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Future road changes 

6.5. The Plan states that if MRT is introduced, this will require some changes to neighbourhoods and 
transit mall environments, located along the preferred route. Some of these changes include 
creating wider streets to provide for green spaces and dedicated lanes for active travel. It also 
includes the removal of general traffic lanes (Figure 7).  

6.6. The Plan does not provide any information as to whether car parks along this route will be 
removed and if so, how many. Removing private vehicle access completely, will limit foot traffic 
to businesses along the route. Furthermore, the Plan does not go into any detail regarding the 
impact these proposals will have on the surrounding street network. We are concerned that if 
new residents choose to live in higher density housing and therefore choose to use MRT, this 
will see existing traffic shift to surrounding streets.  

6.7. More information is needed to illustrate how these streets will be designed so that the 
proposed road changes do not interrupt business continuity and create congestion in the 
surrounding areas. Early engagement with the private sector to help shape the thinking of these 
designs, is critical.     

Figure 7.  

 
7. Conclusion 

7.1. Overall, Property Council supports aspects of the Plan. However more investigation needs to be 
undertaken to ensure that the introduction of MRT is the most appropriate for wider 
Christchurch. Furthermore, early engagement with the private sector is critical so that 
businesses along the MRT route are not negatively impacted by future road changes.  



 

 

7.2. Property Council members invest, own, and develop property across Christchurch. We wish to 
thank the Greater Christchurch Partnership as this gives our members a chance to have their 
say in the future of our city. We also wish to be heard in support of our submission. 

7.3. Any further enquires do not hesitate to contact Sandamali Ambepitiya, Senior Advocacy 

 
Yours Sincerely,  

 

 

Katherine Wilson  

Head of Advocacy, Property Council New Zealand 
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Assessment, given that Council’s PC14 proposes to rezone it to mixed-use without provision 
for significant new commercial activity.   
 

5. Economic Development Plan 
 
As the joint work programme action to develop an “Economic Development Plan” is 
progressed (as identified on page 90), we would welcome clarification of expectations 
related to our role as the economic development agency (EDA) for Christchurch. The 
appropriate channel for this would be in the annual letter of expectations prepared by our 
shareholder, Christchurch City Council, in a manner consistent with the expectations 
outlined to Enterprise North Canterbury by Waimakariri District Council. If the role of EDAs is 
to be significant, funding to undertake this action must also be considered by these Councils 
through the current LTP process. We would welcome early direction on the scale of this 
work in order to inform our input to the Christchurch City Council LTP process.  
 

  
 
Thank you for considering ChristchurchNZ’s submission. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Laura Dawson | Acting CEO| ChristchurchNZ 
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Attachment A 

Spatial Plan Questions CNZ Response 
Q1. Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the 
draft Spatial Plan? 

We support the proposed Mass Rapid Transit route and consider that it will 
encourage residential and business development being in close proximity, 
which will contribute positively to business efficiency and growth and 
support our community and industry transition to the low emission city.  
 
We think it is appropriate that the two routes recognize the central city as 
the primary economic and social node of the city. 
 
We support a programme of work focused on how to facilitate the density 
required to support the MRT business investment case noting current 
issues with development economics for 4-6 storey development.  

Q2. Do you agree that we should focus future development and 
investment around urban centres and transport corridors? 

We agree that the pattern of growth set out in the Plan (focusing 
household and business growth through greater intensification in urban 
and town centres and along public transport corridors) will provide best 
opportunities for economic agglomeration and efficient/effective use of 
land and resources.   
 
Having “a well-connected centres network that strengthens Greater 
Christchurch’s economic competitiveness and performance, leverages 
economic assets, and provides people with easy access to employment and 
services” is crucial for economic prosperity.  
 
We agree with the Plan’s focus on the central city, which remains 
economically vulnerable despite its economic importance to the city and 
sub-region. 
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Q3. Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the 
natural environment within our urban areas? 

Yes, and we note that this is a priority consistently identified by the 
community.  We note however that there are already numerous existing 
plans and strategies with this aspiration/goal but action is often slow or 
significantly limited by resourcing.  A commitment to funding these 
improvements and finding new ways of working and financing should be 
prioritized.  

Q4. Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas? Neutral in the absence of more detail. 
Q5. Do you agree with the approach to focus on the areas (identified as 
Priority Development Areas / Priority Areas)? 

See further discussion below – we strongly recommend that the newly up 
zoned Sydenham/Lancaster area is included as a Priority Development 
Area given its strategic location and unparalleled city opportunity and 
noting that coordinated planning and investment by partner agencies 
would greatly facilitate and accelerate this opportunity.  This could be 
either as a standalone priority development area or as an extension of the 
existing central city priority development area. 

Q6. Do you agree with the draft spatial plan strategy (that proposes six 
opportunities, linking to a set of clear directions and 5 key moves to help 
shape the future of Greater Christchurch)? 

We support all six of the opportunities but note that they are all existing 
requirements under various legislation, plans and strategies.  The greater 
emphasis on prioritising sustainable modes of travel is welcomed and 
needed but this needs to be supported with increased efforts to take the 
public along on the journey. 
 
We encourage the Greater Christchurch Partnership to think more boldly 
about its ambition and directions particularly in relation to the required 
transition to a low carbon economy. The Government’s Emissions 
Reductions Plan3 provides several key actions that could be incorporated 
into the Spatial Plan in addition to denser living around centres, and 

 
3 Aotearoa New Zealand's first emissions reduction plan | Ministry for the Environment 
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sustainable modes of travel4.  This includes for example, prioritizing nature-
based solutions, shifting to a productive, sustainable and inclusive low-
carbon economy and promoting resource circularity, which will change the 
nature of supply chains and origin/destination for goods movements.  A step 
change in focus and investment in a low carbon economy will be needed to 
achieve our emissions reductions targets.   
 
We also support the five key moves identified in the strategy.  We would 
however like to see greater emphasis placed on active transport as a 
priority mode of travel in locations very accessible to local amenities 
including large centres, schools and recreational facilities.  Whilst a mass 
transport system would undoubtedly contribute positively to business 
efficiency and growth and support our community and industry to 
transition to a low emission city, there are locations such as in and around 
the central city where the infrastructure and amenity could be focused on 
supporting active modes of transport rather than other modes.   
 
Related to this, we recommend that an additional Priority Development 
Area be included in the Plan for the area South of Moorhouse 
(Sydenham/Lancaster).  At more than 100 hectares, this is a very significant 
area of light industrial land, immediately surrounding the central city, that 
is proposed to transition to high density mixed use.  The Council has 
recently notified Plan Change 14 which includes a proposal to rezone the 
land to mixed use, but it requires significant further planning and 
investment to aid the transition from industrial to a well-functioning urban 
environment.  If developed well and with the support of all agencies, it has 

 
4 national-adaptation-plan-and-emissions-reduction-plan-guidance-note.pdf (environment.govt.nz) 
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the potential to accommodate many thousands of homes, in a way that 
demonstrates leadership and innovation in sustainable, climate responsive 
living and working. 
 
We believe that this area is an unparalleled opportunity for the city to give 
effect to the opportunities expressed in the Spatial Plan and in particular, 
the community aspirations articulated in Figure 1 of the draft.   
 
ChristchurchNZ is working on a vision and framework to support the land 
use change and the community aspirations; its realization would benefit 
from the coordinated and collective focus of partnership agencies that 
would result from its identification as a Priority Development Area. 
 
Further, we believe that the area would score highly in a technical 
evaluation against the criteria identified on page 43 and that it would sit 
logically as a Priority Development Area classified as ‘Central City and 
surrounds” on Table1, page 43 (if not on its own). 

Q7. Do you have any feedback on other aspects of the Draft Spatial Plan? Strengthening the form and function of the Central City (p36) 
It is unclear whether the reference to ‘transitioning the south and south-
east general business and industrial areas to comprehensive higher density 
residential and mixed developments’ is referring to the Area South of 
Moorhouse (Sydenham/Lancaster) or areas within the four avenues 
covered by the current central city mixed use zone.  If the former, we 
support that acknowledgement but recommend that the words “and 
surrounds” be added after “Central City” so that it is incorporated into the 
Central City Priority Development area (with consequential amendments 
made elsewhere to maps etc). 
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Opportunity 5 and the role of the industrial area south of Moorhouse. 
We agree that ensuring sufficient business land is important and note that 
the National Policy Statement on Urban Development requires a 30 year 
supply + 20% competitiveness margin. We would add that an over and / or 
dispersed supply of business land can also have unintended consequences 
including inefficient / less productive use of floorspace/land and 
diminished agglomeration benefits.  A very large commercial land shortfall 
has been identified (110ha) but does not appear to take account of 
potential capacity likely through redevelopment at higher floorspace 
densities nor capacity available in existing buildings (vacant floorspace as 
opposed to just vacant land).  The CCC’s section 32 evaluation for PC14 to 
support rezoning of the mixed use area south of Moorhouse5 suggests that 
there is significant vacant floorspace capacity available, even just in the 
central city and surrounds – roughly the same as the capacity enabled by 
vacant land.  The contribution of floorspace capacity available in existing 
buildings should therefore not be understated. 
 
It is also unclear what assumptions have been made about the ability of 
commercially zoned land to accommodate commercial growth demands 
vertically (e.g. multi-story offices) and out of zone provision and how the 
additional capacity enabled by PC14 has been factored in. 

 
We therefore recommend you review/update the findings of the 
commercial land supply assessment and clarify the approach to meeting 
any shortfall if one remains. 

 

 
5 Technical-Report_Central-City-Land-Demand-Capacity-Report-VERSION-1.PDF (ccc.govt.nz) page 12. 
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In addition, clarification is sought on the extent of any need for industrial 
land in Sydenham to accommodate commercial growth. The Spatial Plan 
and PC14 both acknowledge that the Sydenham / Lancaster area is 
available and appropriate to transition to high density comprehensively 
designned housing, but the evidence base6 alludes to this land needing to 
be considered as a method to accommodate commercial land shortfall.   
 
Joint work programme (page 90) 
We welcome clarity around the expectations relating to our role in 
developing an Economic Development Plan.   

 

 
6 Greater-Christchurch-Business-Development-Capacity-Assessment 2023 page 61. 
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BARNZ’S SUBMISSION 
INTRODUCTION 

1. The Board of Airline Representatives New Zealand Inc (“BARNZ”) is pleased to 
provide this submission on the Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan (“Spatial 
Plan”).   

2. The submission is divided into three parts addressing: 

a. Background to BARNZ’s operations; 

b. Background to guiding policies for planning development associated with 
airports and reverse sensitivity effects; 

c. Key issues regarding the Spatial Plan. 

BACKGROUND TO BARNZ 

3. BARNZ is an incorporated society comprising 26 member airlines operating 
scheduled international and domestic services. It represents airlines carrying 
99% of international passengers to and from New Zealand. Further background 
on BARNZ, its members and the works it undertakes on behalf of the airlines is 
set out at Appendix 1. 

GUIDING POLICIES FOR PLANNING DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATED WITH AIRPORTS 

4. The National Airspace Policy of New Zealand creates a framework to guide the 
aviation sector (airports, airlines, and Airways NZ) towards integrating future 
airspace design and emerging technologies to be employed in communications, 
navigation and surveillance/air traffic management. The objective is to provide 
certainty for the nation and for the aviation sector’s future investments in air 
navigation and Air Traffic Management equipment. 

5. The “integrated” section of the National Airspace Policy observes the important 
interface between airspace, land use planning and the Resource Management 
Act 1991 (RMA) and recognises that: 

 “Airport Authorities and local authorities should work together 
in a strategic, co-operative and integrated way to ensure that 
planning documents (including those under the Resource 
Management Act) appropriately reflect noise contours and/or 
controls and approach and departure paths that take account 
of current and projected traffic flows.   
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Resource Management Act planning tools (including plan rules 
and designations) should as far as practicable seek to avoid the 
establishment of land uses or activities and potential obstacles 
or hazards that are incompatible with aerodrome operations 
or create adverse effects.” (emphasis added) 

6. Guidance for land use planning and mitigation of the effects of airport related 
noise is also provided in NZS6805:1992. The objective of NZS6805 is to ensure 
the proper protection from the effects of airport noise while facilitating the 
efficient operation of the airport. 

7. As guiding documents for district planning, It is therefore important that the 
Spatial Plan is developed in a manner that does not inadvertently cut across or 
remove the current critical checks and balances for land development around 
airports provided for within these policies. 

REVERSE SENSITIVITY 

8. By way of background, reverse sensitivity is the term used to refer to a situation 
where an existing activity creates noise and has been sited so as to avoid 
disturbing any community; an activity which is sensitive to that noise locates in 
the vicinity of the existing activity and then complains about the presence of the 
original activity and seeks restrictions on that original activity.  The establishment 
of Activities Sensitive to Aircraft Noise (ASANs) in the vicinity of airports has the 
potential to create, and indeed already in some other locations has created, 
pressure for limits on airport activity including curfews and operational 
restrictions, e.g. Wellington, Queenstown, Auckland and Sydney, Australia. 

9. The potential implications of reverse sensitivity on the existence and 
development of airports should not be understated. If new residential 
developments or intensification of existing residential areas are allowed, without 
due consideration of reverse sensitivity effects on the airports, there could be 
substantial long-term implications for regional and national tourism and 
commerce. These restrictions would likely range from reduction in passenger 
and freight capacity and hours of operations through to higher passenger and 
freight charges and the possible stranding of airport assets as airlines seek to 
mitigate the effects of increased costs of operation. The recent Environment 
Court decision relating to aircraft engine testing at Whenuapai Airport is a timely 
example of how an airport once largely surrounded by greenfield land can be 
constrained by enabling urban development nearby.1 

 

 
1 Neil Construction Ltd v Auckland Council [2019] NZEnvC 154.  
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10. Exposure to noise levels at or above 65 dB Ldn can cause adverse health and 
wellbeing effects and these effects cannot be completely mitigated through 
mechanisms such as acoustic insulation. To manage these effects, airports rely 
on designations, as well as land use planning, through mechanisms such as 
overlays to manage appropriate development in proximity to airports.  

11. BARNZ wishes to ensure that aircraft operations are not unnecessarily or 
unreasonably constrained through the inappropriate location of noise sensitive 
urban developments so that communities can continue to benefit from the 
important infrastructure provided by the Airport. 

RESPONSE TO THE SPATIAL PLAN  

12. The Spatial Plan presents a useful opportunity to provide overall direction 
regarding the location of appropriate residential development on land 
surrounding airports.   

13. Such direction is consistent with the National Policy Statement – Urban 
Development’s objective to deliver quality urban environments.  A key aspect of 
delivering quality urban environments is ensuring that such environments are 
not adversely affected by, or in conflict with, the effects of airport operations.  
Airports provide a good example of the importance of location for ensuring 
quality environments and the amenity and wellbeing of communities.  High-
density developments located too close to airports are likely to have poor 
amenity and wellbeing outcomes due to the effects of aircraft noise.  

14. Many airports, including Christchurch Airport, are surrounded by land that is 
typically considered as greenfield area, on the outskirts of urban centres.  This is 
purposeful planning, to minimise the adverse effects generated by airports on 
neighbouring activities by creating a "buffer" of less sensitive rural land.   

15. As drafted, the Spatial Plan “Part one -  areas to protect, avoid and enhance” 
specifically recognises the need to protect strategic infrastructure and that urban 
Development should be avoided around strategic infrastructure to ensure the 
safety and wellbeing of residents and to safeguard the effective operation, 
maintenance and potential for upgrades of this infrastructure. Christchurch 
airport is recognised as part of the region’s key strategic infrastructure. BARNZ 
strongly supports this provision. 

16. However, the direction which follows, which includes matters such as avoiding 
development in areas with significant natural values, fails to carry through this 
matter and accordingly, to appropriately recognise the need to also avoid urban 
development around strategic infrastructure.  

17. Beyond the reference on page 60 of the document there is no further reference 
to this key driver of appropriate urban development. 
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18. This is a significant oversight and for the reasons outlined in the first part of the 
submission, and in part one of the Strategic Plan, needs to be rectified.   

19. Better recognition for significant infrastructure and its relationship with future 
urban development in the directions section of the Strategic Plan would assist in 
informing and guiding the community and relevant planning documents about 
the extent to which the location and development of noise sensitive activities is 
inappropriate within the noise control zones associated with Christchurch 
Airport.  

 

CONCLUSION 
20. BARNZ would welcome any opportunity to discuss this submission with the 

Council in any further consultation relating to the Draft Spatial Plan.  

 
 

BOARD OF AIRLINE REPRESENTATIVES NEW ZEALAND INC: 
 

Date: 23 July 2023 

 Catherine O’Brien 
 Executive Director 
 BARNZ 
 
Address for Service: P O Box 2779 
 Auckland 1140 
  
Telephone: (09) 358 0696 
Email: cath@barnz.org.nz 
Cc: gillian@chappell.nz 
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APPENDIX ONE – BACKGROUND TO BARNZ  
 

BARNZ IS THE RESPECTED AND TRUSTED VOICE 

OF THE AIRLINE INDUSTRY IN NEW ZEALAND 
 
 
 
We work closely with the Government, regulators, businesses and local communities to 
provide cost savings and service improvements for our members, and to create an 
environment that fosters continued, sustainable growth for them in NZ. 
 
