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Recommendations on Changes to the Draft Land Use Recovery Plan as a resul»f Written Comments

Section 1: Overall Strategy

&)
)

# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategmartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land UsPeIaljlecovery Ad\ase t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction N the draft LURP
1. |Residential Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The identification of No change. © Written comments included the There is no need to |That the Land Use
Growth Direction |(a), (d), (f) |12.1, 5.1, 2.2A() priority areas for Advice recei on following issues: use CER Act powers|Recovery Plan retain the
and (g) 5.3, 5.4, 2.2 C (v), (vi) |development is written comrhehts - Existing suburbs should be to make changes to |balance and growth
Does the draft Land 5.5 56 2.5 specifically identified redeveloped over new outlying [the draft LURP as  |direction provided by

Use Recovery Plan
provide an
appropriate
direction for growth
including the
balance of new
greenfield areas
and intensification
of existing urban
areas?

as a requirement for
the Land Use
Recovery Plan under
the Minister's
direction.

included n the
strong suppart in some

comments f
intensificatipm
appropriat sting
urban areas’»the Land
Use Recove lan, and
that the LandWse

Recovery PléDbalances
the need for¥ebuilding

existing co nities
with the neeB=tor new
urban land tggprovide for
housing chofce and the
needs of a grawing

population. The existing
CCC South-est Area

Plan work, Master

were also

Plans for New Brighton,
Sumner a%ﬂy Road

development
- Releasing more land will

increase housing affordability

- Support for the greenfield

areas identified in the Land

Use Recovery Plan

- Need to develop flexibly to
ensure there is enough land
that can be developed quickly
and in areas not subject to

constraints

- Concern about, and advocacy

for, the location of

development near northern

and southern motorway
corridors

- Concern about urban sprawl,
that a sprawling city will be

unsustainable and growth

should be located close to the

centre

- Suggestions that more land

should be considered for
rezoning

The CER Act purposes include the

recovery of communities (a) and

measures taken under it are meant to

ensure a focused, timely and
expeditious recovery (d). The

Recovery Strategy includes goals to
have well-functioning centres (2.1),
invest in and rebuild infrastructure in
a cost effective manner and develop
a transport system that meets the
needs of people and businesses (5.1,

the existing position
is supported

greenfield priority areas
and redevelopment
incentives provided in the
draft Land Use Recovery
Plan.
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

5.3 and 5.4), and support the
redevelopment of existing urban

land. However the Recovery Strategy
also includes a goal of zoning
sufficient land for recovery (5.5).

The Minister’s Direction requires the
Land Use Recovery Plan to identify
priority areas for recovery in light of
the earthquakes — but does not
constrain identification of these to
within the city boundaries.

There is demand for new residential
development on the northern,
western and south-western edges of
the city and there are also calls to
protect redevelopment opportunities
right in the city. The draft Land Use
Recovery Plan proposes a mixture of
re-development within the city and
some greenfield development on the
outskirts and outside the city to
provide for a range of housing
choices as well as reflecting the new
hazard profile of the city and
ensuring infrastructure can be
delivered to support development.

Attempting to focus all the
redevelopment of the existing urban
area in the east (as the city centre is
subject to the Christchurch Central
Recovery Plan and therefore out of
scope of the Land Use Recovery
Plan) seems unlikely to result in a
focused, timely and expeditious
recovery or result in restoration of
community well-being as it would
also contrast starkly with demand for
new subdivisions out to the north,
west and south and almost certainly
constrain rather than expedite the
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

ister for Canterbury Earthquake Re

recovery in the interim.

By contrast, focusing just on enabling
new greenfield development on the
northern, western and southwestern
edges of the city risks undermining
the recovery of the city centre and
“stranding’ the substantial investment
current and proposed for the city
centre

The overall balance provided in the
draft Land Use Recovery Plan
between the availability of greenfield
land for new development and
redevelopment of existing urban land
seems appropriate and should be
retained.

Some additional greenfield land may
need to be included in particular
circumstances, as discussed in
‘Housing Supply and Demand’ below.

Additional opportunities to achieve
the desired levels of residential
development within existing urban
areas may also be required, and this
Is addressed below.

. [LAND USE
RECOVERY PLAN

Are the provisions
restricting where
urban development

can occur

appropriate for the
Recovery Plan?

(d) and (f)

2.2A()

This issue relates to
much of the nature
and policy direction of
the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan

2

No specific ice

provided.

Written comments raised the issue of
the identification of priority areas and
suggested that associated policies
within the proposed RPS Chapter 6
would limit rather than enable
recovery due to the resulting
constraints on where development
can and cannot occur.

The RPS identifies greenfield priority
areas for residential and business
development as required by the
Minister’s direction. Greenfield
development is then restricted to

It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make an
amendment to the
draft LURP to refer
to a monitoring and
reporting plan to be
developed for the
implementation of

the LURP.

That the policies of the
draft Land Use Recovery
Plan that identify priority
areas and restrict the
development of
residential and business
activities to these areas
be retained.
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

these areas for the life of the
Recovery Plan under policies set out
in Appendix 2 (Policy 6.3.1 (3)).

The restrictiveness of the Recovery
Plan for development within the
identified priority areas provides
certainty for planning and
infrastructure provision and avoids ad
hoc development that may lead to
undesirable outcomes such as
inefficient infrastructure provision or
residential development in areas not
sufficiently serviced by community
facilities.

