Development
Plan. There are no unusual infrastructure issues.

= The land is close to amenities (preschool, church) and the new shopping centre
(Sandown/Huntingdon), and its development would complement recent residential
developments on adjacent properties and road and reserve connections.

= The land is within 200m of the proposed public transport stop/route (Huntingdon
Drive).

= The land is already zoned for low density residential development (Residential 4A).

= The land is suitable for housing and can accommodate between 120-140 residential
units.

= Within the Rangiora context the land represents one of the few areas where ground
conditions are geotechnically good, the land links with or is close to the popular west
Rangiora growth area and can deliver home and section packages at reasonable cost.

The submitter has recently engaged Aurecon NZ Limited to prepare an updated assessment of
servicing availability and feasibility to support a rezoning and subsequent development of the
land for housing. A copy of the report — Arlington Infrastructure Servicing, dated 29/09/2021 —
is attached to this submission as Appendix E, and reports on the potential contamination



status of the land and future traffic effects, from its development for housing are attached as
Appendices F and H.

The reports conclude that there are no servicing impediments to the future development of
the site, that servicing networks in the adjacent urban area have the capacity to provide
connections and service without the need for significant upgraded capacity, and that the
proposed roading and pedestrian connections will integrate the proposed new housing area
with the existing Westpark housing development to the south (roading design) and pedestrian
links to existing housing on Payne Court and Helmore Street to the east. In addition the
absence of hazard risk, geotechnical and avoidance of flood hazard are all favourable.

The Council can be satisfied that a future subdivision and housing development will
consolidate the residential area of north-west Rangiora and be integrated with both the
servicing infrastructure and physical layout in this part of Rangiora.

National Policy Statements

When considering the merits of this submission the Council is required to be guided by the
National Policy Statement on Urban Development (2020), which replaced the National Policy
statement on Urban Development Capacity (2016). The submitter believes that both versions
are relevant to this matter. They both provide direction to decision-makers under the RMA in
respect to planning for urban environments and in managing their growth and change. In
particular they support the achievement of well-functioning urban environments in existing
and future urban areas that provide for the social, economic and cultural well-being and
community safety. With respect to housing need they expect councils to provide at least
sufficient development capacity over the next 30 years to meet expected demands and to
support a variety of housing types, sizes and locations. Capacity is to be provided for housing
development over the short, medium and long term, and to be responsive to regular reviews
and flexible to changed market conditions and the changing needs of people and
communities.

The submitter notes objective OA2 from the NPS-UDC:

“OA2: Urban environments that have sufficient opportunities for the development of
housing and business land to meet demand, and which provide choices that will
meet the needs of people and communities and future generations for a range of
dwelling types and locations, working environments and places to locate
businesses.”

Also policy PA3:

“PA3: When making planning decisions that affect the way and the rate at which
development capacity is provided, decision-makers shall provide for the social,
economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing of people and communities and
future generations, whilst having particular regard to:



a) Providing for choices that will meet the needs of people and communities and
future generations for a range of dwelling types and locations, working
environments and places to locate businesses;

b) Promoting the efficient use of urban land and development infrastructure and
other infrastructure; and

c) Limiting as much as possible adverse impacts on the competitive operation of
land and development markets.”

Council’s Approach to the District Plan Review

The submitter is concerned that in the preparation of the Proposed District Plan Review the
Council has been guided more by the regional policy framework derived from the Greater
Christchurch Partnership Urban Development Strategy, from both before and after the
2010/2011 earthquakes, and carried forward through the Our Space consultation, than by the
clear directions set out in the National Policy Statements. That is, the Council has preferred an
approach based on the allocation or rationing of predicted future household growth, with
growth targets and future urban limits including sequencing of land releases and physical
limits for new areas for development. This restrictive approach being promoted in the hope
that restrictions on residential development opportunities in the Waimakariri and Selwyn
Districts may encourage more intensive development in Christchurch City. This approach,
derived from a policy framework developed approximately 20 years ago, is in stark contrast to
the policy directions set out in the National Policy Statements, which require an enabling
approach in the District Plan Review, encouraging zoning for generous development
opportunities, flexibility and responsiveness to the housing market. This concern was set out
in detail in the submission on the Our Space consultation, and the Council is asked to consider
that submission in the context of its consideration of this submission on the Proposed District
Plan Review. (Refer Appendix B, paragraphs 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3.) The submitter’s evidence in
2018 in support of their submission on the Our Space consultation showed clearly that at that
time insufficient housing development capacity was being provided for in WDC towns, both
short term and long term. The decision response was to deny that this would be a problem,
and to assume that the Greater Christchurch housing market would accept a move to higher
density housing. In the face of this experience the submitters find it hard to accept that they
are again forced to participate in a statutory planning process to again advocate for the
rezoning of this small parcel of very suitable land for housing development. They are hopeful
that an objective consideration of their submission will conclude that the best use of this land
will be for housing development.

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement

In considering its decision on this submission the Council may feel that it should consider the
provisions of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS). The Waimakariri District Plan is
required under s73(4) of the RMA to give effect to the CRPS. The CRPS provides guidance on
planning matters relating to the growth of settlements in the Canterbury Region — a regional
overview to coordinate between the District and City Councils.

Chapter 5 of the CRPS



Chapter 5 seeks to promote urban developments that have regard to the efficient use and
development of resources while ensuring that adverse effects on the environment are
avoided, remedied or mitigated. Consolidation and integration with existing infrastructure is
promoted. It is submitted that in this case the proposed rezoning and housing development
will achieve consolidation and integration, as demonstrated in the Aurecon report. The
development, as provided for in the proposed ODP and connected to the existing services
infrastructure, will have minimal effects on the physical environment and provide compact
urban form. It is therefore concluded that the proposed rezoning will give effect to the
objectives and policies of Chapter 5.

Chapter 6 of the CRPS

Chapter 6 was included in the Regional Policy Statement in 2013 having been incorporated
from the Land Use Recovery Plan developed in response to the Canterbury earthquakes.
Specifically it “provides a resource management framework for the recovery of Greater
Christchurch to enable and support earthquake recovery and rebuilding include restoration
and enhancement through to 2028”. A key focus of Chapter 6 was to respond to the
anticipated demand for business and residential activities which needed to be replaced or
relocated as a result of the earthquakes. To a large extent this recovery has occurred in
relation to provision and uptake of identified (and now zoned) land for business and
residential activities impacted by the earthquakes. Accordingly, it is considered that the
objectives and policies in Chapter 6 need to be applied and evaluated recognising that Greater
Christchurch has moved on from only responding to the direct impacts of the earthquakes. In
particular there is ongoing demand by first home buyers who are reluctant or unable to buy
existing houses in areas impacted by the earthquakes. These factors have resulted in strong
demand for lower cost housing outside Christchurch City. On the supply side a number of
areas identified for residential development have not become available as anticipated.

In response to a recognised demand for housing beyond that anticipated in the LURP and
Chapter 6 of the CRPS, these documents have been revisited. This has also occurred in
response to the requirements contained in the National Policy Statement of Urban
Development Capacity. Limited changes were made in 2019 and 2020 (refer to Appendices C
and D).

As noted above, rezoning to enable the development of the submitter’s land for housing has
been resisted because it lies outside the line of Urban Limits set out on Map A within Chapter
6. These were not revisited in respect to the submitter’s land, in spite of their submissions.

“Policy 6.3.1 clause 5

5. ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified
greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly
provided for in the CRPS.”

In regard to this matter, and as mentioned above, it is considered that the objectives and
policies in Chapter 6 need to be applied and evaluated recognising that Greater Christchurch
has moved on from only responding to the direct impacts of the earthquakes. In particular



there is a demand for residential land for housing simply created by natural growth in the

population and that provision to meet this demand by an amendment to Chapter 6 of the

CRPS has shown no sign of eventuating in the near future.

The submitter believes that the requested rezoning of the subject land to enable residential

development can take place, notwithstanding Map A of Chapter 6 of the CRPS, and its Urban

Limit line, for the following reasons:

1.

The conflict is a minor technicality, well below the level of any regional significance.

The specificity of the location of the UL line in Map A is inappropriate in a regional
level plan providing guidance and coordination between councils.

The definition of Future Development Areas (FDAs) and Urban Limits (ULs) were
accepted by the Our Space hearings panel as being indicative only, with the comment
that “.. this will provide some opportunity for consideration of the merits of particular
proposals without being precluded by Our Space.” The Proposed new WDC District
Plan is such an opportunity.

In the same hearings panel decision it was recorded “... Our Space takes a broader
view of the housing market across Greater Christchurch ...”. (For further discussion
please refer to the 2019 submission on Draft Proposed Change to Chapter 6, CRPS, as
attached as Appendix C).

The location of the Urban Limit line at this point is the result of an historical anomaly,
and is not justified by any of the objectives and policies in either the CRPS or the
District Plan. The current proposed Large Lot Residential Zone (rural residential) is
adjacent to the General Residential Zone and developed housing to the east and south
of the site, which is contrary to the existing policy framework for the location of rural
residential settlements at both the regional and district council levels.

This provision of the CRPS is historical, well out of date in terms of current relevance
and arguably contrary to the NPS-UD both as a planning tool (limiting housing
development opportunity), far beyond the guidance/coordinating function; and
preventing needed housing capacity for affordable housing development in the short
to medium term.

There are no local or regional concerns that could justify the continued existence and
restrictive effects of the UL line in its present location, separating the subject property
from the rest of the housing area of north-west Rangiora. As a planning tool the UL
line is in the wrong place, and should have been corrected long ago.

A decision to rezone this land for housing would be consistent with Policy UFD-P2 of
the proposed DP review, and that decision would satisfy all of the relevant criteria
listed in that policy. This opportunity under the District Plan to enable the



development of land for housing outside of the identified FDA's is to be preferred over
a strict application of policy 6.3.1 of the CRPS.

The manner in which the submitter’s previous submissions on this matter (Proposed
CRPS changes, Our Space etc.) were dealt with was unfair and disrespectful of the
efforts that they made to engage positively in the planning process, and the outcome
of that process should be dismissed.

We seek the following decisions from the Waimakariri District Council:

That the submission be accepted in full and given effect to as follows:

1.

That the zoning of the property be changed to General Residential Zone.

That Strategic Directions Objective SD-02 clause 4 be amended to read:
“4. Provides a range of housing opportunities, focusing new residential activity within
existing towns, identified development areas in Rangiora and Kaiapoi, and other sites
that meet the criteria set out in policy UFD-P2 part 2, in order to provide sufficient
feasible development capacity to meet housing demand.”

That Urban Form and Development objective UFD-01 be amended to read:

“Sufficient feasible development capacity for residential activity to meet housing
demand.”

That policy UFD-P2 be retained without change.

That the attached Outline Development Plan be adopted and included in the District
Plan (Appendix I).

APPENDECIES:
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Copy of Title

Submission on Our Space
Submission on Chapter 6 CRPS
Submission on Changes to the CRPS

Aurecon Infrastructure Servicing Report (2021)

Contamination Report

Market Assessment (Property Economics)

Traffic Report

Outline Development Plan
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
| Constituted as a Record of Title pursuant to Sections 7 and 12 of the Land Transfer Act 2017 - 12 November 2018 |
Identifier 167935
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 13 September 2004

Prior References

23389
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0000 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1 Deposited Plan 340848

Original Registered Owners
John Alexander McRae

Interests

6107624.1 CAVEAT BY LEHMANS ROAD FARMING COMPANY LIMITED AND DONCASTER
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED - 9.8.2004 at 9:00 am

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications
created by Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 6146885.5 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management
Act 1991

6174585.1 Withdrawal of Caveat 6107624.1 - 7.10.2004 at 9:00 am
6423170.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am
6423170.2 Mortgage to John Alexander McRae - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am

6633441.1 Transfer to Alan Grant Fowler, Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor and Christopher Ian Glynn Wilson
- 3.11.2005 at 9:00 am

6863137.1 Discharge of Mortgage 6423170.2 - 12.5.2006 at 11:00 am
8527751.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am

9196005.3 Surrender of the right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications
created by Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media
created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management
Act 1991

9474698.1 Discharge of Mortgage 8527751.1 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.2 Surrender of the easement created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am
9474698.2 Revocation of the easement condition on DP 453206 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

10896319.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 18.9.2017 at 1:20 pm

Transaction Id Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 1:00 pm, Page 1 of 1
Client Reference  cprebble001



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 845232
Land Registration District  Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

606144
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2.4086 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1001 Deposited Plan 526449

Original Registered Owners
Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am
(affects part formerly contained in Lot 3 DP 340848)

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media
created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management
Act 1991

Transaction Id Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 1:02 pm, Page 1 of 1
Client Reference  cprebble001



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 845233
Land Registration District  Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

606144 625678
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0909 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 526449

Original Registered Owners
Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am
(affects part formerly contained in Lot 1002 DP 461128)

Subject to a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part
marked C on DP 526449 created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management
Act 1991

Transaction Id Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 1:02 pm, Page 1 of 1
Client Reference  cprebble001



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD
Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 845234
Land Registration District  Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

584791
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1.0971 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1003 Deposited Plan 526449

Original Registered Owners
Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00
am and entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

Subject to a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media
over part marked B and a right to convey electricity over part marked A both on DP 526449 created by Easement
Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management
Act 1991

Transaction Id Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 12:59 pm, Page 1 of 1
Client Reference  cprebble001
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SETTLEMENT PATTERN - NOVEMBER 2018

To: Ouer SPACE Consultation
Greater Christchurch Partnership
PO Box 73012
Christchurch B154
Email: gurspace@greatarchristchurch org.nt
Subimission by Suburban Estates Limited
Doncaster Developments Limited
Soveraign Palms Lid
Contact Details: o McCracken and Associates
Hearing of
Submissions: The submitters do wish to be heard in support of their submissions.
1. Introduction

Suburban Estates Ltd have been in existence since 1957, Our company is one of the keading
and oldest land development companies in the Greater Christchurch Area and have developed
over B000 sections in that tme, We are currently developing in all 3 districts in and around
Christchurch, We believe we develap land in a controlled and responsible manner and do not
actively pursue the development af tand i it does nat it within the parameters of sound
environmental planning.

Suburban Estates Ltd (SEL], Doncaster Development Ltd (DLL) and Sovereign Palms Limited
(5PL) support the need for a review of the land use planning framewark for Greater
Christchurch.

SEL, DOL and SPL have long been important players in the development of land in Greater
Christchurch for housing and related land uses. Since the early 1990% the companies have
been involved in land development, and they Intend continuing this activity in the future. This
experience has given them a sound basis for their opinions and land development proposals
and underping this submission, They have specific Interests [and development proposals) for
residential development at both Rangiora and Kaiapoi and in the case af SEL in Christchurch
and Prebbieton
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This submission is in two parts. Firstly a general submission on some aspects of the proposed
Update that in the view of the submitters will work against the ability of the Councils to
produce a future development strategy which will deliver sufficient, feasible development
capacity to support future housing and business growth. Secondly site specific submissions in
relation to land at north-west Rangiora, north-east Kaiapoi and south-west Prebbleton (Refer
Appendices attached).

2. General
2.1 National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

PC13 of the National Policy Statement requires that a future development strategy be
prepared to identify the broad location, timing and sequencing of future development
capacity over the long term in future urban environments and intensification
opportunities within existing urban environments (at para a).

The Update is not an RMA document, and is not required to be prepared in accordance
with its provisions (in terms of its content and matters to be considered). It will
nevertheless guide future changes to the CRPS and ultimately the district plans for
each of Waimakariri, Selwyn District and the City Council. in that context, the RMA
requires that relevant provisions of a National Policy Statement "be given effect to"
by those RMA instruments. Accordingly, the Update should provide a framework
within which the NPSUDC can be "given effect to". An approach to the provision of
development capacity that is not consistent with PC13 (and which is arguably contrary
to it) will not facilitate that outcome.

Current market demand reveals a clear preference for development within adjoining
Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts. This is due to a number of actions likely to continue
during the medium term, if not longer. The lifestyle preferences within the districts
in comparison to urban living (particularly within the Central City) are quite distinct.
The NPSUDC requires that the Councils provide for feasible development in locations
where people want to live, and does not support the directive approach evident in the
‘allocation' of households; in fact, that approach is inconsistent with PC13, if not
contrary to it.

The targets for housing development capacity between Waimakariri, Selwyn and the
City over the medium term (2018-2028) is said to be based upon a transitional
approach to a change in the market and peoples preferences toward Central City and
Suburban Centre locations within the Christchurch City. However, if the market
response is slower than anticipated by this apportionment, there will be insufficient
supply of developable land within the districts to meet the market demand.

The NPSUDC does not support the directive or coercive approach to the provision of
feasible development capacity evident in the Update, which otherwise acknowledges
the "slightly lower" share of growth within the City than envisaged initially by the UDS,
with a higher share in the districts. The Update also acknowledges that this is due to
market preferences. It s risky to take the approach that limiting opportunities within
the districts will be met by opportunities within the Central City. The Councils' reliance
upon a change in market behaviour within the medium term comes with some
considerable risk that the NPSUDC policies will not be given effect to.
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2.2 Projected Infrastructure Boundary or Urban Limits

The submitters oppose cadastrally defined, property boundary specific Proposed
Infrastructure Boundary/Urban Limit lines, in a regional level strategy and in the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, which are used to define areas which will be
available for housing and other urban development. This method is in conflict with
the NPS-UDC, referred to in paragraph 2.4 of the Update, which requires the “future
development strategy” to identify the broad location, timing and sequencing of future
development capacity in new urban environments and intensification opportunities
within existing urban environments.

These PIB/UL lines have an inappropriate level of precision in a regional strategy
providing an overview of future development within Greater Christchurch. The lines
are both unnecessary and unhelpful. They add an inflexible additional layer to the
consenting process faced by potential land developers. Land development involves
multiple consent processes and layers of site investigations involving many different
agencies and circumstances that are often unpredictable and subject to change.
Urban Limit lines, defined at a regional level, may be unhelpful in the negotiations
between developers, Councils and service supply authorities, and in achieving well
managed and integrated urban growth.

In addition, the three Councils have made great progress with integrated planning for
the utility systems that they are responsible for, and related funding, since the first
Urban Limit lines were introduced into the Regional Planning Scheme several decades
ago. The Councils are in the best position to judge whether service network
extensions are feasible and desirable, in negotiation with developers and applicants.
The development process needs flexibility. The process of three-yearly reviews
followed by a change to the CRPS is the opposite of flexibility. The PIB/Urban Limit
lines as currently prescribed are likely in some places to inhibit efficient, economic
land development, and cannot be justified by a need to protect and manage the
coordination of infrastructure with land development.

The Submitters ask that the Proposed Infrastructure Boundary/Urban Limit lines be
removed from the Update, and from the CRPS and other planning documents.

23 Housing Targets and Higher Residential Density

The submitters believe that the approach adopted in preparing the Update is over
directive. There is too much reliance on hoping for a future change in consumer
preference to higher density housing and the redevelopment of existing urban sites
rather than planning to meet the preferences of the housing market. The Update
acknowledges (Section 3, Sufficiency and Sections 5 and 6) a likely housing capacity
shortfall, at least in parts of Greater Christchurch. Given the reliance on a shift to
higher densities it is difficult to see the Update being able to meet the requirements
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of the NPS-UDC. (“Demonstrating that there will be sufficient, feasible development
capacity over the medium and long term.” See section 2.4).

In this context, of probable insufficiency of supply of developable land and a
household allocation model based on uncertain predictions, the inclusion of minimum
targets for housing development capacity for each council, and a reliance on a move
to higher density housing (which probably won’t eventuate), the application of
“targets” is likely to significantly under provide the development capacity that will be
required.

Not all currently zoned land which CCC are relying on to be developed, will be
developed. Zoned land only gets developed if a land owner does not want it to remain
in its current use. Many people chose not to sell their land to developers. Also, several
areas of CCC existing zoned land (including some in Redwood & Halswell) will remain
undeveloped because they are TC3 and as such cannot be developed without very
expensive (and usually uneconomic) geotechnical remediation.

The concept of “targets” assumes that strategic growth management is an allocative
process for sharing out the predicted future households. That is the wrong approach;
the goal should be to ensure adequate provision is made in all parts of the housing
market. The Update should respond to the demand for housing, not try to direct it.
Residential land development is a complex and dynamic process. The housing market
and buyer preferences are hard to predict and slow to change and Statutory Plan
provisions that attempt to force a move to higher densities of housing are likely to be
resisted, or developments that would otherwise proceed may not eventuate.

SEL and other developers including Mike Greer Ltd are currently experiencing
resistance to the CCC requirement of a minimum 15 lots per hectare in greenfield
subdivisions. SEL predicted this at the UDS hearings but no one listened. Developers
have since then embraced the 15/ha rule (because they had to) and it is apparent that
many of the outcomes are poor with houses too close together. CCC seem to be
unaware that many people are moving to Selwyn and Waimakairiri Districts to be
away from the minimum requirement of 15/ha.