Our 26 members are a direct enabler of New Zealand’s $14.5 billion tourism industry 
and deliver $8 billion of New Zealand’s exports. They fly us to nearly 50 destinations, 
connecting us to the world. They bring together families and friends, and encourage the 
free flow of innovation, ideas and information that only face to face meetings can do. 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

WE CHAMPION THE AIRLINE INDUSTRY AND ITS 

CONTRIBUTION TO TRAVEL, TRADE AND TOURISM IN 
NEW ZEALAND. 

 

WE STRIVE FOR FAIR-PRICED, CUSTOMER-FOCUSSED 

AIRPORT, BORDER AGENCY SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

FOR OUR MEMBERS AND THEIR PASSENGERS. 

 

WE SECURE THE AIRLINE INDUSTRY’S RIGHT TO GROW AND 

OPERATE IN NEW ZEALAND THROUGH CONSULTATION AND 

ENGAGEMENT WITH THE WIDER COMMUNITY. 
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Airline Members 

Air Calin Air China 

Air New Zealand (Group) Air Tahiti Nui 

Air Vanuatu Airwork 

American Airlines Cathay Pacific Airways 

China Airlines China Eastern Airlines 

China Southern Airlines Delta  

Emirates Fiji Airways 

Jetstar Korean Air 

LATAM Airlines Malaysian Airlines 

Air Chathams Qantas Airways 

Qatar Airways Sichuan Airlines 

Singapore Airlines Tasman Cargo Airlines 

United Airlines Virgin Australia Airlines 

 

Non-Airline Members 

Menzies Aviation (NZ) OCS Group NZ 

Swissport Interwaste Air Centre One 

LSG Catering  
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Scammell, Kelly

From: Huihui Mai
Sent: Monday, 24 July 2023 2:47 pm
To: MonitorSubmissions
Subject: FW: Thanks for your submission on the Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

From: Karen Silvers <karen.silvers@xtra.co.nz>
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2023 1:12 AM
To: Huihui Mai <huihuimai@greaterchristchurch.org.nz>
Subject: Re: Thanks for your submission on the Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Hi
For some reason, I had trouble uploading all of one of my responses. I have therefore pasted this as a response to
the last but one question below.

Firstly, where is the extra population being planned for coming from? We have all time high excess mortality in New
Zealand and other Western Countries and a declining birth rate.
Secondly, I wish to see a more 'Keep it local' approach to all decisions where CCC simply faciltates what happens by
allocating appropriate resources. Too many centralised plans are being imposed on local communities and
Councillors do not appear to be working for those they represent.
#1 - All heritage is important! It seems srange to only mention Maori heritage. I would especially like to see more
done to uncover and disseminate Waitaha and MoriOri heritage as well as heritage of more recent times.
#2 - I would like to see an evidence =-based approach to climate issues. The science is never settled and we need to
keep abreast of the latest research and be prepared to respond appropriately. Models are simply that and should
not be relied upon!
#3 - Again, why is their a particular focus on Te Ao Maori? Ehnicity should have nothing to do with protecting out
natural environment!
#4 - Diverse and affordable housing is important for a thriving city but at what cost are we willing to change the
character of existing neighbourhoods? We must respect communities and not allow a desire for development to
take presidence over the well-being of existing residents. Development should also be balanced with heritage
values. An article in The Press mentioned the recent demolition of an historic house in Linwood to make way for a
new development. Our city has already undergone radical change since the earthquakes and what we now have is
not necessarily better despite the promise!
#5 - As a scientist, I should point out that a low carbon future is a dead one! Carbon is the very substance of life itself
and should not be vilified, particularly when you comprehend that carbon dioxide is not correlated with an increase
in temperature and that ice cores show that our planet has been much warmer in the past. We have also had much
higher concentrations of carbon dioxide in the past. As we are still coming out of the last mini ice age, it should be
no surprise that temperatures have increased a little since modern records began. The average temperature is still
no where near as warm as it was in the medieval warm period! It should also be noted that our planet has been in a
cooling phase over the last 6 years despite claims to the contrary.
#6 - Pollution, environmental degradation and loss of habitat are significant problems today. Finding ways to
address these issues without creating more issues for ourselves should be the aim. Electrification is certainly not the
answer when you consider the facts. These include the massive environmental damage caused by the mining of
minerals used in the batteries, the global shortage of these minerals, child slavery involved in the mineral mining
industry, the fact that batteries cannot be recycled and they cannot be relied upon in a power cut. EVs also weigh
considerably more than a standard petrol vehicle and therefore cause more wear and tear damage to the roads. We
are also starting to hear about health problems associated with EMF exposure in cars!

Many thanks,
Karen
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On 24/07/2023 00:00 NZST huihuimai@greaterchristchurch.org.nz wrote:

Kia ora

Thank you for your submission and taking the time to share your views with us.

If you have asked to be heard in support of your submission, we will be in contact with you to arrange a date and time.
Hearings will be held in October (specific dates to be confirmed).

If you have any questions please contact us at:
huihuimai@greaterchristchurch.org.nz

Please do not reply to this email as it is automatically generated

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

501929 eliotsinclair.co.nz  

The submi tter wish es to be heard in respect of this submission.   

 

Yours sincerely  

 

Claire McKeever  

Resource Management Planner | Associate  

BSurv(Hons) MS+SNZ MNZPI 

 

 

 
 
 

Submitter Address for Service:  
G&L Burgess 
C/ - Claire McKeever  

Eliot Sinclair  
c laire. mck eever@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

021 0550833 
 

 

mailto:claire.mckeever@eliotsinclair.co.nz
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Address for service of submitter: 
c/- Margo Perpick 
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To: Greater Christchurch Partnership  
PO Box 73014 
Christchurch 8154 

   

Submitter : ARUMONI DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED 

C/- Saunders & Co., 

Attention: Margo Perpick 

 

Proposal :  Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan 

 

Regarding:   Russley Block 
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SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT GREATER CHRISTCHURCH SPATIAL PLAN 

 

Name of submitter  

1 Arumoni Developments Limited (Arumoni  Ltd  or the submitter ). 

Proposal  to which submission relates  

2 This submission relates to the Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan (the draft  Spatial 

Plan) in its entirety and particularly those provisions which apply or affect the following 

property alongside Russley Road of interest to  Arumoni Ltd: 

3 The land parcels subject to this submission are: 

3.1 Section 35 Survey Office Plan 474228; Lot 6 Deposited Plan 51890; Lot 5 

Deposited Plan 51890; Lot 4 Deposited Plan 51890; Lot 3 Deposited Plan 51890; 

Lot 2 Deposited Plan 51890; Section 2 Survey Office Plan 489185; Lot 8 

Deposited Plan 51890; Lot 10 Deposited Plan 51890; Lot 9 Deposited Plan 

51890; Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 2488.  

4 The locations of Arumoni Ltdõs interests as described above, are shown on the image 

appended at Attachment 1 . 

5 The land referred to above and depicted in Attachment 1 is collectively referred to 

herein as the Russley block . 

6 The submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this 

submission. 

Details of submission  

7 Arumoni Ltdõs submission relates to the draft Spatial Plan as a whole, but has a specific 

focus on:  

7.1 Confirming the Russley blockõs identification as a new/expanded industrial area; 

and 
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7.2 Identifying the Russley block as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business; and 

7.3 Amending Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the change in identification of the land  

above. 

Statement of Interest and Background  

8 Arumoni Ltd is a development company interested in purchasing the land outlined in 

paragraph 3.  

The Russley block  

9 The Russley block is currently: 

9.1 zoned Rural Urban Fringe in the Christchurch District Plan (the CDP). 

10 Arumoni Ltdõs intentions for  the Russley Block are that it will be:  

10.1 Confirmed as new/expanded industrial area; and 

10.2 identified as Greenfield Priority Area ð Business on Map A of Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS; and 

10.3 after which it would seek that the Russley block be zoned Industrial General 

Zone or Heavy Industrial Zone in the CDP; 

and then it would seek subdivision and land use consents to enable industrial 

development of the site.  

11 A series of Location Maps are enclosed with the submission in Attachment 1 . The aerial 

photographs at Figure 1  show the different properties within the Russley block. The 

Russley block is primarily pasture at present, with several farmhouses or farm sheds 

spread across the larger properties.  

12 The properties in question are shown in Table 1  of the Attachment 1. The total area of 

the Russley block is approximately 51 ha. 

13 Figure 2 shows the Russley block is immediately next to the Projected Infrastructure 

Boundary on Map A in the CRPS, and to the east of an area identified as Greenfield 

Priority Area ð Business. 
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14 The site is connected to the transportation network via Russley Road (SH1) to the west. 

SH73 is also within 800m ð 1.8km from the block. There is a road that runs through the 

block, see Figure 3 . It is also immediately next to the Christchurch International Airport , 

see Figure 4. 

Submission  Summary  

15 This submission relates to the draft  Spatial Plan as a whole, but has specific focus on: 

15.1 To satisfy the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development (NPS-UD) for a Future Development Strategy (FDS) to: 

a promote long -term strategic planning by setting out how the local 

authorities intend to:  

i achieve well-functioning urban environments in their existing and 

future urban area; and 

ii provide at least sufficient development capacity, as required by 

clauses 3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD, over the next 30 years to meet 

expected demand;1 and 

iii assist the integration of planning decisions under the Act with 

infrastructure planning and funding decisions 2 and 

b spatially identify the br oad locations in which development capacity will 

be provided over the long term, in both  existing and future urban area, 

to meet the requirement s of clauses 3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD3 

the draft Spatial Plan must identify the Russley block as Greenfield Priority Areas ð 

Business, as well as confirming that the Russley block is within the new/expanded 

industrial area.  

16  The draft Spatial Plan does not currently enable  well - functioning urban 

environments  in the Greater Christchurch area .  Specifically, it makes no provision 

for Greenfields Business  Development in the CDP area, and so does not :  

 
1 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(a)(i) and (ii) . 
2 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(b) . 
3 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (2)(a) . 
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a support, and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the competitive 

operation of land and development markets;  

17 This submission seeks to: 

17.1 Confirm the identification of the Russley block as new/expanded industrial 

area; and 

17.2 Identify the Russley block as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business; and 

17.3 Amend Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the change in identification of the land, 

as above. 

Submission  

18 Submission point: The draft Spatial plan does not comply with the requirements of a 

Future Development Strategy under the NPS-UD because it does not provide for the 

assessment and identification of additional Future Development Areas or Greenfield 

Priority Areas ð Residential or Business in the Christchurch District Plan area through the 

Spatial Planning process 

19 The draft  Spatial Plan states that it satisfies the requirements of a FDS under the NPS-

UD.4   However, it does not meet the requirements to provide at least sufficient 

development capacity, as required by clauses 3.2 and 3.3 over the next 30 years to meet 

expected demand5, nor assist the integration of planning decisions under the Act with 

infrastructure planning and funding decisions, 6 because it fails to (as required) spatially 

identify the broad location s in which development capacity will be provided over the 

long term, in both existing  and future urban areas,  (our emphasis) to meet the 

requirement of clauses 3.2 and 3.3.7 

20 Clause 3.3 requires every tier 1, 2 and 3 local authority to provide at least sufficient  

development capacity in its region or district to meet expected demand for business 

land: 

 
4 Draft Greater Christc hurch  Spatial Plan, p.23 . 
5 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1) (a)(ii) .  
6 NPS-UD clause 3.13(1)(b) . 
7 NPS-UD clause 3.13(2)(a) . 
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a from different business sectors ; and; 

b in the short term,  medium term, and long term .8 

In order to be sufficient  to meet expected demand for business land, the development capacity 

must be: 

a plan -enabled ; and 

b infrastructure -ready ; and 

c suitable to meet the demands of different business sectors ; and 

d meet the expected demand plus the appropriate competitiveness margin.9  

(our emphasis) 

21 Contrary to these requirements, the draft Spatial Plan fails to provide for new industrial 

areas within  CDP. It states there is more than enough industrial land in Greater 

Christchurch to meet demand over the next 30 years, with a significant surplus in 

Christchurch.10 

22 The draft Spatial Plan also assumes that demand for industrial land will decline in the 

long term due to global economic trends. It argues that the total supply of industrial 

land in Greater Christchurch may never be fully utilised.11   

23 This is contrary to recent research from CBRE, a real estate consultancy, showing there 

is currently a high demand for industrial land in Christchurch, but with a shrinking 

supply.12 This research shows the vacancy rate in prime quality industrial property has 

fallen to virtually zero, with rents reaching records highs. Overall, the industrial vacancy 

in Christchurch is now just 0.8% as at December 2022, down from 2.6% in June 2022. 

The vacancy rate for prime Grade A premises is now just 0.1%.13 Evidence from real 

estate agents specialised in industrial land in Christchurch state that ongoing high 

 
8  NPS-UD clause 3. 3(1)(a) and (b) . 
9 NPS-UD clause 3.3(2)(a)(b)(c) and (d).  
10  The Greater Christchurch draft Spatial Plan, p.77.  
11  Ibid.  
12  CBRE, New CBRE research shows tight market with low supply and rent growt h | CBRE New Zealand  12 April 
2023, last accessed 1 7 July 2023.  
13  Ibid.  

https://www.cbre.co.nz/press-releases/new-cbre-research-shows-tight-market-with-low-supply-and-rent-growth
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demand for industrial land in Christchurch is coming up against genuine land and 

building supply issues and placing upward pressure on rents. As a result industrial 

buildings are in high demand among investors .14  

24 As an FDS, the draft Spatial Plan must spatially identify the broad locations in which 

development capacity will be provided over the long term, in both existing and 

future urban areas,  to meet the requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3.15  This is a 

requirement for each local authority. 16  The draft Spatial Plan fails to meet this 

requirement in that the Christchurch City Council has not made provision for 

development capacity over the long term, in both existing and future urban areas.  It is 

assuming the already zoned industrial land is sufficient to meet current and future 

demand. However, there is evidence showing this is not the case and instead there is a 

current lack of suitable industrial land. The current supply of industrial land on the 

market is not suitable to meet the demands of different business sectors and therefore 

not sufficient .17   

25 The contents of the draft Spatial Plan will affect the future contents of planning 

instruments under the RMA, such as the CRPS and the CDP; Clause 3.17 of the NPS-UD 

requires every tier 1 and 2 local authority to have regard to the relevant FDS when 

preparing or changing RMA planning documents.  The failure of the draft Spatial Plan 

to provide for sufficient development capacity in the CDP area will result in those RMA 

documents also failing to gi ve effect to the NPS-UD. 

Well-functioning urban environments  

26 The draft Spatial Plan states it provides for a well -functioning urban environment and 

sets out the criteria for this on p.23.  This reflects the content of Policy 1 of the NPS-UD.  

To the contrary, by not allowing for any Future Urban Development Areas, or 

Greenfields Priority Areas (Residential or Business) in the CDP area, the draft Spatial Plan 

does not meet several key aspects of Policy 1, which defines well-functioning urban 

environments as, at a minimum: 

a having or enabling a variety of homes that: 

 
14  Colliers, Colliers | Christchurch industrial market continues to boom  29 Oct 2021, last accessed 17 July 2023.  
15  NPS-UD clause 3.13(2)(a) . 
16  NPS-UD clause 3.13(1)(a)(ii) .  
17  NPS-UD clause 3.2(2)(c) . 

https://www.colliers.co.nz/en-nz/real-estate-news/christchurch-industrial-market-continues-to-boom
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i meet the needs, in terms of type, price, and location, of different households; 

and  

ii enable Maori to express their cultural traditions and norms; and 

b have or enable a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in 

terms of location and site size ; and 

c having good accessibility for people between housing, jobs, community services, 

natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport;  and 

d supporting, and limiting  as much as possible adverse impacts on the competitive 

operation of land and development markets ; and  

e supporting reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and 

f are resilient to the likely current and future effects of climate change.18 

27 The draft Spatial Plan does not meet the above requirements  as it does not provide for 

any future development capacity for industrial land within the CDP area. It states there 

is a feasible capacity of 663ha of industrial land in the medium term (0 -10 years), with a 

projected demand of only 36ha on the medium term, leaving a surplus of 627 ha of 

industrial land.19 This analysis does not fit with the current vacancy rate of 0.8% for 

industrial land, with record high rents and high demand among investors for industrial 

buildings.20 The Business Development Capacity Assessment also acknowledges that 

the figures for vacant industrial land should be treated with caution. 21 

28 The identification of the Russley block as Greenfield Priority Area -Business will help 

meet the current and projected demand for industrial  land and help the Greater 

Christchurch Partnership avoid adverse impacts on the competitive operation of land 

and development markets.  

Choice and Competitiveness 

 
18  National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020, Policy 1 (a) - (f).  
19  Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan, p.77.  
20  See footnotes 12, 13, and 14 supra . 
21  Greater Christch urch Partnership Business Development Capacity Assessment , April 2023, p.41.  
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29 Clause 3.22 of the NPS-UD defines òa competitiveness marginó as òa margin of 

development capacity, over and above the expected demand that tier 1 and tier 2 local 

authoritie s are required to provide, that is required in order to support choice and 

competitiveness in housing and business land markets.ó  That is consistent with the 

NPS-UD Policy 1(d) part of the definition of òwell-functioning urban environment só as 

being ones which òsupport and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the 

competitive operation of land and development marketsó.  

