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Submitter Details 

Name: GA & JY Mc Vicar 

Postal address:  C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Resource Management and Planning  

PO Box 1435 

Christchurch 8140 

Email address: fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

Phone Number: 03 3322618 

Mobile Number: 0275 332213 

Contact Person  Fiona Aston  

 

Hearings: 

I wish speak at the hearings. 

Preferred location: Christchurch City 

Contact number: C/- Aston Consultants Ltd. Contact details as above.  

 

Background: 

Graeme and Joy McVicar (‘the Submitters’) own a property on Worsleys Road, Christchurch, 

legally described as Lot 12 DP 26575, comprising approximately 4.2 hectares. It is part of DP 

26575, a historical 15 x 4 ha lot subdivision granted by the Heathcote County Council in 1963. 

The Submitters have owned Lot 12 since 1979. Most of the lot has until recently been used for 

plantation forestry.  There are no existing dwellings on Lot 12. 

 

The McVicars are filing this submission on behalf of themselves and the owners of Lots 11 and 

13-15 DP 26575 as follows:- 

Lots 11&12 Estate of Gary McVicar 

Lot 13  June Leeming & Marilyn McVicar 

Lot 14  Susan Edmeades & Julie Hitchings 

Lot 15  Ian Jefferis & Peter Phillips 

 

The relief sought (as set out below) also applies to Lot 10, owned by Grant and Susan Poultney 

and James Dawson.  
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Lot 12 is identified in the following Christchurch District Planning Map (50). It is one of five sites 

(Lots 10-15) zoned Rural Urban Fringe. The rest of the DP 26575 lots (Lots 1-9) have their front 

portion zoned Residential Large Lot (RLL), with the rear portion in each case zoned Rural Port 

Hills. The minimum lot size in the Worsleys Road RLL is 3000m2. 

 

 

Fig 1: Zoning map.  Lots 10-15 DP 26575 are ‘buff’ coloured. 

 

With the exception of the frontage of the Site (i.e. a band approximately 80m wide), the majority 

of the area contained within Lots 10-15 are is located within ONL 38.3 and RAL 11.2. The frontage 

area was removed from the ONL by way of the decision on the Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan on the submission by the McVicars requesting this.   

 

The Submitters also lodged a submission on Stage 2 of the Replacement Plan requesting that 

Lots 10- 15 re zoned from RUPH (‘Rural Port Hills’) to RLL (Residential Large Lot”). The relief 

sought was then amended to rezone only the front portion of the sites closest to Worsleys Road 

to Residential Large Lot (see amended planning map below “hatched area 6”), consistent with 

the extent of the RLL zoning over Lots 1-9 below. 

 

Lot 12 
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Fig 2. Planning map showing ONL 38.3 

 

 

 

The Commissioners considered they were unable to rezone all or part of the lots RLL because 

this was contrary to Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) which gives effect to the objective and policies 

and Map A of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) i.e. avoid urban activities 

outside the greenfield priority and existing urban areas shown on Map A.  Instead, Lots 10-15 

were zoned Rural Urban Fringe which enabled one dwelling to be established on each 4 ha lot. 
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A joint memorandum between the parties recording the agreement reached regarding the most 

appropriate zoning given this ‘higher order’ constraint is attached as Appendix A.   

 

Preferred Zoning 

The Open Space submissions process provides the opportunity to revisit the most appropriate 

zoning for Lots 10-15 given that it proposes a change to the ‘higher order’ document, the CRPS.  

The Submitter seeks an amendment to CRPS Map A, and Open Space Fig 16 and such other 

changes as appropriate to facilitate zoning the road frontage areas of Lots 10-15 i.e. that portion 

outside the ONL, to RLL.  

 

At the time of the Replacement Plan hearings the Submitters obtained expert advice on 

development costs, including provision of infrastructure. Malcolm Smith, a land and subdivision 

specialist, put together a conceptual 10 lot subdivision layout for the front portion of the Lots 11 -

15 including possible house sites (Lot 10 was the subject of a separate submission by the 

owners, Mr and Mrs Poultney who sub that Lot 10 sdl be rez RLL as part of their dev=c on 1995 

plan.. = left out in error). In his professional opinion it would not be economic to provide the 

necessary infrastructure for the sites for less than ten lots (see copy of his evidence attached as 

Appendix B including Attachment 2 concept layout). The concept plan includes some lots in the 

‘rural residential’ size range ie 5000m2 – 1 ha lots. Mr Smith notes that the lots can be no less 

than 3000m2 or greater than 1.015 ha if this is regarded as more appropriate (under the CRPS 

there is to be no provision for rural residential lots in Christchurch City). 