The submitters ask that the Update be amended to increase the amount of readily
developable land that can be made available for development, that deferred status
or staging be removed from land identified for development; and that a move to
higher densities of housing be supported and facilitated but not required or directed
through statutory plans. They also ask that the CRPS be changed as a matter of
urgency to give effect to these requests, that the predictions and assumptions about
urban growth be reviewed over the next three years, and that the patterns of
development and numbers of lots created be monitored so that a future review can
be soundly based.
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3. Site Specific Submissions

3.1 Arlington Park Development Northwest Rangiora

Doncaster Developments are the owner of approximately 7.8 hectares of land
situated at the northern end of Lehmans Road on the north-west edge of Rangiora
(Refer Appendix 4). The land is on the east side of Lehmans Road, south of the
Rangiora racecourse and north-west of a line of electricity transmission lines. The
land is zoned for rural-residential development at a permitted density of
approximately one house per 5000 square metres (Res 4A zone in the Waimakariri
District Plan). It is also subject to the north-west Rangiora Outline Development Plan
(District Planning Map 155). Doncaster Developments are also the developer of some
of the adjacent residential land in north-west Rangiora, which includes an area of
medium density and townhouse development, preschool, church and a small
shopping centre.

Since early 2013 Doncaster Developments have developed a proposal to develop the
subject land for housing. The development would include a mix of housing styles and
densities and the development would be controlled and coordinated under an Qutline
Development Plan. This proposed development has been unable to proceed because
the land is outside the Urban Limits set out in Map A of the CRPS. The submitters
believe that the position of the Urban Limit line, excluding this land is an historical
anomaly because of the rural-residential zoning and the related CRPS policies on rural-
residential. However in all other respects the land is conveniently located and well
suited for residential development. This submission is that the Urban Limit line is in
the wrong place. This is supported by the following factors:

» The land is physically well situated to develop for housing and can be serviced.
Road locations, siting limitations and servicing are provided for in the Outline
Development Plan. There are no unusual infrastructure issues.

= The land is close to amenities (preschool, church) and the new shopping centre
(Sandown/Huntingdon), and its development would complement recent
residential developments on adjacent properties and road and reserve
connections.

* The land is within 200m of the proposed public transport stop/route (Huntingdon
Drive),

* The land is already zoned for low density residential development (Residential
4A),
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®* The land is suitable for housing and can accommodate between 120-140
residential units.

=  Within the Rangiora context the land represents one of the few areas where
ground conditions are geotechnically good, the land links with or is close to the
popular west Rangiora growth area and can deliver home and section packages
at reasonable cost.

The submitters ask that the Update be amended to include this property within the
Proposed Infrastructure Boundary/Urban Limit line, (if those provisions remain) and
that Map A of the CRPS be amended accordingly.

3.2 Northeast Kaiapoi

Sovereign Palms Limited have an interest in a block of land comprising approximately
26ha on the north-east edge of Kaiapoi (refer Appendix 2 and 3, yellow shaded area).
It adjoins residential land recently developed by SEL. The land is within the Proposed
Infrastructure Boundary/Urban Limit line but is shown as Future Development Area in
Figure 16 of the Update. Itis understood that the development of this land is required
to be deferred to a later stage of development. SEL seeks the support of the Councils
to bring forward the development date for this land so that sections can be made
available to the Kaiapoi market in an economic and planned sequence to follow the
developments already completed in the area.

The land is physically well suited for residential development, services connections
and road links are available from the Sovereign Lakes subdivision adjoining and the
land is not affected by the air noise contour. As the immediately adjacent final stage
for Sovereign Lakes has only just completed, there seems little point delaying the next
stage any longer. Any delays would create construction disturbance to the new home
owners in that last stage of Sovereign Lakes. The public interst would not be served
by delaying the start of this next stage of development.

SEL has closely monitored sales of sections in Sovereign Palms and Sovereign Lakes at
this north end of Kaiapoi. They have found that purchasers prefer this location and
relatively large sections. Purchasers have told SEL that they do not want to be close
to a large amount of 500m? or smaller sections. SEL also think that purchasers at
Sovereign Palms prefer there to Pegasus or Woodend because those towns are just a
little further away from Christchurch. Kaiapoi is great community with great facilities,
and there is a great community feel about it internally within the subdivision. SEL
have the ability to develop at least a further 150 lots on this land, immediately to the
east of Sovereign Lakes (see attached plans).

The submitters ask that the Update be amended to show the land at north-east
Kaiapoi now shown as “Future Development Area” in figure 16 be changed to
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“Greenfield Priority Areas — Residential”; and that the CRPS be changed so that Map
A is also changed, to the same effect.

3.3 Southwest Prebbleton

SEL have developed 200 lots in Sterling Park, Prebbleton. They are currently
completing stage 10 (21 lots) and then that will be all that is available in the current
Living Z zone. There is potential for growth to the west, infrastructure is not difficult,
road accesses from Sterling Park were required by SDC to be created and ground
conditions are gravels (TC1) which are not that good for farming. Selwyn District
Council have considered this land but never told us “why not”. See attached Appendix
5 which shows an area in red of approximately 35 hectares. The western half of this
area could be “deferred” in accordance with demand.

Thank you for your consideration of these submissions. SEL, DDL and SPL would be prepared to
join with other submitters who have similar concerns, and would be prepared to meet with

Council Officers to discuss possible outcomes should that be useful in resolving these matters.

Yours sincerely,

K P McCracken
Director
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Canterbury Regional Policy Statement

July 2019
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August 2019
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ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY

SUBMISSION ON CONSULTATION ON DRAFT PROPOSED CHANGE TO CHAPTER 6 OF
THE CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT

Submitter Dotails
Nama Doncaster Developments Limied and Suburtan Estates Lid
Postal address Cl- Suburban Estates Lid

Wa would like to be heard in support of this submission

1. Summary of Relief Sought

1] The submitier's land m north west Rangiorm is included as a Future Durvalopimadi Arsd
(FDWA) on Map A for mediunm e grossen;

2}  Amendments to policies to provide more references 1o National Policy Stmiemant — Uiban
Developmant Capacity [NPS-LIDC ) and to be consstent with and give effect lo sama

1) Amendment to polickes and axplanations 10 be consisten! with Duf Space actions
Inciuding commitment to notification of the full Chapter B Canterbury Regional Polcy
Statement (CBCRPS) Review in 2022

4) Addition of Policy 6.31A (or simiar) to provide flexbiity to accommodste Epproprials
development cutside FDAS (meeling specified criteda)

§) That the CBRPS change follows standard Schedule 1 RMA processes nol Etraamingd
processas,

6]  Any other emendments to the draft change to CBCRPS (the Drafl Change) and/or othes
actiona to give affect 1o the intent of this submisson

Thés consultation will be followed by planning processes required under ths RMA (which could
be Schadule 1 or streamiined processes), \We reserve our position to respond as appropriate ol
e irne in relation to any such subsequent processes, and nol De maed n any way by he
content of this submission
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2. The Submitters
mmwnhmumr.umﬂmnm“
the narthem end of Lehmans Road on the north-west adge of the Arington subdivision, Rangiomn.
The iand is on the east side of Lehmans Road, south of the Rangiora racecourse and norh-weasl
of a line of slectricity transmisakon nes.

thtmlhnplmhrﬂumhmmmm
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Fig 2 Location on Map A Draft Change

The land Is zoned for rurak-residential development at a permitied density of approximataly ane
mnmwm:mummmwmmm it is also subject
hHMWMmmmmmm1ﬂj The land |8
niot within a Future Development Area (FOA) in Our Space of in the Draft Change. It adjoins an
axisting now fully developed Greenfield Priority Area.

MWmmwﬁmdhmmth
mmmm&-mudnﬂmwﬂmmm
church and a small shopging centre

mmmiamwmm-mhmmm
Imnd for housing. mwmw-mummmmmn
mmnmﬂmmmm-immm This
mwmmuﬂhmmmthhLﬁmm
set out in Map A of the CRPS. The submiiters bebeve that the position of the Urban Limit line,
mmwummmﬂmanmmmmm
CRPS polices on rural-msidential developmant. However in all other respects the land Is
conveniently located and well sulted for residential development.

Suburban Estates Lid have been in exsstence since 1857 Our company ks one of the leading
and oldest land development companias in the Greater Chnstchurch Area and have developed
over B000 sactions in that timea. We are currently developing in all 3 districts in and around
Chrisichurch.  ‘We believe we develop land in a controlied and responsible manner and do not
Mymhﬁnﬁnﬂdhﬂﬂ!#ﬂﬂlwﬁhhm#mﬂ
environmantal planning.

Aston Consuiants Aesource MEnagerent and Flanneng 4



3. Consultation

The current consultation on the Draft Change is 1o inform the preparation of the Draft Change.
Consultation |s being undertaken with local and central governmment agencies. langata whenua
:mmm-m:,mm%mmmmmma
of Schedule 1 of the RMA. This specifies mandatory consultation requirements and that a local
authority can consull with anyone eise during the preparation of a policy siatement.

The Draft Change is required to give effect to the NPS-UDC. The NPS-UDC requires local
authorities 1o seek and use the input of the property development sector and significant
Isndowners, Doncaster Developments and SEL sre significant, longstanding land land
developmant companies. They have a wealth of local experience and knowledge o contribute to
Soveraign Paims Lid and the Prebbileton landowners (SEL has an interest in their land) were the
only ressdential land developers and landowners who engaged expert evidence and legal counsal
for the Our Space hearings. They have ‘engaged’ in a substantial way in the Our Space process.
mmmmdhmwmmuw-ﬂmm
formulating & Change that will meet the requiremaents of the RMA and give effect 1o the NPS-
uDC.

4,  Our Space Submission
Suburban Estates (SEL) and Doncaster Development Limited lodged a joint submission on Our
Space which sought. -
» That Our Space inciude their Rangiora land within the Proposed Infrastruciure
Boundary/Urban Limit line, (if those provisions remain) and that Map A of the CRPS be
amended accordingly. This would enable & to be developed for residential purposes.

mmmmmmm m-dmm-u

there is a shortfall in Greenfieid Priority Area capacity &t presant, and additional land s required
Immediately to meet its housing target.

The Qur Space mmmmmmmlWMlﬂm
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shortiail for Waimakarin (there is no breakdown by township) — 1800 dwellings.

The key findings of the Our Space Hearings Panel with respect to the submission were:-

1) The NPS-UDC does not require demand to be met in every location where there s
demand. |t does not specify the level of detall at which ‘different locations’ are lo met. Our
Space takos a broader view of the housing markel across Greater Christchurch,

2) No sdditional development areas ane required o be added (o those dentified in the areas
notified Tha mertts of any further additional areas will be considered as parl of the full
review of the Canterbury Regional Policy Staternent.

3) Accopts that the FDAs should be ‘indicative’ anly. This will ‘provide some opporfunity for
consideration of the merits of particular proposals without being preciuded by Our Space. ™'

The submitiers do nol agree with the Panel's findings, other than 3), for the reasons oullined in
the Hearing evidence and legal submissions presented on their behall. in essence, they consider
that Our Space and the Draft Change are not consistent with and do not give effect to the NPS-
UDEC. the higher order’ document. Amendments are required to the Drafl Change as outlined and
for the reasons sef out below and in Appendix A.

&  Future Development Area at Ranglora
The submitiers' land should be identilled as a Future Development Area in the Draft Change for
ihe following principal reasons: -

1) Rangiora has an existing shortfall of housing development capacity to meet demand.
Additional FDA land is proposed bul some land within the FDAS (southern arsas) may
note be commercially feasible 1o develop due to unfavourable ground CONMBONS.

2) The Doncaster Developmants land is physically well situnted to develop for housing and
can ba serviced. Road locations, siting imitations and sarvicing are provided for in the
Outline Development Plan.  There are no unusual infrastructiine issues.

3} it ia closa to amanities (preschool, church) and tha new shopping centre
[Sandown™Huniingdon), and its development would complement recent residantial
developments on adjiacent properties and road and resarve connections; and

' Ouwr Space Hearngs Panel Report and Recommendations paragraph 211
Asten Conguitarss Fecurco Mansosmen! e Fannng ]



4) mmhmmmmmzﬂHﬂﬂhmm
transport stop/route (Huntingdon Drive). and

5) Already zoned for low dansity residential development (Residantial R4A): and

B) The land is suitable for housing and can accommodate betwean 120-140 residential
LiMiEs;

7) Within the Rangior context, the land represents one of the few areas where ground
conditions are gectechnically good, the land links with or is ciosa to ihe popular west
Ranglora growth area and can dellves home and saction packages at reasonable cost.

8) Residential development will support the pattem of settlement and principles for future
urban growth set out in CBCRPS Objectives 6.2.1 and 6.2 2 and related policies; and the
mmwwmmrmmmum-wrdm
townships where growth can maxmise sficency of infrastructure. services. amenities
and trensporn.

) The costs of not providing for further timely urban growth at Rangiora are substantial and
were not considersd by Our Space (there is no requirement to do so under Local
Government Act processes). The consequenca will be a rapid increase In house prices
and & decreass in affordabiity which appears 1o be contrary 1o the affordability targets in
the Our Space strategy. There will continue to be a kmited supply of smaller houses,
savanely limiting the ability of Ranglor to provide a range of housing types, and develop
as @ mixed aged community. A cost benefit anatysis i mandatory for the Draft Change
whather Schaedule 1 or sireamlined RMA procesaes are adopled

6. Housing and Business Capacity Targets

Minimum Tamets

The Our Space housing and business capacity iargets in Table 3 have been inserted into
CBCRPS in accordance with sections 55(2) and 55(A) of tha Resource Management Act 1661,
from the NPS-UDC. Objective 6.2 1a and Table 8.1 need 10 be amended o refer o ‘minimum
targets’ rather than ‘targets’ 1o be consistent with Palicy PC5-11 of the NPS-UDC.  This
fequires local authorities 1o set minimum targets (our undariining) for suffickent feasible
development capacity.

The requiremaent to sat minkmum targets not maximum targets (as proposed in the Draft
M}MHMﬂhmmmmmﬁlmwm 8o that
urban environmants are efficent, including with respect to housing affordability.  Planning
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decisions should enable the market to respond efficiently to demand and function competitively
this keaping prices iowar, minimising artificially inflated house prices and contribuling to
housing affordability.

The consequences of an 'undersupply’ of housing are mone significant than the consequences
of oversupply Le. land scarcity which generally leads o higher land prices and greater incentive
to land bank and achieve 'sasier return on capital (at no risk] by capiteiizing on increasing land
values rather than by undertaking development

YWaernakarin Minimum Tagets

Mo amendments 1o the Takle 8 1 targets are required if they are specified as minimum targets.
if the current proposed wording is retained, then ihe capacity targets for Waimakann need to be
adjusted to provide for residential development of the submitier's land - by the addition of an
additional approximately 120 dwellings in the medium term. These figures can also be revisited
as part of the naxt (2020) capacity assessmaent which will inform the Selwyn and Waimakann
Dratrict Plan Reviews.

Il should be noted that some parts of FOA areas al Rangiom may not be commercially feasible
to develop, in which case no changes o the Table 5.1 may be nacessary

8. Polioy 6..12 Future Developmant Areas

=NEIngG re=-2oning 1o Mo IWm (eI CRpEcity BT s

and capacty Bssgsumanty
Amendmant is reguired to ensune Policy 8.3.12 under 1. enables land 1o be re-zoned o address

land sufficiancy medium lerm shortfalls doentified in tha Tabile 8.1 and medium term shortfalls
identified in subsaquant housing and capactty assessments. This is essential because the NPS-
UDGC requires capacily assessments to be reviewsd every thres years (Policy PC5-11) and for
minimum targets o updated accordingly without going through the RMA Schadule 1
consultation. The next capacity assessmant is due in 2020, ahead of the full CRPS Review to
be natified in 2022 and in time to inform the Selwyn and Waimakarin Dwtrict Plan Reviews, due
io ba notifled in 2020,
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Our Space Action 9 also requires tha Draft Change o ‘snable termtonial authorities fo respond o

WHMHFMMMMIMMHIMHNHM
assessments”

As currently worded, Policy 5.3.11 1. will preciude the sbove.

Long term needs - CRPS Review

The Explsnation upﬂqu.a.mmwumummmmcmm
will be notified In 2022, not ‘scheduled for 2023° as cumently worded. This is consistent with Our
Space Action 12 which recommends the review be undertaken in 2022 This is & full review, but
Chapter 8 can be deall with on a ‘stand alone’ bisis (relating only to wban growth issues in
Graater Christchurch) it could be considered and notified ahead of the balance of the CRPS
P

A review of CBCRPS is well overdue. It was notified in 2007, 12 years ago, and was never
!Lﬁlﬂbwmmmmmmmm
|egisiation. The resirictive and inflexible urban growth management approach, with & non
contestable cadastrally based urban (mit and maxsmum rather than minimum land supply
targets may no longer be Tt for purpose’. It ks not consistant with the approach and intant of the
NPS-UDC to be responsive 1o market needs, contribute to an efficlent, competitive land market
whilst ensurning integration between land use planning and provision of infrastructure.  Of note
i thal the more recent Auckiand Unitary Plan has abandoned a ficed non contestable
urban/rural boundary,

Thete are numerous parties, including submitters on Our Space, who have had their
development plans on hold for many yeam due 1o the restictive approach of CBCRPS, despite
{aeritorial suthorities acknowledging that their development proposals have merit and can be
supponed. The Draf Change needs 1o include a clear commitment by ECAN to an honest
timeframe Tor notification of the full review of CBCRPS. 2022 is realistic an the schedule of work
put forward by ECAN officers at the Our Space hearings. as necorded in Our Space Action 12
specified this (reproduced in Appendix B). Notification of C6 was specified as June 2022 with
decisions axpected in June 2023,

Aston Consultania Fescusce Management and Flannng L)



The submitters are fully aware that if RMA streamibned processes are adopied for tha Draft
Change, there will be no appeal rights, with no requirement for rigorous teating of the Draft
Change.

§. Poliey8.3.1A

The submitters consider that the preferred more responsive wban growth managoemant
approach is 1o remove the fixed non contestable urban boundary from CBCRPS. Our Space
recognises the need for greater flexibility in the delivery of future growth and has notated the
FDAs as ‘indicative’. enabling consideration of the merits of proposals outside the FDAs.
However, this also requires conseguential changes 1o the pobcy framework.

10. RMA Streamlined Processes

Streamiined processes preciude appeals on the Draft Change, which ks nol then subject 1o the
rigorous testing required under the Schedule 1 AMA processes, including regarding the
adequacy of feasible development capacity. The development secitor considers some areas of
land inchuded in tha FOAS are not commercially feasible to develop due to challenging ground
conditions. We are concerned that the Our Space submission hearing process was not fully
open to the consideration of alternative optiona for the allocation of growth. The submitiers leel
that the decision making process must provide the ability for submitiars o bring proposals o be
tested on their planning merits. The Purpose of the Act s not promoted by denying the
opporiunity for leglimate proposils to be advanced, because. ultimately, the social and
aconomic wellbeing of people and communities will be denied.

if there is an undersupply of development capacity this has very serious consequences for
individual lownships end Greater Christchurch as a whole — higher house prices and a gradual
erosion of its competitive advantage in lerms of housing affordability compared 1o other major
cities in Mew Zealand, Unlike other major cities, tand supply since the Canterbury 201022011
sarthquakes has not been unduly consirained by an overly restrictive Lrban Wmil, with significant
greenfield land released o meet earthquake related housing needs — see Adam Thompson's
Our Space evidence for further detail.  This could quickly change if there is inadequate supply
enabled by the Draft Change.

Asion Corsyfterss Resswurcs Management and Panning 10



il streamiined processes are adopted so that ECAN resources can focus on the hul CBCRPS
Reviaw than thers must be an absolule commitment 1o this procesding with pace - with
notification in 2022, following the standard RMA Schadula 1 prochours

11. Relief Sought

in accordance with the above the Submitters’ reques! that their land &t north wes! Rangiora =
identified as & Future Development Area on Map A for both ahort and madium tesm growth, and
the further amendments to the Draft Change specified in Appendix A and any olhar
amendmenis io the Draft Change and/or olher actiona which give effect to the imtant of this

BUENTHRSMON

{Signature of applicant or person authorized to sign on behalf of the applcant)

Dale: Augusi 18, 2018

Appandices:

Appendix A: Requested amendments to Draft Proposed Change to Chapter & of the Canterbury
Regional Policy Stataément

Appendix B: CBCRPS Review Work Schedule (as specified under Our Space Action 12)
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY

SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED CHANGE 1 TO THE CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY
STATMENT

Submitter Details

Name:

Address:

Contact name:
Contact organization:
Postal address:
Email address:
Phone Number:
Mobile Number:

Trade Competition:

Ability to gain a trade competition advantage through this submission - No

Provisions to Which this Submission Relates:

Change 1 in its entirety.