30 Under the draft Spatial Plan, there is no provision made for new industrial development 

in the CDP area in the short to long term .  This does not support choice and 

competitiveness in industrial land markets and will exacerbate adverse impacts on the 

competitive operation of land and development markets .  

31 The identification of the Russley block as Greenfield Priority Area -Business will address 

this, as the large size of the block (51ha), will provide for a variety of sites, well connected 

to infrastructure and arterial highways. 

Well integrated with transport links and the centres network  

32 Map 2 and Map 14 would restrict  future urban development  of Greater Christchurch to 

only within the Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts. Forcing future urban development 

away from Christchurch City and out to the Districts creates urban sprawl and does the 

opposite of integrating industrial land with transport links and the centres network.  

33 There has been a trend for industry to prefer locations on the west of Christchurch closer 

to SH1 and the airport. Coupled with a growth in e -commerce and high rental rates for 

industrial land in Auckland. Industries with high freight volumes prefer locations that 

offer a large capacity for  warehousing, close to strategic logistics hubs, such as the 

Christchurch International Airport. Industrial land of this type provides a ffordable 

transport backfill when distributing product from Christchurch to the north. The 

demand for industrial land of this type is òinsatiableó, according to Colliers.22  

34 The Russley block fits the demand for this type of industrial land, as  is it located right 

next to SH1, with good access to the airport.  

 
22  Colliers | Scarce supply and low v acancy fuels industrial property demand in Christchurch , 9 September 
2021, last accessed 17 July 2023.  

https://www.colliers.co.nz/en-nz/real-estate-news/scarce-supply-and-low-vacancy-fuels-industrial-property-demand-in-christchurch
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Reverse sensitivity  

35 The Christchurch International Airport is identified as a key freight and logistics hub and 

the Spatial Plan seeks to ensure sure it is not compromised by development.23 The 

Russley block is currently zoned Rural Urban Fringe zone and falls within the 50 dB Ldn 

Air Noise Contour overlay and the Christchurch International Airport Protection 

Surfaces, see Attachment 1, Figure 5 . The Russley block is unlikely to be suitable for 

residential use. Rezoning the Russley block for industrial use would not introduce noise 

sensitive activities into the above Air Noise Contour overlay and would not present a 

reverse sensitivity risk to Christchurch International Airport.  

36 The use of the Russley block as industrial would meet the criteria of a well-functioning 

urban environment and will contribute towards meeting future demand for industrial 

land. 

National Policy Statement on Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) 

37 The use of the Russley block for industrial purposes is required to provide sufficient 

development capacity to meet the demand for business land to give effect to the NPS-

UD; and 

38 There are no other reasonably practicable and feasible option for providing at least 

sufficient development capacity within  the same locality and market while achieving a 

well-functioning urban environment; and  

39 The environmental, social, cultural and economic benefits of using the Russley block for 

industrial purposes outweigh the long-term environmental, social, cultural and 

economic costs associated with the loss of highly productive land for land-based 

primary production, taking into account both tangible and intangible values.  

Summary 

40 The Russley block is well suited to be identified  as a Greenfield Priority Area ð Business. 

The use of the land as an industrial site fits the needs of the surrounding urban 

 
23  Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan, p.86.  
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environment and will help meet demand for different business sectors, due to the size 

(51 ha) of the block and excellent accessibility to arterial roads and the airport.  

Relief Sought:  

41  Arumoni Developments Ltd seeks the following relief:  

42  Confirm the identification of the Russley  block as a new/expanded industrial area ; 

and  

43  Identify the Russley  block as  a Gre enfield Priority Area -  Business ; and  

44  Amend Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the change in identification of the land above ; 

and  

45 Such other relief as may be required to give effect to this submission, including 

alternative, consequential or necessary amendments to the draft Spatial Plan that 

address the matters raised by Arumoni Ltd. 

46 Arumoni Developments Ltd wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

 

Dated 20 July 2023 

 

__________________ 

Margo Perpick 

Counsel for and on behalf of 
Arumoni Developments Limited  
 
 
 
Address for service:  
 
Saunders & Co. 
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Attachment 1  
 

Figure 1. Aerial view of the block of land at Russley and Ryans Road, outlined in yellow  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1. Legal Descriptions  
 

Street Address  Area 
(ha)  

Agreement status for each 
property (reached/pending)  

Certificate of Title (Legal 
Description)  

225 Russley Road  4.52 Pending Section 35 Survey Office 
Plan 474228  

201 Russley Road 3.56 Pending Lot 6 Deposited Plan 51890 
177 Russley Road  3.56 Pending Lot 5 Deposited Plan 51890 
167 Russley Road  3.56 Pending Lot 4 Deposited Plan 51890 
151 Russley Road  3.56 Pending Lot 3 Deposited Plan 51890 
131 Russley Road 3.56 Pending Lot 2 Deposited Plan 51890 
119 Russley Road  3.55 Pending Section 2 Survey Office Plan 

489185 
20 Ryans Road 3.56 Pending Lot 8 Deposited Plan 51890 
30 Ryans Road  3.56 Pending Lot 10 Deposited Plan 

51890 
26 Ryans Road  3.56 Pending Lot 9 Deposited Plan 51890 
85 Russley Road  14.2 Pending Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 

2488 
Total Area: 50.75ha  

 
Nb: 26, 30 and 20 Ryans Road and 119, 131, 151, 167, 177, 225 and 201 Russley Road all have a Fee Simple 1/10 
Share in Lot 12-13 Deposited Plan 51890 
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Figure 2.  Map A of the CRPS, Russley Block indicted by red circle  

 
 
 
 
Figure 3.   Internal road 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 







https://makeasubmission.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=65


https://makeasubmission.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=64
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Figure 1. Aerial view of the Springs Rd Block 
 
 
 
 
 

Legal Description  Area (ha)  Agreement status for each property 
(reached/pending)  

Section 7 Survey Office Plan 482614 
 

2.13 Pending 

Lot 1 Deposited Plan 82095 
 

4.00 Pending 

Section 4, 6 Survey Office Plan 550060 
 

12.45 Pending 

 18.6 ha 
(total) 
 

 

 
Table 1. 
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Figure 2.  Christchurch District Plan zone overlay, Springs Rd block indicated in red. 



- 3 - 

C:\Users\shona.walter\AppData\Local\OneLaw\OneDesktop\Temp\5962294 - Attachment 1.docx 

 
Figure 3 . Location within Map A of the CRPS in red circle  
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Figure 4 . Location within the surrounding area from Canterbury Maps, indicating zoning overlay. 
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SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT GREATER CHRISTCHURCH SPATIAL PLAN 

 

Name of submitter  

1 Arumoni Developments Limited (Arumoni  Ltd  or the submitter ). 

Proposal  to which submission relates  

2 This submission relates to the Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan (the draft  Spatial Plan ) in 

its entirety and particularly those provisions which apply or affect the following property 

alongside Springs Road of interest to  Arumoni Ltd: 

3 The land parcels subject to this submission are: 

3.1 Lot 1 Deposited Plan 82095, Section 4, 6 Survey Office Plan 550060, Section 7 Survey Office 

Plan 482614. 

4 The locations of Arumoni Ltdõs interests as described above, are shown in the figures and table 

appended at Attachment 1 . 

5 The land referred to above and depicted in Attachment 1 is collectively referred to herein as the 

Springs Rd  block . 

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

Details of submission  

7 Arumoni Ltdõs submission relates to the draft Spatial Plan as a whole, but has a specific focus 

on:  

7.1 Confirming the Springs Rd block as new/expanded industrial area; and 

7.2 Identifying  the Springs Rd block in the Spatial Plan as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business; 

and 

7.3 Amending Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the identification of the land  as Greenfield Priority 

Area - Business. 
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Statement of Interest and Background  

8 Arumoni Ltd is a development company interested in purchasing the land outlined in paragraph 

3.  

The Springs Rd block  

9 The Springs Rd block is currently: 

9.1 zoned Rural Urban Fringe in the Christchurch District Plan (the CDP), see Figure 2 . 

10 Arumoni Ltdõs intentions for  the Springs Rd Block are that it will be:  

10.1 Confirmed as new/expanded industrial area in the Spatial Plan; and 

10.2 Identified as Greenfield Priority Area in the Spatial Plan; and  

10.3 Continue to be identified  Greenfield Priority Area ð Business on Map A of Chapter 6 of the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the CRPS); and 

10.4 The subject of a successful application for it to be rezoned Industrial General Zone or 

Industrial Heavy Zone in the CDP; 

and then Arumoni would seek subdivision and land use consents to enable industrial 

development of the site.  

11 A series of Location Maps are enclosed with the submission in Attachment 1 . The aerial 

photograph at Figure 1  shows the different properties within the Springs Rd block. The Springs 

Rd block is primarily pasture at present, with a gardening centre located along Marshs Rd and a 

fuel station along Springs Rd, close to the on-ramp to SH76.  

12 The properties in question are shown in Table 1  of the Attachment 1. The total area of the 

Springs Rd block is approximately 18.6 ha. 

13 Figure 3 shows the Springs Rd block is inside the Projected Infrastructure Boundary on Map A 

in the CRPS and is identified as Greenfield Priority Area ð Business. 

14 The site has fast access to SH76 via Springs Rd along its eastern boundary and to Marshs Rd 

along its southwestern boundary, see Figure 1. 
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Submission  Summary  

15 This submission relates to the draft  Spatial Plan as a whole, but has specific focus on: 

15.1 In order to satisfy the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 

(NPS-UD) for a Future Development Strategy (FDS) to: 

a promote long -term strategic planning by setting out how the local authorities 

intend to:  

i achieve well-functioning urban environments in their existing and future 

urban area; and 

ii provide at least sufficient development capacity, as required by clauses 

3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD, over the next 30 years to meet expected 

demand;1 and 

iii assist the integration of planning decisions under the Act with 

infrastructure planning and funding decisions 2 and 

b spatially identify the br oad locations in which development capacity will be 

provided over the long term, in both existing and future urban area, to meet the 

requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD3 

the Draft Spatial Plan must identify the Springs Rd block as Greenfield Priority Areas -

Business, as well as confirming that the Springs Rd block is within the new/expanded 

industrial area.  

15.2 The draft Spatial Plan does not currently enable well-functioning urban environments  in the 

Greater Christchurch area.  Specifically, it does not identify any  Future Urban Development 

Areas or Greenfields Priority areas - Residential or Business - in the CDP area, and so does 

not: support, and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of 

land and development markets.  

16 This submission seeks to: 

 
1 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(a)(i) and (ii) . 
2 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(b) . 
3 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (2)(a) . 



-  5 -  

Submission of Arumoni Developments Ltd                                                                                               21 July 2023 

 

16.1 Confirm the Springs Rd block as new/expanded industrial area; and 

16.2 Identify the Springs Rd block as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business; and 

16.3 Amend Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the change in identification of the land, as above. 

Submission  

17 Submission point: The draft Spatial plan does not comply with the requirements of a Future 

Development Strategy under the NPS-UD because it does not provide for the assessment and 

identification of additional Future Urban Developme nt Areas or Greenfield Priority Areas ð 

Residential or Business in the Christchurch District Plan area through the Spatial Planning 

process. 

18 The draft  Spatial Plan states that it satisfies the requirements of a FDS under the NPS-UD.4  

However, it does not meet the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity, 

as required by clauses 3.2 and 3.3 over the next 30 years to meet expected demand5, nor assist 

the integration of planning decisions under the Act with infrastructure planning and funding 

decisions,6  because it fails to (as required) spatially identify the broad locations in which 

development capacity will be provided over the long ter m, in both existing  and future urban 

areas, (our emphasis) to meet the requirement of clauses 3.2 and 3.3.7 

19 Clause 3.3 requires every tier 1, 2 and 3 local authority to provide at least sufficient  

development capacity in its region or district to meet expected demand for business land: 

a from different business sectors ; and; 

b in the short term,  medium term, and long term .8 

In order to be sufficient  to meet expected demand for business land, the development capacity 

must be: 

a plan -enabled ; and 

b infrastructure -ready ; and 

 
4 Draft Greater Christchur ch Spatial Plan, p.23 . 
5 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1) (a)(ii) .  
6 NPS-UD clause 3.13(1)(b) . 
7 NPS-UD clause 3.13(2)(a) .  
8 NPS-UD clause 3. 3(1)(a)  and (b) . 
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c suitable to meet the demands of different business sectors ; and 

d meet the expected demand plus the appropriate competitiveness margin. 9  

(our emphasis) 

20 Contrary to these requirements, the draft Spatial Plan fails to provide for new Greenfield Priority 

Areas - Business within  CDP. It states there is more than enough industrial land in Greater 

Christchurch to meet demand over the next 30 years, with a significant surplus in Christchurch.10 

21 The draft Spatial Plan also assumes that demand for industrial land will decline in the long term 

due to global economic trends. It asserts that the total supply of industrial land in Greater 

Christchurch may never be fully utilised.11   

22 This is contrary to recent research from CBRE, a real estate consultancy, showing there is 

currently a high demand for industrial land in Christchurch, but with a shrinking supply .12 This 

research shows the vacancy rate in prime quality industrial property has fallen to virtually zero, 

with rents reaching records highs. Overall, the industrial vacancy in Christchurch is now just 0.8% 

as at December 2022, down from 2.6% in June 2022. The vacancy rate for prime Grade A 

premises is now just 0.1%.13 Evidence from real estate agents specialised in industrial land in 

Christchurch state that ongoing high demand for industrial land in Christchurch is coming up 

against genuine land and building supply issues and placing upward pressure on rents. As a 

result industrial buildings are in high demand among investors .14  

23 As an FDS, the draft Spatial Plan must spatially identify the broad locations in which development 

capacity will be provided over th e long term, in both existing and future urban areas,  to 

meet the requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3.15  This is a requirement for each local authority.16 

The draft Spatial Plan fails to meet this requirement in that the Christchurch City Council has not 

made provision for development capacity over the long term, in both existing and future urban 

areas.  It is assuming the already zoned industrial land is sufficient to meet current and future 

 
9 NPS-UD clause 3.3(2)(a)(b)(c) and (d).  
10  Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan, p.77.  
11  Ibid.  
12  CBRE, 12 April 2023, New CBRE research shows tight market with low supply  and rent growth | CBRE New 
Zealand  last accessed 1 7/07/2023.  
13  Ibid.  
14  Colliers, Colliers | Christchurch industrial market continues to boom , 29 Oct 2021, last accessed 17 July 
2023.  
15  NPS-UD clause 3.13(2)(a) . 
16  NPS-UD clause 3.13(1)(a)(ii) .  

https://www.cbre.co.nz/press-releases/new-cbre-research-shows-tight-market-with-low-supply-and-rent-growth
https://www.cbre.co.nz/press-releases/new-cbre-research-shows-tight-market-with-low-supply-and-rent-growth
https://www.colliers.co.nz/en-nz/real-estate-news/christchurch-industrial-market-continues-to-boom
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demand. However, there is evidence showing this is not the case and instead there is a current 

lack of suitable industrial land. The current supply of industrial land on the market is not suitable 

to meet the demands of different business sectors and therefore not sufficient .17   

24 The contents of the draft Spatial Plan will affect the future contents of planning instruments 

under the RMA, such as the CRPS and the CDP; Clause 3.17 of the NPS-UD requires every tier 1 

and 2 local authority to have regard to the relevant FDS when preparing or changing RMA 

planning documents.  The failure of the draft Spatial Plan to provide for sufficient development 

capacity in the CDP area will result in those RMA documents also failing to gi ve effect to the 

NPS-UD. 

Well-functioning urban environments  

25 The draft Spatial Plan states that it provides for a well -functioning urban environment and sets 

out the criteria for this on p.23 , reflecting the content of Policy 1 of the NPS-UD.  To the contrary, 

by not allowing for any Future Urban Development Areas, or Greenfields Priority Areas 

(Residential or Business) in the CDP area, the draft Spatial Plan does not meet several key aspects 

of Policy 1, which defines well-functioning urban environments as, at a minimum: 

a having or enabling a variety of homes that: 

i meet the needs, in terms of type, price, and location, of different households; 

and  

ii enable Maori to express their cultural traditions and norms; and 

b having or enabling a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors 

in terms of location and site size ; and 

c having good accessibility for people between housing, jobs, community services, 

natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport;  and 

d supporting, and limiting  as much as possible adverse impact s on the competitive 

operation of land and development markets ; and  

e supporting reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and 

 
17  NPS-UD clause 3.2(2)(c) . 
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f are resilient to the likely current and future effects of climate change.18 

26 The draft Spatial Plan does not meet the above requirements  as it does not provide for any 

future development capacity for industrial land within the CDP area. It states there is a feasible 

capacity of 663ha of industrial land in the medium term (0 -10 years), with a projected demand  

of only 36ha in the medium term, leaving a surplus of 627 ha of industrial land.19 This analysis 

does not fit with the current vacancy rate of 0.8% for industrial land, with record high rents and 

high demand among investors for industrial buildings. 20 The Business Development Capacity 

Assessment also acknowledges that the figures for vacant industrial land should be treated with 

caution.21 

27 The identification of the Springs Rd block as Greenfield Priority Area -Business will help meet 

the current and projected demand for industrial  land and help the Greater Christchurch 

Partnership avoid adverse impacts on the competitive operation of land and development 

markets.  