This is consistent with the purposes
of the CER Act, particularly those set
out in section 3 (d) and (f), and the
goals of the Recovery Strategy,
particularly goals 1.1, 5.1 and 5.5.
This is also considered to be
consistent with Clause 2.2 A (i) of the
Minster’s direction.

RPS Chapter 6 includes Policy 6.3.11
which is a requirement for
Canterbury Regional Council to
monitor and potentially review the
plan if a shortfall in available land is
identified.

A monitoring and reporting plan will
be developed and integrated with the
wider Recovery Strategy monitoring
and reporting plan, which will assist
in identifying changes required to the
LURP in relation to the identification
of further greenfield priority areas in
the future should they be required.

It is therefore considered that the
policy of the draft Land Use

It is considered that
the amendments
would be consistent
with section 3(d) and
(f) of the CER Act
and goal 1.1, 1.3
and 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy
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for and selection of
Key Activity Centres
appropriate?

network of centres of
activity as a matter to
be addressed by the
Land Use Recovery
Plan

CCC supports the move
of the locatigipef the

Halswell KeyActivity
Centre. This-proposalis | _

in line with outline
developmentglan which
CCC is curremy

developing fcthis area.
Should the ement of
the Key Ac@Centre
to the gree d priority
area on map be
considered much of
a departur the
draft Land Uge Recovery
Plan, CCC ports
more flexibiiin the
wording arolbR¥ the Key
Activity Centge-in
Halswell as.'4adicative
only”.

identification of Northlands, Styx
Centre, Riccarton and Hornby as
Key Activity Centres

that Key Activity Centres should
be defined as B2 land surrounded
by medium density residential;

that Key Activity Centre growth
must be in balance with the
catchment that it is designed to
serve;

for strategies to be put in place to
cater for future transport growth to
Key Activity Centres;

concern that Christchurch City
Council Plan Change 56 will be
driving Key Activity Centres

Amendments to objective 6.2.5
Key activity and other centres
were requested to clarify the
definition and relative location of
residential zoning around Key
Activity Centres.

some comments suggested
rebuilding communities is more
important than Key Activity Centre
development.

changes to the location of the
Halswell Key Activity Centre were
requested and it was suggested

under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
LURP document and
Appendix 2 to clarify
the role and function
of Key Activity
Centres and
neighbourhood
centres so that the
supporting policies in
Appendix 2 are
applied
appropriately.

It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make an
amendment to
Action 24 as
proposed in the draft
LURP so that the
KACs are
geographically
defined in the
relevant district plan
to ensure certainty

for residents and

Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategiéartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Adyige of CER Act Powers| the Minister for CER
. . Plan to make changes to
Strategy Direction nﬂ/) the draft LURP
= Recovery Plan to restrict
O development of residential and
Ve business activities to the priority
(V] areas for the life of the Plan is
) appropriate and should be retained.
O
. | Key Activity Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Minister’s Retain existii@ Written comments raised: It is considered That the Land Use
Centres - direction specifically  |provisions the ) necessary for the Recovery Plan and
(a) (Hand 11,21, 2.2C () includes the recovery |exception of &alswell General support for the KAC Minister to use Appendix 2 RPS Chapter
Are th . (9) 2.8, 2.11, 4 rebuildi fth Kev Activit ; approach to development was ded &b ded 1
re the provisions 51 53 and rebuilding of the ey Activity Centre. stated. in particular for the powers provide e amended to ensure

that the role and function
of Key Activity Centres
and neighbourhood
centres in relation to the
CBD and other business
areas is clear.

Also that appropriate
Actions be amended to
require that the KACs are
mapped through
appropriate zoning.

That the Halswell Key
Activity Centre be
relocated as shown on
the revised Map A.
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

Sumner be included as a Key
Activity Centre.

Changes to land use policy and
planning provisions through the Land
Use Recovery Plan for the
redevelopment of Key Activity
Centers are consistent with purposes
(a), (f) and (g) of the CER Act, and
goals 1.1, 2.1, 2.11, 5.1 and 5.3 of
the Recovery Strategy.

However, if the provisions are too
restrictive this would risk not
supporting goal 2.8 of the Recovery
Strategy and may lead to investment
not occurring, rather than being
directed to the activity centres and
central city.

Therefore, the provisions supporting
the recovery of Key Activity Centres
need to be strong enough to ensure
that investment in office and retail
development are directed to the Key
Activity Centres, while not leading to
potential investment being lost
altogether.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
identifies key activity centres to
consolidate and integrate the growth
of business, retail, recreation and
community activities; as a focal point
for the transport network, and
suitable for more intensive mixed use
development, where mixed use
development includes a range of
activities including commercial and
residential.

The development of these areas
differs from “neighbourhood centres”
which range from a collection of
shops to a retail complex. Industrial
areas are also considered

investment.

It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make an
amendment to Map
A of Appendix 2 as
proposed in the draft
LURP to relocate the
Halswell KAC to a
more appropriate
location so that the
centre is able to be
developed and
appropriately service
the expected growth
in the area.

It is considered that
the amendments
would be consistent
with section 3(d) and
(f) of the CER Act
and goal 1.1, 2.1
and 2.11 of the
Recovery Strategy
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

Canterbury Earthquake Re

separately.

The written comments were focused
on seeking clarity around
Christchurch City Key Activity
Centres.