 

Lot 10 was not included in the Smith subdivision concept as it was the subject of a separate 

submission on the Replacement Plan by the owners, Grant and Susan Poultney.  Their 

submission was that RLL zoning of the front portion of Lot 10 had been agreed with the Council 

at the time of the previous 1995 District Plan Review, but the zoning had been ‘left off’ in error. 

This submission also includes Lot 10.  

 

Merits of Rezoning 

Notwithstanding the Map CRPS constraints, the Council did, helpfully, at the time of the 

Replacement Plan hearings, consider the merits of the proposed RLL rezoning for the front portion 

of Lots 10-15.  A joint memorandum between the parties regarding the merits is attached in 

Appendix A.  It was agreed that there were no stormwater, wastewater or water infrastructure 
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constraints provided the developer funds and constructs the necessary services, as is their 

intention. 

 

The Council’s traffic engineer was concerned that the location of the lots did not support multi-

modal transport options i.e. residents would be reliant on the private car; and that cumulative 

effects of additional demands may also exacerbate the identified peak hour capacity constraints 

at the intersection of Hoon Hay Road/Cashmere Road/Worselys Road. The Rural Urban Fringe 

zoning now in place enables four additional dwellings to be established, one on each of Lots 11-

15 (there is an existing dwelling on Lot 10). RLL zoning would enable a further additional six 

dwellings. It is unlikely that this very minimal additional level of residential development would 

have any significant adverse effects on the operation of the intersection.  

 

The proposed area to be rezoned RLL is outside the ONL. The landscape experts were in 

agreement that it should be removed from the ONL to enable RLL rezoning. Their joint expert 

conferencing statement is attached to the Joint Memorandum relating to ONL matters (Appendix 

C).  

 

In conclusion, there are no infrastructure or other anticipated adverse environmental effects which 

would preclude the proposed RLL zoning. 

 

Urban development outside and changes to Rural/Urban Boundary 

An unfortunate consequence of a fixed rural/urban boundary line in the CRPS and on Our Space 

Fig 16 and an associated objective and policy framework which requires ‘avoidance’ of urban 

activities outside that line (CRPS Objective 6.2.1 and Policy 6.3.1), is there is in effect, no flexibility 

to respond to minor anomalies, or meritous boundary changes which do affect or compromise the 

Our Space overall urban management approach - such as the development proposal and RLL 

rezoning outlined is this submission for Lots 10-15 DP 26575 (Worsleys Road). Suggested policy 

wording is included in the Relief Sought below to address this issue.  

 

The Our Space urban growth management approach is intended to provide certainty as to where 

development will take place to enable planning for and development of infrastructure required for 

projected urban growth; to protect key strategic infrastructure such as strategic transport 

networks; and to ensure development is appropriately located in terms of potential environmental 

effects.  



7 

 

 

Relief Sought: 

The changes which the Submitter requests are in line with its responses and reasons are outlined 

below. Additions are underlined and in bold and deletions are strike through. 

 

1. Amend Our Space Fig 16: Proposed locations of future development areas in Greater 

Christchurch as follows:- 

Include within the Existing Urban Area - that part of Lots 10-15 DP 26575 located outside 

ONL 38.3 as shown on Fig. 2 above, and located with approximately 80m of the Worsley 

Road frontage of Lots 10-15 i.e. consistent with the depth of the RLL zoning of Lots 1-9 DP 

26575. 