Choice and Competitiveness 

28 Clause 3.22 of the NPS-UD defines òa competitiveness marginó as òa margin of development 

capacity, over and above the expected demand that tier 1 and tier 2 local authorities are required 

to provide, that is required in order to support choice and competitiveness in housing and 

business land markets.ó  That is consistent with the NPS-UD Policy 1(d) part of the definition of 

òwell-functioning urban environment só as being ones which òsupport and limit as much as 

possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of land and development marketsó.  

29 Under the draft Spatial Plan, there is no provision made for new Greenfields Priority ð Business 

areas in the CDP area in the short to long term .  This does not support choice and 

competitiveness in industrial land markets and will exacerbate adverse impacts on the 

competitive operation of land and development markets .  

30 The identification of the Springs Rd block as Greenfield Priority Area -Business will address this, 

as the large size of the block (18.6ha), will provide for a variety of sites, well connected to 

infrastructure and arterial highways. 

 
18  NPS-UD 2020, Policy 1 (a) - (f).  
19  Greater Christchurch draft Spatial Plan, p.77.  
20  See footnotes 12, 13, and 14 supra . 
21  Greater Christchurch Partnership Business Development Capa city Assessment, April 2023, p.41.  
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Well integrated with transport links and the centres network  

31 Map 2 and Map 14 would restrict  future urban development  of Greater Christchurch to only 

within the Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts. Forcing future urban development away from 

Christchurch City and out to the Districts creates urban sprawl and does the opposite of 

integrating industrial land with transport links and the centres network.  

32 There has been a trend for industry to prefer locations on the west of Christchurch closer to SH1 

and the airport , coupled with a growth in e -commerce and high rental rates for industrial land 

in Auckland. Industries with high freight volumes prefer locations t hat offer a large capacity for  

warehousing, close to strategic logistics hubs, such as the Christchurch International Airport. 

Industrial land of this type provides affordable transport backfill when distributing product from 

Christchurch to the north. The demand for industrial land of this type is òinsatiableó, according 

to Colliers.22  

33 The Springs Rd block fits the demand for this type of industrial land, as  is it located right next to 

SH76, the heavy industrial area in Hornby South, close to the IZONE logistics hub in Rolleston 

and with fast access to Christchurch International Airport.  

34 The area surrounding the Springs Rd block is predominantly Heavy Industrial Zone and the 

rezoning of the Springs Rd block would integrate easily into the surrounding industrial area, see 

Figure 4  for a map indicating the surrounding land use.  

35 The use of the Springs Rd block as industrial would meet the criteria of a well -functioning urban 

environment and will contribute towards meeting future demand for industrial land. 

Summary 

36 The Springs Rd block is well suited to be identified  as a Greenfield Priority Area ð Business. The 

use of the land as an industrial site fits the needs of the surrounding urban environment  and will 

help meet demand for different business sectors, due to the size (18.6 ha) of the block and 

excellent accessibility to arterial roads, industrial and logistic hubs and the airport .  

 

 
22  Colliers | Scarce supply and low vacancy fuels industrial property demand in  Christchurch , 9 September 
2021, last accessed 17 July 2023.  

https://www.colliers.co.nz/en-nz/real-estate-news/scarce-supply-and-low-vacancy-fuels-industrial-property-demand-in-christchurch


-  10 -  

Submission of Arumoni Developments Ltd                                                                                               21 July 2023 

 

Relief Sought:  

37  Confirm  the Springs Rd  block as a new/expanded industrial area ; and  

38  Identify the Springs Rd  block as  a Greenfield Priority Area -  Business ; and  

39  Amend Map 2 and Map 14 to reflect the change in identification of the land above ; and  

40  Such other relief as may be required to give effect to this submission, including alternative, 

consequential or necessary amendments to the Draft Spatial Plan that addres s the matters 

raised by Arumoni Ltd.  

41 Arumoni Developments Ltd wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 

 

Dated 21 July 2023 

 

__________________ 

Margo Perpick 

Counsel for and on behalf of 
Arumoni Developments Limited  
 
 
 
Address for service: 
 
Saunders & Co. 





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


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




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




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




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


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


 

 

Address for service of submitter: 
c/- Margo Perpick 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT GREATER CHRISTCHURCH SPATIAL PLAN 

 

 

 

To: Greater Christchurch Partnership  
PO Box 73014 
Christchurch 8154 

   

Submitter : GREG GABA 

C/- Saunders & Co., 

Attention: Margo Perpick 

 

Proposal :  Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan 

   







-  4 -  

Submission of Greg Gaba 21 July 2023 

 

minutes driving from the Christchurch International Airport  and has the ability to be serviced 

by infrastructure. 

Submission  Summary  

15 This submission relates to the draft  Spatial Plan as a whole, but has specific focus on: 

15.1 In order to satisfy the requirements of the  National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development (NPS-UD) for a Future Development Strategy (FDS), to: 

a promote long -term strategic planning by setting out how the local authorities 

intend to:  

i achieve well-functioning urban environment s in their existing and future 

urban area;1 and 

ii provide at least sufficient development capacity, as required by clauses 

3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD, over the next 30 years to meet expected 

demand;2 and 

iii assist the integration of planning decisions under the Act with 

infrastructure planning and funding decisions3 and 

b spatially identify the br oad locations in which development capacity will be 

provided over the long term, in both existing and future urban area, to meet 

the requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3 of the NPS-UD4 

the draft Spatial Plan must identify 184-250 Johns Rd as a Future Urban Development 

Area and as a Greenfields Priority Areas -Business.  

15.2 The draft Spatial Plan does not currently enable well-functioning urban environments  

in the Greater Christchurch area.  Specifically, it makes no provision for Future Urban 

Development Areas or for Greenfields Priority Areas - Business or Residential in the 

 
1 NPS-UD claus e 3.13 (1)(a)(i) . 
2 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(a ) (ii) . 
3 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (1)(b) . 
4 NPS-UD clause 3.13 (2)(a) . 
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Attachment 1  
 

 
Figure 1. 184-250 Johns Rd, Rural Urban Fringe Zone, Christchurch District Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2.  184-250 Johns Rd in relation to the Clearwater Resort & nearby residential areas in Belfast and 
SH1. 
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Figure 3.  Aerial shot of 184-250 Johns Rd 
 

 
Figure 4 . Aerial shot showing other sites of interest 
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Figure 5 . Location of 184-250 John Rd (in red) on the Map A CRPS. 
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Figure 6.  50 db Ldn Air Noise Contour overlay over 184-250 Johns Rd.  
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Doppelmayr GRP draft spatial plan submission July 2023  / ID 28707 -1 Page 4 of 4 

Doppelmayr  feedback on the draft Spatial Plan  

12.  In order to activate and deliver  urban cable car transport solutions , Doppelmayr  
are cognisant to  the importance of an enabling planning framework.   
Doppelmayr  understands the  draft Spatial Plan is intended to provide a high -
level blueprint directing how Greater Christchurch will accommodate future 
population and business growth.  The viability and efficiency of public transport 
is obviously a key element in servicing that grow th.   
 

13.  In general, Doppelmayr  supports the draft Spatial Plan, particularly its purpose 
to plan for growth out to 2050.  Doppelmayr  is primarily concerned to ensure 
the planning framework is able to  contemplate future transport infrastructure.  
In particular, it will be important to enable innovative solutions such as urban 
cable cars  which are well integrated, eco - friendly, inclusive, reliable, resilient 
and allow communities to thrive.  
 

 

 

 

Garreth Hayman  
Chief Executive Officer  
Doppelmayr New Zealand Limited  
21 July 2023  
 

Address for service of submitter:  
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Ministry position: To date we have not been involved in selection of PDAs nor engaged with in 
regards our development and investment intentions in the short / medium / long term, in these and 
other areas. MoE has a critical role to play in unlocking and supporting areas of complex growth 
(both brownfield and greenfield) through our planning and investment.  

While the detail of the specific PDAs is not included in the draft Spatial Plan, we have a particular 
interest in the Rangiora PDA identified through the Technical Assessment undertaken by the 
Partnership. The opportunities presented here need to consider the complexity of the land 
ownership (School, Board, Ministry) and this would be a good example of where more joined-up 
conversations can ensure best results.   

Decision sought:  We seek to be involved as we are in other UGPs and Spatial Plan processes and 
consider the Joint Work Programme / PDA workstreams an essential forum for MoE to be included. 
This includes involvement in the development of criteria and selection of PDAs as well as their 
implementation. Ideally this would have already occurred to signal the collaborative approach 
sought, but going forward this would be a significant move towards more integrated planning and 
investment. 

Other Relevant Sections of the draft Spatial Plan  

Part 1 Section 3.5 outlines the potential to explore a Greenbelt around urban areas, which may 
have the dual effect of reinforcing urban limits.  

Decision sought:  The MoE are generally interested in any mechanism that can help retain the 
focus on areas of agreed investment in the short, medium, and long term.   

Part 2 Section 4.4 discusses Greenfield areas. 

Decision sought:  It would be good to make it clear that point one of this section includes education 
as a community facility / service.   

Part 2 Section 4.5 outlines the features of connected neighbourhoods.  

Decision sought:  We strongly agree that community facilities like education are critical to 
delivering thriving neighbourhoods. Engagement with MoE at more detailed levels of planning, on 
transformational projects and at PDAs will enable this to occur.  

Part 3 sections 6.1 and 6.2 outlines the direction of support for active modes and public transport 
between centres. 

Decision sought: We strongly support development of active modes and public transport as these 
have a number of benefits to students and communities as well as wider aims such as emission 
reductions. Land use needs to strongly consider how communities will access services and 
community facilities (including education) as both origins and destinations.   

Areas of Particular Interest in the Education Network  



 

Through the Canterbury Schools Rebuild programme following the Canterbury Earthquakes, most 
schools in Greater Christchurch have been planned for expansion based on household and 
population projections from Territorial Authorities (TAs) and Stats NZ. Where the draft Spatial Plan 
proposes significant changes, there is a risk that elements of the education network may require 
re-configuration. This is particularly the case in existing urban environments, but also impacts 
greenfield growth areas if housing density is much greater than previously anticipated. 

Ministry position: The following are some high-level comments on the state of the network that may 
require additional planning and investment. These should not be considered detailed responses or 
adequate to answer the questions on the sufficiency of ‘additional infrastructure’ required by the 
NPS – UD.  Greater detail on the constraints and opportunities here can only be developed when 
further detail on development is provided, and this is a necessary step in understanding the 
sufficiency of ‘additional infrastructure’ and promoting integrated planning.     

In general, the growth proposed in the draft FDS and through the MDRS will place pressure on the 
education network servicing the central city and surrounding suburbs. Work is currently underway 
by MoE to increase the capacity of the education network in a number of the growth areas 
indicated in the draft Spatial Plan. These include multiple projects currently underway or planned in 
Rolleston, Lincoln and the South-west of Christchurch. 

Current areas of rapid greenfield growth include Rolleston, Lincoln and Halswell. To this will be 
added additional areas for greenfield growth such as Belfast, Rangiora, Woodend, Kaiapoi, 
Prebbleton and Darfield. The MoE has actions planned for managing currently anticipated growth 
in these areas, but these will need to be reviewed if there are additional greenfield growth areas 
(above current estimates) or changes to the anticipated or delivered housing density. 

Decision sought: As per the FDS section below we request greater engagement with MoE on 
areas of growth and change, to inform the ‘additional infrastructure’ components of the draft Spatial 
Plan. It is not possible to provide input on the draft Spatial Plan at present in this regard without an 
understanding of the quantum, type and staging of development that may occur.   

Another focus will be on the MRT project and the areas / centres that are likely to be activated by 
this. It is important to the understand its timing and planning and likely impacts on both 
development and accessibility. We welcome greater engagement on this project alongside the 
PDAs to ensure integrated planning and delivery across agencies.  

The draft Spatial Plan and Relationship to a Future Development Strategy (FDS)  

While the draft Spatial Plan is considered by the Partnership as equivalent to a Future 
Development Strategy there are several areas where engagement with MoE has not been 
undertaken in a way that enables it to provide a robust response across the different roles we have 
as Crown Agency, provider of additional infrastructure, and landowner.  

Under Section 3.13(2) of the NPS-UD 2020 (as reviewed in May 2022) every FDS must spatially 
identify:  

a. the broad locations in which development capacity will be provided over the long term, in 
both existing and future urban areas, to meet the requirements of clauses 3.2 and 3.3; and 



 

b. the development infrastructure and additional infrastructure required to support or service 
that development capacity, along with the general location of the corridors and other sites 
required to provide it; and  

c. any constraints on development. 

Policy 10 of the NPS-UD states that local authorities should engage with providers of development 
infrastructure and additional infrastructure (schools are considered additional infrastructure), to 
achieve integrated land use and infrastructure planning. In addition to this, subpart 3.5 of the NPS-
UD states that local authorities must be satisfied that the additional infrastructure required to 
service the development capacity is likely to be available. 

With specific reference to the requirements of preparing and updating an FDS, Section 3.15 (2) of 
the NPS-UD states that (2) In order to prepare the draft required by that procedure, local 
authorities must engage with the following: … (d) providers of additional infrastructure. 

Ministry position: While the Greater Christchurch partnership has consulted with MoE as a Crown 
Agency as per some of the requirements of the NPS – UD (3.15.2b) there are other areas that 
could be significantly improved. This will ensure that urban development will be integrated with 
infrastructure planning and funding (NPS UD – Objective 6), achieve integrated land use and 
infrastructure planning (Policy 10 b) and additional infrastructure is available to service 
development capacity (3.5.1, 3.15.2d).  

The need to address ‘additional infrastructure’ requirements under the NPS UD is essential to 
achieve well-functioning, sustainable and thriving urban areas. This has been acknowledged in 
both the August 2022 update on Urban Form Scenarios (Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan and 
Mass Rapid Transit Indicative Business Case Briefing) at Focus 2 of Next Steps, as well as in the 
Greater Christchurch Housing Development Capacity Assessment (March 2023). The latter 
capacity assessment indicated the need for a Phase 2 Housing Capacity Assessment to satisfy the 
‘additional infrastructure’ requirements of the NPS – UD (pg.55).  

This Phase 2 Housing Development Capacity Assessment has not yet occurred but is critical to 
undertake to provide MoE the information needed to effectively input to the draft Spatial Plan at 
this level. The current TA level of capacity provided by this assessment and outlined in the draft 
Spatial Plan enables the Partnership to judge overall capacity but does not provide a useful level of 
detail in terms of development quantum, type or timing to assist providers of ‘additional 
infrastructure’.   

Decision sought:  We consider engagement with additional infrastructure providers to be a 
fundamental requirement of an FDS, to give clarity for infrastructure providers, and help to achieve 
the aims of the draft Spatial Plan. Given the detail required this may need to occur at a sub-TA or 
corridor level (including centres) to understand the capacity allocation, staging (Short / medium / 
long term) and typologies required to deliver 170,000 people and 77,000 dwellings over the 30-
year horizon.  

While the towns and centres planned for growth have been identified along with indicative densities 
there is no information on the quantum of this growth allocated and the timing specific to these 
areas. Without this information even at a high level MoE cannot provide useful input on the 
sufficiency of ‘additional infrastructure’. This should already have been provided to MoE and both 
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13. Well-functioning communities depend on recognising and planning for the all the 

core infrastructure including telecommunications, social infrastructure, three waters, 

transport/movement, and electricity.  There are interdependencies between 

networks especially on electricity.  Urban systems are interdependent for example a 

poorly community with poor connectivity generates car dependency, which leads to 

air pollution, high carbon emissions, obesity and other health issues, degradations 

of local amenity, anti-social behaviour and loss of natural habitat.   

14. Telecommunications and digital infrastructure are important for ensuring access for 

everyone including those who are vulnerable and disadvantaged.  Ensuring that 

telecommunications networks are recognised, planned for, and constructed is 

critical part of planning for growth and development in the Greater Christchurch as 

telecommunications: 

a. shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse 

gas emissions, minimise vulnerability and improve resilience; encourage the 

reuse of existing resources, including the conversion of existing buildings; 

and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated 

infrastructure. 

b. link people, enabling the flow of ideas and information. 

c. connect whanau, communities, business, enables new technologies and is 

becoming increasingly essential for accessing key services such as 

education, social, health, business, and government services. 

d. significantly contribute across the four dimensions of wellbeing: economic, 

social, cultural, and environmental. 

Well-functioning urban environments  

15. Telecommunication and infrastructure including electricity is missing from the 

explanation of what contributes to a well-functioning urban environment.  Core to 

any well-functioning urban environment is the infrastructure such as 

telecommunications and electricity on which the people and economy of Greater 

Christchurch dependent.  Take away telecommunications and electricity the 

modern urban environment will not function.   





https://media.one.nz/vodafone-think-step-carbon-emissions-research


https://www.sparknz.co.nz/content/dam/SparkNZ/pdf-documents/sustainability/meeting-the-climate-challenge-through-digital-technology.pdf
https://www.sparknz.co.nz/content/dam/SparkNZ/pdf-documents/sustainability/meeting-the-climate-challenge-through-digital-technology.pdf
https://www.sparknz.co.nz/content/dam/SparkNZ/pdf-documents/sustainability/meeting-the-climate-challenge-through-digital-technology.pdf
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Appendix 2 Connexa & FortySouth 
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Aggregate deposits are ‘location specific’ – limited in quantity, location and 
availability. They can only be sourced from where they are physically located and 
where the industry is able to access them.  