The Land Use Recovery Plan [Action
24 ii — iv of draft Land Use Recovery
Plan] requires that CCC provide,
through the district plan review, for:

- revitalisation of the definition
and extent of each Key Activity
Centre via appropriate zoning;

- planning provisions for Key
Activity Centre and
neighbourhood centres that
have undergone a suburban
masterplan process; and

- mixed use development within
Key Activity Centre.

. | Selection of

Priority Areas

Is the overall
strategy for
selection of
residential
greenfield priority
areas the most
appropriate?

Purposes:

(a), (d), (f)
and (g)

Goals:
1.1,1.2,
2.1, 51,
52,53,
55,56 and
57

Clauses:
22A()
2.2 B (iii)
22D

The Minister's
direction specifically
requires the
identification of
residential and
business priority areas
to support recovery.

No specific adyice
provided.

Written comments received included
noting that there is a need for
transparent, robust criteria for the
selection of greenfield land, and that
development should be avoided on
land subject to natural hazard
concerns.

The identification of priority areas to
support recovery is consistent with
purposes (a), (d), (fy and (g) of the
CERAct, and goals 1.1, 2.1 and 5.5
of the Recovery Strategy.

The identification of priority areas to
support recovery is required by the

Land Use Recovery Plan under the
Minister's direction.

Section 2.2 of the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan identifies relevant

There is no need to
use CER Act powers
to make changes to
the draft LURP as
the existing position
is supported.

That the overall strategy
for Greenfield and
Business Priority Areas in
the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan be
adopted in the Land Use
Recovery Plan.
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Re

goals of the Recovery Strategy. This
includes “zoning sufficient land for
recovery needs within settlement
patterns consistent with an urban
form that provides for the future
development of greater
Christchurch”.

Appendix 2 to the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan (proposed Chapter 6
of the RPS) includes detail on the
considerations that have been taken
into account in the identification of
priority areas. These have been
reviewed and are consistent with the
Minister’s direction and the Recovery
Strategy.

Many of the priority areas are already
zoned for development or are in the
process of being zoned.

Remaining areas are required to be
authorized as an Action in the Land
Use Recovery Plan.

There were few written comments
opposing specific priority areas.
Written comments seeking additional
priority areas are addressed in
Sections 3 and 4.

. |Residential Red

Zone

Is the manner in
which the
Residential Red
Zones are
addressed
appropriate?

Purposes:
(a), (b),
(d), (),
and (g),

Goals:
53,57

Clauses:
2.8

Not appropriate to
address.

No change.

Section 5 of draft
Land Use very Plan
states that this is to be
dealt with thedtrgh other
processes.

Some written comments
recommended that a public process
be put in place for the future
development of red-zoned land.

Due to Clause 2.8 of the Minister’s
Direction the future use of “red-
zoned” land is not able to be
addressed in the Land Use Recovery
Plan

There is no need to
use CER Act powers
to make changes to
the draft LURP as
the existing position
is supported.

That no changes are
made in the Land Use
Recovery Plan to
address the residential
red zone in the Land Use
Recovery Plan.
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

e

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

. |Health

Is the link to public

health strong
enough?

Recovery
Definition:
restoration
and
enhancem
ent

Purposes:

(9)

Goals:
3.3, 3.4 and
53

Clauses:

2.7 —the
Land Use
Recovery
Plan may not
direct or
implement
changes to
health
services

Health services are
out of scope due to
clause 2.7 of the
Minister’s direction,
The impact of urban
development on health
is not specifically
identified as a matter
to be addressed.

Review and amend Land
Use Recovef})Plan to
include refersfice to
relationship Pgtween
land use plammjng, and
health and eing.
Some speci hanges
are recom ed.

Written comments received noted
that the association between land
use and population health needs to
be more explicit, that sufficient land
for health facilities needs to be
provided.

Land use policies and development
can impact health through a variety
of mechanisms, such as providing for
adequate residential living space,
and provision of community facilities
and open spaces.

The potential impact of urban
development on the health of
residents could be linked to purpose
(g) of the CER Act and the definition
of recovery and including
enhancement, and some of the goals
of the Recovery Strategy, particularly
under the social component (3.3 and
3.4).

However infrastructure provision for
Health Services is specifically
identified as outside the scope of the
Land Use Recovery Plan.

The draft LURP includes reference to
positive public health outcomes in
relation to areas such as public and
active transport.

While the link between land use
planning and public health outcomes
IS recognized, it is not considered
necessary to explicitly state this in
the Recovery Plan.

There is no need to
use CER Act powers
to make changes to
the draft LURP.

That no changes are
made to the Land Use
Recovery Plan.

. | Sustainability

Are provisions
relating to

Purposes:
Recovery
Definition:
restoration

Goals:
1.7,5.2,
53,54, 6.1

Clauses:

2.7 non-land
use
resources

Only land use-related
sustainability issues
can be considered.

No change
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It is not app%ate to
‘require’ the ithin the

Written comments noted that a
sprawling city will be unsustainable,
while others advocated for the
incorporation of requirements for

There is no need to
use CER Act powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP as

That no changes are
made to the Land Use
Recovery Plan given the
additional costs such

Rele




very

Issue

Considerations

Appropriateness for

Strategiéartner

Discussion

Necessity for use

Recommendation to

CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land UsPeIaljlecovery Adyige t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction pq) the draft LURP
sustainability and may be District Plan for sustainability-enhancing the existing position |sustainability measures
appropriate? enhancem considered Greenfield @) development practices such as solar |is supported would impose.
ent but not developmente? They orientation and more efficient
specifically should be eff§@uraged, |technologies for resources such as
Purposes: addressed by and current sto rain water and energy in dwellings.
the Land Use incentivise e of
(f) and (g) Recovery these systeg:hould be| The comments relating to urban
Plan reviewed. sprawl are addressed in (1) above.