 

2. 6.2 Schedule of future work  

Amend 8 (page 34) as follows:- 

Prepare a proposed change to Chapter 6 (Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch) of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement as follows:- 

- amending Map A to be consistent with the relief sought in this submission (including 1. 

above and 3. below); and 

- provide flexibility to accommodate meritorous proposals for urban development and zoning 

and to facilitate a responsive planning approach to management of urban growth of Greater 

Christchurch by amending and adding to the objectives and policies as follows (insertions 

in bold and underlined):- 

 

Add new Policy 6.3.1A as below:- 

Policy 6.3.1 A 

(a) Enable urban development or urban zoning outside the Greenfield Priority, 

Special Housing Areas and Existing Urban Areas shown on Map A provided the 

following conditions are met:- 

(i)  Any additional land is contiguous with a Greenfield Priority Area, Special 

Housing area, or Existing Urban Area; and 

(ii)  Any additional land will integrate with the provision of infrastructure; and 

(iii) Any additional land is a logical addition to the urban area and will contribute 

to a consolidated urban form; and 
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(iv) The urban development or urban zoning will have beneficial planning 

outcomes; and 

(v) All of the criteria in Policy 6.3.11 (5)(a) to (g) inclusive are met. 

 

Explanation: 

This policy confirms the requirement for urban development to be contained within 

Greenfield Priority, Special Housing and Existing Urban Areas but provides some 

flexibility to accommodate meritorous proposals and to facilitate a responsive 

planning approach given the uncertainties associated with the housing and business 

land capacity assessments which have informed Map A, and with the primary drivers 

and influencers of urban development in Greater Christchurch. 

 

6.2.1 Recovery framework 

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a 

land use and infrastructure framework that:…. 

3. avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas 

for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS or which has only minor 

or less than minor adverse effects that will not compromise the overall CRPS 

urban growth management approach; 

 

6.3.1 Development within the Greater Christchurch area 

In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch: 

4. ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified 

greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly 

provided for in the CRPS or which have minor or less than minor adverse effects 

that will not compromise the overall CRPS urban growth management approach; 

 

6.3.7 Residential location, yield and intensification 

In relation to residential development opportunities in Greater Christchurch: 

 

7. Subject to Policy 5.3.4, residential greenfield priority area development shall occur 

generally in accordance with Map A. These areas are sufficient for both growth and 

residential relocation through to 2028. 
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3. Specify in Our Space that Fig 16 be included in District Plans rather than the Canterbury 

Regional Policy, thus facilitating the ability for private plan requests for changes to the same, 

with appropriate criteria for assessment being included in the CRPS and/or District Plans; 

or as a less preferred alternative, other methods to retain flexibility and ‘future proofing’ to 

respond to meritorous housing and business development proposals which give effect to 

the NPS-UDC but are not recognized or provided for in Our Space and supporting 

documents. 

 

4. Consider other amendments to the CRPS and other documents and other actions which 

are appropriate to facilitate a responsive planning approach to management of urban growth 

of Greater Christchurch. 

 

5. Consider streamlined RMA or other processes to facilitate the amendments sought which 

are specific to the Submitters’ land and which provide flexibility to provide for meritorous 

zoning and urban development, including associated policy wording.  Do not use 

streamlined processes for implementation of the overall Our Space strategy and approach 

which has very significant implications and needs to be subject to rigorous RMA based 

evidential testing.  

 
6. Any further, consequential or alternative amendments to any documents, and other actions 

which meet and give effect to the intent of this submission.  

 

Reasons for Relief Sought:- 

1. For the reasons set out above and below and in the responses to the Submission Form 

questions below. 

2. The housing and business capacity targets, urban form outcomes, and Schedule of Future 

Work measures (including changes to the CRPS) contained in ‘Our Space’ will have a 

profound and defining effect on the Greater Christchurch settlement pattern for the next 30 

years. There is an acknowledged high level of uncertainty associated with the housing and 

business land capacity assessments and the adopted approach is aspirational and untested 

with its focus being redevelopment and intensification of existing urban areas, underpinned 

by an as yet unfunded “vision for transformation of the transport network that fosters much 
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greater pubic and active transport usage, and reduced reliance on the private vehicle”.1  

Despite this, there is no s32 assessment accompanying Our Space.  

3. The amendments sought will enable the owners of Lots 10-15 to use their land in the most 

appropriate, effective and efficient way which will achieve the purpose of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (the Act). 

4. Our Space as notified proposes an urban growth management approach, in particular as it 

affects Lots 10-15 DP26575, which is inconsistent with and does not give effect to the Act, 

including Part 2 and Section 32, and other relevant statutory and non statutory matters.  