This means it is important that the location of aggregate resources are identified by 
councils and access is not inadvertently shut off through land development and 
council planning.   

Greater Christchurch quarries have greatly increased production in recent years to 
meet the needs of the rebuild.  We are conscious that this has caused some dust and 
noise concerns from a small number of residents living near some quarries. In response 
to these concerns the Canterbury quarrying sector developed their own Code of 
Practice giving some self-governance on managing these potential impacts.  

Greater Christchurch has a mix of riverbed and land-based quarries.  There are limits 
on the amount of aggregate that can be removed from the region’s rivers, in order to 
manage flood mitigation, and more land-based quarries will be needed.  

The Draft Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan 

We are concerned that insufficient attention has been given in the draft plan to the 
role aggregates will play in achieving the anticipated growth and to ensuring that land 
for existing and future aggregate extraction activities is available, adequately 
identified and protected from encroachment of non-compatible land uses. 

The latest projections from Statistics New Zealand indicate Greater Christchurch’s 
population will grow from a population of approximately 530,000 to more than 700,000 
by 2051.  

170,000 more people means another 77,000 more dwellings will be required. These will 
consume 19 million tonnes of aggregate alone, on top of existing demand and the 
infrastructure required to support the population growth. 

A number of Greater Christchurch quarries are coming to the end of their life and 
replacements need to be established to meet Greater Christchurch’s growing needs. 

The region needs more than 50 hectares of area to be quarried each year to meet 
demand – about five years supply from the new quarries if all are approved.   

As stated above, aggregates can only be sourced from where they are physically 
located and where the industry is able to access them. At the same time, quarried 
products are high-volume, low-cost products and therefore need to be close to where 
the product is to be used. Too far away means significant expense of transporting 
quarry materials (which is passed on to consumers) as well as congestion and CO2 
emissions. The cost of aggregate doubles when transported 30 kilometres from its 
source. Too close to residential areas brings reverse sensitivity issues due to the nature 
of extractive industry operations including noise, vibration and dust.  Residential and 
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industrial development areas should ideally be as close as reasonable to identified 
areas of aggregate.  

Highly Productive Land 

In a number of places, the draft plan refers to the need for highly productive land to 
be protected referring to food production.   

The same should apply to aggregate extraction land which is equally highly 
productive, in fact more so than farm land – quarrying generates many times more 
revenue per hectare than dairy, beef/lamb or horticulture. 

Just as “highly productive soils have been lost to urban development and land 
fragmentation” (page 61), so too has quarry land been lost over the years as residential 
areas have expanded. It is essential that the spatial plan does not allow potential 
quarry land to be sterilised in this way in the years ahead. 

Map 12 on page 64 shows the location of highly productive soils.  We recommend the 
councils work with GNS Science to ascertain potential quarry areas and produce a 
similar map, so the public have a greater awareness of where these are.  

We note that quarrying is part of the primary production definition in the Nation 
Planning Standards which supports this argument. 

There is also reference in the draft plan, e.g. page 31, to sufficient land being provided 
for commercial and industrial uses. But again, not for quarries.   

Rehabilitation 

Quarries have a finite life – they are not there permanently.  Once the aggregate has 
been extracted the land is able to be returned to its original use or used in a variety of 
other ways.  Often the land is turned into community facilities. 

The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust, and Halswell Quarry are good examples of 
this in the Grater Christchurch area.  

It is not inconceivable that housing and other developments can occur on and around 
former quarry land that has had the aggregate extracted as has occurred in other 
parts of the country (for example Stonefields in Auckland. 

Climate Change 

We support the thrusts of “Opportunity 2” on making communities resilient to the 
impacts of natural hazards and climate change.  It is important to note the central role 
aggregates have in strengthening resilience to these.  
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Rock is needed for flood protection and to adapt to sea level rise and coastal erosion 
through strengthening of sea walls etc.  It will be needed to repair damage to coastal 
infrastructure and to make infrastructure generally more resilient to greater intensity 
storms and extreme weather events. 

Sand and aggregates will play a vital role in retreating from the effects of climate 
change, including the relocation of communities, whether in preparation for or 
response to climatic events as key components of the construction sector in the form 
of concrete and other construction materials. 

 

Wayne Scott 
Chief Executive Officer 
Aggregate and Quarry Association  



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




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




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


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


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


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


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/355950244_Reconsidering_green_belts_green_wedges_and_greenways


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




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




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




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




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


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




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


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




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


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




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


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




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




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




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




http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=64
https://www.mpamag.com/nz/news/general/new-zealand-population-what-will-happen-over-the-next-decade/427713






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


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


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




http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=64
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Stormwater-drainage/Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget.pdf








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




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


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




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


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




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




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


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






http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=65
http://makeasubmissionadmin.ccc.govt.nz/Manage/WebService/getFile.aspx?fileID=64




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




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




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


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


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




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


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




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


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




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




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






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




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




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




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


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




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




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


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




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


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




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




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


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






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


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




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


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


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




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




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




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




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


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


 

 

 

 

 

Housing lessons 
from the 
Canterbury rebuild  
 

 

 

 

Report to DPMC  

15 November 2021 

Rele
as

ed
 u

nd
er

 th
e 

Offic
ial

 In
fo

rm
at

ion
 A

ct 
19

82





Rele
as

ed
 u

nd
er

 th
e 

Offic
ial

 In
fo

rm
at

ion
 A

ct 
19

82





 

4 | P a g e 
 

Table of contents  
Key points  ................................................................................................................................................ 1 
Table of contents  .................................................................................................................................... 4 
Context  ..................................................................................................................................................... 5 
Table of figures  ....................................................................................................................................... 6 
1. Overview of key trends  ...................................................................................................................... 7 
2. Key messages from interviews  ...................................................................................................... 16 
3. Significant capacity  .......................................................................................................................... 17 
4. Coordination  .................................................................................................................................... 20 
5. Funding/financi ng ............................................................................................................................ 23 
6. Delivery  ............................................................................................................................................. 24 
7. Modelling impacts  ........................................................................................................................... 26 

Our approach  .................................................................................................................................. 26 
The data ........................................................................................................................................... 27 
Box A: The Econometric approach  ............................................................................................... 33 
Model robustness  ........................................................................................................................... 35 
Box B: Shocking stories: impacts of VAR shocks  ......................................................................... 36 

8. Our results  ........................................................................................................................................ 40 
References ............................................................................................................................................ 46 
Appendix A: Briefing note to interviewees  ....................................................................................... 48 
Appendix B: Draft interview protocol  ................................................................................................ 50 
Appendix C: Interviewee list  ............................................................................................................... 51 
Appendix D: Interview process  .......................................................................................................... 52 
Appendix E: Testing for breaks  .......................................................................................................... 53 
Appendix F: Testing for nonstationarity ............................................................................................ 60 
Appendix G: Impacts on the level of rents and house prices  ......................................................... 63 

  

Rele
as

ed
 u

nd
er

 th
e 

Offic
ial

 In
fo

rm
at

ion
 A

ct 
19

82



 

5 | P a g e 
 

Context  
The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC) commissioned Sense Partners to 
research lessons from the changes in the Christchurch housing market following the 
earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 .  

There was widespread damage in the 2010 -2011 earthquakes , but housing supply responded 
quickly and at scale. Consequently, house prices remained relatively affordable . DPMC wanted 
to know  whether it was possible to identify  which policies and other changes contributed to 
the observed outcome s, and whether these were applicable elsewhere in New Zealand . 

To understand the factors that allowed a flexible housing supply and test the impacts on 
housing affordability we take a mixed qualitative -quantitative approach.  

Our approach begins with a n overview of the relevant trends and housing market outcomes.,  

Then we synthesi ze qualitative information from interviews with a range of stakeholders 
involved in the evolution of the housing market before, during and after the rebuild , to identify 
the pack age of factors that facilitated a flexible expansion in housing supply .  

To estimate the impacts of these factors we then turn to a quantitative model to estimate 
impacts on housing affordability in Christchurch.  We believe the combination of qualit ative 
and quantitative impacts can help other cities understand the impacts of a suite of factors 
necessary to deliver flexible housing supply.  

We are grateful to the interviewees, who generously shared their time, knowledge and insights 
with us. We have u sed quotes with permission throughout the report, but we have not 
attributed quotes to individuals.  
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Figure 22: Pace of new consents accelerates in 2012 and 2013 to replace existing stock  
New residential consents for new builds, Christchurch City  

 
Source: Statistics New Zealand  

Figure 23: Market turnover much lower after the GFC and spikes lower in March 2011  
Sales, Christchurch City vs New Zealand  

 

 
Source: Real Estate Institute of New Zealand  
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Figure 24: Between 2014 and 2020  price growth was more muted than elsewhere  
Annual growth in the REINZ house price index, Christchurch City  

 
Source: Real Estate Institute of New Zealand  

Figure 25: The cost of borrowing has declined  
Ninety -day interest rate  

 
Source: Reserve Bank of New Zealand  
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Figure 26: The exchange rate helps account for external shocks  
Nominal Trade -Weighted Index  

 
Source: Reserve Bank of New Zealand  

Our model  

Our objective is to understand the impact on housing supply on housing affordability. We 
work with a simple linear model that seeks to identify likely quantitative impacts of the 
changes in housing supply brought about by the factors identified in th e qualitative section.  

More specifically, we set up a Bayesian VAR model and use consents per thousand residents to 
proxy the supply -side. We are primarily interested on the impact on house prices and use the 
REINZ house price index deflated by the consum er price index. We also include the nominal 
interest rate to account for decreases in the cost of borrowing and increases in the ease of 
access to credit over the past twenty -five years. Our dataset starts in the mid -1990s with the 
beginning of monthly obs ervations in house prices.  

We use a Vector Autoregression (VAR) model to estimate the impact of changes in housing 
supply on house prices. Vector -autoregression models are a standard modelling technology, 
widely used within macroeconomics. 8 Relative to structural models, one of the chief benefits 
of adopting the framework is the limited structure a modeller needs to impose on the data, 
allowing the underlying characteristics of the data to show.  

The technique has also been used to study dynamics in many housing markets. 9 Moreover, 
Doyle and Noy 2015 use the VAR approach to look at the impacts of the Christchurch 

 
 
8 See Sims 1980, Runkle 1987 and Barsky and Kilian 2004  for applications in macroeconomics.  
9 For example, Pesaran and Yamagata 2011 use a rich VAR framework to study the UK housing 
market,  Balcilar, Gupta and Miller 2014 study US housing dynamics during the Great 
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earthquakes and find surprising low impacts of the earthquakes on inflation and economic 
activity. We discuss the  technical elements of the econometric model in Box A.  

Although the modelling framework is flexible, with little structure imposed on the underlying 
coefficients of the VAR model, several ongoing changes in the underlying economic 
environment suggests iden tifying the impacts of supply shocks with much precision is difficult.  

For example, existing literature points to the impact of insurance pay-outs  on the prices of 
housing in different parts of Christchurch  and changing transport patterns are likely to 
matter .10 Bond and Dermisi 2007 show the number of properties destroyed in the 
earthquakes impacted on house prices in area. 11 The large changes in demographics 
immediately after the earthquakes also suggests instability in the underlying housing market 
dynamics.  

These instabilities are confirmed by a battery of structural break tests we perform on the data 
we set out in Appendix E. In general, these tests show evidence of structural breaks across 
each of the housing series that enter the model (when we work with a  broad set of data from 
Christchurch, Selwyn and Waimakariri).  

But no single datapoint stands out as a clear candidate for splitting the data sample or for 
including dummy variables. There is no clear break in the data at the time of either major 
earthqua ke that hit the Christchurch region. Instead, each aspect of the housing market (the 
rental market, house prices, consenting activity, sales activity) appears to have different 
underlying dynamics. So we proceed without a structural break at the time of th e earthquakes.  

Size of the shock  

Our supply shock measure is the monthly change in consenting activity that does not neatly 
translate to interpretable measure. So we scale our shock to return an increase of 1,000 
dwellings over a year. Figure 27 helps to show the size of this shock against the behaviour of 
consenting activity in Christchurch. The shock is not as large as the increase in consenting 
activity over the period 2015 -2016. Some of this increase  in consenting activity is endogenous 
or explained by the model and is correlated with a general increase in consenting activity at 
this time across New Zealand. The remainder of the movement is exogenous.  

  

 
 
Depression, Valadkhani, Costello and Ratti 2016 l ook at housing dynamics in 4 of the largest 
Australian cities and Cipollini and Parla 2020 study shocks in the Italian housing market . 
10 See Nguyen et al. 2020 and Yonson et al. 2020  
11 Houses price impacts are measures across three areas (Technical category 1, technical 
category 2 and technical category 3) that vary with respect to earthquake resilience (see 
https://ccc.govt.nz/consents -and-licences/land -and-zoning/technical -categories -map ). 
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Appendix D:  Interview process  
Interview process  

- Designed the interview protocol  

- Selected interviewees based on recommendations of others  

- Conducted interviews using open -ended questions  

- Transcription and coding of key themes (194 subthemes after analysis)  

- Reviewed codebook and c ollapsed and organised themes into repo rt narrative  
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than other break dates. A breakpoint that is well -identified is then likely to have a sharp V -
shaped profile when plotted against the error variance.  

If many alternative breakpoints are all equally likely, the variance of the errors will be 
reasonably flat. So plotting the error variance against a moving breakpoint can help reveal a 
point of structural change. Rather than plot the variance directly, we opt to express the 
variance as a ratio relative p to the variance in the initial period.  

Other tests seek to examine whether specific parameters are  constant over time. Here we test 
stability of the constant parameter on its own, but tests of the lags of each variable are in 
principle available. 23 We show the  results of these test for Christch urch in Figure 38 to Figure 
41. We summarise th e results for all three local councils in Figure 42. 

Results  
Consents  

The results are mixed for consent data from Statistics New Zealand on new residential builds. 
Christchurch shows some weak evidence of a break. Selwyn shows signs of a break early on 
the period we consider and well before the Christchurch earthquakes. In contrast, Waimakariri 
District shows clear indication of a break late in the data sample. New Zealand shows no break 
in consenting behaviour across the sample.  

Sales 

Christchurch shows no break in the sales activity data series. Selwyn shows a break in the 
pattern of sales. Waimakariri District shows no break. New Zealand shows no evidence in a 
break in the sales data provided by REINZ at any point since the mid -1990s. 

When interpreting these findings It is worth considering the small scale of both Selwyn District 
and Waimakariri District in the earlier part of the sample. A small number of properties or new 
development brought to market can make a stark spike in the da ta series. Although this 
increases the underlying variance of the series these properties could produce a break in the 
series that relates to the lumpiness of activity.  

Rents  

Using the Chow test there is clear evidence of a break in the Christchurch rents  series near the 
time of the GFC . Selwyn District shows a break a little later, around 2014 rather than near the 
GFC or the timing of th e earthquakes. Waimakariri shows weak evidence of a break in rents. 
There is evidence of a break in rents in the national rental market around the time of the GFC.  

House prices  

Christchurch show a break in house prices in almost any point after 2010 using the Chow test. 
Something changed in the behaviour of Christchurch house prices in the second decade after 
the turn of the century. Selwyn District and Waimakariri District show evidence of structural 
breaks in the early part of the sample. New Zealand appe ars to have a break in the house 
price series.  

 
 
23 These are tests provided by Nyblom 1989 and Hansen 1992.  
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Chow and Wald tests , results for consents  

Figure 38: Christchurch consents show no little statistical indication of a structural break  

Chow and Wald tests for Christchurch consents, new residential builds (Statistics New Zealand)  

 

Chow and Wald tests results for sales  

Figure 39: Christchurch sales show little indication of a structural break  

Chow and Wald tests for Christchurch sales volumes (REINZ)  
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Chow and Wald tests results for rents  

Figure 40: Chow test suggests a structural break in Christchurch rents around the GFC  
Chow and Wald tests for Christchurch rents (MBIE)  

 

Chow and Wald tests results for house prices  

Figure 41: Christchurch prices show structural breaks at several points after the quakes  
Chow and Wald tests for Christchurch house prices (REINZ)  
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What Shape Will Christchurch Become?

TL: DR
мΦ CƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜǎ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǎǳŶŎƛŜƴǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
developmental capacity.

нΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ Ψŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŜƎƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ōŀǎƪŜǘΩ Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ beneŬts of the proposed mass
rapid transit (MRT) growth corridor will not be actualised because insuŶcient transit is being
planned for.

3. This outcome can be avoided. Win-win outcomes that are both good for aũordability and the
environment are possible if preparatory planning and infrastructure investment are made for
secondary growth corridors that use new transit-ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ό¢h5ύ ǘƻƻƭǎΣ ƛƴǎǝǘǳǝƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
policies.

Discussing The 5ǊŀƊ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ {Ǉŀǝŀƭ Strategy
The Greater Christchurch partnership has released its ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ strategy alongside of the Greater
Christchurch Public Transport Futures Masǎ wŀǇƛŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ LƴŘƛŎŀǝǾŜ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ /ŀǎŜ. TƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ 
ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀǎǎ ǊŀǇƛŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ όaw¢ύ ǇƭŀƴΦ ¢ƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǝƻƴŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ 
ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ you need to have an overview understanding of both documents. These are hugely
important pieces of work because they will determine the shape of Greater Christchurch going
forward. Unfortunately, ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ has ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƭƛǧƭŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ.