Efficiency enhancing technologies
are supported by purpose (g) of the
CER Act, specifically in relation to
environmental wellbeing, and some
Recovery Strategy goals (such as
5.3).

While the recovery of non-land use
resources are not matters for the
Land Use Recovery Plan to address
due to clause 2.7 of the Minister’s
Direction, the impact of land use
development on these resources
may be able to be considered.

Sustainability is included in Objective
6.2.3 (5) of Appendix 2, which
includes environmental sustainability
of recovery and rebuilding activities,
and Policy 6.3.2 (6) of Appendix 2
includes environmentally sustainable
design.

Therefore it is considered that the
draft Land Use Recovery Plan
appropriately covers sustainability
considerations, and specifically
environmental sustainability of land
use development.

Section 2: Rebuilding Communities

1Ised by the Minister for Canterbury Eart
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Necessity for use
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Recovery Plan go
far enough to
promote and
provide for infill and
intensification?

a range of housing
types, and provide for
intensification of use
and comprehensive
development of
suitable brownfield
sites.

supported tisgligh the
Plan.

Christchurch Housing Market
Assessment August 2013 confirms
that there is particular short term
stress in the rental sector while in the
longer term greenfield supply is likely
to more than meet demand.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
identifies the scope for infill and
intensification. However this is a
theoretical development capacity
based on current plan provisions and
average lot size and bears little
relationship to what might be
feasible.

In summary it is proposed that the
Land Use Recovery Plan be
strengthened in terms of enabling
intensification and infill to meet the
targets set in the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
requires the delivery of a “floating
zone’ to provide a consent
framework for enabling intensification
and infill. This is addressed in more
detail elsewhere but in summary it
provides the opportunity for a
significant level of intensification on
land within reasonable proximity to
services, open space and public
transport in the existing Living 2 and
Living 3 zones. In addition other
urgent changes to the Christchurch
City District Plan are proposed to
take advantage of current
opportunities for intensification
arising from residential demolitions,
including:

powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
strengthen the
enablement of infill
and intensification in
order to ensure the
required levels of
housing
development in
greater Christchurch
for recovery.

It is considered that
the amendments
would be consistent
with section 3(d) and
(f) and (g) of the
CER Act, and goals
1.1, 3.4 and 5.3 of
the Recovery
Strategy

| -
)
>
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's | Land Use Recovery Adyige of CER Act Powers| the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan O to make changes to
() the draft LURP
. |Intensification Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Land Use No change e Land |Some written comments expressed |It is considered That the Land Use Re-
(a), (d), (f) |1.1,3.4,5.3 (2.2 B (iv) Recovery Plan is Use Recovery Plan, as |preference for intensification over necessary for the covery Plan be amended
Does the Land Use |and (Q) 2.2 C (v) required to provide for |intensificatiofi)s well greenfield housing. The Greater Minister to use to include an explanation

of the changes proposed
and inclusion of addition-
al plan changes to the
Christchurch City District
Plan to enable appropri-
ate intensification.
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Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Adyige t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction nﬂ/) the draft LURP
| == ==
G) Conversion of an existing
X dwelling into two units
(4] Conversion of a family flat to a
- residential unit
O Building two units on a vacant
C site
t Conversion of an existing
elderly persons housing unit to
Lcu“ a residential unit
It is also proposed to include a
E‘ Community Housing Redevelopment
= Mechanism to enable redevelopment
Fe) and intensification within ten
. specified areas of the City where
()] there are clusters of community
s housing. This will enable
C redevelopment of damaged
(V] community housing to be designed to
O meet the current needs of these
groups.
. |Housing Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: Changes to land use |+ Include ac"§n to The draft Land Use Recovery Plan  |It is considered That the Land Use Re-
Affordability (a), (fand |1.1, 3.4, 5.3 2.2 B (iv) policy and planning researchjglising includes a section specifically on necessary for the covery Plan be amended
(9) and 5.6 provisions to provide affordability in greater |housing affordability and links this Minister to use to include further
Does the Land Use for affordable housing Christchu@ iIssue to a range of other current powers provided measures to strengthen
Recovery Plan go are specifically + Amend A 7 to Government and voluntary sector under section housing affordability out-
far enough in identified in the reference §Maller initiatives. 21(1)(a) of the CER |comes and update the
addressing the Minister’s Direction and| housing " = Act to make position with regard to
issue of housing therefore appropriate tolr Amend th&efinition Written comments received sought  jamendments to the |exemplar projects and
affordability? be dealt with in the of afford housing |greater direction around ensuring draft LURP to provide clearer actions
Land Use Recovery and othe as of the |more affordable housing outcomes  |strengthen housing |and timetables around
Plan. Land Use Recovery  |and sought the inclusion of affordability these.
Plan to refgkence accessibility factors in the definition  joutcomes, and
o i sts of of affordable housing (covered in provide greater Additional proposed ur-
pagrly ‘Accessibility’ below). clarity about the gent interventions in the
d ed, proposed exemplar |District Plan are identified
tructed or | The draft Land Use Recovery Plan  |projects, to ensure |in revised Land Use Re-
I ed proposes that exemplar projects be  that appropriate covery Plan (as in rec-
hagging, developed to showcase good quality [affordable housing is|ommendation 8 above).
incielding medium density development. delivered.
transport costs| Progress has been made in this area
o aceessibility / |and a list of potential exemplar It is considered that