5. The Our Space housing land development capacity targets are uncertain, inaccurate and 

based on a flawed methodology. With respect to hillside developments, it is likely that some 

of the existing zoned hill areas will not be practical, economic or feasible to develop, 

including due to geo-tech, access and other physical constraints. 

6. Our Space considers a responsive planning approach to future the management of the 

Greater Christchurch urban growth but does not facilitate or enable this, whereas the relief 

sought is this submission does. 

7. Our Space as notified is contrary to and does not give effect to the National Policy 

Statement – Urban Development Capacity (NPS – UDC) in particular Policy PB1 which 

requires housing capacity supply to meet demand for different types, locations and price 

points.  

8. A fixed uncontestable urban/rural boundary line for Greater Christchurch as proposed by 

Our Space is unlikely to facilitate the urban form sought by Our Space including for the 

following reasons:- 

• Overly strict limitations on peripheral growth causes excessive land price inflation 

that in turn has a very negative effect on housing affordability; 

• A planning regulatory regime which provides for a contestable urban/rural boundary 

sends an important signal to the property market that it is best to get on with 

development rather than “land bank” (because there is excessive capital gain due 

to scarcity of land supply); 

• Containment and higher land values does not facilitate intensification; 

• If the Central City and the Key Activity Centres are attractive the market will locate 

there by people’s choice. Generally carrots are better than sticks to achieve desired 

planning outcomes. 

                                                

1 Open Space p 19 
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• A contestable urban/rural boundary is not ‘laissez-faire’ and ad hoc and will not result 

in uncontained urban sprawl.  The proposed amendments to Our Space and other 

planning documents require strategic planning including with respect to 

infrastructure, and an evidence base in support of any amendments to the boundary; 

• A policy of both “up and out” that ensures there are a range of development 

opportunities and housing choices is appropriate.   

 

Housing Growth: 

Question 1:  

Our Space highlights there is significant capacity for new housing through redevelopment in 

Christchurch City but to accommodate housing growth in Selwyn and Waimakariri it identifies 

additional greenfield land around Rolleston, Rangiora and Kaiapoi.  

Do you agree with this approach and why? 

 

Response: 

Our Space has a 30 year time horizon. It acknowledges that many of the primary drivers and 

influencers of urban development in Greater Christchurch are in a state of change and a 

responsive approach to planning is necessary. 2  It also acknowledges considerable 

methodological difficulties with the feasible housing and business capacity assessments 

contained within, and which have the informed the policy responses. Notwithstanding, it proposes 

to retain a highly inflexible non contestable fixed rural/urban boundary line, as shown on Figure 

16 ‘Proposed locations of future development areas in Greater Christchurch’. This approach is 

opposed, including but not limited to, the following reasons:- 

 

- It is the complete opposite of ‘responsive’ planning, and does not facilitate resilience which 

requires the ability to respond with options in the face of an uncertain future and/or major 

unforeseen events. For example, Greater Christchurch was able to respond and recovery 

relatively quickly from the 2010/2011 earthquake sequence because substantial areas of 

greenfield housing in Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts in particular (but also at Prestons 

and south west Halswell) were able to be brought ‘on line’ quickly.  

 

                                                

2 GC Settlement Update Section 6.1 
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- There were a significant number of red zoned houses on the Port Hills.  Rezoning for 

replacement housing on the Port Hills in suitable locations (such as McVicars Site) is 

appropriate. Whilst there some other not fully developed areas of RLL zoning on the Port 

Hills, a choice of areas is appropriate, as the timeframes and development aspirations of 

different landowners will mean that not all land zoned will necessarily be available for 

development in the immediate term.  

  

- Christchurch Council itself publicly expressed the view in its submission on the Draft LURP 

(Land Use Recovery Plan) that "there are some relatively minor changes to the existing 

urban boundary that are considered to have merit at a local level and would not in fact 

compromise any higher order policy direction."3 (see Appendix E).  The LURP review 

which resulted in the current ‘version’ of the statutory Greater Christchurch urban growth 

management strategy i.e. Chapter 6 of the CRPS focussed on the larger greenfield areas. 