Mass Rapid Transit to Shape Greater Christchurch

hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ L ŀƳ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǝǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ aw¢ ǇƭŀƴΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ƳǳŎƘπƴŜŜŘŜŘ Ƴǳƭǝπ
modal improvement to Greater Christchurch’s transport network that will deliver many beneŬts. I 
ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǉǳƛōōƭŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻǳǘŜ ς ōǳǘ Ƴȅ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ 
strategy. 

.ŜŦƻǊŜ L ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘǿƘƛƭŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŬǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ 
planning proposals.

The MRT transport proposal is a genuine mass rapid system. It has been carefully designed to a 
ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ό{ȅŘƴŜȅΣ .ǊƛǎōŀƴŜΣ 9ŘƛƴōǳǊƎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ Ǌŀƛƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 
ŜǘŎύΦ ¢ƘŜ aw¢ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭƳƛƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀŎƪƭŜǎ ǿƻǊǘƘȅ ŎŀǳǎŜǎΣ 
ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΣ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƻƭǳǝƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭŘπǳǇ ƻŦ ƳƻǘƻǊ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǝƻƴΣ 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳōŀǝƴƎ ƴŜƎŀǝǾŜ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭƛǝŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ŎŀǊ 
dependency. When the MRT system is built it will unlock the infrastructure and upzoning for 50,000 



ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ aw¢ ǿƛƭƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŬŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
/ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴƛǝŀǝǾŜǎ ς ŦǊƻƳ ŀǧǊŀŎǝƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ 
ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǘŜǊǝŀǊȅ ƛƴǎǝǘǳǝƻƴǎΣ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪκƭƛŦŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 
ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴƛǝŀǝǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƻǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΦ CǊƻƳ ŀ 
ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǝǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǊŀƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴΥ 

If a mass rapid transit corridor is to shape Christchurch’s future growth is the 
planned 22km long growth corridor enough? 

¢ƘŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ tǊŜǎǎ Ƙŀǎ ǿǊƛǧŜƴ ŀƴ ŀǊǝŎƭŜ ǝǘƭŜŘ Mass rapid transit and high-density housing - how 
Greater Christchurch can cope with 1 million residents.  L ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
density housing around the proposed MRT corridor would be able to cope with Christchurch growing 
to 1 million residents. 

¢ƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǝƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƻ м Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ 
ƳŀǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ Ŏƛǘȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ м 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ aŀǇ н ƛǎ ǝǘƭŜŘ ά¢ƘŜ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ όм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜύέΦ

aŀǇ н Ǿƛǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǝŜǎΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƪŜȅ 
ƳƻǾŜǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛǘǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘǎ 
city design would cope with Christchurch becoming a city of 1 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ Ş̂ǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ƳǳƭǝǇƭŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǝǾŜǎ όǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ 
accompanying image for an example) that indicates it was tasked to 
Řƻ ǎƻΣ ŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ΨŘƛǊŜŎǝƻƴǎΩ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ 
like developmental capacity, housing choice, aũordability, and 
delivering thriving neighbourhoods. 

Unfortunately, due to the size and detail of Map 2 it does not easily 
illustrate on this Word document format, but the main features are 
easily described. 

The key aspect of the proposed strategy is greenŬeld growth is 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŦŜǿ ƻǳǘƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƻǿƴǎ τ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 
Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton, Kaiapoi, and Rangiora. Each in eũect 
has a greenbelt — as does Christchurch as a whole.

¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨƎǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘǎΩ ŜȄƛǎǘ ōƻǘƘ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƳŀǇ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛǧƭŜ ŀǊŜŀ ȊƻƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ƻǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ 
greenŬeld infrastructure. This includes no public-right-of-ways being set aside — for example no land 
ƛǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊǳƴƪ ǳǝƭƛǘȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŀǊǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ǇŀǇŜǊ Ǌŀƛƭ 
lines (for freight or MRT), or land set aside for future greenŬeld transit-oriented developments.

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǎƛƎƘǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴ π ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎ ƛǘ 
intends to limit greenŬeld expansion, so there are no plans for any new or upgraded infrastructure 
ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘΦ  

²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ƻƴŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 
ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ нн ƪƳ Ƴŀǎǎ ǊŀǇƛŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴƛǝŀƭƭȅ ƎƻŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
Church Corner in Riccarton, the city centre, and Papanui at stage one. The second stage is an 
extension at both ends to Hornby and Belfast.



Lǘ ƛǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ŀƴŘ /ŀƴǘŜǊōǳǊȅΩǎ Ǉŀǎǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇŀǧŜǊƴǎ ǘƻ Ǝŀƛƴ ŀ ōŀƭƭǇŀǊƪ ǎŜƴǎŜ 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ τ ŎƘŜŎƪ ƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǇŀǇŜǊ όоƳƛƴ ǊŜŀŘύ here.

IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōƻǘƘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛǎ 
ŀ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀŘŀǇǘŀōƭŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƭǝǇƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ τ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 
/ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ м ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ 
ŎƻƴǝƴǳŜǎ ƛǘǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ трлΣллл ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ол ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜ ǿŜƭƭ 
ƻǾŜǊ ŀ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ сл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǝƳŜΦΦ 

Lƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ ƎǊŜŜƴŬŜƭŘ ƘƻǳǎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ рл҈ ƻŦ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ 
/ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƴŬƭƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ рл҈Φ DƻƛƴƎ 
ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀǎǎ ǊŀǇƛŘ 
ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ όaw¢ύ ƭƛƴŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ƎǊŜŜƴŬŜƭŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƻƴŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƛƴ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ aw¢ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛƭƭ 
be the only urban growth corridor for Christchurch. In the wider metropolitan region, it is the only 
ƭƻŎŀǝƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǇƎǊŀŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛǾŜΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŀƴ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ aw¢ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŀōƭŜΣ 
based on the amount of housing per hectare such transit schemes have enabled elsewhere. I have 
ŎƻƭƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊǘ ōŜƭƻǿΦ bƻǘŜ Ƴȅ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ нΦр ƻŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
average). 



MRT Stops 9ǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 9ǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ 
Papanui  5,069 12,673
Merivale  4177 10,443
City Centre 10297 25,743
Deans Ave  1647  4,118
Riccarton  4036 19,090
Church Corner  4191 10,478
Hornby  3035  7,587
Other stops 18,540 46,350
Total 50,452 126,130

! ǎǇŀǝŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ŘƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ м Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 
ǊƻƻƳ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ нллΣллл ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ όŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ нΦр ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘύΦ

The proposed 22km long MRT corridor from IƻǊƴōȅ ǘƻ /ƛǘȅ ǘƻ .ŜƭŦŀǎǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǝƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
25% of that needed housing capacity — it could provide 50,000 houses out of the required 200,000
houses.

Canterbury for several decades now has been the New Zealand region with the second largest house
building market. In the last Ŭve years Greater Christchurch (Christchurch, Selwyn, Waimakariri
/ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎύ Ƙŀǎ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ пΣноп όнлмуύ ŀƴŘ тΣруф όнлннύ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
units on an annual basis. At these building rates Greater Christchurch could construct between
127,000 and 228,000 houses over the next 30 years.

DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŀǎǎǳƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 
in the MRT growth corridor. This means we can determine how many years of growth at the 2018 to
2023 building rates is being catered for. Annually, this would require between 2,117 and 3795 houses
ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΦ aŜŀƴƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ ōŜǘween 13 to 24 years before its capacity limit is reached. In terms of future
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǝƻƴǎ — ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŦƻǊΦ

There is a strong possibility that this limited capacity will not be achieved though. Because by
ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǝƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ such a degree this will be a signal to land bankers to hoard the building
opportunity. Property owners within the growth corridor instead of seeing an opportunity to build
may well have the view they hold a special no-ƭƻǎŜ ƭƻǧŜǊȅ ǝŎƪŜǘ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ do nothing to
achieve ever larger land value increases. If this scenario does play out it will unnecessarily further
ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƛƴƅŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ-of-living in Christchurch.

Only having one short growth corridor mŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŀũŜŎǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƻƭƛǝŎǎ — ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƻƭƛǝŎŀƭ 
ŜƴǝǝŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΣ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǝƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ Ψǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǉǳƻΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƎƘǘ Ǌŀƛƭ 
ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ƎŜƴǘǊƛŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ residents’ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǝƻƴǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
built environment while privately being pleased about the amenity that light rail provides. If this sort
of campaigning is successful, then the main change in the light rail suburbs will be rapidly escalaǝƴƎ 
house and land values i.e., the $4bn public investment in light rail will be capitalised into higher
private property prices. The cost of light rail will be incurred by all rate and tax payers while the main
ōŜƴŜŬǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǝǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ few property owners. See the paper New Zealand’s
!ŘŘƛŎǝƻƴ ǘƻ [ŀƴŘ {ǇŜŎǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ƛǘǎ CƻǊŜǾŜǊ ²ŜŀƪƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǝƻƴ 
issue.



A short walk around Christchurch’s city centre quickly exposes that the city has a problem with land
banking. Despite $billions of public investments in city centre anchor projects in the past twelve
years since the 2010/11 earthquakes there remains numerous unbuilt gaps in the built environment.

[ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǊƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǝŎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
ƴƻ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǝƻƴ ƻƴ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƛǎ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀ 
greater number of households and businesses. But if development capacity is limited, especially if
ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŎƻƳǇŜǝǝǾŜ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǇǝƻƴǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƭƭƻǿs property owners
ǘƻ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŜŎǳƭŀǝǾŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀƴŘ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘŘ ǘƻ ŀũƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
ƎŜƴǘǊƛŬŎŀǝƻƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ ¸Ŝǘ ŜǾŜƴ 
ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ is successful, it is likely to quickly run out of capacity.

9ǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǝƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƘƻǳǎŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ 
can be achieved — ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Řƻǳōǜǳƭ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ōŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ

¢ƘŜ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀtegy provides a developmental capacity
ƻŦ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ рл҈ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ǘƻ трлΣлллΣ ƴƻǘ ŀ млл҈ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƻ м Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛƴƛǝŀƭƭȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜΦ

²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǝƻƴǎ of a reduced developmental
capacity?
If demand for new housing in Greater Christchurch decreases, then the reduced developmental
capacity ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ will not be proōƭŜƳŀǝŎΦ {ƻƳŜ ŎƛǝŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ such as
Detroit and in the New Zealand context Invercargill, have aũordable housing because supply
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭƛǧƭŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ Going forward it is possible this
scenario could play out for Christchurch, too.

!ƭǘŜǊƴŀǝǾŜƭȅΣ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ housing ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ could remain high and given the plan is to restrict
development capacity then land and house prices will rise higher than would otherwise have been
the case. SpeciŬcally, this means in the urban areas, such as Riccarton, Merivale and Papanui that
make up the MRT growth corridor will become very gentriŬed. This will exclude middle- to lower-
income households ŦǊƻƳ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƳŜƴƛǝŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ.

In short, ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǝǾŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ the cost-of-living and housing crisis that New Zealand is now
familiar with will be exacerbated by Greater Christchurch’s proposed reduced developmental
capacity.

wŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŜŜǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǊƛǎŜǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŦƻǊ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ-
speaking countries. It is possiblŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀũŜŎǝƴƎ ǘƘŜ !ƴƎƭƻ-world making them feel poorer and less
conŬdent.



SOURCE — THE ANGLOSPHERE NEEDS TO LEARN TO LOVE APARTMENT LIVING BY JOHN BURN-MURDOCH. 
UNFORTUNATELY, THE ANGLOSPHERE COUNTRIES HAVE NOT BUILT AT THE SAME RATE AS OTHER COUNTRIES, IN 

PARTICULAR BECAUSE THEY HAVE UNDER-SUPPLIED HIGHER DENSITY APARTMENT LIVING OPTIONS. SEE THE PODCAST 
TITLED — APARTMENT LIVING CURES HOUSING VIRUSES — FOR THE FULL EXPLANATION.

Christchurch in the past Ŭve years has built at a fast rate because it is one of the few places in New 
½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ŀũƻǊŘŀōƭȅ ōŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǘ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ ¸Ŝǘ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ Ǌƛǎƪǎ 
Christchurch losing that role. This would not only be bad for Christchurch it would be bad for New 
Zealand. 

²Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ нлмлκмм ŜŀǊǘƘǉǳŀƪŜǎΣ ǿŀǎ ŀƊŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǝŀƭ 
ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ƘƻƳŜǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŀũƻǊŘŀōƭŜΦ !ƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘϝ ƛƴǾŜǎǝƎŀǝƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
housing lessons from the rebuild shows that unlike other parts of New Zealand, house prices did not 
ǊƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǊŀǇƛŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǎǘǊƛƪƛƴƎ ǎƛƴŎŜ /ŀƴǘŜǊōǳǊȅ ƭƻǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ 
28,000 homes due to the quakes.

PAGE 3, HOUSING LESSONS FROM THE CANTERBURY REBUILD REPORT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF THE PRIME MINISTER 
AND CABINET (DPMC), 15 NOVEMBER 2021, SENSE PARTNERS



²Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǿŀǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀǊŜŀ Ǿƛŀ 
ǊŜȊƻƴƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ Ŧŀǎǘ ǘǊŀŎƪŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀōǳƴŘŀƴǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǝƴƎ 
households could take advantage of motorway transport amenity which was also delivered rapidly. In 
ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ τ ŀƊŜǊ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǝŀƭ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǝǝǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ 
rising demand.

¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǧŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ŎŀǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ 
the previous Urban Development Strategy (UDS). To be successful it must learn from both the 
ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ¦5{ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǎǳŶŎƛŜƴǘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇŜǝǝǾŜ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀũƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ

DƻƛƴƎ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ƻǊ ǘǿƻ ƛŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ ƛǘ Ǌƛǎƪǎ 
ŬƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀǿŦǳƭ ǘǊŀŘŜπƻũ Ǉƻǎƛǝƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘǿƻ ōŀŘ ƻǇǝƻƴǎ τ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜ 
the environment or inƅate the cost-of-living crisis further. The pressure to restart car dependent 
sprawl will be immense despite the known consequences for energy use, CO2 emissions, traŶc 
ŎƻƴƎŜǎǝƻƴΣ ƭƻƴƎπǊǳƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŜǘŎΦ Ş̂ǘΣ ŀ ōŜǧŜǊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀǾƻƛŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŀŘŜπƻũ 
ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƎƻƻŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀũƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŀōƭŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ 
ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ 
that can come on-stream if required.

¢ƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ Ƙƻǿ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ŎƛǝŜǎ 
have simultaneously achieved good environmental and aũordability outcomes.

¢ƘŜ aw¢ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎŀǎŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŬǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ŎƛǝŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ς ƛƴ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ŎƛǝŜǎ 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘŜƴǎƛǝŜǎ ōȅ ǎǘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ƻǳǘǿŀǊŘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƛǝŜǎ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ 
are a group of New Zealand planners and people in the wider public who believe this approach is 
self-evident, common sense even. They believe that allowing any outward expansion will reduce 
ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΦ LƳǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƛǝŜǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ōŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǝŎƪΩΦ  Ş̂ǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ ŎƛǝŜǎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƘŀƴ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ ŎƛǝŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǎǝŎƪΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ 
They have well established planning policies that enable both up and out urban development. 



¢ƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǝƴƎ outward expansion of urban areas is how overseas ŎƛǝŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ
achieved higher urban density and lower per capita transport energy use is actually weak. This issue
is fully explored in my paper – Great /ƛǝŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ DǊŜŀǘ Networks.

THE FINGER PLAN IS AN URBAN PLAN FROM 1947 WHICH PROVIDES THE STRATEGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
COPENHAGEN METROPOLITAN AREA, DENMARK. THE STRATEGY BEING, COPENHAGEN DEVELOPS ALONG FIVE ‘FINGERS’,
EACH CENTRED ON AN S-TRAIN COMMUTER RAIL LINE (TOTALLING 170KM IN LENGTH), THAT EXTEND FROM THE ‘PALM’,
WHICH IS THE MOST CONNECTED, MOST DENSIFYING PART OF THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT. IN BETWEEN THE FINGERS,
GREEN “WEDGES” PROVIDE LAND FOR AGRICULTURE, RECREATIONAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL PURPOSES. SOURCE

Copenhagen is a good example of a city that has a long-ǘŜǊƳ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ǳǇ 
(densifying the palm) and out (urban expansion along the Ŭngers with transit-oriented
development). Copenhagen by following this strategy was able to cope with its post WW2 expanding
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǝƻƴ without experiencing a cost-of-living crisis or
degrading its environment with high per capita energy use, CO2 emissions, excessive traŶc
ŎƻƴƎŜǎǝƻƴ etc.

Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ƛǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ ǝƳŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΦ 
/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƛƴƛǝŀǘŜŘ ƛǘǎ ŬƴƎŜǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛƴ мфпт ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ƛǎ 
ƴƻǿΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǝƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎh could develop a signiŬcant infrastructure deŬcit
ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǝŎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ 



strategy is that half of all new housing will be within the walkable catchment of the mass rapid
transit corridor. Meaning, a transit infrastructure deŬcit would translate to a housing deŬcit.

The New Zealand Infrastructure Commission has thought deeply about the capacity constraints of
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǝƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ are based on their work. I
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǳǝƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ 
Commission to aide their thinking — ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ 
strategy.

To get a feel for the Commission’s thinking — listen to this podcast of Bernard Hickey interviewing
Geoũ Cooper the head of strategy at the Commission about equity and ensuring a fairer
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǝŎǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΦ

¶ The diũerence between the user pays and beneŬciary pays principles, especially land owners
ōŜƴŜŬǝƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ

¶ High land prices beƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŘƛũŜǊŜƴǝŀƭ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
urban prices is widening for most New Zealand urban areas.

¶ The problems with ‘just-in-ǝƳŜΩ ƭŀƴŘ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǝƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ 
New Zealand does).

¶ Uncertainty adǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ŀũŜŎǝƴƎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǾƻƭŀǝƭŜ ǿŜŀǘƘŜǊ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŜǘŎΦ

¶ Avoiding trade-ƻũǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǝƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǝƻƴǎ — that it is possible to achieve wins for both.

¶ !ƴŘ ŬƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǝǾŜ ŀƭƻƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŦŀƛǊƴŜǎǎ 
ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŬŎŀǝƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŜǘŎ ǿŜ 
need to be nimble and fast in our decision making to meet these challenges.

What would a ƎƻƻŘ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜΚ
The Christchurch MRT transport project is a good development for the city and region. I am broadly
in support of this project (despite a few concerns ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻǳǝƴƎ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƎŜ нύΦ ! ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 
work over several years has gone into its design. The MRT project capital cost at $4bn is less
expensive than the LGWM proposal for Wellington or Auckland light rail because no tunnelling is
required.

TƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƛǝŜǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 
that are largely or wholly street running light rail schemes (i.e., on the surface rather than
underground) if the Auckland metro project was converted ǘƻ ŀ ƭƛƎƘǘ Ǌŀƛƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ƛƴƛǝŀƭƭȅ 
envisioned (and this is ǘƘŜ ƻǇǝƻƴ ǘƘŜ !ǳŎƪƭŀƴŘ aŀƧƻǊ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǎ).

These three schemes could be built in the same investment period — possibly for the same or less
cost as the more expensive largely tunnelled Auckland metro project.

There would be the possibility for achieving scale economies (buying the same type of MRT light rail
uniǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜύ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǝƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
next (for instance the more reŬned design of Christchurch’s MRT project already seems to have
beneŬted from the work Auckland and Wellington has done on Auckland Light Rail and Let’s Get
Wellington Moving).



The Infrastructure Commission has done a lot of work ideƴǝŦȅƛƴƎ ǿƘȅ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ƘƛƎƘ 
infrastructure costs. Part of the problem is lack of capacity building. That New Zealand should ‘learn
from doing’. For instance, the Melbourne level crossing removal project Ƙŀǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǝƳŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƛǘǎ 
Ŏƻǎǘ ŜũŜŎǝǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ŜŶŎƛŜƴŎȅΦ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ 
street running light rail.

For Christchurch the beneŬts ƻŦ ƭƛƎƘǘ Ǌŀƛƭ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ŎƛǝŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 
ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŬǊǎǘ aw¢ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƘƛƭŜ !ǳŎƪƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŜƭƭƛƴƎǘƻƴ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŜȄƛǎǝƴƎ aw¢ 
systems.

It is quite possible that Christchurch light rail will have both lower costs and higher beneŬts so even if
combining the three city rapid transit projects together does not eventuate then this shouldn’t
ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ aw¢ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘŀǊǝƴƎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ǊƛƎƘǘΦ

Public discussions of Christchurch’s MRT project and local council support appears to have gone well.

DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ aw¢ ŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ 
Christchurch’s primary MRT project and primary urban growth corridor as long as there are
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǝƴƎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ƅŜȄƛōƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ 
developmental capacity for the reasons outlined in this discussion paper.

So, is a Secondary Growth Corridors Strategy the Answer?
In short — yes.

Christchurch needs secondary growth corridors (that intersect to make a growth network) to prevent
shortages developing as the primary growth corridor reaches capacity constraints — which could be
ŀǎ ƭƛǧƭŜ ŀǎ мо ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀǿŀȅΦ

! ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴƛǝŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǧŜƴǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ 
preparatory infrastructure investment but not to the level of the primary MRT transport project and
growth corridor.

Christchurch already has a complete motorway network and any more investment in widening roads
at pinch points will not reduce city-ǿƛŘŜ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǝƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜũŜŎǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ induced demand.

/ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ǊŀǇƛŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǝƻƴ ŦǊŜŜ ǊŀǇƛŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΦ

Final Thoughts
In a sense this is the third paper of a four-part series.

¢ƘŜ ŬǊǎǘ ǇŀǇŜǊ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǝŎǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ƎǊŜŀǘ — it is called Great
/ƛǝŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ DǊŜŀǘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ.

The second much shorter paper discusses tƻǎǎƛōƭŜ CǳǘǳǊŜ tƻǇǳƭŀǝƻƴ DǊƻǿǘƘ {ŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ ŦƻǊ 
Christchurch and Canterbury.

¢Ƙƛǎ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ DǊŜŀǘŜǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ŘǊŀƊ ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
metropolitan area has the capacity to become a great city and found it probably doesn’t — but a few
ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜƭȅ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ŀŘŘƛǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŬȄ ǘƘƛǎΦ



The fourth paper which I have yet to start would look at a speciŬc plan to Ŭx the Greater Christchurch
ǎǇŀǝŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘŎƘǳǊŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
paper will examine new transit-ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ό¢h5ύ ǘƻƻƭǎΣ ƛƴǎǝǘǳǝƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ

--------

*Housing lessons from the Canterbury rebuild Report to the Department of the Prime Minister and
Cabinet (DPMC), 15 November 2021, Sense Partners
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CIALS Contour Review Process and Inputs 
Airports busiest 3 months for commercial 
movements is used and then extrapolated for 
projections  
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CIALS Contour Review Process and Inputs 
Variable input- Passenger numbers 

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

2007200820092010201120122013201420152016201720182019

CIAL International Air movements  
2007-2019 

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

70000

80000

2007200820092010201120122013201420152016201720182019

CIAL Domestic Air movements 



0

20000

40000

60000

80000

2007200820092010201120122013201420152016201720182019

Domestic Air movements 
 2007 - 2019 

CIAL
Queenstown

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

CIAL

Queenstown

                              International Air movements  
                                            2007- 2019 

CIALS Contour Review Process and Inputs 
CIALs air movements have been eroded by Queenstowns growth 
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LANDOWNERS TO REVIEW PANEL VIA ECAN

(i) Is the Panel aware the 50 dBA contour is being used as an OCB in the Christchurch
context, within which there is a strictly enforced policy and regulatory approach adopted
to avoid all noise sensitive activities (including visitor accommodation, pre-schools,
dwellings, hospitals etc..?

(ii) Is the panel aware every other airport in NZ is at 55dbn directed by a non legal standard
NZ6805.

(iii)  Is the Panel aware of other airports that adopt a similar approach i.e. where an OCB of 50
dBA Ldn is used and a similar avoidance approach adopted?

(iv)   Does the Panel have a technical (as opposed to political) view as to the appropriateness
of the 50 dBA Ldn contour?

(v) World-wide comparisons? Can the panel advise ECAN of the regulations of FAA , ANEF,
NEF etc and OCB’s as advised as such?

(vi) Is the Panel aware of the actual and potential costs associated with this policy/regulatory
approach?

(vii) Does the Panel have a technical view on the quantum of risk to the airport associated with
potential reverse sensitivity effects?

(viii) Is the level and nature of complaints lodged to date against CIAL airport operations
relevant to the question of risk, bearing in mind the majority of complaints relate to low
flying aircraft? The CIAL website will confirm the less than 20 complaints per annum and
the complaint content.

(ix) Does the Panel have a view as to what reasonable practicable steps could be taken by
CIAL to reduce the footprint of the contours? i.e. The airport has few night flights yet these
make up 60% of contour input. (refer phantom flights landowners presentation.

(x) Does the panel have all of the monitoring reports produced by CIAL? These are available
on the CIAL website.

(xi) Does the Panel have the report on airport growth prepared by Ailevon Pacific? (supplied
to ECAN for panel information)

(xii) Are the accuracy of the previous growth projections relevant to the peer review? (supplied
to panel by landowners presentation to CCC councillors, staff and Central
Government politicians).

(xiii) We draw the panel’s attention to the huge inaccuracy of CIAL projections over the past 30
years and the less than 50% of those projections being met at any one time.

(xiv) It would be appreciated if the panel could consider the decline of CIA air traffic over the
past 25 years, the mix going from jet to turbo, Auckland becoming the NZ entry hub, the
ever increasing loss of Dom and Int to Queenstown airport and the intent of CIAL to
introduce another airport to compete with QT in their own region.

(xv) Does the panel have accurate & reliable growth projections which would enable it to form
a view as to when or whether ultimate capacity might be achieved? (refer landowners
presentation which reasonably argues CIA will not achieve ultimate capacity within the
next 100 years)

(xvi) What are the generally accepted circumstances/ or criteria for adopting ultimate capacity
as a basis for setting of air noise contours?  Do the present circumstances fit within the
generally accepted international and NZ criteria?

(xvii) Does the panel consider that normal airport contour prediction is based on future air
movement projections in 10 -20 year bands.

(xviii) Does the panel concur that ultimate capacity is used for airports nearing their capacity and
where further runways or development will be required to meet shorter term demands.

(xix) One of the matters unresolved by the Expert Panel in 2008 was the appropriateness of
using a fixed future year prediction period for airport growth – does the Panel consider this
a valid and more appropriate alternative?  If considered a valid or more appropriate
alternative, what parameters should be included within a set of remodelled contours,
including growth projections, flight paths, fleet mix etc…

(xx) Assuming modern construction methods in accordance with the NZ Building Code are
adopted for all new dwellings, does the Panel anticipate that air noise within the 50 dBA
Ldn contour will have a night time (22.00pm – 7.00am) amenity or health effect? If yes,
what additional building standards would be required to protect amenity?

(xxi) If there are no effects on health/ amenity at night time, does the Panel have a view as to
the level of daytime (07.00am – 22.00pm)amenity effects, specifically whether such effects
could be considered nuisance effects within a typical urban residential context (or similar)?

(xxii) Does the Panel have a view as to the likelihood of changes in fleet mix over the next 30
years? 50 years?



To:

Mayor of Christchurch.
Christchurch City Councillors
Mayor of Selwyn
Selwyn Councillors.
Mayor of Waimakariri
Waimakariri Councillors

Chair of Environment Canterbury
Environment Canterbury Councillors

Chief Executives. Christchurch City Council, Environment Canterbury, Selwyn Council, Waimakariri
Council.

Senior Planning executives: Christchurch City Council, Environment Canterbury, Selwyn Council,
Waimakariri Council.

Lawyers
Planning engineers

PLAN CHANGE 14 CCC, ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY RPS,
INTERNATIONAL EXPERT PANEL REPORT RE CONTOURS AT
CHRISTCHURCH AIRPORT

I am deeply concerned to see the lack of professionalism, competence and co-ordination in relation
to the above. The different entities are boxing on with their plan changes in relation to development
within Greater Christchurch, plans that are significantly impacted by the air noise contour. Yet the
deciding body being Environment Canterbury, who control the process for determining the contour
for future development, will not initiate this process until late 2024 at the earliest. It is Ecan's
decision as to whether the new contours within which developments can take will be the current
Outer Control Boundary (OCB) 0f 50 dbn or a new contour of 55dbn as per New Zealand standard
6805:1992 and in line with every other New Zealand airport, or even 57dbn with a larger section
Rural residential of 1 acre to create a soft fringe to the city which will in future protect the airport
from long term encroachment but be more than reasonable by world standards.
This lack of co-ordination simply means that as PC14 and the Variations to the Waimakariri and
Selwyn District Plan progressand as per Environment Canterbury’s own acknowledgement the
existing 50dbn contour will remain in effect until their revision later in 2024 which may well change
the contours. In fact the contour OCB to 55/57 is well supported within CCC (staff and majority
councillors), ECAN (staff and majority councillors) plus central government ministers of both political
persuasions.



This to me, as a ratepayer, points to either one upmanship between the CCC and ECAN ,
incompetence to see the huge additional expense by not co-ordinating at the sensible early stage by
fast tracking or by public plan change to work within the time frame of PC14 and other changes.

The International expert panel spent over one year to come up with their final report which is now
online. ECan_CIAL_FinalRemodelledNoiseContour_IEP_Review_Report_Final_28Jun2023%20(1).PDF
 This review has cost ECAN over $500,000 and from the CIAL input l would assess their cost for the
report would be in excess of $1,500,000 (estimated as they would not give me the information
under the Official Information Act, Whereas ECAN did).
The report must be complimented in that it is comprehensive but more importantly written in easily
understood format for the average reader. However what around $2 million of ratepayer and CIAL
shareholder (CCC and central government) money has achieved is simply to show the position of
new  contour lines which affect significant additional areas of the three districts..  What was further
agreed was that the ultimate capacity of the airport, with improvements and runway extensions
completed  will be 201,000 movements per year. I believe that the ultimate capacity of the airport
should have been done on the current configuration. Be that as it may it should be noted that this
ultimate capacity is not predicted to be reached before 2084, a very questionable prediction given
the profound inaccuracy of all previous growth predictions for the Airport.

Two scenarios have been introduced in the Report, being the OEC (Outer envelope) and AANC
(annual average noise contour). The  International Expert panel previously advised ECAN  by memo
(attached) that AANC was the most appropriate, yet in the Report they fail to make any
recommendation as to the choice of contour.
What is the difference between the two?  Well, in real terms, the OEC covers significantly greater
areas of land than the AANC, including a key area identified for intensification within the City.
ECAN have a further unpublished document comparing OCB of comparable airports to CIAL around
the world. All have much more lenient contours than Christchurch,

With such large expenditure one would expect the shareholders of the airport (CCC 75%), CCC
councillors and involved staff, ECAN councillors and involved staff , greater Christchurch partnership
and involved staff form a group of involved entities to come to some determination of where the
changes to the contours will be made. Done immediately to notch into PC14 or PC14 delayed until a
OCB determined
There are only 3 options.

1. OCB remains at 50dbn which stops any development to the west and, to a lesser extent the
north.

2. OCB goes to 55dbn as per NZ6805 and every other airport in New Zealand. Some in fact
allow development into 55-60 dbn for certain types of development.

3. OCB goes to 57dbn which is still restrictive by world standards creating a rural residential
soft fringe acting as a buffer between intensive development and the airport.

Already ECAN staff know exactly where their decision will fall. They have had a long time talking with
experts, determining productive land, determining where the so called “reverse sensitivity” issues
lie, the safe hard development land and the interests of the city for long term development. CCC



have done the same as both councils have screeds of information going back 30 years. Yet why don’t
they have the sense to all sit down and co-ordinate a time line and REMOVE ALL UNCERTAINTY.

What lm  saying in this open letter is not promotion of my personal opinions but pointing out a
blatant dysfunction between the executive of ECAN and CCC and our elected councillors on both
these elected entities who control the direction of our city and the unwarranted cost put on
ratepayers by incompetence to see common sense to co-ordinate on parallel decision making.

It matters not what ECANS decision is. If they decide the OCB will remain at 50dbn then that is the
decision. It will lock up developable land for at least until the next airport review in 10 years. That
will achieve exactly what CIAL are arguing in PC14 and the other plan changes and they quite frankly
have the deep pockets to play the same l game they have played for the past 35 years.

CCC have made it clear the city needs land and toward the airport is the only option. However there
is a clique of employees in both CCC and ECAN who see major intensification within the city being
the answer. This is to a degree a nonsense but another days argument.

Finally CCC is the major shareholder of CIAL. Christchurch needs long term developable land. They
must ask themselves does CIAL top the city’s interest?  If it’s the city who has a better argument and
a 55 or 57 dbn determined. CIAL will fight for as long as they can keeping the consultant lawyer
gravy train going.  As the major shareholder through a shareholder meeting  CCC can determine by
shareholder instruction to the board of CIAL to accept the determination of the new OCB whatever it
may be, and not contest it. If they refuse replace the board.

This document l believe has a broader public interest than just the parties circulated.
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Do you support the improved public transport system proposed in the draft Spatial Plan?

No Why?

The growth predictions for Christchurch seem well overstated.

In the 19 years between 1989 and 2008 the Christchurch population grew by 69000.

In the last 15 years the population has grown by 20300 approx 5.5% growth or 30000 approx 8%
dependent on which data is used. The earthquakes brought down the population although it has since
recovered.

We have a decreasing birth rate and our death rate has increased by 10%.

How are these predictions formulated?