Position on these Provisions:

We oppose Change 1 in its entirety.

Reasons for opposing these Provisions (see also reasons under specific relief sought)
Background

The Submitters are concerned to ensure that Proposed Change 1 provides an appropriate
planning framework for meritous proposals such as theirs - which give effect to the NPS-UD and
will assist in addressing the current housing crisis by releasing more appropriately located land for
a variety of housing types in response to demand, adding greater competition and supply to the
land and housing markets.



Scope and timing

Change 1 is stated as a targeted change to provide a planning policy framework to enable District
Plans to zone enough land to meet the RPS minimum medium term housing targets. Wider and
longer-term urban development issues will be considered as part of a scheduled full review of the
CRPS in the next four years.

However, Change 1 does not give effect to the National Policy Statement — Urban Development
(NPS-UD) in a number of fundamental ways, and in this respect cannot be supported in its current
form (see below).

The Submitters acknowledge that Councils have until 2024 to prepare and publicly notify a Future
Development Strategy and until 31 July 2021, a revised Housing Capacity Assessment. However,
they do not consider the approach taken is sound planning in the Greater Christchurch context. There
has been a ‘flood’ of private plan change applications lodged seeking urban rezoning since the
NPS-UD was gazette in August 2020 - 13 to date in Selwyn District, in addition to a further 2 lodged
prior to this, cumulatively capable of delivering 872 ha of further urban development, appx 10 000
households|F1. There is clearly strong ‘pent up’ demand for further housing and business land, unable
to be progressed prior to this due the very restrictive Canterbury Regional Policy Statement urban
growth management ‘regime’. The Selwyn and Waimakariri District Plans are also under review
now/to be notified in March 2021. Comprehensive change to the RPS policy framework is required

now to enable these private requests and reviews to respond to and implement the NPS-UD.

National Policy Statement — Urban Development 2020

Change 1 does not give effect to the NPS-UD in a number of fundamental ways, and in this

respect cannot be supported in its current form.

(i) Sufficient development capacity/housing capacity assessment

Change 1 only enables Councils to rezone enough land (and no more) to meet any shortfalls in
land supply to meet the medium term (next 10 year) targets specified in Table 6.2.1a. These
targets are the ‘minimums’ necessary to meet anticipated demand, and are, in combination with
the fixed urban/rural boundary, a very restrictive urban growth management approach. They are
completely at odds with the intent of the NPS-UD to “improve housing affordability by supportive
competitive land and development markets” (competition is not achieved when there is very



limited supply); provide “at least sufficient development capacity to meet demand”; and being

“responsive, in particular to proposals that would supply significant development capacity”.

A minimum targets approach will fail to deliver if the targets underestimate demand. The targets
were prepared for Our Space 2018-2048 and are already out of date. They are also very
sensitive to assumptions made regarding what is feasible development and to the methodology
employed, as recognized and acknowledged by the Our Space Commissioners.

The Council HCAs also tend to overestimate the capacity for infill development. For example, in
the Rolleston context, the PC64 HCA finds that the Selwyn District Council (SDC) existing (2018)
capacity assessment over-estimates the capacity remaining in the existing Rolleston Outline
Development Plans by 1710 households or over 50% i.e. 3082 hhs compared to the PC64
estimate of 1372 hhs - see

https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/ data/assets/pdf file/0007/355867/Application-for-Notification-App

endix-F-Capacity-Assessments-20201008.pdf. The overestimate is principally because the SDC

assessment does not take account of existing development constraints, including the existing
pattern of small holdings and dwelling and curtilage areas which limit the capacity for ‘infill’,
existing unusual shaped (and sized) lots, difficulties in achieving site amalgamation given the
fragmented land ownership and access constraints, including existing rights of ways serving

multiple small large holdings; or land designated or required for future infrastructure.

Given the high level of uncertainty with the accuracy, including over time, of the housing capacity
minimum targets, some wriggle room should be applied i.e. more land released for development
than is necessary to meet just, but not more than, the minimum targets set by Council derived
HCAs. This is also consistent with the NPS-UD intent of providing for at least sufficient capacity to

meet targets (now ‘bottomlines’ in the NPS-UD). There should also be the opportunity for
evidence based assessment of those HCAs, with the ability for meritous rezoning options to be
considered which meet demand not adequately captured by the HCAs.

(ii) Fixed non contestable rural/urban boundary

This is retained and is clearly contrary to the NPS-UD ‘responsive planning approach’ (including
RPS Objective 6.2.1). The development sector is a much better position to identify and respond
quickly to changing market needs than local government bureaucracies. That is why a responsive
planning approach is so important. Consequences of a fixed rural/urban boundary include:-



e Overly strict limitations on peripheral growth causes excessive land price inflation that in turn
has a very negative effect on housing and business land affordability;

e Aplanning regulatory regime which provides for a contestable urban/rural boundary sends an
important signal to the property market that it is best to get on with development rather than
“land bank” (because there is excessive capital gain due to scarcity of land supply);

e A contestable urban/rural boundary is not ‘laissez-faire’ and ad hoc and will not result in
uncontained urban sprawl. The relevant planning documents can and should still require
strategic planning including with respect to infrastructure, and an evidence base in support of
any amendments to the boundary.

We understand that ECAN and the Greater Christchurch Partnership are concerned to ensure

that the quantum of greenfield land released for development does act as a disincentive to urban

intensification. However, the reality is:

e Containment and higher land values does not facilitate intensification;

e |f the Central City and the Key Activity Centres are attractive the market will locate there by
people’s choice. Generally carrots are better than sticks to achieve desired planning
outcomes.

This was the finding of the Auckland Unitary Authority Commissioners hearing submissions on

the Auckland Unitary Plan*. We understand that ECAN propose a second Change (Change 2) to

be notified soon (March — June 2021) which will set criteria for determining what plan changes will
be treated, for the purposes of implementing Policy 8, as adding significantly to development
capacity. However, this is not workable if the fixed urban/rural boundary line remains. The
piecemeal and incomplete approach to addressing the requirements of the NPS-UD is not sound

planning and is opposed.

(iii) Well functioning urban environments

The NPS-UD seeks to achieve well functioning environments and growth in locations close to
employment, that are well serviced with public transport (existing or planned) and where there is
high demand for housing and business land relative to other areas. The proposed FDAs in
comparison to alternative locations have not been assessed against these criteria — the s32

assessment is silent on such assessment.

! See Our Space evidence for Submitter 60 GFR Rhodes Estate & Larsen Group -
https://greaterchristchurch.org.nz/our-work/background/our-space/ourspace-submissions/#Information



The Submitters Site is assessed against these criteria, as well as all other objectives and policies

of the NPS-UD in their plan change request, and submission on the Proposed Selwyn District

Plan (Appendix A) and easily meets them all. In summaryir2:

e there will be a variety of homes enabled including medium density residential lots, and
potentially a retirement village

e the Site is well-positioned, building as it does on an existing township well-serviced by public
transport and cycling options, to provide good accessibility to jobs, community services and
open spaces. It is within walking distance of the town centre (750m at its nearest point) and
the proposed ODP/development plan shows access points and linkages in to the rest of
Rolleston including to public transport routes, access to the Southern Motorway from Levi
Road, and to the Rolleston park and ride facility

e the Site location mitigates climate change impacts and future natural hazards as it is located
away from the coast and well removed from major rivers, and is easily accessible by public
and active transport modes.

e The Site is well positioned with respect to major employment areas, being close to Rolleston
town centre and the Izone and Iport business areas.

e There is high demand for further housing at Rolleston, with its principal attractions including
its affordable housing, employment opportunities and the continually expanding wide range
of local services and facilities.

FDAs — different spatial scenarios

The NPS-UD requires a consideration of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative spatial
scenarios for the achieving the NPS-UD (s 3.14 (b)). Change 1 has not undertaken any such
work, simply relying on the planning and infrastructure work undertaken when the PIB was first

introduced 13 years ago.

The continuing appropriateness of the Rangiora PIB has not been re-consideredra.

The s32 assessment considers as Option 6 ‘Advance greenfield area in other locations’ but does
not define any such other locations. This option is dismissed without further consideration as ‘not
preferable to the PIB areas, not necessary to meet feasible development capacity, and because

the scope of Change 1 is too narrow..’.

Our Space



Change 1 implements an action in Our Space (2019) i.e. Action 9. Our Space identifies Future
Development Areas on Map A of the RPS (Figure 16 of Our Space) but importantly notes:

Ffegure & Proposed locotions of fulure developiment oreot o G eoter Cheitehuseh

Wil iF & (nfended Chr Sipore provvides some direciion (o dnform fidire RVA processes

Figrre 16 (ndicobive anly
These FDAs are now shown on Map A of Change 1 to the RPS — but urban development is
entirely restricted to these FDAs only — even though they are intended to be indicative only. The
flexibility in providing for future development areas that Our Space recommended is simply not
recognized or provided for in Change 1. There is no ability for land outside the FDAs to be
considered, even though the NPS-UD is very clear that a fixed ‘immoveable’ urban/rural boundary

is contrary to the NPS-UD (see MfE Guidance note on Responsive Planning).

Future Development Areas & Timing of Release of Land

The Change 1 proposed FDAs are at south Rolleston, west and east Rangiora and north east
Kaiapoi. These FDAs follow the Map A Projected Infrastructure Boundary for future residential
areas only. The PIB was identified at the time Chapter 6 of the RPS was first prepared (it was first
known as Change 1 to the RPS, notified in 2007 with decisions issued in 2009). It has been in
place for 13 years, and predates the Canterbury 2010/11 earthquakes and the significant shift of
the Greater Christchurch area westwards onto land less at risk of natural hazards (including
earthquake events and sea level rise). It has not been subject to rigorous testing as the LURP
(Land Use Recovery Plan) processes ‘replaced’ the normal RMA processes post the Canterbury

earthquakes, with no appeal rights other than on points of law.

Rolleston has continued to grow at pace in recent years. The accessibility to the City has also
been greatly enhanced by the Southern Motorway and its recent extension. Change 1 proposes
and FDA at south Rolleston, which only includes part of the Submitter’s land, even though it is
much closer and more readily accessible than other FDA land further south. The Submitter’s land
needs to be included in the Rolleston FDA[F4.

Section 32 Assessment

The Change 1 s32 assessment does not assess the identified options against the NPS-UD
objectives and policies, even though its purpose is to give effect to NPS-UD directions. It is

inadequate and incomplete.



RMA

For all of the above reasons, Proposed Change 1 is contrary to the RMA, including Part 2 and s32

and does not constitute sound resource management practice.

Decision/Relief Sought

1. Amendments to Change 1 to provide a more flexible and responsive urban growth

management approach. This could include (but not be limited to[rsj)

enabling consideration of development proposals, private plan change requests and
submissions on Plan Reviews which are outside the Change 1 Map A FDAs, priority
greenfield and existing urban areas; and/or

which exceed the minimum targets in Table 6.2.1a; and

are consistent with and give effect to the NPS-UD; and

amendments to Policy 6.3.11 Monitoring and Review, Policy 6.3.12 Future
Development Areas; and

change the status of FDAs to Greenfield Areas, with no restrictions on the quantum or
timing of development; and

the changes outlined below; and

and/or in the case of resource consents, are of a minor nature (including zoning

anomalies) and do not offend the overall strategic planning intent of the Chapter 6{Fs]

2. If Map A is retained in its current form, amend by showing all of the Submitter’s Site ie

including the additional land outlined below (Figure 1) in orange as a Future Development

Area - Residential.



Figure 1: amendment to Rolleston Future Development Area — Residential (outlined in
orangel))

Amend Proposed Change 1 as below. Additions in bold and underlined. Deletions in strike
out.

6.2.1 Recovery Framework

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a
land use and infrastructure framework that:

Reason:

A fixed uncontestable urban/rural boundary as shown on Map A and associated RPS
objective and policies does not give effect to the NPS-UD which requires a responsive
planning approach (Objective 6¢) and Policy 8). The Ministry for Environment Responsive
Planning Guidance specifically states:

a hard rural urban boundary without the ability to consider change or movement of that



10

boundary would not meet the requirements of the responsive planning policy.?;

and if FDAs are retained,

6.3.1 Development within the Greater Christchurch area

In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch:...

4. Enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas and Future
Development Areas, including intensification in appropriate locations..—where—is
supports-the-recovery-of Greater-Christehureh:

5. Ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas, er identified

greenfield priority areas and/ or Future Development Areas as shown on Map A....

4.  Any consequential amendments and such other additional or alternative relief as gives

effect to the intent of this submission and is consistent with the interests of the Submitter.
(Signature of applicant or person authorized to sign on behalf of the applicant)
Date: November 24, 2021

Appendix A: Assessment of Submitter's Site Against NPS-UD [2020[rg]

2 NPS-UD 2020 MfE Responsive Planning Fact Sheet
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1 Introduction

1.1 General

Doncaster Developments Ltd is pursuing the rezoning of approximately 11.6 hectares of land located
west of Rangiora. The land is currently zoned as Rural Residential (Res4a) under the Waimakariri District
Council (WDC) Operative Plan but Residential (Res2) zoning is being sought to which may see
development of approximately 110 residential lots.

Aurecon has been engaged to investigate the servicing matters relating to the proposed development
This report provides an assessment of the options for providing necessary servicing infrastructure to
enable future development of the site. The services investigated include water supply, stormwater
drainage, wastewater disposal and power/telephone services.

1.2 Description of the Site

1.2.1 General

The site is located west of Rangiora township and incorporates five separate titles of land (refer Figure 1Figure
1. The current land use is predominantly pastureland and an existing residential dwelling and horse stables at
the southern portion of the development (266 and 260 Lehmans Road).

Figure 1: Location of site (source GRIP Map)

1.2.2 Surrounding land use

The site is bounded to west by rural land and to the north by the Rangiora Racecourse. Two sets of power
Transmission Lines run through the property parallel to the southeast boundary of the site, with provision for a
future bypass road between the transmission lines (Parrott Road) which will potentially divert traffic from


https://map.grip.co.nz/map/

Lehmans Road to River Road. A portion of this road will provide a connection from the proposed development
to Sandown Boulevard the existing residential area east of the site. Lehmans Road is aligned in a north-south
direction along the site’s western boundary.

1.2.3 Access

The site can be currently accessed from Lehmans Road on the western boundary. It is anticipated that access
to the development will be available from a new intersection off Lehmans Road and also from a new connection
to Sandown Boulevard to the east via a portion of the existing paper road, Parrot Road, that would be formed as
part of the development. Reserve areas which can provide pedestrian and cycle access to the site have been
accommodated for through from Payne Court, Helmore Streets and Salisbury Avenue in the adjacent
subdivisions.

1.2.4 Topography

The site is relatively flat with a grade (1 in 200) from a north to south east direction from approximately 46 mRL
to approximately 44m.

1.2.5 Geotechnical Ground Conditions

Geotechnical investigations previously completed on the site and the residential area east of the site through to
West Belt have indicated the soil profile typically consists of topsoil overlying sandy silt, overlying gravel. Based
on review of a limited number of test pits excavated on and nearby the site, there are underlying gravel levels 2-
4 metres Below Ground Level (BGL). The groundwater is approximately 6 meters BGL. Test pits and infiltration
testing which were completed as part of the Westpark subdivision located directly to the south of the site,
confirmed a measured infiltration rate of 600-720 mm /hour within the gravel layers. Infiltration testing
undertaken during development of the residential areas east of the site indicated significantly higher infiltration
rates where clean free draining gravels were encountered. It is anticipated that the ground conditions on the site
are consistent with the neighbouring subdivisions and very well suited to a soakage-based stormwater system
for the development.

Although no soil strength testing has been undertaken at the site, the limited investigations did not reveal any
conditions that would prevent residential development including the presence of weak, organic, or liquefiable
subsoils. However, it is recommended that site specific testing be undertaken in accordance with MBIE (2012)
guidance as part of the detailed design investigations for the development and prior to building on any
allotment.

1.2.6 Ashley River Flood Hazard

The Ashley River is located to the north of the site and flows in a west to east direction. Environment Canterbury
(ECan) has undertaken flood modelling work to identify possible breakouts of the Ashley River. The modelling
maps illustrates the worst-case scenario from a combination of three different modelling methods including
localised flooding, flooding resulting from the Ashley River Breakout and Coastal flooding. The localised flooding
relates directly to the rainfall on the ground while the Ashely Breakout flooding includes flow directly from a
breach of the stop back plus the localised rainfall which would occur simultaneously. The water depths modelled
represent the water depths anticipated for the 200-year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) for each modelling
method. For the Ashely Breakout flooding scenario, a 200 ARI breakout from the Ashley River was modelled in
conjunction with a 20 localised rain event.

The classification for the area is Low Hazard (Figure 2) which is summarised as less than 0.3m of water depth
with some water egress into sheds and structures with floor levels near or at ground level. It is proposed that
any flood risks will be minimised through the construction of sections to achieve minimum the floor levels in
accordance with WDC requirements and grading of finished ground to roadways to provide overland flow paths
through the site. This approach has been applied successfully to surrounding development in west Rangiora as
demonstrated by the flood maps which show flooding is largely confined to roadways and reserve areas of



recent developments south and east of the site. Development of this site will also provide opportunity to
address minor residual areas of flood risk to existing properties adjacent the future bypass road (Parrott Road)
corridor.

Figure 2: Flood hazard modelling Waimakariri District Council

(source Waimakariri District Natural Hazards Interactive Viewer (arcgis.com))

2 Proposed Earthworks

The proposed works include cut to fill and cut to waste to create the roadways, and to slope the sections
towards the roadways. The philosophy adopted in design of the earthworks will minimise the amount of cut and
fill required to achieve the desired outcomes relating to urban form, infrastructure servicing and management of
potential flood risk.

211 Transmission power lines

There are two existing 220kV power transmission power lines which transverse the south eastern boundary of
the site. Itis proposed any earthworks operations within the site will be completed in compliance with minimum
clearances outlined in the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice (NZECP 34:2001). The site will be
developed with a subdivision layout that will ensure all buildings and structures will comply with minimum
setback requirements and overhead lines clearance specified by Transpower. The land under and adjacent
immediately the transmission lines can be utilised for compliant land use such as roading, open space and utility
areas for stormwater management and conveyance of other services.

3 Proposed Infrastructure

3.1 Roading

An internal roading network can be constructed that will be accessed from new intersections on both Lehmans
Road on the western boundary of the site and the proposed bypass road (Parrott Road) on the eastern
boundary. A mixture of roading hierarchy will be included to meet Councils requirements, It is anticipated that
the residential sections which have a road frontage to Lehmans Road will be accessed from roads located
within the subdivision, consistent with adjacent Westpark subdivision south of the site. It is also anticipated that


https://waimakariri.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=16d97d92a45f4b3081ffa3930b534553

a portion of the proposed bypass road will be constructed to provide linkage to the development from Sandown
Boulevard and that extensions to the existing footpaths from Payne Court and Helmore Street will provide
pedestrian access the site and any footpaths associated with the bypass road.

3.2 Stormwater

The ground conditions beneath the site are well suited to a soakage based stormwater management system
with relatively shallow free draining gravels. A stormwater system consisting of a combination of the following
measures could be provided to service the proposed residential development:

o Stormwater from hardstand areas from individual properties including roof and driveway areas
discharged to ground via individual soakpits for up to the 10% AEP storm event in accordance Building
Code E2 Acceptable Solutions.

e Stormwater reticulation servicing the internal roads designed in accordance with the Waimakariri District
Council (WDC) Code of Practice (CoP)and treated prior to discharge to ground in accordance with the
WDC Global Stormwater Discharge Consent (CRC184601) objectives. A stormwater management area
located near the eastern boundary which could include a first flush and retention/infiltration basin to
provide the necessary treatment for the initial 90% storm depth (25mm) in accordance with
Christchurch City Council Waterways, Wetland and Drainage Guide (CCC WWDG).

e Stormwater runoff greater than the 90% storm depth (25mm) will bypass the first flush basin and enter
the stormwater detention basin and soakage infrastructure. The detention basin will be designed to
accommodate the stormwater detention volume for any additional flow up to the 2% AEP post-
development scenario and will be discharged entirely to ground via a rapid soakage area constructed
within the basin.

Table 1 provides indicative areas required for first flush and infiltration basins based on an estimated impervious
area of 55% (CCC WWDG Living Zone 2) and assuming all stormwater is conveyed to the stormwater
management area. The design infiltration rates have been approximated based testing completed on the
adjacent Westpark subdivision located directly south of the site. The final stormwater management system
configuration and location would be confirmed following more detailed site specific investigation and design in
future stages of development.