Reledistd
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Adyige t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction nﬂ/) the draft LURP
universal projects is proposed to be included in the amendments
de@ihn the final Land Use Recovery Plan. would be consistent

X These are required to provide for with section 3(d), (f)
(V] affordable housing and mixed tenure |and (g) of the CER
) incorporating high quality design and |Act, and goals 1.1,
O energy efficiency. 3.4, 5.3 and 5.6 of

c the Recovery

Further measures are also proposed |Strategy

t to incentivise more housing
® affordability outcomes, including

|_|J those listed under ‘Intensification’

above, including the Community
E\ Housing Redevelopment Mechanism.
10| Brownfield Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: Comprehensive No change. 75 Written comments considered that  [There is no need to | That no changes are
Development (a), (d), (f) |21, 5.1, 2.2A (i) development of land contamination should be use CER Act powers|made to the Land Use
and (g) 53,54,55|22C (v) brownfield areas It was noteﬂ%at addressed in brownfield to make changes to |Recovery Plan to

Are the provisions
for brownfield
development clear
and appropriate and
are they likely to
result in uptake?

specifically mentioned
in the Minister’s
direction.

incentives fafjrownfield
redevelopnrént need to
remain as t often
face more diffiulties
than greentfel
development.

developments and specifically
referenced in the Land Use Recovery
Plan. They also raised that there
should be development of highest
demand brownfield land first to
efficiently provide infrastructure.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
[Action 8] requires “councils and
central government, in collaboration
with developers, to identify and
implement mechanisms to facilitate
and enable comprehensive
development of identified brownfield
sites for housing, mixed use or
commercial activities”.

In addition the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan [Action 24 (i), 25 (i),
and 26 (i)] and RPS Chapter 6
requires councils to provide for
‘comprehensive developments in
existing urban areas; including
brownfield sites”. This is in
accordance with Clause 2.2C (v) in
the Minister’s direction in that it
provides for “identification of use and

the draft LURP as
the existing position
is supported

address this issue.

Released by the Minister forG
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Should specific
planning issues for
schools and
hospitals be
addressed in the
Land Use Recovery
Plan?

(9)

the Land Use Recovery
Plan cannot direct or
implement changes to
educational or health
facilities. Other
Government and other
processes are more
appropriate for address
these issues.

be consideréethrough
the review okthe
ChristchurcH{Qity Plan.

changes to district plans to address
issues for the redevelopment of
certain schools and hospitals.

Addressing issues faced by schools
and hospitals that require
redevelopment due to damage by the
earthquake may help to achieve
purposes (a), (f) and (g) of the CER
Act and goals 1.1 and 3.3 of the
Recovery Strategy.

Educational and hospital facilities are
specifically identified in Clause 2.7 of
the Minister’s direction as matters
upon which the Land Use Recovery
Plan must not provide explicit
direction.

to make changes to
the draft LURP as
the existing position
is supported

# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Usl::aI Recovery Adyige tof CEE A(;lt POWGI;S the Minister for CER
. . an o make changes to
Strategy Direction nﬂ/) the draft LURP
| == == .
comprehensive development on

O suitable brownfield areas”. Regional

X Policy Statement Chapter 6 further
(V] requires that the three affected
) district councils should “within six
O months of the Regional Policy

C Statement becoming operative,

t identify appropriate brownfield sites”:
® Councils and other agencies will,

|_|J through the process of identification

of sites, address matters such as the
E\ brownfields sites suitability for the
S type of or mix of development
- proposed.
11/Schools and Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: Under Clause 2.7 of  [No change.t Some written comments request the [There is no need to | That no changes are
Hospitals (a), (fand |1.1and 3.3 (2.7 the Minister's direction [The matters@@ised can Land Use Recovery Plan to direct use CER Act powers|made to the Land Use

Recovery Plan for
planning provisions
relating to schools and
hospitals.

Section 3: Building

New Communities

d by the Minister for C

‘ # ‘ Issue

Considerations

Appropriateness for

Strategi€|Rartner ‘

Releas

Discussion

Necessity for use

Recommendation to
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CER Act | Recovery | Minister's | Land Use Recovery AdYige of CER Act Powers| the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan O to make changes to
() the draft LURP
12. |Housing (a), (d), (f) |1.1, 3.4, 2.2A() Ensuring an adequate [The strateﬂartners Written comments have sought The need for the use| That the greenfield
Demand and and (g) 5.1, 5.3, 2.2 B (iv) supply of housing is a |generally do not support | inclusion of further particular parcels |of CER Act powers |priority areas not be
Supply 5.5 56 key component of the |additional gréenfield of land in the Land Use Recovery to make changes to |significantly increased
Land Use Recovery priority area8¢fiven the |Plan as greenfield priority areas. the draft LURP is during the recovery
Should the Land Plan, particularly amount alreggy provided addressed below. period unless monitoring
Use Recovery through Clause 2.2 of ffor. Howevel:_ﬂjere are | The total additional land sought for demonstrates a need.
Plan provide for the Minister’s direction. some excep that inclusion in the Land Use Recovery
further greenfield are addresssgqbeelow Plan is over 525 hectares for Some exceptions to this
priority areas to greenfield development. are recommended in
address housing t 12.1 below.
recovery needs? ® The recently completed Greater
LL] Christchurch Housing Market
Assessment supports the position in
E\ the Land Use Recovery Plan that
S ample greenfield priority areas have
been identified to meet the demands
_8 over the recovery period with
) considerable scope for housing
-+ choice.
C o A
O There is a risk that if significant
greenfield priority areas are added to
O the Land Use Recovery Plan then
- infill and intensification within existing
O damaged residential areas will not
Y occur despite the changes proposed
- to the Land Use Recovery Plan and
O the benefits of prioritisation of related
'IJ') transport and infrastructure spending
Bdd will be diluted.
12.1 |Are there any Riccarton ecourse: | One special case has been identified |It is considered Riccarton Racecourse:

special cases for
greenfield areas
justifying
departure from
decision under
‘Housing Supply
and Demand’?