We still have issues with our infrastructure that have not been addressed from the 2010/11 earthquakes
surely these need to be addressed first.

How can we open up to immigration without fixing issues and completing existing unfinished infrastructure.

Fix the city issues before escalating our city growth.

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.

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

No Why?

We need to be sorting out existing issues before working on fantasy projects.

It is easy to dream about the possibilities. Is this really what our city residents want?

From my experience at Huihui Mai and talking with the community, it is not!

We are a city still recovering from a set of serious earthquakes and have a high likelihood of the
Alpine Fault rupturing within the next 15 years.

How can we possibly justify investing rate payer’s money with the current tightening economy?

And, what’s more into intensification? This simply does not make sense

Global ideals are not a fit for our city.

Until the Alpine Fault ruptures I am against any intensification. Our city was a wealthy city and due to under
insurance by the CCC we have been slow to recover from the 2010/11 earthquakes.

The under insurance was a decision made by this council from members dreaming and gambling with city
assets yet here we go again dreamers making irresponsible decisions.



The natural environment is integral to quality of life in Greater Christchurch. Focusing
growth around urban centres will help to protect areas with signiɲcant 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.
Do you support the proposed strategy to maintain and enhance the natural environment within our urban areas?

Partially  Why?

I agree that the natural environment is key to quality of life so why build 7 level high infrastructure in the
city? That is not natural!

How about we have green areas along the public transport system? It is great to be able to cycle, walk and
scooter along the riverside. Incorporating the transport system alongside makes far more sense that
building 7 stories along it. With our cool northeast wind, it will just create a cold wind tunnel. We are not
ready for that until we fix the existing infrastructure anyway.

Where did these plan ideas come from? Europe? We do not have the population nor the culture for these
ideas to work here on such a sudden basis.

The HuiHui Mai engagement was performed using the tools incorrectly and it was able to create false
results. After attending the HuiHui Mai and talking to numerous other people who also attended them I
found the report was not a reflection of my experience and the experiences I heard from other attendees at
some different venues.

One aspect of the blue-green network approach is to maintain green space to act as a buϜer between urban and rural areas,
known as a Greenbelt. This has multiple beneɲts and could include a range of diϜerent uses and activities including

protection of nature, rural production and recreation.
Do you support the concept of a Greenbelt around our urban areas?

No Why

I am not in support of your Greenbelt proposal.

I do believe that green areas are important for our city. The plan seems to be designed for somewhere else,
not our city. The cool easterly wind needs to be considered in any design for our city and it appears like this
has not been considered in these plans.

Green areas would be better to break up the urban buildings creating variety rather than intense housing.

I am against smart cities. I have been involved in early adoption of technology and can now see the
opposite side, not just the benefits. Along with technology comes health issues and these are not
considered from what I can see of your plans. Surely the health of our residents is an essential for any risk
assessment. Has a risk assessment been undertaken by the council on turning our city into a smart city?
Smart cities seem to show very little regard for disabled people.



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:

¶ Offer opportunities for accelerated and/or significant development;
¶ 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
¶ 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.

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

No Why

Let’s start with Climate Change. My background is in Meteorology along with research and data analysis. I
spent years studying climate data and still do. My number one strength by Cliftons Strength Analysis is
Strategy.

Please supply me with the source data that is used to justify your decisions on Climate Change. From my
research it is based on flawed models. I am yet to see anything that proves different. There are globally
2500 scientists that form the consensus of the IPCC climate change (some have asked to be removed as
they did not give their approval) yet there are 31,000 scientists who signed a petition denying that man is
responsible for global warming. It is a political scam.

Surely it is time that the council looked into the reality of what actually happened rather than going along
with this conspiracy theory. The cost to our city is massive. I would be happy to do a 5 minute presentation
to council to show it is worth their time to have a follow up 60 minute presentation on what is really going
on.

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.

Do you agree with the draft spatial strategy outlined above?

No

I believe there are a lot of things this council needs to sort out before heading down the path of this
idealistic Christchurch Spatial Plan.



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

I believe there are a lot of things this council needs to sort out before heading down the path of this
idealistic Christchurch Spatial Plan.

Supporting Docs

Available as required
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The following sections of commentary were prepared by Paul Francis, Opal Consortia Limited, for 
various parts for the Selwyn Plan Review and generally support the expansion of Dunsandel. 
 
 

  







https://ecanmaps.ecan.govt.nz/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=57c74073c2f14a85ac0caf30073ae48a




 

 

 
Figure 1 Dunsandel 200year ARI Rainfall Flood Depth (m) 

 

 
Figure 2 Dunsandel 200year ARI Selwyn River Flood Depth (m) 



 

 

 

Figure 3 Dunsandel 500year ARI Selwyn River Flood Depth (m) 



 

 

 

Figure 4 Dunsandel 500year ARI Rainfall Flood Depth (m) 



 

 

 

Figure 5 Dunsandel 500-year ARI Selwyn River hazard - Max Depth (m) and Depth (m) x Velocity(m/ s) 

 
Figure 6 Dunsandel 500-year ARI rainfall hazard - Max Depth (m) and Depth (m) x Velocity (m/s) 



 

 

 

Figure 7 Big Picture Dunsandel 500year ARI Rainfall Flood (m) 

 

 
Figure 8 Big Picture Dunsandel 500year ARI Selwyn River Flood Depth (m) 

  



 

 

Wastewater 
15. I spoke with Aurecon early on and Regan Smith assured me that any service issues relating to the 

site can be engineered.  He said this being aware of the Wastewater Requirements including the 
need ultimately for a Municipal grade solution. 

16. Discussions have been held with Selwyn District Council around the possibility of piping the 
Wastewater to Pines Wastewater Treatment Facility.  I understand this is their preferred solution. 

17. Other submitters have addressed this in more detail however I have done considerable 
investigations myself towards feasibility and have concluded that I agree this is possible. 

18. I have looked at the ground terrain in detail using LIDAR and various calculations and concluded that 
the pipe needs to be pressured for at least most of its run based on the local engineering standards 
which I have read and factored into my investigations including discussions with a number of 
engineers. 

19. I have spoken with a Chinese pipe supplier who I had dealt with before on some enquiries around 
HDPE large volume supply options and the can supply pipe in time for the end of October subject to 
funding. 

20. Subject to commercial considerations I am keen to see the pipe built and have started discussions 
with Council around either a developer led project or perhaps working the the Project into the 
Councils Long Term Plan. 

21. Early on the assumption was that SDC would take the project over according to Murray England 
however it may be that I have not progressed some of the professional evidence far enough to 
prompt a follow up to conversation however I have been grateful for input from two Corde Senior 
Leaders including the Darfield Pipe Project Manager who have provided costings and information 
out of that project.  A lay rate of $170/m could be used without profit and risk and an imported pipe 
undelivered could be costed at $350/m including profit and risk.  Allowance then needs to be made 
for Design, Compliance, Management but perhaps with a route of either 11kms or 16kms depending 
on whether the pipe was to intersect the Burnham / Darfield infrastructure those high level 
numbers might be helpful to the community to illustrate the viability of the project against the 
extents Im proposing below and are an important consideration.  A new Bore might Cost $80000 
without compliance, management any profit and risk or costs of transfer and maintenance.   So in 
terms of balancing the protection of Rural Land with Residential Land as a very broad consideration 
it is this tight configuration that I have proposed and assumed informed by these costings. 

22. I have begun looking at the various options for crossing the River and would encourage the Panel 
that this is most definitely a feasible option. 

23. Prior to formal advice from SDC or ECAN or overriding decisions or advice I am proceeding on a 
wastewater scope of residential development indicated by the boundaries in this picture.   Those 
colours taken from National Planning Standards in terms of Land Use. 
The relevant Residential Blocks are set out in Table T below. 

 





 

 

Block 
ID Owner Address Legal Description 

Certificate of 
Title 

Block 1 Joyce 1 
3488 Main South Road, 
Dunsandel 

 Part Rural Section 8803 and 
Part Rural Section 8804 CB37C/152 

Block 2 Joyce 2 
3488 Main South Road, 
Dunsandel Lot 2 DP 19224 CB716/48 

Block 3 Cummings 
3510 Main South Road, 
Dunsandel Lot 1 DP 19224 CB716/47 

Block 4 Nahkies 
1359 Tramway Road, 
Dunsandel 

Lot 1 DP 305456 &  Lot 1 DP 
74807 

 21864 & 
CB43A/981 

Block 5 Huang 
14 Leeston Dunsandel 
Road, Dunsandel Lot 2 DP 65151 CB38C/1145 

Block 6 Abery 
34 Hororata Dunsandel 
Rd Lot 1 DP 53714 CB41A/155 

Block 7 Current       
Block 8 Current Infill     
            Wastewater 

Average Sewer Flow(ASF) l/s           2.7 

Block ID Owner Area(m) 
10 
lot/ha  15 lot/ha Pop 10 lot/ha 15 lot/ha 

Block 1 Joyce  315146 315 472 1062 
                  

2.17                    3.25  

Block 2 Joyce  199940 199 299 672 
                  

1.37                    2.06  

Block 3 Cummings 201331 201 301 678 
                  

1.38                    2.07  

Block 4 Nahkies 193720 193 290 652 
                  

1.33                    1.99  

Block 5 Huang 229766 229 344 774 
                  

1.57                    2.37  

Block 6 Abery 91150 91 136 306 
                  

0.63                    0.94  

Block 7 Current   171 171 462 
                  

1.18                    1.18  

Block 8 
Current 
Infill             

    1231053 1399 2013 4606 9.62 13.84 
                

      
  

Wastewater Max Flow(l/s)  
               

48.09                  69.20  
                

      
  

Storage(Max Flow)(m3)  1385.01 1992.87 
        hours 8 

  Needs to be updated to include  Business 1 & 2 Blocks  



 

 

Geotechnical  and Highly Productive Soils 
30. Opal Consortia has not yet conducted geotechnical investigations of the subject Blocks. 
31. However no problems in the soils around Dunsandel that are inconsistent with Canterbury 

geotechnical issues in general are anticipated that cannot be addressed at Resource Consent stage 
within the extensive governance framework and problem solving systems developed in response to 
the Canterbury Earthquakes. 

32. In fact the area has been identified in 2013 for Selwyn District Council by Ian McMahon a well 
known local geotechnical expert as being in an area between the Waimakariri and Rakaia Rivers that 
is low geotechnical risk such that subdivisions of less than 15 lots require no geotechnical 
investigation. 

 

33. A Fee Proposal from Landtech to do site specific testing and report to Opal Consortia has been 
received however it is hoped this can be waived because of the evidence from Mc McMahon. 

34. I have done a considerable amount of investigation into the sites myself including obtaining LIDAR , 
aerial photography. 
 
I have read several other Plan Change requests late in my due diligence and seen various points 
made around soil types.   
  

  



 

 

 

Figure 10 Soil Depths around Dunsandel 

 

Figure 11  ECAN Soil Types 



 

 

 

Figure 12 Soil Types in Dunsandel 

35. The soil types around Dunsandel according to local farmer Alistair McDrury are very similar and the 
rate of production is more affected by investment and availability of water than particular locations. 

36. The images in this report are taken from the Geotechnical Databases of and show that the same soil 
types being evaluated by the experts in this hearing extend of the blocks of interest to Opal. 
 

37. However at this time Opal Consortia is not in a position to make a meaningful commentary on those 
soil types towards for example points that can be made around the balance between Rural 
productive land and other uses etc in the context for example of the National Policy on protecting 
rural productive Land. 

38. In brief these blocks  were seen to be a healthy addition to the town at a good balance to fund the 
necessary Wastewater infrastructure to reticulate through to Pines and a probably a new bore and 
perhaps an upgrade to the Water Treatment Facility pending expert advice and final discussions on 
those issues through Resource Consent etc 
 

39. I have enough expertise to see there will need to be some contamination investigations, some more 
detailed reports on floor levels around after a detailed storm water design is done. 



 

 

I have obtained the HAIL Report on the Joyce block and discussed it with the Land Owner and viewed 
historical aerial imagery which verifies his account that a small area of poultry production circa 1970 has 
caused the HAIL registry entry (asides from typical farm usage around the clustered farm buildings).  In 
my view this is a very straightforward HAIL matter that can easily be resolved at consent stage with 
some soil testes and a remediation strategy where necessary. 

  



 

 

Water Race 
40. There is also a water race through the site which is probably the unreported wetland referred to in 

Environment Canterbury.  These are widespread in the District so Selwyn Council has establish 
protocols for integrating those into developments so its presence is not an impediment to the land 
being developed into Residential or Mixed Use and further investigations will indicate the extent to 
which it should be incorporated into landscaping features or protected. 

 

Figure 13Ellesmere Water Race Scheme 

41.  
There are lower lying areas which can be seen by reinterpreting the Flood map which is effectively a 
pictorial representation of the LIDAR data with some modification presumably however in essence it 
shows where the storm water management areas such as swales and any required retention ponds 
will be most efficiently placed. 

42. A large park is envisioned for the center of the site with collector Road running around it and making 
several links to  

43. I have enough expertise to understand that the Geotechnical enquiries are designed to put the 
Commission in a position to be have a level of confidence that the land is suitable for the purposes 
sought which include Residential Commercial (ie  a Supermarket and Petrol Station) etc. 

44. Those master planning issues were discussed at a very high level with from Aurecon early on and 
nothing has emerged that will seriously displace them asides from some presumed earthworks to 
modify the site levels to accommodate any storm water planning and perhaps some nice 
landscaping to incorporate the water race if following expert advice that is deemed suitable to 
integrate into the development and does not require diversion. 

45. So while no technical classification evidence is available for inferences around such things as 
liquefaction risk at this stage the internal knowledge of Selwyn District Council around the low level 
of risk of this general area is the key geotechnical feature with respect to whether the land is 
suitable for rezoning.   The Resource Consent process is well designed to pick up site specific issues 
and processes for doing that are well understood and established. 



 

 

 

Ellesemere Water Race Scheme Overview 
 

 

Figure 14 Ellesmere Water Race Scheme 

 

  



 

 

Solar Energy 
46. It would be good to look at including an area for Solar Energy into considerations and certainly this is 

an aspect of Development that Opal Consortia has been discussing with landowners. 
47. It may be that some of those issues can be resolved prior to the hearings in which case parties can 

anticipate and adjoining area suitable governed for a Solar Farm to be added possibly up to 40 
hectares( approximately  a further 2 blocks). 

48. This was originally proposed to be opposite the area that would extend the current Business 2 
triangle when it was considered to build a car factory there. 

49. However negotiations around other sites are still open for that proposal for example further down 
State Highway 1 and this may be relevant to the Industrial Rezoning. 

50. So this is a good opportunity to alert the Panel and the parties to the possibility of one or two 
Development Areas to facilitate this which would impact on the considerations for protecting Rural 
Land but raising them now allows the full breadth of Opals Considerations to be in the mind of the 
Panel as it considers. 

51. In some of the early Master Planning discussions with Aurecon it was hoped that the current 
Business 2 Zone could be extended as indicated above and that Solar activity could proceed 
opposite that served by a slightly larger Residential community with optimum opportunities to work 
locally at the factory and in the office tower at Synlait further down the road as well as in existing 
rural operations which are predominant in the area. 

52. Its worth noting that considerable work has been done on the Solar Energy by others and Opal 
Consortia is simply drawing the Panels attention to it.   

53. Insufficient detail and resolution of land ownership may mean that a floating development area 
would be an appropriate tool for example assuming there would be a boundary perpendicular to 
State Highway 1 at some point set back from Horarata Dunsandel Road with residential and mixed 
use nearer the town and a solar farm back from the town.  I anticipate agreement of a proposal like 
this which is why I draw it to the Panels attention without presuming upon any stakeholder at all. 

 

  



 

 

Contamination 
55. I have received a LLUR report from ECAN and this will be followed up with a typical Contamination 

Report by one of the local Environmental Engineers.  There is nothing in the Report that indicates a 
barrier to development as the nature of the issues raised and that are likely to be raised are typical 
for conversions from Rural to Residential and the techniques for managing and governing the 
transition are well known with the industry and mitigation strategies are widely deployed. 

56. The Report indicates possible Poultry Farm and storage of pesticides etc.  Typical investigations of 
these identified areas and all Farm Buildings and suspect sites identified from historical aerial 
photography  or discussions with occupiers will be done as part of the of the Resource Consent 
stage. 

57. Once the details of any management or remediation steps are identified for these and any issues 
raised by Council as part of that process these can be worked through Council under the guidance of 
Environmental Engineers in due course prior to development. 

 

 

 

 

 

  







 

 

 
It may be in time that if a rapid transit light rail is deployed that Dunsandel is the last node on the 
line. 

                                                           
i SelwynRiverWaikirikiriFloodplainInvestigation.PDF 

file:///C:/Users/John/AppData/Local/Temp/MicrosoftEdgeDownloads/23bf9efb-91cd-4c86-89f6-2364143d43c9/SelwynRiverWaikirikiriFloodplainInvestigation.PDF




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


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




https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Stage-A-NIWA-Client-Report-Final-April-2018-Murray-Hicks.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/Costal-Hazards/LDRP113-Coastal-Sand-Budget-for-Southern-Pegasus-Bay-Stage-B-Future-Sand-Budget-Final-June-2018-Murray-Hicks-NIWA.pdf
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