First flush basin 1569 1252 1907

Detention /Infiltration basin 4727 2397 3950
Table 1: Stormwater Management Infrastructure Concept Dimensions

Secondary flow paths can be provided along roadways throughout the development to intercept and direct
overland flow to the proposed stormwater management area as well as to existing roadways and reserve links
beyond the development. Although it is intended that the new internal roads will provide the main secondary
flow paths through the development, formalising the roadside swale on Lehmans Road will allow any residual
flow to be intercepted and conveyed south in a similar approach to the adjacent Westpark development.

An indicative stormwater management plan is attached at Appendix A.

3.3 Wastewater

A preliminary assessment of options to service residential development of the site has confirmed that it can be
serviced by a gravity wastewater reticulation system extended from existing WDC infrastructure in Sandown
Boulevard and/or Pimlico Place. There is the ability to convey wastewater from the whole site to Pimlico Place
or up to 73% of the area to Sandown Boulevard.



Although no specific wastewater modelling has been undertaken, the existing network is expected to have
sufficient capacity as there is the ability to split flows into different downstream catchments via the Sandown
Boulevard — Oakwood Drive line or the Pimlico Place — Huntingdon Drive line. There have also been recent
developments downstream of the site that have modified and provided additional reticulation capacity to the
network.

Alternatively, if required a new pump station could be provided within the development and the flow diverted
south via a new rising main along Lehmans Road to a suitable discharge point to the existing gravity network.

The final preferred configuration would need to be agreed with Council and confirmed by testing in the Rangiora
Township wastewater model. However, due to the number of feasible options available, no significant
constraints to servicing the site have been identified.

An indicative wastewater servicing plan is attached at Appendix A.

The existing residential areas to the east and directly to the south are currently serviced by Rangiora Town
Water Supply. Potential points of connection to the existing reticulation exist through extensions from Pimlico
Place and Sandown Boulevard through the future bypass road connection through to site.

Although no specific modelling has been undertaken for the water reticulation, extension of the existing network
from Helmore Street (100mm @ uPVC ) and Sandown Boulevard (150mm @& uPVC) is likely to be sufficient to
provide the necessary firefighting and domestic water required for the development of the site. An additional
connection to Oxford Road trunk main via the Westpark reticulation or a separate line down Lehmans Road
could increase the security of supply by providing a third point of connection, although it is considered unlikely
that this will be required to enable development of the site. It is not anticipated that any significant upgrading to
the existing reticulation or headworks will be immediately required to service the site with both potable and
firefighting water supply.

An indicative water supply reticulation plan is attached at Appendix A.

The site can be serviced with power and communication through extensions from the surrounding
developments. Mainpower and Enable have been contacted to confirm the proposed development can be
serviced with power and communications, respectively. A connection application for the development has been
submitted and Mainpower have confirmed that network supply has been anticipated for the Plan Change area.
Formal confirmation for the provision of power and communications will be supplied once received from both
service providers. Further communications will also occur with Transpower in relation setback requirements to
the high voltage lines located on the south eastern boundary. Preliminary subdivision and servicing design has
been undertaken in accordance with the known required setback and land use restrictions.



Appendix A: Indicative Servicing Plans
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Geotechnical Engineer, Director

Limitations of Report

Except where required by law, the findings presented as part of this report are for the sole use of our client, as
noted above. The findings are not intended for use by other parties, and may not contain sufficient information
for the purposes of other parties or other uses. No third party (excluding the local authority) may use or rely
upon this report unless authorised by EDC in writing.

To the extent permitted by law, EDC expressly disclaims and excludes liability for any loss, damage, cost or
expense suffered by any third party relating to or resulting from the use of, or reliance upon any information
contained in this report. It is the responsibility of third parties to independently make enquiries or seek advice in
relation to their particular requirements.

Our professional services are performed using a degree of care and skill normally exercised, under similar
circumstances, by reputable consultants practicing in this field at this time. No other warranty, expressed or
implied, is made as to the professional advice presented in this report, in regard to its accuracy or completeness.

Our opinions and recommendations are based on our comprehension of the current regulatory standards and
must not be considered legal opinions. For legal advice, please consult your solicitor. This opinion is not intended
to be advice that is covered by the Financial Advisors Act 2010.

The recommendations and opinions contained in this report are based on our visual reconnaissance of the site,
information from geological maps and upon data from the field investigation as well as the results of in situ testing
of soil. Inferences are made about the nature and continuity of subsoils away from and beyond the exploratory
holes which cannot be guaranteed. The descriptions detailed on the exploratory hole logs are based on the field
descriptions of the soils encountered.

This report includes Appendices. These appendices should be read in conjunction with the main part of the report
and this report should not be considered complete without them.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Terms of Reference

Engineering Design Consultants Ltd (EDC) was commissioned by Suburban Estates Limited,
on 17 November 2021 to provide a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) for a proposed
residential subdivision known as Arlington Park, Fernside. Arlington Park comprises the
following legal titles: 282 Lehmans Rd - Lot 1 DP340848, 278 Lehmans Rd - Lot 1002 DP
526449, 32 Sandown Boulevard - Lot 1001 DP 526449, 266 Lehmans Rd - Lot 192 DP
437764, 260 Lehmans Rd - Lot 1003 DP 526449 and 23 Sandown Boulevard - Lot 508 DP.
Since development proposals do not currently exist for 266 Lehmans Rd, and the areas
south of this lot, these areas have been excluded such that the extents for this PSI
(henceforth referred to as ‘the site’) are as shown on Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: ECan GIS Aerial Image of the Site
This PSI has been prepared by suitably qualified practitioners, in accordance with the
national guidance and standards for conducting ground contamination-related desk study
investigations in New Zealand. This includes compliance with the general format described
in the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) Contaminated Land Management Guideline
(CLMG) No 1 “Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand” (Ministry for the
Environment, 2001 (Revised 2011)).

zort/20a1 ; EoC
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1.2 Objective/Scope

The objective of this report is to assess the probability of a Hazardous Activities and
Industries (HAIL) activity having taken place and whether a Detailed Site Investigation is
required.

In order to achieve the outlined objectives, this report comprised the following scope:

. A site walkover
. A geo-environmental desktop study, including a review of:
1. Geological maps.
2. Borehole records.
3. Historic Certificates of Title.
4. Council Property Files.
5. Historical Aerial Photographs.
6. Anecdotal Records.

. Desk assessment of potential for historic activities to have resulted in ground
contamination at the site.

= Provision of an interpretive report summarising the above, highlighting whether a
Detailed Site Investigation is required.

This report is limited to the assessment of the land from an environmental perspective and
does not provide specific geotechnical parameters.

26/11/2021 6 = -
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION
2.1 Site Location

The site is approximately 2.0km west northwest of central Rangiora, essentially triangular
in shape and covers an area of approximately 13.4 hectares. The site is accessed from
Lehmans Road, located along the west boundary of the site.

2.2 Site Walkover

A site walkover was conducted on 23 November 2021. For the purpose of describing the
site features the site has been split into the areas shown on Figure 2. The following
information summarises the EDC site walkover:

. A gravel and sand track extends east from Lehmans Rd and then approximately
follows the east boundary, providing access from stables at 260 Lehmans Rd to
Rangiora Race Track to the north of the site.

. Two sets of high voltage overhead transmission power lines transect the site on the
eastern side of the site, following the approximate line of the east boundary and
supported on large pylons.

" Area A : This area is generally topographically flat, though hummocky in places. Area
A is generally large open paddocks for horse grazing. A fenced off area in the
northwest corner of the site appears to comprise vegetated stockpiles. It was not
possible to assess the content of these stockpiles though several appeared to contain
saw dust / shavings (possibly from stables) and domestic rubbish. In addition, a burn
area was noted (Figure 3 and Figure 7). This northwestern area is shown on Figure
3.

. Area B : This area has a number of stockpiles, the largest being approximately 10m
in height. The stockpiles appear to be generally soil, though heavy vegetation
rendered it difficult to assess. Several of the smaller stockpiles appeared to contain
saw dust / shavings (possibly from stables) and construction waste; mainly concrete,
concrete pipes, plastic pipes and wire. No visual evidence of asbestos containing
materials was noted.

" Area C : This area generally comprises several small paddocks for horses. A small
area of concrete waste was stockpiled in the northeastern corner of Area C. No visual
evidence of asbestos containing materials was noted.

The adjacent areas comprise:

A channel and paddocks to the north.

A residential subdivision to the east.

Rural residential lots and paddocks to the west, beyond Lehmans Rd.

26/11/2021 / = -
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Area with a number of small,
e scattered stockpiles

. e
Area predominantly covered
by old stockpiles

Approximate
location of Burn pile

Figure 4: Panoramic view of Area A, looking north

Figure 5: Panoramic view of Area A, looking west and south from the top of the stockpile
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3.0 SITE HISTORY

3.1 Historical Aerial Mapping

Historical aerial photographs available on Environment Canterbury’s (ECan) GIS database
(Environment Canterbury, 2016) have been reviewed by EDC for the years 1944 through
to 2016. Aerial images from 1944 to 2019 can be found in Appendix A. This review indicated
the following:

. In 1940 the site comprised several large paddocks, with an east-west trending drain
visible in the north, along a paddock boundary.

. No significant changes occurred until approximately 2000 (though possible land
disturbance is visible on the 1995-1999 aerial in the northern most paddock), when
buildings (possibly farm sheds) are visible in the northeast and northwest corners of
the site. On the 2004-2010 aerial the building in the northwest is absent and only
one small building remains in the northeast.

" On the 2010 to 2014 ECan aerial stockpiles and ground disturbance are visible in
both the northeast and northwest areas of the current stockpiles and the drain in the
north area has been backfilled. Google Earth images indicate the stockpiling in the
northeast area began around 2011 and appears to be associated with subdivision
works in the adjacent area to the east.

In addition to the site history the following comment relates to areas adjacent to the site:

. Between 1984 and 1990 the area west of the northwestern site area (285 Lehmans
Rd) was developed as orchards. The 200 - 2004 aerial image shows the orchards to
be generally cleared with the exception of several small areas.

. Construction of the existing subdivision to the southeast began around 2004. Prior to
this the land was dominated by pasture, though one small (c.120m by 120m) orchard
area is noted.

3.2 Certificates of Title

Certificates of Title Under Land Transfer Act are available for the property and have been
reviewed from 1879 to present. There is no indication of HAIL activities in the documents
reviewed.

The Certificates of Title are contained in Appendix B.

3.3 Property Files

A review of the Waimakariri District Council Property Files has not revealed information
that suggests any environmental hazards on the site, including HAIL activities.

3.4 Anecdotal Records

The following information regarding the proposed land development has been gathered
from Chris Wilson, whose family has owned the land 2006:

. The land has been used for grazing.

" The use prior to ownership is not known.

26/11/2021 11 = -
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. There has been no storage of use of chemicals on the site.
. The saw dust piles on the site are from chain sawed logs and is therefore not treated
timber.

In addition, our Client has indicated that the stockpiles in the northeast area (Area B),
amount to approximately 10,000m?3 of excess topsoil from the subdivision works to the
east.

3.5 Listed Land Use Register

The ECan Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) holds information regarding sites that have been
or currently are used for activities which have the potential to cause contamination.

The LLUR does not currently have any information about a Hazardous Activities or
Industries List (HAIL) uses for the site, however, the adjacent properties have been
identified as nearby sites of interest or investigations which have been summarised below:

" 315 Lehmans Rd (Site 2823: northwest of the site):

1. C2 Gun clubs or rifle range use: unverified HAIL. This site covers part of the
original North Canterbury Clay Target Club, active between 1946 and 1985.
Initial testing of 4 samples from that site has indicated lead in excess of
300mg/kg in 3 of the samples.

2. A10 Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use. This relates to former orchard use
and has not been investigated.

" Mertons Rd, Priors Rd & Lehmans Rd (Site 172161: west of the site) - C2 and A10
uses as above. No investigation undertaken on this area (see Appendix C for location)

The LLUR response can be found in Appendix C.
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4.0 GEOLOGICAL DESK-BASED INFORMATION
4.1 Geological Mapping

According to the GNS Geological Unit QMap, available on the New Zealand Geotechnical
Database (Earthquake Commission / Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment,
2016), the site is underlain by Late Pleistocene river deposits comprising ‘unweathered,
brownish-grey, variable mix of gravels/sand/silt/clay in low river terraces; locally up to 2m
silt (?loess) cap’ (Q2a). A small area of the northern portion of the site is underlain by
Holocene river deposits comprising ‘modern river floodplain/low-level degradation tce.
Unweathered, variably sorted gravel/sand/silt/clay’ (Q1la).

Figure 8: Excerpt from the GNS QMAP

4.2 Geological Investigation Data

Below is a summary of a nearby data obtained from the New Zealand Geotechnical
Database (NZGD) and ECan GIS, from previous investigations within the local area:

Hole Reference | Location Depth Summary

M35/9719 62m SW 24.00m Topsoil to 0.3m
SILT to 3.00m
Claybound gravel to >24.0m

Groundwater encountered at 7.6m

M35_8798 102m west of 18.3m Earth to 0.35m
northwest site Claybound gravel to 16.5m
corner
Water bearing gravel to >18.3m
Groundwater encountered at 7.6m
HADCP_37401 10 to 30m east (29 0.4 - Several hand augers on adjacent land
Huntingdon Dr) 2.5m indicated silt and sand layers to

termination on hard ground at around

26/11/2021 13 =
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Hole Reference | Location | Depth | Summary

2.5m. Groundwater was not
encountered.

Table 1: Nearby Geological Investigation Summary

4.3 Ground Water Data

The ECan GIS 1979 groundwater depth contours suggest a groundwater depth of
approximately 3.5m, though the ECan wells referred to in Table 1 suggest groundwater is
nearer to 7m depth.

4.4 Nearby Springs
ECan GIS has no recorded springs on or with 500m of the site.
4.5 Flooding

The Waimakariri District Natural Hazards Interactive Viewer map provides a 200 year flood
map. This map indicates the generally the site is at Very Low risk of flooding in a 200 year
event, though several small scattered areas of Low risk are present and the channel beyond
the northern boundary generally at Medium risk, as shown in Figure 9.

All Floodling Hazard 200 year
| Wary Lo

\.‘1 v

Figure 9: WDC District Plan Indicating Flood Management Area
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
5.1 Regulatory Framework

The key legislation and planning controls around this site include:

. Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES).

. Environment Canterbury Land & Water Regional Plan
" The Waimakariri District Council Plan.

These regulatory requirements form the basis of our assessment of the requirement for
contamination remediation and contamination related consents relevant to the site
development.

5.2 NES

The NES came into effect on 1 January 2012. Each Territorial Authority implements the
NES in accordance with their Section 31 functions under the Resource Management Act
1991 (RMA).

The NES applies to assessing and managing the actual or potential adverse effects of
contaminants in soil on human health from five activities: subdivision, land-use change,
soil disturbance, soil sampling, and removing fuel storage systems. The NES only applies
to land affected by or potentially affected by soil contaminants. This is if an activity or
industry on the Hazardous Activities or Industries List (HAIL) has been, is, or is more likely
than not to have been undertaken on that land.

If the NES applies, then consent may be required if any of the activities listed above are
proposed to take place on the site.

5.3 ECan Land & Water Plan Applicability

The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) identifies the resource management
outcomes/goals for managing land and water resources in Canterbury to achieved the
purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

The rules applying to Contaminated Land are 5.185 through to 5.188.

5.4 Waimakariri District Council

The NES supersedes the District Plan except where the District Plan has rules regarding
effects not covered in the NES. The following Section of the Waimakariri District Plan
applies to this development:

Section 32.1.3 (Subdivision; Rules) - Consent is required as a controlled activity for
subdivisions which have been historically contaminated by a HAIL activity. Therefore, if a
potential HAIL activity has been identified, a Resource Consent will be required.

26/11/2021 15 = -
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5.5 Potential Sources of Contamination

Based on the site visit, and a review of the available information, EDC considers that the
following sources of potential soil contamination have been identified:

= Area A - the sources of the stockpiled material in this area are not known. In addition,
it is considered that the burn area presents a very localised source of soil
contamination.

The stockpiles of soil in Area B are considered to be of low risk on the basis that the owner
has highlighted that this is excess topsoil from the development of the adjacent subdivision
and EDC’s review of the aerial photos indicate the source site has a historic use as
pastureland. The building materials also appear modern (being related to the subdivision
works) and no potential asbestos containing materials were noted. The wood shaving piles
are understood from the owner to relate to chain sawing of logs/trees and is therefore not
treated timber.

Whilst the site is not recorded as having had potential HAIL activities there are two abutting
areas that are on the LLUR. The potential for cross contamination from these sites is
considered low, based on the following:

= The site is not listed as being within a Shot Fall zone from the C2 HAIL use (Gun clubs
or rifle ranges).

= The orchards were present from the mid 1980’s and had largely gone by 2000 - 2004.
Therefore, the risk of significant accumulations of persistent pesticide from spray drift
is considered very low.
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Site History

The desk study indicates that the site has essentially remained relatively consistent
through time, comprising pasture land. On the 2010 to 2014 ECan aerial stockpiles and
ground disturbance are visible in the areas of the current stockpiles and the drain in the
north area has been backfilled.

It was not possible to assess the content of the stockpiles in the northeast corner of the
site, though several appeared to contain saw dust / shavings (possibly from stables) and
domestic rubbish. In addition, a burn area was noted.

Google Earth images indicate the stockpiling in the northeast area began from around 2011
and appears to be associated with subdivision works in the adjacent area to the east. The
client has confirmed that the northeast large stockpiles amount to approximately 10,000m3
of excess topsoil from the subdivision works to the east.

The site is not highlighted as potentially contaminated on the LLUR. The following adjacent
properties are listed on the LLUR, though EDC consider the potential cross contamination
from these sites to be low:

" 315 Lehmans Rd (Site 2823: northwest of the site):

1. C2 Gun clubs or rifle range use: unverified HAIL. This site covers part of the
original North Canterbury Clay Target Club, active between 1946 and 1985.

2.  Al0 Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use. This relates to former orchard use
and has not been investigated.

. Mertons Rd, Priors Rd & Lehmans Rd (Site 172161: west of the site) - C2 and A10
uses as above. No investigation undertaken on this area (see Appendix C for
location).

6.2 Environmental Assessment

Based on the site visit, and a review of the available information, EDC considers that it is
more likely than not, that no HAIL activity has occurred on site and therefore the National
Environmental Standard does not apply and it is highly unlikely that there will be a risk to
human health from compounds within the site soil if the proposed subdivision is done. The
exception to this is the burn area and stockpiles in the northwest portion of the site, as
highlighted on Figure 3.

In view of the above a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) is not generally considered
warranted across the site. However, further investigation is recommended in the area
highlighted on Figure 3 and should aim to assess the content of the stockpiles and
undertake testing as considered necessary. A surface scrape of the burn area should be
undertaken under the supervision of a SQEP and a validation statement provided, based
on visual assessment, to confirm removal of potentially ashy soils. The ashy soils should
be disposed of to an appropriate waste facility.
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A Suitably Qualified Environmental Practitioner should be immediately contacted if
potential soil contamination is uncovered in any future development works.
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 1952
Historical Search Copy
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| AR ng'q

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 23389 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 23 August 2002

Prior References

CB39D/277
Estate Fee Simple
Area 37.7600 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 2 Deposited Plan 305893
Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests

Subject to a right to convey electric power and telephonic communications over part marked B-C on DP 305893 created by
Transfer A164074.1 - 20.3.1995 at 10:45 am

The easements granted by Transfer A164074.1 are subject to Section 243(a) Resource Management Act 1991
5323734.2 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am

6107624.1 CAVEAT BY LEHMANS ROAD FARMING COMPANY LIMITED AND DONCASTER
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED (LIMITED EFFECT) - 9.8.2004 at 9:00 am

6146885.1 Cancellation of Consent Notice 5323734.2 -13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

6146885.2 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 340848) - 13.9.2004 at 9:00
am

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am (affects Lots 2,
3 & 4 DP 340848)

6146885.4 CTs issued - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

Legal Description Title

Lot 1 Deposited Plan 340848 167935
Lot 2 Deposited Plan 340848 167936
Lot 3 Deposited Plan 340848 167937
Lot 4 Deposited Plan 340848 167938
Lot 5 Deposited Plan 340848 167939
Lot 6 Deposited Plan 340848 167940
CANCELLED

Transaction ID 67080941 Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 12:32 pm, Page 1 of 1
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Constituted as a Record of Title pursuant to Sections 7 and 12 of the Land Transfer Act 2017 - 12 November 2018

Identifier 167935
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 13 September 2004

Prior References

23389
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0000 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1 Deposited Plan 340848
Original Registered Owners
John Alexander McRae

Interests

6107624.1 CAVEAT BY LEHMANS ROAD FARMING COMPANY LIMITED AND DONCASTER
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED - 9.8.2004 at 9:00 am

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications created by
Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 6146885.5 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
6174585.1 Withdrawal of Caveat 6107624.1 - 7.10.2004 at 9:00 am

6423170.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am

6423170.2 Mortgage to John Alexander McRae - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am

6633441.1 Transfer to Alan Grant Fowler, Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor and Christopher Ian Glynn Wilson -
3.11.2005 at 9:00 am

6863137.1 Discharge of Mortgage 6423170.2 - 12.5.2006 at 11:00 am
8527751.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am

9196005.3 Surrender of the right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications created by
Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media created by
Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
9474698.1 Discharge of Mortgage 8527751.1 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.2 Surrender of the easement created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.2 Revocation of the easement condition on DP 453206 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

10896319.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 18.9.2017 at 1:20 pm

Transaction ID 67080855 Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 12:29 pm, Page 1 of 1
Client Reference mkempster001
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
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Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier 167935
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 13 September 2004
Prior References
23389
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0000 hectares more or less
Legal Description Lot 1 Deposited Plan 340848
Registered Owners
Doncaster Developments Limited
Interests
Transaction ID 67079904 Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 11:59 am, Page 1 of 2
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 1952
Historical Search Copy

b 2 @ % COMPUTER FREEHOLD REGISTER

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier CB39D/277 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 17 February 1995

Prior References

CB548/186
Estate Fee Simple
Area 38.1268 hectares more or less

Legal Description  Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 5866
Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests
Subject to Section 243 (c) Resource Management Act 1991
A164074.1 Transfer creating the following easements - 20.3.1995 at 10.45 am

Type Servient Tenement Easement Area Dominant Tenement Statutory Restriction
Right to convey Part Lot 1 Deposited Part herein Lot 1 Deposited Plan

electric power and  Plan 5866 - herein 68044

telephonic

communications

The easements granted by Transfer A164074.1 is subject to Section 243(a) Resource Management Act 1991

5323734.1 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 305893) - 23.8.2002 at
11:25 am

5323734.2 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am (affects Lot 2
DP 305893)

5323734.3 CTs issued - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am

Legal Description Title
Lot 1 Deposited Plan 305893 23388
Lot 2 Deposited Plan 305893 23389

CANCELLED AND DUPLICATE DESTROYED

Transaction ID 67080974 Historical Search Copy Dated 18/11/21 12:33 pm, Page 1 of 3
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Identifier CB39D/277

[ ,_, -

' References

Land and Deeds 69
Prior C/T 548/186

REGISTE?