CCC agreesawith this
recommen n.

e i

from the written comments received
and has been considered by the
strategic partners.

Riccarton Racecourse: The
landowner is seeking inclusion of
surplus land on the southern side of
the racecourse as a greenfield
priority area. The owner has had
discussions with CCC. CCC
considers this project has potential to
be a medium density exemplar
project and officials agree with this

necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
include Riccarton
Racecourse as a
potential site for a
‘exemplar’ housing

development in the

That the Land Use
Recovery Plan not be
amended to show this
site as a greenfield
priority area, as it is
within the existing urban
area, but that the owner
is invited to join a
process of design and
testing as an exemplar
project, with this site
listed as a potential
‘exemplar’ site in the

Released by th
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Ad%e t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction 7 the draft LURP
= course of action. relevant LURP relevant LURP action..
O action
Ve In the event that the detailed project
(V] design is approved as an exemplar (It is considered that
) specific measures will be required to the amendments
O be taken to authorize the would be consistent
c development. This is likely to involve with section 3(d), (f)
a change through the District Plan and (g) of the CER
t review Act, and goals 1.1,
© 3.4, 5.3 and 5.6 of
LL] the Recovery
Strategy
>
12.2 | Should additional Strategic paftfier advice |A large number of those providing 67 Brick Kiln Lane, | That no additional plan
plan changes be is consistentemjth these |comment own or have an interest in  |Rangiora PC 18 change be included in
included in the recommen ns land within a draft Land Use WDC the Land Use Recovery

Land Use
Recovery Plan
for proposed
greenfield priority
areas”?

Recovery Plan greenfield priority
area and sought to have the
authorization of development of their
land advanced by way of Plan
Change enacted through the Land
Use Recovery Plan, such as the case
for Highstead. Some of these are
part way through a plan change
process while others have proposals
that have had limited investigation
and assessment.

A number furnished very detailed
proposals but with no evidence that
affected parties had been consulted.

Each of the proposals has been
considered but as many lacked
sufficient information, the advice from
the relevant Council on the proposal
was important to consider. In general
our assessment is that such plan
changes should be subject to some
form of public process and the CCC
District Plan review process and plan
changes in Wamakariri and Selwyn
Districts are the appropriate

It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
include 67 Brick Kiln
Lane in the relevant
greenfield priority
area, in order to
resolve this issue
and ensure
expeditious
recovery.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(d), (f)
and (g) of the CER
Act, and goals 1.1
and 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy

Plan for greenfield
priority areas except, for
the reasons set out in the
discussion, the specific
changes relating to:

67 Brick Kiln Lane
Rangiora: Waimakariri
District Plan.

Highfield Park Ltd
Christchurch City District
Plan

Lincoln ODP 3
Amendment: Selwyn
District Plan

Prebbleton (ODP Area 3)
Greenfield Priority Area:
Selwyn District Plan

Released by the Minister for Cante
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

processes for assessing these
changes.

It is therefore recommended that the
Land Use Recovery Plan not be
amended to include additional plan
changes for greenfield priority areas
with the exception of the following:

67 Brick Kiln Lane, Rangiora PC 18
WDC

This matter is at appeal but the ODP
and provisions now proposed by the
land owner are supported by WDC.
The site is adjacent to a wider
greenfield priority area. Given the
stage that this matter has reached it
is considered appropriate to address
this by way of a Land Use Recovery
Plan change.

Highfield Park Ltd PC 67 CCC
This plan change provides for 200
hectares of integrated development
and there are four appeals. These
have been subject to specific review
as part of this process.

Concern from landowners has been
expressed relating to the use of their
land as a receiving area for
stormwater in the Outline
Development Plan. The land in
concern would have to be acquired to
be used for stormwater. This land is
zoned as residential in the proposed
plan change so the landowner can
follow RMA processes to develop
land but would need to resolve
stormwater drainage issues for their

property.
Lincoln ODP Area 3

Highfield Park Ltd
PC 67 CCC

It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
include the
provisions in PC67
to the Christchurch
City District Plan in
Appendix 3 to zone
Highfield Park, in
order to resolve this
issue and ensure
expeditious
recovery.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(d), (f)
and (g) of the CER
Act, and goals 1.1
and 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy.

Lincoln ODP Area 3
It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to
adjust the boundary
of the Lincoln ODP
Area 3, in order to

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Re
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Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

This involves a proposed amendment
to the boundary of the operative ODP
Area 3 at Lincoln to bring the
boundary in line with existing
cadastral boundaries authorizing a
further six hectares of development.
This is described by SDC as a
previous oversight and is supported
by SDC.