It did not consider consequences of smaller anomalous situations where individual 

landowners were not given the opportunity to put their case (there were no hearings on 

LURP ‘comments’) and appeal rights were extinguished – or landowners were not even 

aware of the process.  Open Space and the 2019 CRPS plan change should recognise 

such cases and make appropriate provision for them. 

 

- Our Space and the CRPS are ‘high level’ documents which cannot realistically respond 

to local circumstances, land use patterns and needs which importantly inform land use 

planning at the local level. It needs to retain flexibility to enable appropriate response at 

the district level to local circumstances. 

 

Question 2: 

Our Space adopts the current planning framework that encourages a range of new housing types, 

especially in the central city, close to suburban centres within the City and around existing towns 

in Selwyn and Waimakariri. 

Do you agree with this approach and why? 

 

Response: 

                                                

3 CRDP Exhibit B, Letter from CCC dated 29-5-15, page 2, section 2.3 
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The McVicars seek Residential Large Lot zoning along the frontage of Lots 10-15 (see above 

map). This is consistent with the RLL zoning of land directly opposite on the western side of 

Worsleys Road. Whilst at a Greater Christchurch wide level, there may be an increased demand 

for medium and higher density housing over time as household sizes reduce with an aging 

population, at a local level, other locationally specific factors such as existing amenity and 

character, physical land factors and servicing, particular in a hill setting, will often have a major 

bearing on the appropriate housing response.  Our Space and the CRPS need to have the 

flexibility to accommodate such local factors.   

 

Question 3: 

Our Space proposes to develop an action plan to increase the supply of social and affordable 

housing across Greater Christchurch and investigate with housing providers the different models 

to make it easier for people to buy their own home. 

What elements should be included in this action plan? 

 

Response: 

No comment. 

 

 

Business Growth 

Question 4: 

Our Space adopts the current planning framework that directs new commercial development 

(office and retail) to existing centres to retain their flexibility and vitality, especially the central city, 

suburban centres and town centres in Selwyn and Waimakariri. 

Do you agree with this approach and why? What further measures would support such 

development? 

 

Response: 

No comment. 

 

Question 5: 

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and the District Plans for Christchurch City and 

Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts have already identified suitable capacity for new industrial 

businesses. 
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Do you agree or disagree this is sufficient and in the right location and why? 

 

Response: 

No comment. 

 

Growth needs 

Question 6: 

The proposals in Our Space are informed by a Capacity Assessment that considers future 

demands for housing and business land, based on demographic changes and projections from 

Statistics New Zealand, and likely changes in our economy, including through business sector 

trends and impacts from technological change. 

Do you agree or disagree with this evidence base and why? 

 

Response: 

No – see comments above under ‘Reasons for relief’ and questions 1 and 2. 

 

Transport and other infrastructure 

Question 7: 

Our Space promotes greater densities around key centres to increase accessibility to 

employment and services by walking, cycling and public transport. This aligns with recent 

transport proposals that signal more high frequency bus routes and in intention to deliver rapid 

transit along the northern and south-west transport corridors. 

Do you agree or disagree with this approach and why? 

 

Response: 

No response. 

 

Question 8: 

Our Space aligns with broader infrastructure planning (including wastewater, water supply, 

stormwater, energy, telecommunications, community facilities, schools and healthcare) to help 

create sustainable, cohesive and connected communities. 

Do you agree or disagree with this approach and why? What more could be done to integrate 

infrastructure planning? 
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Response: 

No response, other than to note that there are no servicing issues with the proposed RLL 

rezoning. 

 

Other 

What other points do you wish to make to inform the final Our Space 2018-2048 Greater 

Christchurch Settlement Update? 

 

Response: 

No further comments other than as noted above under ‘Submitter Background’, ‘Relief Sought’ 

and ‘Reasons for Relief’. 

 

Appendices  

Appendix A: Joint memorandum regarding merits of rezoning 

Appendix B: Evidence of Malcolm Smith 

Appendix C: Joint memorandum regarding Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL)  

Appendix D: LURP Review Christchurch City Council Comment 



Appendix A 

Joint memorandum regarding merits of rezoning 











Appendix B 

Evidence of Malcolm Smith 



































Appendix C 

Joint memorandum regarding Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) 























Appendix D 

LURP Review Christchurch City Council Comment 


