Transfer No.

N/C. Order No. A159170/4

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT

(L7 deg™

This Certificate dated the 17th day of February one thousand nine hundred and ninety-five
under the seal of the District Land Registrar of the Land Registration District of CANTERBURY

WITNESSETH that JOHN ALEXANDER McRAE of Christchurch, Solicitor ---

is seised of an estate in fee-simple (subject to such reservations, restrictions, encumbrances, liens, and interests as are notified by
memorial underwritten or endorsed hereon) in the land hereinafter described, delineated with bold black lines on the plan hereon,
be the several admeasurements a little more or less, that is to say: All that parcel of land containing 38.1268

hectares or thereabouts being Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 5866 ---

Subject to: ] .

. Transfer A164074/1 granting a right to

| SECTION 243(c) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991  convey electric power and telgphomc
communications over part herein appurtenant
tTo Lot 1 DP 68044 - 20.3.1995 at 10.45am

Cx:

LR,
The easements granted by Transfer A164074/1

pobINIT ' e : is subject to Section 243(a) Resource
Erntered v Ercor Management Act 1991 C‘}\"S!)
. F—l A.L.R.
Waimakariri District

Pt. 1

38-1268 ha .

1134

\ For dimensions see D-P.5586b (5758 ¢ 6804

Measurements are Metric A

w 39D 277
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Order for N/C No 355973

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE UNDER | LAND TRANSFER ACf

Thig Certificate, dated the _ Twelfth __day of __ March .o thousind nino hundred and___._fifty= ~two__
under the hand and scal of the District Land Registrar of the Land Registzation District of Canterbury W) th that
LINDA MARY HIGHE of Rangiora Widow

is reised of ant estate in fee-simple (subject to such reservati ict b l:ens, and interests as are notified by memorial uoder written

or endorsed hereon, subject ‘also to any cxisting right of the Crown fo take and lay off roads under the provisions of any Act of the General Assembly
of New Zealand) in the land hereinafter described, as the samo is delineated by the plan hereon bordered_.___- .green___ , be the several sdmeasorements
- & little more or less, ﬂmtmwsay All that parcel of land containing NINSTY-FOUR ACRES THRIE
M@__ﬂ‘_&h@mﬂs situated in Block VI- of the Ranziora Survay Distriet being part of lot 1 on
Deppsited Plan lip.5866 Rural Section 1501 apd part of Rural Sections 1528, 1806 and 10009

._ROOTS_THIRTY-GEVEN HES AND_NINE-
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C. T 1?48/186

Mortgage 923314 to George,Qiprton Fp
and George Palmer Chap {g %

Bulmer to Mary Nav1s\d E fgo ranc:Ls k\ i
rdon Messent i e O Malle
ng to l\(gzeorge all thy ares yad.', OCT A159170/3,4 - Cancelled and CsT
- 13.8.1973 at% % 17.2.1995 39D/276-277 issued for
T @o Lot 1 DP 68044 and the
baiance herein
No. 923315 Memorandum of Priority Making respectively
Mortgage 923314 first mortgage and Mortgage |
442024 second mortgage - 1%.8.1973 at
2.45 p.m. T,
A.L.R. CANCELLED DUPLICATE DESTROYED
Transmission 962201 of the share of William David
Blumer in Mort 23314 to Wilfred Lawson Laine,

Juliana ElizabethWilson and Janice Leslie Cleland
as Executors - 13.6.1974 at 2.10 p

A.L.R.

Bischarge of Mortgage 923314-a5ltoﬂthe share of
Wilfred Lawson Laine, JuldidadaiElizabeth wWilson
and Janice Leslis Cleland\)B’Q 4976 at 10.41 a.m.

_ /4475Lw~:uﬁ»af/c’“”; L
Variaticn of Mortgage 523314 - 8.9. 4878 8t 10.41 a.m.

ER

A.L.R.
Variation of Mortgage 923314 - 13, 83 1979 at 9.01 a.m.

e

‘M

i A.L.R.
n( WE BURTENSHA

>< CAVEAT A35772/1 BY HELE

for A.L.R,

Transfer A136579/3 to Jokn Alexander
McRae and John Bowden Mackintosh, both

of Christchurch, Solicitors - 28.9.1994
at 10.40am

r A.L.R.

PLAN No.SEOULE:.. LODGED 24/ 11 / =Ny
AND DEPOSITED (7 /;/ 1995

Transfer A159170/1 to John Alexander McRae

of Christchurch, Solicitor - 17.2.1995 at
10.35am

.R.
No. A159170/2 Certificate pursuant to
Section 224 (c¢) Resource Management Act
1991 - 17.2.1995 at 10.35am

'
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R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 23389 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 23 August 2002

Prior References

CB39D/277
Estate Fee Simple
Area 37.7600 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 2 Deposited Plan 305893
Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests

Subject to a right to convey electric power and telephonic communications over part marked B-C on DP 305893 created by
Transfer A164074.1 - 20.3.1995 at 10:45 am

The easements granted by Transfer A164074.1 are subject to Section 243(a) Resource Management Act 1991
5323734.2 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am

6107624.1 CAVEAT BY LEHMANS ROAD FARMING COMPANY LIMITED AND DONCASTER
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED (LIMITED EFFECT) - 9.8.2004 at 9:00 am

6146885.1 Cancellation of Consent Notice 5323734.2 -13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

6146885.2 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 340848) - 13.9.2004 at 9:00
am

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am (affects Lots 2,
3 & 4 DP 340848)

6146885.4 CTs issued - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

Legal Description Title

Lot 1 Deposited Plan 340848 167935
Lot 2 Deposited Plan 340848 167936
Lot 3 Deposited Plan 340848 167937
Lot 4 Deposited Plan 340848 167938
Lot 5 Deposited Plan 340848 167939
Lot 6 Deposited Plan 340848 167940
CANCELLED

Transaction ID 67126517 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:48 pm, Page 1 of 1
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R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 141061 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 10 May 2004

Prior References

CB384/231
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0090 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1 Deposited Plan 334436
Original Proprietors
Lehmans Road Holdings Limited

Interests
5756448.2 Mortgage to Janetta Anne Taylor and Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor - 8.10.2003 at 9:00 am

5910697.1 CAVEAT BY GINNY VICTORIA JONES AND SHANE ANTHONY JONES - 25.2.2004 at 9:00 am
(LIMITED EFFECT)

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 amam

6036045.1 Withdrawal of Caveat 5910697.1 - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am

6036045.2 Discharge of Mortgage 5756448.2 - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am

6036045.3 Transfer to Shane Anthony Jones and Ginny Victoria Jones - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am
Land Covenant in Transfer 6036045.3 - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am

6036045.4 Mortgage to Southland Building Society - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am

6673270.1 Discharge of Mortgage 6036045.4 - 2.12.2005 at 9:00 am

6673270.2 Transfer to Belmont Bloodstock Limited - 2.12.2005 at 9:00 am

8527701.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am

8858155.1 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 437764) - 6.9.2011 at 4:57
pm

8858155.2 CTs issued - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

Legal Description Title
Lot 192 Deposited Plan 437764 542433
Lot 1000 Deposited Plan 437764 542435
CANCELLED
Transaction ID 67126445 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:45 pm, Page 1 of 1
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R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 167936 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 13 September 2004

Prior References

23389
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0000 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 2 Deposited Plan 340848
Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests

6107624.1 CAVEAT BY LEHMANS ROAD FARMING COMPANY LIMITED AND DONCASTER
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED - 9.8.2004 at 9:00 am

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications created by
Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 6146885.5 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
6174585.1 Withdrawal of Caveat 6107624.1 - 7.10.2004 at 9:00 am

6423170.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am

6423170.2 Mortgage to John Alexander McRae - 17.5.2005 at 9:00 am

6633441.1 Transfer to Alan Grant Fowler, Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor and Christopher Ian Glynn Wilson -
3.11.2005 at 9:00 am

6863137.1 Discharge of Mortgage 6423170.2 - 12.5.2006 at 11:00 am
8527751.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am

9196005.3 Surrender of the right of way, right to convey water, electric power and telephonic communications created by
Easement Instrument 6146885.5 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media created by
Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
9474698.1 Discharge of Mortgage 8527751.1 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.2 Surrender of the easement created by Easement Instrument 9196005.11 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.2 Revocation of the easement condition on DP 453206 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.3 Transfer of part Lot 301 DP 461128 to Doncaster Developments Limited - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

9474698.5 CTs issued - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

Legal Description Title

Transaction ID 67126510 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:48 pm, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference mkempster001



Identifier 167936

Part Lot 301 Deposited Plan 461128 606149
Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 461128 625678
CANCELLED
Transaction ID 67126510 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:48 pm, Page 2 of 2

Client Reference mkempster001



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Constituted as a Record of Title pursuant to Sections 7 and 12 of the Land Transfer Act 2017 - 12 November 2018

Identifier 542433
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 06 September 2011

Prior References

141061
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2519 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 192 Deposited Plan 437764
Original Registered Owners
Belmont Bloodstock Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 amam

Land Covenant in Transfer 6036045.3 - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am
8527701.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am
8858155.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

Subject to a right to convey electricity over part marked C and a right to convey electricity and water over part marked B
and a right to convey water over part marked E all on DP 437764 created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at
4:57 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media
created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
8874853.1 Discharge of Mortgage 8527701.1 - 18.10.2011 at 9:42 am

8874853.2 Transfer to Octagon Bloodstock Limited (2/3 share) and Keiron Fraser McCord, Corina Jane Taylor and Janetta
Anne Taylor (1/3 share) - 18.10.2011 at 9:42 am

9045147.3 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 27.4.2012 at 3:54 pm

9081906.4 Surrender of the Land Covenant created by Transfer 6036045.3 - 30.5.2012 at 9:57 am
9781792.1 Discharge of Mortgage 9045147.3 - 1.8.2014 at 3:37 pm

9781792.2 Transfer to Octagon Bloodstock Limited - 1.8.2014 at 3:37 pm

9924246.1 Surrender of the right to convey electricity marked C on DP 437764 and right to convey electricity and water
marked B on DP 437764 and right to convey water marked E on DP 437764 created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 as
appurtenant to Lot 1001 DP 453206 and part Lot 301 DP 461128 formerly Lot 1000 DP 437764 - 16.12.2014 at 12:42 pm

9924246.2 Transfer to Robyn Marie Fantham - 16.12.2014 at 12:42 pm
9924246.3 Mortgage to Mortgage Holding Trust Company Limited - 16.12.2014 at 12:42 pm

Transaction ID 67125929 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:31 pm, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference mkempster001



Identifier 542433

9921775.1 Surrender of the right to convey electricity marked C on DP 437764, the right to convey electricity and water
marked B on DP 437764, and the right to convey water marked E on DP 437764 created by Easement Instrument
8858155.4 as appurtenant to Lots 159-164 and 505 DP 453206 - 5.3.2015 at 3:21 pm

10699163.1 Discharge of Mortgage 9924246.3 - 13.2.2017 at 8:02 am
10699163.2 Mortgage to New Zealand Home Lending Limited - 13.2.2017 at 8:02 am

12256280.2 Transmission of Mortgage 10699163.2 to Kiwibank Limited pursuant to Part 13 Companies Act 1993 -
26.10.2021 at 10:59 am

Transaction ID 67125929

Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:31 pm, Page 2 of 2
Client Reference mkempster001



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land
Identifier 542433
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 06 September 2011
Prior References
141061
Estate Fee Simple
Area 2519 square metres more or less

Legal Description Lot 192 Deposited Plan 437764
Registered Owners

Robyn Marie Fantham

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 amam

8858155.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media
created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
10699163.2 Mortgage to (now) Kiwibank Limited - 13.2.2017 at 8:02 am

Transaction ID 67125929 Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:31 pm, Page I of 3
Client Reference mkempster001 Register Only
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 1952
Historical Search Copy

b 2 @ % COMPUTER FREEHOLD REGISTER

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 542435 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 06 September 2011

Prior References

141061
Estate Fee Simple
Area 3.7565 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1000 Deposited Plan 437764
Original Proprietors
Belmont Bloodstock Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 amam

Land Covenant in Transfer 6036045.3 - 10.6.2004 at 9:00 am
8527701.1 Mortgage to Bank of New Zealand - 28.7.2010 at 9:11 am

Subject to a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part
marked A and a right to convey electricity over part marked D both on DP 437764 created by Easement Instrument
8858155.4-6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

Appurtenant hereto is a right to convey electricity and water created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57
pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
9081906.4 Surrender of the Land Covenant created by Transfer 6036045.3 - 30.5.2012 at 9:57 am

9196005.2 Discharge of Mortgage 8527701.1 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

9196005.5 Transfer of Lots 159, 160, 505 and Part Lots 161, 162, 163, 500 and 1000 on LT 453206 to Doncaster
Developments Limited - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

9196005.6 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 453206) - 3.10.2012 at
12:20 pm

9196005.7 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm (affects Lots
159, 160 and part Lots 161, 162 and 164 DP 453206)

Part Lot 500 DP 453026 is vested in Waimakariri District Coincil as road pursuant to Section 238 Resource Management
Act 1991

Lot 505 DP 453026 is vested in Waimakariri District Council as Recreational Reserve pursuant to Section 239(1)(a)
Resource Management Act 1991 subject to the Reserves Act 1977

9196005.8 CTs issued - 3.10.2012 at 12:20 pm

Legal Description Title
Lot 159 Deposited Plan 453206 584775
Transaction ID 67126431 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:45 pm, Page 1 of 2
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Identifier 542435

Lot 160 Deposited Plan 453206

Part Lot 161 Deposited Plan 453206
Part Lot 162 Deposited Plan 453206
Part Lot 163 Deposited Plan 453206
Part Lot 164 Deposited Plan 453206
Lot 505 Deposited Plan 453206

Part Lot 1000 Deposited Plan 453206
Lot 1001 Deposited Plan 453206

CANCELLED

584776
584777
584778
584779
584780
584785
584790
584791

Transaction ID 67126431
Client Reference mkempster001

Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:45 pm, Page 2 of 2



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Constituted as a Record of Title pursuant to Sections 7 and 12 of the Land Transfer Act 2017 - 12 November 2018

Identifier 584791 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 03 October 2012

Prior References

542435
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1.8671 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1001 Deposited Plan 453206
Original Registered Owners
Belmont Bloodstock Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

Appurtenant hereto is a right to convey electricity and water created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57
pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
Subject to a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part
marked G and a right to convey electricity over part marked H both on DP 453206 created by Easement Instrument
8858155.4-6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

9676026.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 19.3.2014 at 4:20 pm

9924246.1 Surrender of the right to convey electricity marked B and C both on DP 437764 and right to convey water

marked B and E both on DP 437764 created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 as appurtenant to Lot 1001 DP 453206 -
16.12.2014 at 12:42 pm

Part Lot 509 DP 526449 is vested in Waimakariri District Council as road pursuant to Section 238 Resource Management
Act 1991

Part Lot 508 DP 526449 is vested in Waimakariri District Council as Recreation Reserve pursuant to Section 239(1)(a)
Resource Management Act 1991 subject to the Reserves Act 1977

11298637.2 Record of Titles issued - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

Legal Description Title
Part Lot 508 Deposited Plan 526449 845231
Lot 1003 Deposited Plan 526449 845234
Transaction ID 67126404 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:44 pm, Page 1 of 2
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Identifier 584791

CANCELLED

Transaction ID 67126404 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:44 pm, Page 2 of 2
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Constituted as a Record of Title pursuant to Sections 7 and 12 of the Land Transfer Act 2017 - 12 November 2018

Identifier 625678 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 09 August 2013

Prior References

167936
Estate Fee Simple
Area 3.9895 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 461128
Original Registered Owners

Alan Grant Fowler, Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor and Christopher Ian Glynn Wilson

Interests
6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am

Appurtenant hereto is a right of way, a right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media created
by Easement Instrument 9474698.6 - 9.8.2013 at 11:01 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 9474698.6 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991
10896319.1 Transfer to Doncaster Developments Limited - 18.9.2017 at 1:20 pm
11298637.1 Surrender of the easements created by Easement Instrument 9474698.6 - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

Part Lot 509 DP 526449 is vested in Waimakariri District Council as road pursuant to Section 238 Resource Management
Act 1991

Part lot 508 DP 526449 is vested in Waimakariri District Council as Recreation Reserve pursuant to Section 239(1)(a)
Resource Management Act 1991 subject to the Reserves Act 1977

11298637.2 Record of Titles issued - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

Legal Description Title
Part Lot 508 Deposited Plan 526449 845231
Part Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 526449 845233
CANCELLED
Transaction ID 67126492 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:47 pm, Page 1 of 1
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

Identifier 845233
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

606144 625678
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0909 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 526449
Original Registered Owners

Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am (affects part

formerly contained in Lot 1002 DP 461128)

Subject to a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part marked C

on DP 526449 created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991

Transaction ID 67126024
Client Reference mkempster001

Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:34 pm, Page 1 of 1



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 845233
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

606144 625678
Estate Fee Simple
Area 4.0909 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1002 Deposited Plan 526449
Registered Owners

Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

6146885.3 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 13.9.2004 at 9:00 am (affects part
formerly contained in Lot 1002 DP 461128)

Subject to a right of way, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part marked C
on DP 526449 created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 - 18.12.2018 at 8:45 am

The easements created by Easement Instrument 11298637.3 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991

Transaction ID 67126024 Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:34 pm, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference mkempster001 Register Only
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017
FREEHOLD

Historical Search Copy

Identifier 845234
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

584791
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1.0971 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1003 Deposited Plan 526449
Original Registered Owners

Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and

entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

Subject to a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part
marked B and a right to convey electricity over part marked A both on DP 526449 created by Easement Instrument

8858155.4 - 6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991

Transaction ID 67125973
Client Reference mkempster001

Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:32 pm, Page 1 of 1



RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Search Copy
R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier 845234
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 18 December 2018

Prior References

584791
Estate Fee Simple
Area 1.0971 hectares more or less

Legal Description Lot 1003 Deposited Plan 526449
Registered Owners

Doncaster Developments Limited

Interests

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

Subject to a right to drain sewage, right to convey water, electricity, telecommunications and computer media over part
marked B and a right to convey electricity over part marked A both on DP 526449 created by Easement Instrument
8858155.4-6.9.2011 at 4:57 pm

The easements created by Easement Instrument 8858155.4 are subject to Section 243 (a) Resource Management Act 1991

Transaction ID 67125973 Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:33 pm, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference mkempster001 Register Only
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UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 1952
Historical Search Copy

b 2 @ % COMPUTER FREEHOLD REGISTER

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier CB39D/277 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 17 February 1995

Prior References

CB548/186
Estate Fee Simple
Area 38.1268 hectares more or less

Legal Description  Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 5866
Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests
Subject to Section 243 (c) Resource Management Act 1991
A164074.1 Transfer creating the following easements - 20.3.1995 at 10.45 am

Type Servient Tenement Easement Area Dominant Tenement Statutory Restriction
Right to convey Part Lot 1 Deposited Part herein Lot 1 Deposited Plan

electric power and  Plan 5866 - herein 68044

telephonic

communications

The easements granted by Transfer A164074.1 is subject to Section 243(a) Resource Management Act 1991

5323734.1 Certificate pursuant to Section 224(c) Resource Management Act 1991 (affects DP 305893) - 23.8.2002 at
11:25 am

5323734.2 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am (affects Lot 2
DP 305893)

5323734.3 CTs issued - 23.8.2002 at 11:25 am

Legal Description Title
Lot 1 Deposited Plan 305893 23388
Lot 2 Deposited Plan 305893 23389

CANCELLED AND DUPLICATE DESTROYED

Transaction ID 67126588 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:49 pm, Page 1 of 3
Client Reference mkempster001



Identifier CB39D/277

[ ,_, -

' References

Land and Deeds 69
Prior C/T 548/186

REGISTE?