Prebbleton ODP Area 3

This involves a proposed amendment
to the boundary of the Greenfield
Priority Area at Prebbleton (ODP
Area 3) to bring the boundary in line
with existing cadastral boundaries
authorizing a further four hectares of
development. This is supported by
SDC, with the ODP to be amended
through Action 15 of the LURP.

Spreydon Lodge

This specific proposal is noted
because the applicant has furnished
extensive information in the written
comments and, while there is
considerable support for the concept
proposed, the matter is not
sufficiently well advanced and tested
to be able to consider including a
plan change as part of the Land Use
Recovery Plan.

However, it is recommended that the
first stage of this development is
invited to be an exemplar project. As
noted in 12.1 above the Christchurch
City District Plan review will provide
the appropriate process for
assessing plan provisions for this
development.

resolve this issue
and ensure
expeditious
recovery.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(d) and
(f) of the CER Act,
and goals 1.1 and
5.5 of the Recovery
Strategy.

Prebbleton ODP Area
3
It is considered
necessary for the
Minister to use
powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to
adjust the boundary
of the Prebbleton
ODP Area 3, in order
to resolve this issue
and ensure
expeditious

recovery.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(d) and
(f) of the CER Act,
and goals 1.1 and
5.5 of the Recovery
Strategy.

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Re
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Ad%e t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction 7 the draft LURP
13. |Accessibility Recovery |Goals: Clauses: The Ministers Direction [The BuiIdin'g'Wct covers | A number of written comments noted |It is considered Amendments should be
eed Definition: 3.4, 5.2, 5.3 |12.2 B (iv) does not specifically  |building desi@p, but it the need for a greater emphasis on  |necessary for the made to the draft Land
s Should restoration jand 5.4 rule accessibility in or  would be apptbpriate to |accessibility and universal design in  [Minister to use Use Recovery Plan to

accessibility of
housing be an
iIssue addressed
by the Land Use
Recovery Plan?

and
enhancem
ent

Purposes:
(f) and (9)

out of scope of the
Land Use Recovery
Plan. However, it may
be able to be
considered within the
requirement for a
‘diverse range of
housing types’.

review DistrigfjPlan
provisions tkEscouId

improve accesgibility,
particularlyg;port.
Amend Acti§52:
Christchurci{gousing
Developm orum

brief to include
accessible I*E’sing.

Amendmentsdh relation
to affordabl using
definitionin ‘RAQusing
Affordability ;2foove..

the Land Use Recovery Plan. This
included comments that; exemplar
developments should meet Lifemark
3 standards, developments should
provide for adaptable and accessible
housing needs, and that the Land
Use Recovery Plan should provide
for Universal Design principles. A
particular theme was that affordable
housing should include accessibility
aspects, as noted in (9) above.

Providing for accessible buildings
would help to achieve the purposes
of the CER Act particularly under 3(g)
and could be considered to fall under
the enhancement component of
recovery. The goals of the Recovery
Strategy also support accessibility.

However, the Building Act is the main
piece of legislation that determines
the level of accessibility requirements
for new buildings. The Land Use
Recovery Plan cannot direct changes
to this Act.

The requirement to provide for a
diverse range of housing types
(Clause 2.2 B (iv)) could be
considered to include providing for
accessible housing.

There is also a tension in that
prescriptive methods for increasing
accessibility requirements may act as
a disincentive for investment in
housing, particularly affordable
housing.

powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
include accessibility
in the relevant action
relating to advice to
be provided to
councils from the
Canterbury
Sustainable Homes
Working Party.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(g) and
of the CER Act, and
goals 3.4, 5.2, and
5.3 of the Recovery
Strategy.

include accessibility as
part of the advice to be
provided to the councils
from the Canterbury Sus-
tainable Homes Working
Party.

Released by the Minister for Can
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Issue

Considerations

Appropriateness for

CER Act

Minister's

Recovery
Strategy

Direction

Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strategiéartner
Adyige

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act Powers
to make changes to

the draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

anterbury Earthquake Re

(

4

It is recognized that the RPS Chapter
6 includes Policy 6.3.2 —
Development form and urban design.
This includes reference to the New
Zealand Urban Design Protocal,
which incorporates accessibility
considerations. Clause 6.3.2(3) —
Connectivity includes ‘barrier free’
connections as a consideration.
Discussion of urban design in the
LURP should retain reference to
accessibility considerations.

Written comment from the
Canterbury Sustainable Homes
Working Party included significant
reference to accessibility and
universal design. The relevant action
for the Party to provide advice to
councils should include accessibility
as a consideration.

Rural
Residential

Should the Land
Use Recovery
Plan make
provision for
additional Rural
Residential land
in Christchurch
City?

Purposes:

(f). (9) and
(d)

Goals:
1.1and 5.5

Clauses:
22A
2.2 B (iv)

The provision of a
diverse range of
housing types is
identified in the
Minister's direction for
the Land Use Recovery
Plan. Rural residential
may be considered to
be a desirable housing

type.

provision of
residential

primary urb
objective of
consolidatio

some time |
or when it is
urban resid
puUrposes.

CcCcC consiagfs that the

al-
is

inconsistent with the

rowth
an

In addition, -irereased
land fragmerst_ation will

make it more=difficult to
fully develogethiis land

e future if
eded for
¥al

A number of written comments
sought additional opportunities for
rural residential land in Christchurch
City and a group of submitters at
John Patterson Drive in Halswell
specifically sought provision in this
location.

The Land Use Recovery Plan
direction did not specifically require
rural residential activities to be
considered although this is a subset
of residential activities.