Transfer No.

N/C. Order No. A159170/4

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT

(L7 deg™

This Certificate dated the 17th day of February one thousand nine hundred and ninety-five
under the seal of the District Land Registrar of the Land Registration District of CANTERBURY

WITNESSETH that JOHN ALEXANDER McRAE of Christchurch, Solicitor ---

is seised of an estate in fee-simple (subject to such reservations, restrictions, encumbrances, liens, and interests as are notified by
memorial underwritten or endorsed hereon) in the land hereinafter described, delineated with bold black lines on the plan hereon,
be the several admeasurements a little more or less, that is to say: All that parcel of land containing 38.1268

hectares or thereabouts being Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 5866 ---

Subject to: ] .

. Transfer A164074/1 granting a right to

| SECTION 243(c) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991  convey electric power and telgphomc
communications over part herein appurtenant
tTo Lot 1 DP 68044 - 20.3.1995 at 10.45am

Cx:

LR,
The easements granted by Transfer A164074/1

pobINIT ' e : is subject to Section 243(a) Resource
Erntered v Ercor Management Act 1991 C‘}\"S!)
. F—l A.L.R.
Waimakariri District

Pt. 1

38-1268 ha .

1134

\ For dimensions see D-P.5586b (5758 ¢ 6804

Measurements are Metric A

w 39D 277

Transaction ID 67126588
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Identifier CB39D/277

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE No. /
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g @ % COMPUTER FREEHOLD REGISTER
‘ah UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 1952
Limited as to Parcels

Historical Search Copy

R.W. Muir
Registrar-General
of Land

Identifier CB384/231 Cancelled
Land Registration District Canterbury
Date Issued 27 September 1926

Prior References

DI 6C/S1246 DI 8C/S1603
Estate Fee Simple
Area 8.3466 hectares more or less

Legal Description ~ Part Rural Section 1486 and Part Rural
Section 1528

Original Proprietors
John Alexander McRae

Interests
5756448.1 Transfer to Lehmans Road Holdings Limited - 8.10.2003 at 9:00 am
5756448.2 Mortgage to Janetta Anne Taylor and Geoffrey Raymond Kenneth Taylor - 8.10.2003 at 9:00 am

5910697.1 CAVEAT BY GINNY VICTORIA JONES AND SHANE ANTHONY JONES - 25.2.2004 at 9:00 am
(LIMITED EFFECT)

5974162.1 Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 Resource Management Act 1991 - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and
entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

5974162.2 CTs issued - produced 21.4.2004 at 9:00 am and entered 10.5.2004 at 9.00 am

Legal Description Title
Lot 1 Deposited Plan 334436 141061
Lot 2 Deposited Plan 334436 141062
CANCELLED
Transaction ID 67126457 Historical Search Copy Dated 22/11/21 3:46 pm, Page 1 of 3
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Identifier CB384/231
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Moderihers lanoe ke eeiEafus
Visit ecan.govt.nz/HAIL for more information or
contact Customer Services at ecan.govt.nz/contact/ and quote ENQ301316

Date generated: 24 November 2021

Land parcels: Lot 1 DP 340848
Lot 508 DP 526449
Lot 1002 DP 526449
Lot 1 DP 536484
Lot 46 DP 477246
Lot 34 DP 477246
Lot 1001 DP 526449
Lot 507 DP 526449

Area of Enquiry

Sites intersecting area of enquiry m Nearby sites of interest M

E Investigations intersecting area of enquiry Nearby investigations of interest Ili

NN
A SITi2824N
w2

A R

- i1 il I
The information presented in this map is specific to the area within a
radius may not be shown on this map, even if the property is visible.

Sites at a glance
: Sites within enquiry area

| Site number | Name | Location | HAIL activity(s) | category
Please note that the above table represents a summary of sites and HAILs intersecting the area of enquiry only.

m Nearby sites

Site number Name Location HAIL activity(s) Category
C2 - Gun clubs or rifle
2823 Ex North Canterbury Clay Target Club | 315 I_'ehmans Road, rang.e§;A10 - Persistent Unverified HAIL
(shot fall zone3) Rangiora pesticide bulk storage or
use;
2824 Lehmans Road Horticultural site 311 L.ehmans Road, A10- Persistent pesticide Not Investigated
Rangiora bulk storage or use;
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285 Lehmans Road,

A10 - Persistent pesticide

At or below background

Lehmans Road, Rangiora

Rangiora

pesticide bulk storage or
use;

17037 Rangiora R r
0379 anglora Racecourse Rangiora bulk storage or use; concentrations
C2 - Gun clubs or rifle
Mertons Road, Priors
Mertons Road, Priors Road & ! ranges;A10 - Persistent
172161 ! Road & Lehmans Road, ges; Not Investigated

Please note that the above table represents a summary of sites and HAILs intersecting the area of enquiry within a 100m buffer.

More detail about the sites

Site 2823: Ex North Canterbury Clay Target Club (shot fall zone3) (within 100m of enquiry area.)

Category:
Definition:

Location:
Legal description(s):

HAIL activity(s):

Notes:

5 Apr 2004

Unverified HAIL

The relevant land-use / HAIL history has not been confirmed.

315 Lehmans Road, Rangiora

Lot 5 DP 83612

Period from

1946

1985

This site falls within the calculated shot fall zone of the Ex North Canterbury Clay Target Club.

E Investigations:

INV 430

Period to

HAIL activity

Gun clubs or rifle ranges, including clay target clubs that use lead
munitions outdoors
Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use including sports turfs, market
gardens, orchards, glass houses or spray sheds

Coley Park - Rangiora Canterbury
OPUS - Detailed Site Investigation

17 Sep 1999

Summary of investigation(s):

This site covers part of the original North Canterbury Clay Target Club which was active between 1946 and 1985. The site is now operated as the Rangiora

Holiday Park.

An investigation was conducted in 1999 by Opus at the adjacent Coley Park development in order to assess the potential for ground contamination. As part of

this investigation, 4 soil samples were collected from the Holiday Park site, and analysed for total recoverable lead.

3 of the 4 samples collected from this site were found to have concentrations of lead exceeding the ANZECC (1992) guideline value of 300 mg/kg. This
conservative guideline value is considered appropriate, especially when considering the sites current use as a holiday park, and the number of complete

exposure pathways that exist.

No surface water or groundwater samples were collected from the site.

Further work is required at the site to delineate the extent of lead contamination, so that appropriate remedial options can be determined.

There are no other activities with the potential to cause contamination currently known to exist at the site.

Site 2824: Lehmans Road Horticultural site

Category:
Definition:

Location:
Legal description(s):

HAIL activity(s):

Our Ref: ENQ301316

Not Investigated

(Within 100m of enquiry area.)

Verified HAIL has not been investigated.

311 Lehmans Road, Rangiora

Lot 6 DP 83612 (D)

Period from
1985

Produced by: CH\JasonM 24/11/2021 10:12:59 AM

Period to

HAIL activity

Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use including sports turfs, market
gardens, orchards, glass houses or spray sheds
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Notes:

20 Dec 2007 A subdivision proposal plan (Connell Wagner, October 1999) produced for Coley Park Trust indicates that olives were grown on
this property.

9 Dec 2013 During an Environment Canterbury review of clay target club shot fall zones in Canterbury, the shot fall zone distance was
revised from 300 m to 200m. On this basis, this site no longer falls within the ex-North Canterbury shot fall zone, and
activity record # 3108 (for clay target clubs) has been removed from the site.The site is still listed on the LLUR for its
former horticultural land use; however the site name has been changed from Ex-North Canterbury Clay Target Club (Shot
fall zone 4).

E Investigations:

There are no investigations associated with this site.

Site 170379: Rangiora Racecourse (within 100m of enquiry area.)

Category: At or below background concentrations

Definition: Investigation results demonstrate that all hazardous substances are at or below regional background
levels.

Location: 285 Lehmans Road, Rangiora

Legal description(s): RS 10449,RS 19334

HAIL activity(s): Period from Period to HAIL activity

Notes:

10 Feb 2017 This record was created as part of the Waimakariri District Council 2016 HAIL identification project.

7 Jul 2017 Area defined from 1961 to Present aerial photographs. A10 - Horticultural activities, a poultry farm or sports turf were noted in

aerial photographs reviewed.

E Investigations:

INV 225796 Preliminary Site Investigation - Proposed Quarrying Area, Rangiora Racecourse, Lehmans Road,
Rangiora
Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd - Preliminary Site Investigation
14 Nov 2018

INV 255090 Soil Sampling Investigation - Proposed Quarrying Area, Rangiora Racecourse, Lehmans Road,
Rangiora
PDP - Detailed Site Investigation
27 Jan 2020

Summary of investigation(s):

Site History: The 1941 aerial photographs show a racecourse already occupying the site, and a limited area where a gridded pattern (possibly
horticultural) was present. This racecourse was expanded into two concentric tracks by 1963, and the gridded activity had apparently ceased. From
1973, the area in the middle of the racetracks was divided into three paddocks, possibly used for sheep grazing. Racetracks remain at the site as at
2020.

INV225796 — Preliminary Site Investigation - Proposed Quarrying Area, Rangiora Racecourse, Lehmans Road, Rangiora — PDP, 2018.

Objective: Land investigated as per requirements of the National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (MfE, 2011) for soil disturbance and change of land use.

Summiary: Prior to the change of land use and disturbance of the site, a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) was required to determine if activities on
the MfE Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) have occurred at the site. The report was intended to assess the implications of potential HAIL
activities with respect to human health, environmental risks, and consenting requirements. The PSI noted that there was no evidence to suggest that
the HAIL activities currently listed on the Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) (category A10 — persistent pesticide bulk storage or use based on former
horticultural activities, a poultry farm, or sports turf) had occurred at the site. The report suggested that even if the racetracks were classified as ‘sports
turfs’, these areas were outside of the proposed quarrying area.

Our Ref: ENQ301316
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It was concluded that the NESCS does not apply to this site with regard to the proposed quarrying activities. Subsequently, limited intrusive
investigation was requested in order to support a consent application.

INV255090 — Soil Sampling Investigation — Proposed Quarrying Area, Rangiora Racecourse, Lehmans Road, Rangiora — PDP, 2020.

Objective: A limited soil sampling investigation was undertaken by Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd (PDP) to confirm whether any imported material was
used to form the racetrack (HAIL category G5 — waste disposal to land) and whether persistent pesticides were used to maintain it (HAIL category A10 —
persistent pesticide storage or use).

According to anecdotal information, the track was surfaced with soil when it was in use and no material was imported when the track was abandoned.
The existing soil was left to self-grass. Five test pits were advanced along the former racetrack. Material was identified as silty sand topsoil at surface
over silt or sand, followed by sandy gravel. Eleven soil samples were collected between 0.05 and 0.15 m depth, and five samples were analysed for
heavy metals (arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc), organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
(PAH:S).

Results: Concentrations of heavy metals, OCPs, and PAHs in soil were below the expected background concentrations and below the
commercial/industrial land use Soil Contaminant Standards (SCS) defined in the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil (NESCS) (MfE, 2011).

Conclusion: SIT170379 on the Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) has been categorised as 'at or below background concentrations'.

Justification: It is noted that the limited soil sampling is not considered a full Detailed Site Investigation (DSI), nor is it an exhaustive characterisation of
the site. However, a full DSI was not required, and the limited intrusive investigation has adequately shown that no soil contamination has been found
at the site.

Site 172161: Mertons Road, Priors Road & Lehmans Road, Rangiora (within 100m of enquiry area.)

Category: Not Investigated
Definition: Verified HAIL has not been investigated.
Location: Mertons Road, Priors Road & Lehmans Road, Rangiora

Legal description(s): Lot 1 DP 68030,Lot 1 DP 83612,Lot 10 DP 83612,Lot 11 DP 83612,Lot 12 DP 83612,Lot 13 DP
83612,Lot 14 DP 83612,Lot 2 DP 83612,Lot 3 DP 83612,Lot 7 DP 83612,Lot 8 DP 83612,Lot 9 DP 83612

HAIL activity(s): Period from Period to HAIL activity

Gun clubs or rifle ranges, including clay target clubs that use lead
munitions outdoors

Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use including sports turfs, market
gardens, orchards, glass houses or spray sheds

1946 1985

1994 1995

Notes:
10 Feb 2017 This record was created as part of the Waimakariri District Council 2016 HAIL identification project.
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Current owner had no knowledge of prior land use
Survey Property Address: 142 Merton Road
Survey Response File: C17C/113845
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Cuprofix used on fruit trees and olives. Historically apple orchard also.
Survey Property Address: 75 Priors Road
Survey Response File: C17C/112954
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Current owner purchased 2014. No knowledge of prior spray regime indicated
Survey Property Address: 138 Merton Road
Survey Response File: C17C/118691
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: No knowledge of spray regime at former orchard (believed copper may have been used)
Survey Property Address: 55 Priors Road
Survey Response File: C17C/114643
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Current owner purchased in 2006. No knowledge of prior spray regime
Survey Property Address: 140 Merton Road
Survey Response File: C17C/112913
27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Current owner purchased 2000. No knowledge of prior spray regimes

Survey Property Address: 130 Merton Road

Our Ref: ENQ301316
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Survey Response File: C17C/112934

27 Jul 2017 Survey Response: Current owner purchased in 2012 - currently do not have a spray regime. No knowledge of spray regime in
1994-95

Survey Property Address: 134 Merton Road
Survey Response File: C17C/115120

21 Aug 2017 Area defined from 1994 to 1995 aerial photographs. A10 - Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use was noted in aerial
photographs reviewed.

E Investigations:

There are no investigations associated with this site.

Nearby investigations of interest

There are no investigations associated with the area of enquiry.

Disclaimer

The enclosed information is derived from Environment Canterbury’s Listed Land Use Register and is made available to you under the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987.

The information contained in this report reflects the current records held by Environment Canterbury regarding the activities undertaken on
the site, its possible contamination and based on that information, the categorisation of the site. Environment Canterbury has not verified the
accuracy or completeness of this information. It is released only as a copy of Environment Canterbury's records and is not intended to provide
a full, complete or totally accurate assessment of the site. It is provided on the basis that Environment Canterbury makes no warranty or
representation regarding the reliability, accuracy or completeness of the information provided or the level of contamination (if any) at the
relevant site or that the site is suitable or otherwise for any particular purpose. Environment Canterbury accepts no responsibility for any loss,
cost, damage or expense any person may incur as a result of the use, reference to or reliance on the information contained in this report.

Any person receiving and using this information is bound by the provisions of the Privacy Act 1993.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Property Economics have been engaged by Doncaster Developments Limited to undertake an
economic assessment of a proposal to rezone approximately 7.8ha of land on Lehmans Road,
Rangiora, to a zone enabling more intensive residential development at the site. The Applicant
seeks to develop this land to achieve a more efficient use of the land resource and assist

Rangiora meet its long term residential capacity requirements in an efficient manner.

This report assesses the residential demand/supply parameters in the context of the Waimakariri
District’s growth with a specific focus on Rangiora. It also reviews the relevant residential
development strategies promoted by the Waimakariri District Council (WDC) in the context of

Rangiora to identify the position of the proposed site for future residential development.

1.1. KEY RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The core objectives of the report are to:
e Outline plan change location in the context of existing Rangiora urban area

e Identify future growth areas, their geospatial distribution and capacity as identified in

the Great Christchurch Partnership report and HBA

e Evaluate population projection trends and household requirements to accommodate
projected growth across the assessment areas (Waimakariri District and Rangiora) based
on Statistics NZ latest estimates and projections under Medium and High Growth

Scenarios.

e Determine the number of new dwellings required to accommodate projected growth,

including unoccupied dwellings.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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1.2.

Quantify the residential land sufficiency by assessing identified capacity against future

dwelling demand in the short (3 years), medium (10 years) and long term (30 years).

INFORMATION SOURCES

Information and data have been obtained from a variety of sources and publications available to

property economics, including:

2018 Census Dwelling Type - Statistics NZ
2018 Waimakariri District Profile - WDC
Building Consents - Statistics NZ
Catchment Map - Google Maps

District Plan Changes - WDC

District Plan ODPs/Road Hierarchy - WDC

Greater Christchurch Housing Development Capacity Assessment July 2021 - Greater

Christchurch Partnership

Household and Population Projections - Statistics NZ

Land Use Recovery Plan: Te Mahere Whakahaumana Taone - CERA

Primary Parcels Layer - LINZ

Proposed Waimakariri District Plan - WDC

Rangiora Town Centre Strategy Blueprint To 2030+ - WDC

Section 32 Report- Whaitua Nohonoho/Residential Chapter - WDC

Ward Maps - WDC

Waimakariri 2048 District Development Strategy - WDC

Waimakariri District Council Independent Assessment Report July 2020 - WDC

Waimakariri Rural Residential Development Strategy - WDC

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposal relates to rezoning approximately 7.8ha of land located in the northwest Rangiora
on Lehmans Road from Residential 4A to Residential 2 enabling more intensive residential

development at the site.

This report aims to undertake a high-level economic assessment of the economic merits of this
proposal by reviewing and estimating and residential demand, capacity, and sufficiency in
Rangiora and the wider Waimakariri over the next 3, 10 and 30 years. Based on the preliminary
development plan, the subject land is proposed to provide around 105 allotments for residential

dwellings.

Given the population and household projections of Statistics NZ, Waimakariri is projected to
have around 113,000 residents and circa 43,900 households by 2048 under the High Growth

Scenario.

In particular, Rangiora will experience a net increase of 14,590 residents and 6,130 households
over the same timeframe from 2021 to 2048. This highlights a healthy demand for additional

supply of residential development to accommodate the projected growth.

The Greater Christchurch Partnership (GCP) has recently released Greater Christchurch Housing
Development Capacity Assessment (HBA) in July 2021. Based on the HBA 2021, Waimakariri
urban residential capacity has a surplus of 440 dwellings in the short term (3-year timeframe).
However, in the medium term, Waimakariri exhibits a shortfall of over 3,100 dwellings in order to
accommodate the projected population if the extra capacity provided by Future Urban

Development Areas (FUDA) is excluded.

Under these same conditions the long term shortfall is in excess of 10,700 dwellings across the

District.

A further consideration is Change 1 to Chapter 6 of the CRPS, this change allowed Waimakariri
to consider additional growth areas for Rangiora and Kaiapoi. In total the gross capacity of
these areas has the potential to add a maximum of circa 11,400 dwellings. While this would
provide for projected household growth it would result in a minimal margin for the Waimakariri
and Rangiora markets. There are several other factors to consider in relation to the certainty of

the FUDA provision being realised including:

e Multiple ownership

e The level of adoption through the District Plan
e Timing around release of capacity

e Provision of sufficient infrastructure capacity

e Potential submissions on individual area

In the long term, at the Waimakariri District level urban residential sufficiency is uncertain and
depends on the development yield within these FUDA. There is likely to be a shortfall of around
870 dwellings at 12hh/ha by 2051. To ensure capacity sufficiency and optimise greenfield land

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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use in urban areas, additional dwellings provided by FUDA needs to be developed at a 15hh/ha
density. If achieved, there is a capacity surplus of around 580 dwellings at 15hh/ha by 2051.

Looking at Rangiora specifically, it is estimated Rangiora requires additional 3,750 dwellings by
2051 when FUDA capacity is not considered. There is a sufficiency of 1,034-1,489 dwellings in the
medium term, depending on the yield assumption on FUDA. Specifically, Rangiora is likely to
have a shortfall of 715 dwellings at 12hh/ha by 2051, and a marginal surplus of 43 dwellings at
15hh/ha by 2051. This is on the basis all FUDA area come ‘on stream’ and are developed to that
capacity within this timeframe. There is a lot of uncertainty around this occurring, specifically

with infrastructure requirements and multiple land ownership constraints.

Based on these estimates, it is evident that significant uncertainties surround the future
residential capacity of both Rangiora and the wider Waimakariri. These uncertainties mostly

stem from the delivery of the identified FUDA (i.e., density, timing, feasibility, infrastructure, etc.).

In contrast, the proposal provides Rangiora and the broader district with a certainty over the
short-medium term that extra capacity can be provided. This capacity is in an economically
efficient location with the ability to ‘plug into’ existing infrastructure reducing marginal
infrastructure costs to the community. The economic benefits of this proposal would likely

outweigh the economic costs by a significant margin.

In conclusion, the assessment of this report supports the proposal to rezone the land for more
intensive residential development. The future development at the proposed site is an
appropriate use of the land and is more economically efficiently located than many FUDA

identified areas with greater certainty around the additional capacity being delivered.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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3. PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE

The proposed site is approximately 7.8ha of land located in the northwest corner of Rangiora
and bounded to the west by Lehmans Road and rural area, to the southeast by Residential 2

zone, and to the north by the Rangiora Racecourse land.

This site is currently used for rural residential activities and is zoned as Residential 4A. This
proposal seeks to rezone this land from Residential 4A to Residential 2 or a zone enabling more
compact and efficient residential development at the site. Figure 1 shows the submission site of

the proposal in the context of the existing WDP residential zones'.

FIGURE 1SITE LOCATION IN CONTEXT
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Source: WDC, Property Economics

1 Note, this only shows some of the operative residential zones in Waimakariri.
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Under the current Residential 4A provision for ‘large lot’ residential development, the
submission site allows for approximately 15 allotments/dwellings at a capacity of one household
per 5,000sgm. The preliminary capacity plan in Appendix 1 shows that the proposed residential
development at the site will provide 105 dwelling units to Rangiora, ranging in size between
420sgm to 722sgm. Therefore, this proposal can be seen as an opportunity to expand the
adjacent high-density residential zones and provide additional capacity of around 90 dwellings
to Rangiora and the broader Waimakariri District. This will accommodate around 226
residentials in Rangiora on a one household per dwelling ratio and a 2.52 household size

assumption?

2 The household size is sourced from HBA 2021 based on Statistics NZ Average Household Size (AHS)

projection for Waimakariri 2021 average household size.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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4. RESIDENTIAL MARKETS

To quantify the residential potential of the proposal, it is crucial to delineate the area in which
the residential development of the proposal is likely to draw the majority of its purchasers.
Figure 2 following illustrates the extent of the urban residential markets that are more likely to
be redirected, or conversely, where residential dwellings in the proposal area are likely to

compete.

As indicated in Figure 2, the Waimakariri District is the core residential catchment considered
most relevant to the proposal in terms of residential development. Waimakariri covers around
225,000ha of land, bordered by the Waimakariri River in the south, the Puketearaki Range in
the west, Pegasus Bay in the east and the Hurunui District boundary to the north. Most of the
Waimakariri town centres are located on the southeast side of the district and are within the

Greater Christchurch boundary and adjacent to Christchurch City via State Highway 1.

FIGURE 2 IDENTIFIED CORE RESIDENTIAL CATCHMENT
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Source: Property Economics; WDC

Note, the core market (i.e.. Waimakariri District) identified in Figure 2 is not intended to
represent the entire market of the proposal. Some residential developments likely to locate in

the proposal area will also serve the broader Creater Christchurch region.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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Figure 3 shows the Creater Christchurch extent that is expected to benefit from the residential
developments at the proposal site. The Greater Christchurch region covers Christchurch City
and the nearby areas within the Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts, fromn Burnham to Rangiora.
Within the Waimakariri District boundary, Greater Christchurch covers the urban and most
densely settled rural areas in the southeast corner of the Ashley River/Rakahuri. Specifically, the

proposal site is located on the northern edge of the Greater Christchurch region.

Given the proximity to a major city (i.e., Christchurch) across the broader Canterbury region,
Waimakariri is permeable to commuting and commerce between the two areas. It can be
expected that the extra supply of dwellings in Waimakariri, especially within the Creater

Christchurch boundary, will potentially serve the wider Greater Christchurch area.

FIGURE 3 GREATER CHRISTCHURCH EXTENT
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Source: Property Economics, Google Map

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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5. POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

Dwelling demand is heavily influenced by population growth. This section assesses the
population and household growth projections for Waimakariri and Rangiora based on the latest
estimates and projections (June 2021) sourced from Statistics NZ. The Medium and High
population growth projections are shown as best estimates of the current growth trajectory for

Waimakariri.

As indicated in Figure 4, the 2021 population estimate for the Waimakariri sits between the
Medium and High Growth projections, which is a trend to continue over the next 27 years.
Specifically, under the High Growth scenario, the Waimakariri population will reach around
112,697 residents by 2048. This is a 70% growth (or an increase of 46,447 residents) from the 2021
base year of 66,250 residents, signalling a significant demand for dwellings at the district level.
Under the Medium growth scenario, a more conservative estimate of 86,723 residents by 2048 is
expected, equating to a proportional increase of 319% (or 20,473 residents) from the 2021

estimate of 66,250 residents.

FIGURE 4 WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT RESIDENT POPULATION GROWTH
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In contrast, Figure 5 shows that the Waimakariri households will increase faster than the
population. By 2048, it will have 43,900 and 34,730 households under the High and Medium
Growth scenario, respectively. This represents a 73% and a 37% increase from the 2021 base year
of 25,420 households. Therefore, an additional 18,480 dwellings will be required to
accommodate the projected growth under the High projection over the next 27 years on a one
household per dwelling basis. Note that this estimate contains both urban and rural areas

demand in Waimakariri.

FIGURE 5 WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD GROWTH

Source: Statistics NZ; Property Economics

Figures 6-7 show the estimated population for the Rangiora Subdivision of the Rangiora-Ashley
Ward based on the Waimakariri Local Body Election boundary. The catchment is presented in

Appendix 2.

Note, even though the most recent population growth from 2020 to 2021 was marginal in
Rangiora, the holistic dwelling demand across Waimakariri for the development proposed at
the submission site will not be materially affected. This is evident in Figures 4-5, given the robust

projected growth in the wider district.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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It is estimated that there will be 34,640 residents living in Rangiora by 2048 under the High
Growth scenario. This equates to a 73% increase (or a nhet growth of 14,590 residents) from the
base year 2021. In contrast, the Medium Growth projections suggest that the Rangiora

population will grow by around 33%, from 20,050 residents in 2021 to 26,630 residents by 2048.

FIGURE 6 RANGIORA RESIDENT POPULATION GROWTH

Source: Statistics NZ; Property Economics

As indicated in Figure 7, Rangiora is estimated to grow from 8,010 households in 2021 to 14,140
households in 2048 under the High projections, equating to a demand for an additional 6,130
dwellings (a 77% increase) over the next 27 years on a one household per dwelling basis. Under a
more conservative Medium Crowth projection, an additional 3,177 dwellings will be required out

to 2048 in Rangiora, equating to a 40% increase from 8,010 households in the 2021 base year.

By comparing the projections in population and households, the number of households is
expected to grow faster than the population in Rangiora and the wider district. This is primarily
due to a projected fall in the person per dwelling ratio over the forecast period. As household
size decreases over time, it can be expected that there will be a large future demand for more
compact residential development across the district. This requires efficient use of residential
zoned land to provide the maximum number of quality and affordable dwellings to

accommodate the growing demand.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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FIGURE 7 RANGIORA RESIDENT HOUSEHOLD GROWTH
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Further, given the close proximity to Christchurch city (30 minutes to Christchurch CBD by
driving) and growing popularity as a place to live, the most tangible influence of Rangiora
growth path moving forward is likely to be the new residential supply. Residential supply and
capacity often have a marked influence on an area's market, with new supply a critical conduit
to realising population growth. The supply rate correlates to the growth rate, with confined

supply triggering many flow-on house supply issues and ultimately slowing growth.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz 17
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6. DWELLING CAPACITY AND SUFFICIENCY

This section reviews and assesses the dwelling capacity and sufficiency in Rangiora and the
wider Waimakariri based on Greater Christchurch Housing Development Capacity Assessment

(hereafter, HBA 2021) released in July 2021 and Property Economics estimates.

In accordance with the HBA 2021, this section considers the potential residential capacity in the
Future Urban Development Areas identified by Our Space- Greater Christchurch Settlement
Pattern Update 2019 (hereafter, Our Space 2019). These areas were proposed to deal with the
medium-term dwelling shortage across the broader Greater Christchurch area. In July 2021, the
Minister for the Environment has approved Proposed Change 1to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury
Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), which identifies several FUDA in town centres, including
Rangiora. The HBA 2021 estimates FUDA capacities under two different scenarios, assuming that
the dwelling in these areas will be delivered at either 12hh/ha or 15hh/ha. For instance, the

12hh/ha' assumption refers to 12 households per hectare.

6.1. WAIMAKARIRI URBAN RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY

Table 1 below summarises the urban residential sufficiency for Waimakariri based on the HBA
2021 estimates. Note, the Plan-Enabled, Realisable and Feasible capacities are estimated to be

the same for Waimakariri over the next 30 years.

TABLE 1 WAIMAKARIRI URBAN RESIDENTIAL SUFFICIENCY SUMMARY TABLE

SHORT TERM MEDIUM TERM LONG TERM
WAIMAKARIRI URBAN AREAS (2021-24) (2021-31) (2021-2051)

DWELLING DEMAND

without NPS-UD Buffer 1,528 4,508 11,160

with NPS-UD Buffer 1,833 5,410 13,059
DWELLING CAPACITY

without FUDA 2,273 2,273 2,273

with FUDA at 12hh/ha 2,273 7,673 12,192

with FUDA at 15hh/ha 2,273 9,123 13,642
DWELLING SUFFICIENCY

without FUDA 440 -3,137 -10,786

with FUDA at 12hh/ha 440 2,263 -867

with FUDA at 15hh/ha 440 3,713 583

Source: Greater Christchurch Partnership

As indicated in Table 1 below, Waimakariri has no urban residential capacity shortfall in the short

term. The estimated capacity surplus is around 440 dwellings by 2024. However, there is a

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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shortfall of 3,137 dwellings in the medium term and a more substantial shortfall of 10,786 if no
FUDA are developed. This estimated shortfall is largely offset by the additional capacity provided
by FUDA, leading to a surplus of 2,263-3,713 dwellings in the medium term.

In the long term, the urban residential capacity of Waimakariri remains uncertain. There is a
shortfall of 867 dwellings by 2051 when FUDA are developed at 12hh/ha. To ensure capacity
sufficiency and optimise greenfield land use in urban areas, additional dwellings provided by
FUDA needs to be developed at a density of 15hh/ha. It is predicted that there is a surplus of 583
dwellings at the ‘optimal’ 15hh/ha yield at the district level.

Given these estimates, Waimakariri future urban residential capacity will be largely dependent
on the expected capacity of FUDA. This creates uncertainties in the district to accommodate the
projected population growth, highlighting the requirement of ‘back-up’ residential

development to secure the district's prosperity.

6.2. RANGIORA WARD RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY

Compared to the residential capacity and sufficiency for the entire district, Table 2 presents the
estimates for Rangiora Ward specifically. It is worth mentioning that the HBA 2021 has applied
an 8% assumption when estimating total dwelling demand in 3 TAs (i.e., Waimakariri,

Christchurch and Selwyn), which is the assumption applied in this section.

TABLE 2 RANGIORA RESIDENTIAL SUFFICIENCY SUMMARY TABLE

RANGIORA WARD 2021 (Base) 2024 2031 2051

Households 8,010 8,496 9,118 11,536
Dwellings (incl. Unoccupied Dwellings) 8,707 9,235 9,911 12,539
Net Dwelling Requirement - 528 1204 3833
Net Dwelling Requirement (with buffer) - 634 1,445 4,407
Total Zoned Existing Capacity (est.) 660

FUDA Capacity (12hh/ha) - 303 1,819 3,032
FUDA Capacity (15hh/ha) - 379 2,274 3,790
DWELLING SUFFICIENCY (without FUDA) - 26 -785 -3,747
DWELLING SUFFICIENCY (12hh/ha) - 329 1,034 -715
DWELLING SUFFICIENCY (15hh/ha) - 405 1,489 43

Source: Property Economics

As summarised in Table 2, Rangiora has approximately 98ha of land within the operative
residential zones that is vacant and available to accommodate future resident growth. The vast

majority of the vacant residential land is within the Residential 2 zone and is in the ward's

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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southwestern edge. This gives an estimated total of around 660 zoned vacant or developable

lots in Rangiora. Appendix 3 depicts the location of these zones in the context of Rangiora.

Having compared this zoned capacity to the estimated net dwelling requirement (with NPS-UD
buffer) based on Statistics NZ Medium Growth projections, Rangiora is expected to have a
negligible sufficiency of 26 dwellings by 2024, with FUDA estimated capacity excluded.
However, in the medium and long term, Rangiora zoned capacity cannot accommodate the
growing net dwelling demand, leading to a moderate shortfall of around 785 dwellings by 2031

and a more substantial shortage of 3,747 dwellings by 2051.

As shown in Appendix 3, the identified FUDA are located to the west and east of Rangiora. These
areas have total land of approximately 389ha based on spatial data. The total developable land
within these areas, therefore, is around 253ha, with 35% of land excluded for infrastructure
development. This adds a total additional capacity of approximately 3,032 dwellings at 12hh/ha
and 3,790 dwellings at 15hh/ha to the zoned capacity in the long term.

However, these additional capacities are likely to be gradually delivered over the next 30 years,
with the most residential development completed in the medium term. Accordingly. it is
assumed that the realisable rate of these FUDA in Rangiora will be 10% by 2024, 60% by 2031,
and 100% by 2051, cumulatively. Note, these percentages are for indicative purposes only and

never be as absolute.

Based on the assumptions mentioned above, the existing zoned dwelling supply and estimated
FUDA capacity together provide sufficient capacity to cover the projected dwelling demand,
including the NPS-UD buffer for the 10-year time period (till 2031). In the long term, however,
additional capacity will be required to meet the net dwelling demand of 4,407 dwellings by
2051 if dwellings within FUDA are developed at 12hh/ha. Suppose Rangiora's population does
reach 26,630 residents by 2051 (as is projected under the Medium projection) and the 8%
unoccupied dwelling assumption holds true over the next 30 years. In that case, Rangiora will

need to supply for an additional 715 dwellings.

Under the high-density scenario (i.e., 15hh/ha), Rangiora dwelling capacity is sufficient for the 30
years till 2051, with 43 dwellings left for future demand. This marginal surplus is likely to be
occupied quickly, signalling a dwelling shortfall in Rangiora to accommodate further population

growth right after 2051.

In addition to the estimated shortfall and insignificant surplus in Rangiora dwelling capacity, it is
worth considering the significant uncertainties surrounding the development progress of FUDA.
For instance, these uncertainties may stem from the great front-end consent costs associated
with the development. These costs may raise the developer's holding costs and therefore reduce
the likelihood of development. Also, early lock-in of consent parameters reduces a developer’s
flexibility to react to changing market conditions, reducing the possibility of embarking on

development.

According to Deloitte's Construction Sector COVID-19 Recovery Study, local authorities as key

spenders on infrastructure have experienced additional funding challenges because of the

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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pandemic-led economic downturns. This may lead to temporary residential development

delays within the identified FUDA.

The estimated impact of FUDA on dwelling capacity largely depends on the realisable rate
assumptions. Indeed, it is estimated that Rangiora will have a dwelling shortfall since 2024 if
these FUDA are only able to deliver less than 25% of their capacity in the medium term (i.e., 758

dwellings at 12hh/ha and 948 dwellings at 15hh/ha).

In contrast to the significant uncertainties associated with FUDA delivery, the proposal can
provide a meaningful extra supply of around 90 dwellings to the zoned capacity and help
satiate some net dwelling requirements in the ward and the wider district. Therefore, the
proposal is in a good position to accommodate the projected Rangiora population growth by

adding certainties to the future supply of dwellings in the ward and the wider district.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz

21



521457

7. SUMMARY

The Proposal is currently zoned (rural) Residential 4A with an estimated capacity of 15 dwellings
under the Operative District Plan (ODP). In contrast, a high-density residential zone such as
Residential 2 would offer a more compact residential development at the site, allowing for

approximately 105 dwellings to be developed to the north-western corner of Rangiora.

The core economic market of this proposal, the Waimakariri District, is projected a have a strong
growth out to 2048, growing by around 70% from the 2021 base year under the High Growth
scenario. This level of growth equates to 46,447 net additional residents by 2048.

Based on HBA 2021, Waimakariri urban residential capacity is anticipated to have a significant
shortage of 3,137 dwellings by 2031 and a more substantial shortfall of 10,786 dwellings by 2051
when FUDA capacity is excluded. Even with the extra dwellings supplied by FUDA, the district is
likely to see a shortfall of 867 dwellings at the 12hh/ha density in the long term. Therefore, the
district is able to accommodate the projected growth over the next 30 years only when FUDA is

developed at 15hh/ha.

As the largest town centre in Waimakariri, Rangiora is anticipated to have additional 14,590
residents and 6,130 households by 2051 under the High Growth scenario. This equates to net
growth of 73% in population and 77% in households over the next 30 years. To accommodate
such significant growth, an additional supply of 3,747 dwellings will be required by 2051 in

Rangiora when FUDA capacity is not considered.

Considering the extra dwellings supplied by FUDA, Rangiora has a sufficiency of 1,034-1,489
dwellings in the medium term, depending on the yield assumption. In the long term, however,
Rangiora is unable to accommodate the projected growth with a shortfall of 715 dwellings at
12hh/ha. Even at a higher density of 15hh/ha, Rangiora dwelling sufficiency is estimated to be
marginally above the projected demand, with a negligible surplus of 43 dwellings by 2051. These

43 dwellings will be occupied quickly given the strong population growth in Waimakariri.

In contrast to the uncertainties associated with the delivery of FUDA over the next 30 years, the
extra capacity of 90 dwellings (on top of the current capacity of around 15 allotments under
Residential 4A zoning) contributed by the proposal will accommodate a meaningful and certain
portion (approximately 226 residents) of the projected growth in a more foreseeable future. In
light of this, the proposal is critically required to deal with the projected dwelling capacity
insufficiency in Rangiora and the wider district and optimise the land use efficiency at the

proposed site.

W: www.propertyeconomics.co.nz
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APPENDIX 2. RANGIORA CATCHMENT
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APPENDIX 3. OPERATIVE RESIDENTIAL ZONES AND FUDA
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McCracken and Associates,
Po Box 2551,
Christchurch.

24 November 2021

Dear Kim,

RE: RANGIORA WEST — PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION — PRELIMINARY TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT

| write in response to your request for a preliminary transportation assessment to be undertaken of a
proposal to rezone land located between Huntington Drive and Lehmans Road, Rangiora, from a rural zoning
to a residential zoning. The following assessment is based on site visit undertaken on 26 July 2021, with
weekday PM peak hour traffic surveys undertaken at key intersections in the vicinity of the site on 25

November 2021.

It is important to note that the following information is a preliminary assessment of transportation issues
that has been prepared in support of a submission to the Waimakiriri District Plan review process. A more
complete assessment could not be completed at this time owing to issues with traffic count data supplied by
the Council. However, the following assessment includes assessment of the performance of what are
considered to be the key nearby intersections, and this analysis, combined with site observations of weekday
PM peak hour traffic flows, strongly indicates that the road network in the vicinity of the site has capacity to

cater for this development.

The Application Site

The application site is lies to the immediate west of the established Huntington residential subdivision that
is located in the northwest corner of the urban from of Rangiora. The site is bounded by Parrott Road (an
unformed road) to the east and Lehmans Road to the west. Rangiora Racecourse is located to the north of
the application site. The total site area is approximately 10.5 hectares. The site is presently vacant land used

for pastoral purposes.

The site is located within North West Rangiora Outline Development Plan. The transmission lines also run
parallel to the alignment of a possible corridor for a future heavy goods vehicle bypass. The location of the

site is identified in Figure 1 (aerial image) and Figure 2 (ODP) on the following page.

154011 21124 Preliminary Traffic Impact Assessment (Final).docx
© Urbis TPD Limited




Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

Figure 1: Location of the application site, outlined in red (Image: Canterbury Maps).
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Figure 2: Location of the application site, outlined in blue (Image: North West Rangiora ODP).
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

The Road Network

Road Hierarchy

The road hierarchy in the vicinity of the application site is presented in Figure 3 below:
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Figure 3:  Rangiora Road Hierarchy Map (Purple roads represent Urban Collector Roads, red
represents strategic roads and rest are local roads)

Figure 3 shows that the majority of roads in the vicinity of the site are classified as local roads. The exceptions
to this are West Belt, Huntington Drive, Charles Upham Drive, Sandown Boulevard and Kingsbury Street

which are all classified as collector roads. Oxford Road, to the south, is an arterial road.
Traffic Volumes

Having considered the layout of the road network in the vicinity of the application site, it is considered that
the most logical roads to be used by site generated traffic would be:

a)  High Street and Oxford Road, a strategic route carrying around 6,000-7,000 vehicles per day;

b)  Lehmans Road, a local road carrying around 1,600 vehicles per day;

154011 21124 Preliminary Traffic Impact Assessment (Final).docx U rbis h___ 3
Urbis TPD Limited




Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

c)  West Belt, a collector carrying around 6,500 vehicles per day north of Oxford Road, reducing to

around 3,500 vehicles per day north of Seddon Street;

d) Belmont Avenue and Sandown Boulevard which are both local roads carrying less than 1,500

vehicles per day.

As part of the preparation of this transport assessment, the weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes were

recorded at the key intersections in the vicinity of the subject site; and this count data is presented in Table

1 below:
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Table 1: Recorded weekday PM peak traffic count data for Thursday 25
November 2021 in the vicinity of the application site.
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

The above data confirms that the peak hour within the two-hour survey period was 4:30pm to 5:30pm. The
counts also revealed that the Lehmans / Oxford and West Belt / Belmont / Kingsbury intersections both
operate with relatively low side road flows and a high level of service. The West Belt / Oxford / High
intersection operated with much higher traffic volumes; however, the roundabout is an effective intersection
control measure and queues on the approaches did not exceed 2-3 vehicles in the weekday PM peak hour.

In general terms, these three key intersections have spare capacity to cater for additional traffic flow.

Road Safety

A search of the NZTA CAS reported crash database provides the following reported crash diagrams for the
key intersections in the vicinity of the application site that are likely to be used by site generated traffic. This

was for the most recent 6-year period (2015-2020) and all data currently available for 2021.

EETEL

Figure 4: Reported Crashes at the High/Oxford West Belt Intersection for
2015-2021 (source = NZTA)
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment
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Figure5: Reported Crashes at the West Belt / Belmont / Kingsbury
Intersection for 2015-2021 (source = NZTA)
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Figure 6:  Reported Crashes at the High / Oxford / Lehmans Intersection for

2015-2021 (source = NZTA)

Given the traffic volumes recorded at the various intersections, the reported crash rates at the key

intersections, and in particular the West Belt / Oxford / High intersection, is remarkably low.
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

The Proposal

General Description

An indicative layout of the proposed subdivision is shown in the masterplan provided as Figure 7 on the next
page. It is understood that the proposed subdivision would yield around 110 allotments. Initial site access
will be from the north-western end of Sandown Boulevard and from Lehmans Road. Potential future site
access could also be from connections towards the north towards the Racecourse. It is assumed that these
new road connections would be constructed to relevant District Plan design standards for local roads.

Additional pedestrian access would be provided via ‘green links’ to Helmore Street in two locations.

Sandown Boulevard

Belmont Avenue

Ill__.A Huntington Drive

Figure 7:  Indicative Subdivision Masterplan

Estimated Traffic Generation

Traffic generation research of suburban low-density residential activity indicates that a dwelling unit located
within a major metropolitan area will generate around ten trips per day. However, this research also shows
that increasing separation from a major CBD reduces the generation rate owing to trip linking. For this
reason, it is unlikely that the average generation per dwelling unit within the proposed Residential 2 zone

would exceed 8 trips per day. That said, for the purpose of this assessment, traffic generation rates have
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

been adopted from data presented in Table 7.4 of NZTA Research Report 453 ‘Trips and Parking Related to

Land Use November 2011’. These rates are:
a)  Design daily trips = 10.9 trips per unit per day, and;
b)  Design peak hour trips = 1.2 trips per unit per hour.
Based on the above rates, the 110 allotments would generate around 1,200 trips per day and around 132

trips in the weekday peak hour.

Estimated Traffic Distribution

The Masterplan provides an indicative roading layout for the application site. It is emphasised that this layout
is indicative only, however the shape of the site and the available connections onto the existing road network

will mean that any future road layout within the site should be very close to that shown on the Masterplan.

The proposal for a heavy vehicle by pass will attract some site generated traffic to this route owing to its
wider network connections, however this is unlikely to exceed 10-15% of site generated traffic owing to the
majority of trips being likely to be made within origins and destinations within Rangiora or further south to
Christchurch. Even if the bypass attracted 15% of site generated traffic this would only be a loading of some
200 trips per day which would have negligible effects on the operation of the bypass. Therefore, for the
purpose of this assessment it is assumed that the connection to the by-pass is not in place. This in turns
places all site generated traffic through the more sensitive existing residential areas to the south and east of

the site and towards Lehmans Road and West Belt, and as such is considered to be a conservative approach.

The subject site is well connected to the wider road network. An inspection of the road layout indicates that

the likely routes residents will take to access the wider road network will be as follows.

Site location Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

To/From South or | Via Lehmans Road Via Belmont Avenue to Via Huntington Drive and Charles

Southeast West Belt Upham Drive

To/From North Via Belmont Street and Via Belmont Avenue to Via the bypass route
Kingsbury Street West Belt

To/From East Via Belmont Avenue and | Via Lehmans Road and Via Huntington Drive and Charles
Kingsbury Street Oxford/High Upham Drive

To/From West Via Lehmans Road n/a n/a

Table 1:  Likely Route Choices for Trips Generated by the Plan Change Site
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

If it is assumed that site generated traffic from the site heads 60% to or from the south or southeast, 10% to
or from the north, 20% to or from the east, and 10% to or from the west, then these directional flows can be

further split onto relevant links within the surrounding road network as shown in Table 2 below:

Site location D::;ﬁ:lﬁ/o n Option 1 Split Option 2 Split Option 3 Split
Via Belmont Via Huntington
Z:/Si)rt?t?esazsth 60% Via Lehmans Road 25% Avenue to West 25% Drive and Charles 10%
Belt Upham Drive
. Via Belmont .
To/From North 10% Via Be_zlmont Street 5% Avenue to West 5% Via the bypass 0%
and Kingsbury Street route
Belt
. . Via Huntington
To/From East 20% Via Bt?lmont Avenue 10% Via Lehmans Boad 5% Drive and Charles 5%
and Kingsbury Street and Oxford/High .
Upham Drive
To/From West 10% Via Lehmans Road 10% n/a n/a

Table 2:  Estimated Traffic Distribution for Trips Generated by the Plan Change Site

Noting the above estimated route choice splits, and an estimated daily trip generation for the site of around
1,200 trips per day, the estimated future daily traffic volumes on the relevant road network links can be

calculated as shown in Appendix A and summarised in Table 3 below:

Network Link Existing Volume Future Volume
Lehmans Road 1610 2090
Huntington Drive 1500 1680
Charles Upham Drive 1500 1680
Sandown Boulevard 500 1220
Belmont Avenue 1092 1332
West Belt (north of High St) 6449 6749
West Belt (north of Seddon) 3327 3627
Oxford Road (west of Lehmans) 5823 5943
Oxford Road (east of Lehmans) 6519 6579
High Street (east of West Belt) 6892 6952
Table 3: Estimated Traffic Distribution for Weekday Daily Trips Generated by

the Plan Change Site

The above estimated changes in daily traffic volumes are low, and the estimated future traffic volumes on
the various network links remains entirely within suitable volume envelopes given the hierarchy classification

and planned function of these roads.
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

In terms of the more critical weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes, the same calculation methodology can
be used. Again, noting the above estimated route choice splits, and an estimated peak hour trip generation
for the site of around 132 trips, the estimated future PM peak hour traffic volumes on the relevant road

network links can be calculated also as shown in Appendix A and summarised in Table 4 below:

Network Link Existing Volume Future Volume
Lehmans Road 163 216
Huntington Drive 150 170
Charles Upham Drive 150 170
Sandown Boulevard 50 130
Belmont Avenue 107 134
West Belt (north of High St) 614 647
West Belt (north of Seddon) 352 385
Oxford Road (west of Lehmans) 551 564
Oxford Road (east of Lehmans) 587 594
High Street (east of West Belt) 596 603
Table 4: Estimated Traffic Distribution for Weekday PM Peak Hour Trips

Generated by the Plan Change Site

None of the above estimated changes in weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes are of note, with the largest
estimated increase in traffic flow being on Lehmans Road (+53 vehicles and West Belt (+33 vehicles). When
these additional volumes are spread across the one-hour period, the estimated change in traffic flow will be
imperceptible within ambient traffic volumes, and unlikely to have any material effect on the performance

of the identified key intersections in the vicinity of the site.

| trust the above is sufficient, however if you require any further information then please do not hesitate to

contact me directly on 029 963 8727 or ray@urbisgroup.co.nz.

Yours faithfull

Ray Edwards

Managing Director

URBIS TPD LIMITED
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Appendix A — Trip Distribution Calculations

Daily Volumes
Site location Or!gin'/ Option 1 Split Option 2 Split Option 3 Split Daily Total
Destination
. Via Huntington
;% i;‘;:’stsc’“th or 719 Via Lehmans Road 300 m}ge&:’l?nt Avenue to 300 Drive and Charles 120
Upham Drive
To/From North 120 V_ia Belmont Avenue and 60 Via Belmont Avenue to 60 Via the bypass 0
Kingsbury Street West Belt route
. . Via Huntington
To/From East 240 V_|a Belmont Avenue and 120 Via Lehm?ns Road and 60 Drive and Cgharles 60
Kingsbury Street Oxford/High .
Upham Drive
To/From West 120 Via Lehmans Road 120 n/a 0 n/a 0
1199 600 420 180 1200
Existing Future
Additional Traffic onto: Volume Volume
Lehmans Road 1610 420 60 2090
Huntington Drive 1500 180 1680
Charles Upham Drive 1500 180 1680
Sandown Boulevard 500 180 360 180 1220
Belmont Avenue 1092 180 60 1332
West Belt (north of High St) 6449 300 6749
West Belt (north of Seddon) 3327 300 3627
Oxford Road (west of
Lehmans) 5823 120 5943
Oxford Road (east of
Lehmans) 6519 60 6579
High Street (east of West
Belt) 6892 60 6952
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Rangiora West — Proposed Residential Subdivision
Preliminary Transport Assessment

PM Peak Hour Volumes

. . Origin / . . . . . . .
Site location Destination Option 1 Split Option 2 Split Option 3 Split Daily Total
. Via Huntington
To/From South or 79 Via Lehmans Road 33 Via Belmont Avenue to 33 Drive and Charles
Southeast West Belt .
Upham Drive
Via Belmont Avenue and Via Belmont Avenue to Via the bypass
To/From North 13 Kingsbury Street 7 West Belt 7 route
. . Via Huntington
To/From East 26 \(:: Izill;:or;:é\;inue and 13 \él)(afl:::/r:ian: Road and 7 Drive and Charles
€ ¥ & Upham Drive
To/From West 13 Via Lehmans Road 13 n/a 0 n/a
131 66 47
Exisiting Future
Additional Traffic onto: Volume Volume
Lehmans Road 163 46 7 216
Huntington Drive 150 20 170
Charles Upham Drive 150 20 170
Sandown Boulevard 50 20 40 20 130
Belmont Avenue 107 20 7 134
West Belt (north of High St) 614 33 647
West Belt (north of Seddon) 352 33 385
Oxford Road (west of
Lehmans) 551 13 564
Oxford Road (east of
Lehmans) 587 7 594
High Street (east of West
Belt) 596 7 603
154011 21124 Preliminary Traffic Impact Assessment (Final).docx 12
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Waimakariri District (
215 High Street
Private Bag 1005
Rangiora 7440, New Zealand

Phone 0800 965 468

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING UNIT

Submission on
Variation 1: Housing Intensification

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter details
(Our preferred methods of corresponding with you are by email and phone).

Full name: Doncaster Development Ltd

Please select one of the two options below:

| could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (please go to Submission details, you do
not need to complete the rest of this section)

[ ] I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (please complete the rest of this section before
continuing to submission details)

Please select one of the two options below:

L] I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
A) Adversely affects the environment; and
B) Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.

L] I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
A) Adversely affects the environment; and

B) Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.

®) WAIMAKARIRI waimakariri.govt.nz

DISTRICT COUNCIL

%



Submission details

The specific provisions (objectives, policy and rules) of the proposal that my submission relates to are as follows:
(please give details)

Refer Attach A - Para 1

My submission is that: Please indicate whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have amendments made, giving reasons
(include additional pages as necessary).

Refer Attach A - Para 2

I/we have included: 26 additional pages

I/'we seek the following decision from the Waimakariri District Council: (give precise details, use additional pages if required)

Refer Attach A - Para 3

220805134095 - August 2022 2 Waimakariri District Council
Variation 1 Housing Intensification



Submission at the hearing

I/we wish to speak in support of my/our submission
[] 1/we do not wish to speak in support of my/our submission

If others make a similar further submission, I/we will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing

Signature
Of submitters or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter(s)

Signature Kim McCracken Date 7 September 2022

PLEASE NOTE - A signature is not required if you submit this form electronically. By entering your name in the box above you are giving your authority
for this application to proceed.

Important information

1. The Council must receive this submission before the closing date and time for submissions.

2. Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available
to the media and public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the Plan Change/Variation process.

3. Only those submitters who indicate they wish to speak at the hearing will be emailed a copy of the planning
officer’s report (please ensure you include an email address on this submission form).

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make
a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at
least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

+ It is frivolous or vexatious

+ It discloses no reasonable or relevant case

+ It would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further

+ It contains offensive language

+ It is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a
person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert
advice on the matter.

Send your submission to: Submission
Waimakariri District Council, Private Bag 1005, Rangiora 7440

Email to: developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz
Subject line: Submission Variation 1: Housing Intensification
Phone: 0800 965 468 (0800WMKGOV)

You can also deliver this submission form to one of our service centres:

Rangiora Service Centre: 215 High Street, Rangiora
Kaiapoi Service Centre: Ruataniwha Kaiapoi Civic Centre, 176 Williams Street, Kaiapoi
Oxford Service Centre: 34 Main Street, Oxford

Submissions close 5pm, Friday 9 September 2022

Please refer to the Council website waimakariri.govt.nz for further updates

220805134095 - August 2022 3 Waimakariri District Council
Variation 1 Housing Intensification



Doncaster Development Ltd

Submission on Variation 1: Housing Intensification

Attachment A

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are as follows:

1. The zoning of the subject property at North West Rangiora and related plan objectives,
policies and development control standards, to enable it to be developed for housing. The
submitter has lodged a submission on the Proposed District Plan, dated 24 November 2021,
seeking a change of zoning to General Residential. Proposed Variation 1 will merge the
residential zones into the Medium Density Residential Zone, and this submission is to ensure
consistency between the zoning of the subject property and that of the adjacent developed
residential areas of North West Rangiora. It also supports a more appropriate provision for
medium density housing for Rangiora than that provided for by Variation 1. This submission
should be regarded as supporting the submitters PDP submission and in addition to it.

2. Our submission is that the proposed Medium Density Residential Zone should apply to those
parts of the Rangiora urban area that are suitable for medium density housing development,
being located within walking distance or 800 metres from the town centre commercial
zones, and should not apply to the balance of the residential area which is further away from
the town centre. The General Residential Zone should be retained for the balance of the
residential area including the submitter’s land in North West Rangiora. It is further
submitted that the Council should identify the parts of the Rangiora residential area to
remain as General Residential Zone as subject to a “Special Qualifying Matter” under s77 1(j)
of the Amendment Act. The matters that make higher density, as provided for by the MDRS
or Policy 3, inappropriate in those areas are:

e A blanket approach to medium density housing is manifestly unsuitable in a town
such as Rangiora which has developed in recent decades as a generally low density
suburban environment with high standards of residential amenity and urban design.
Medium density housing can and should be clustered in pedestrian proximity to the
town centre and public transport hubs.

® Variation 1 as notified will fail to provide for the required objectives and policies;

Objective 1

(a) a well-functioning urban environment that enables all people and communities
to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health
and safety, now and into the future:

(b) a relevant residential zone provides for a variety of housing types and sizes that
respond to;

710022_Doncaster Dev — Submission on Variation 1 — HI — Attach A_7 Sep 2022_FINAL



(i) housing needs and demand; and
(ii) the neighbourhood’s planned urban built character, including 3-storey
buildings.
Policy 1
(a) enable a variety of housing types with a mix of densities within the zone,
including 3-storey attached and detached dwellings, and low-rise apartments

Policy 3
(c) encourage development to achieve attractive and safe streets and public open
spaces, including by providing for passive surveillance.

Policy 4
(d) enable housing to be designed to meet the day-to-day needs of residents.

e |t is also inconsistent with the overall provisions of the Resource Management Act,
and beyond the needs of the NPS-UD.

® The submitter understands that the Council has been advised that it has no choice in
this matter; that MDRS standards must be applied to all urban residential zones and
that special qualifying matters cannot be used to protect low density suburbs from
the adverse effects of inconsistent high density housing. If that proves to be the
case, and Variation 1 proceeds in its notified form, the submitter requests that its
north west Rangiora property be included within the scope of Variation 1 as though
it was already zoned General Residential. That is, for the purpose of this process the
property be treated as through its PDP submission has been allowed in full.

3. We seek the following decision;

EITHER: That the PDP submission be allowed in full and the property be included in
the General Residential zone, along with adjacent residential areas of
Rangiora, if Variation 1 has been appropriately modified to enable that
outcome.

OR: That the zoning of the property be changed to Medium Density Residential
Zone if Variation 1 proceeds in approximately its notified form.

In order to understand the position of the land some of the matters addressed in the
submission on the WDC District Plan Review seeking rezoning of the land are attached for

information.

Attachments:

Attachment B Zoning Map/Outline Development Plan
Attachment C Infrastructure/Servicing Report - Aurecon
Attachment D Infrastructure Options — Kerr and Partners
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ATTACHMENT B

Zoning Map / Outline Development Plan



Zoning Map - Site [_]
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Doncaster Development Ltd

Submission on Variation 1: Housing Intensification

ATTACHMENT C

Infrastructure / Servicing Report - Aurecon



Arlington
Infrastructure Servicing Report

Doncaster Developments Ltd
Reference: 520511
Revision: 0

Date 29/09/21



Document prepared by:

Aurecon New Zealand Limited

A person using Aurecon documents or data accepts the risk of:

a) Using the documents or data in electronic form without requesting and checking them for accuracy against the original hard copy
version.
b) Using the documents or data for any purpose not agreed to in writing by Aurecon.

Document control

Report title Title
Document code 520511-REP-001 Project number 520511
File path https://aurecongroup.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/P520511/5%20Deliver%20Design/501%20Engineer

ing/Reports/520511-REP-
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1 Introduction

1.1 General

Doncaster Developments Ltd is pursuing the rezoning of approximately 11.6 hectares of land located
west of Rangiora. The land is currently zoned as Rural Residential (Res4a) under the Waimakariri District
Council (WDC) Operative Plan but Residential (Res2) zoning is being sought to which may see
development of approximately 110 residential lots.

Aurecon has been engaged to investigate the servicing matters relating to the proposed development
This report provides an assessment of the options for providing necessary servicing infrastructure to
enable future development of the site. The services investigated include water supply, stormwater
drainage, wastewater disposal and power/telephone services.

1.2 Description of the Site

1.2.1 General

The site is located west of Rangiora township and incorporates five separate titles of land (refer Figure 1Figure
1. The current land use is predominantly pastureland and an existing residential dwelling and horse stables at
the southern portion of the development (266 and 260 Lehmans Road).

Figure 1: Location of site (source GRIP Map)

1.2.2 Surrounding land use

The site is bounded to west by rural land and to the north by the Rangiora Racecourse. Two sets of power
Transmission Lines run through the property parallel to the southeast boundary of the site, with provision for a
future bypass road between the transmission lines (Parrott Road) which will potentially divert traffic from


https://map.grip.co.nz/map/

Lehmans Road to River Road. A portion of this road will provide a connection from the proposed development
to Sandown Boulevard the existing residential area east of the site. Lehmans Road is aligned in a north-south
direction along the site’s western boundary.

1.2.3 Access

The site can be currently accessed from Lehmans Road on the western boundary. It is anticipated that access
to the development will be available from a new intersection off Lehmans Road and also from a new connection
to Sandown Boulevard to the east via a portion of the existing paper road, Parrot Road, that would be formed as
part of the development. Reserve areas which can provide pedestrian and cycle access to the site have been
accommodated for through from Payne Court, Helmore Streets and Salisbury Avenue in the adjacent
subdivisions.

1.2.4 Topography

The site is relatively flat with a grade (1 in 200) from a north to south east direction from approximately 46 mRL
to approximately 44m.

1.2.5 Geotechnical Ground Conditions

Geotechnical investigations previously completed on the site and the residential area east of the site through to
West Belt have indicated the soil profile typically consists of topsoil overlying sandy silt, overlying gravel. Based
on review of a limited number of test pits excavated on and nearby the site, there are underlying gravel 