The proposed RPS chapter includes
specific policy requiring that there be
no additional rural residential
provision in Christchurch City in order
to ensure land at the periphery is
used efficiently and future potential
for urban growth not affected.

No need to use CER
Act powers as a
change is not
required to the draft
LURP

That no amendment to
the Land Use Recovery
Plan be made in
response to this issue.

Released by t
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Ad%e t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction 7 the draft LURP
= Provision is to be made for rural
O residential development in
X Waimakariri and Selwyn Districts and
(V] the City Plan currently provides for
) lower density living in the Living 1B
O and HA zones.
£ It is considered that the restrictions in
t the current draft LURP on further
® rural residential development are
LL] appropriate.
15. |Larger Sections Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Minister’s Direction|No change telland Use |Some written comments noted that  |No need to use CER|That no change to the
! Family Homes expressly includes the |Recovery Pl more provision should be made in Act powers as a Land Use Recovery Plan
(fyand (g) |3.4, 5.2, 22A mix of residential Land Use Recovery Plan for larger  [change is not be made to specifically
Does the range 5.3,5.5and |2.2 B (iv) activities and a diverse [The density ymgld sections and family homes. required to the draft |provide for larger
of housing choice 5.6 range of housing types |provisions irithe LURP sections, or the density

provided for

include enough
larger sections /
family homes?

as matters to be dealt
with in the Land Use
Recovery Plan.

proposed C

t@pter 6 of

the RPS allgw?arger

sections to

eveloped

as long as t{&overall
density meg¢tshe
requirement, and only

apply to ne
areas or in
areas.

eenfield
ification

Providing for larger sections may
help to achieve the purposes of the
CER Act, particularly (f) and (g)
through providing sections for
displaced people wanting larger
sections.

The provision of quality housing (3.4)
and a range of affordable housing
options (5.8) are also supported by
the Recovery Strategy goals.
However, so too are rebuilding
buildings in a cost-effective and
energy-efficient manner. Goal 5.3
includes the tension between zoning
sufficient land of recovery, while also
doing this with a view for the future
urban form and development of
greater Christchurch.,

Larger sections and family homes
are to be provided for through the
Land Use Recovery Plan as a
diverse range of housing types is
specifically included in the Minister's
Direction as a matter to be
addressed. Larger sections provide

provisions in the draft
RPS Chapter 6

Released by the Minister
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategi¢ Rartner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Us:lal?lecovery Ad%e t%frgglié:?]tal:\;:se:z the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction 7 the draft LURP
| == == .
for one component of the required
O diversity of housing types.
X
(V] The tension in providing for larger
) sections and homes is the potential
O negative impact on housing
c affordability. Although the Minister’s
direction also requires affordable
t housing to be addressed, this does
® not mean that all housing to be
|_|J provided for needs to be ‘affordable
housing'.
>
5 It is considered that the density
provisions in the draft RPS Chapter 6
_8 allow for larger sections to be
) provided, with a balance of smaller
-+ sections, and therefore the Land Use
C Recovery Plan sufficiently provides
O for this type of development.
[d)
16. |Restrictive Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Land Use No change.v Restrictive covenants were raised by (It is considered That the reference to
Covenants (a), (d), (f) |1.1,3.4,5.3 (2.2 B (iv) Recovery Plan may — some written comments as limiting  |necessary for the reviewing restrictive
and (g) and 5.6 make changes to RMA,|[Removing @Dossibility the ability to provide smaller sections [Minister to use covenants in the draft
Are restrictive LGA and LTMA for such covenants and lower priced housing, which powers provided Land Use Recovery Plan
covenants an instruments. Overriding would requirggan Act of |impacts on the ability to provide under section be removed while
issue to be developer covenants  |Parliament, Wiich would | affordable housing. 21(1)(a) of the CER |consideration should be
addressed by the (i.e. private contracts) [require an emely Act to make given to investigating the
Land Use is not able to be separate poE process. | Restrictive covenants are included as amendments to the |issue through a separate
Recovery Plan? achieved through these | an issue for central government to draft Land Use process.
instruments and would consider under section 7 of the draft |Recovery Plan to
require new legislation. E Land Use Recovery Plan. This is not [remove reference to
) appropriate to include in a final Land [reviewing restrictive
P Use Recovery Plan. covenants, as this is
not an area that can
+ The Land Use Recovery Plan cannot |be addressed by the
> override existing private contracts. Land Use Recovery
O However, if covenants are hindering [Plan.
recovery central government may
8 need to investigate this issue through
a separate process.
rY .Y
U)
(©
)
[
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Section 4: Business

Recovery

(]

# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Straﬁac Partner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Advice of CER Act the Minister for CER
. : Plan Powers to make
Strategy Direction ST Es 9 he
draft LURP
17. |Reverse Sensitivity |Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Minister’s direction Some commenters supported the  |[No need to use That no change to the
(@), (fand |1.1, 2.1 2 9A specifically states that need to recognise the impacts of CER Act powers as |Land Use Recovery Plan
Are reverse sensitivity (g), 2'3’ 2.8,and ' the location, type and reverse sensitivity and to provide a change is not re- |be made to address this
issues appropriately 5'5’ ' 2.2B mix of residential and protection of existing uses. Specific [quired to the draft |issue.

dealt with?

business activities are
to be identified within
geographic areas
necessary for
earthquake recovery,
including the land use
policy and planning
provisions to provide
for these areas.
Reverse sensitivity is
an issue normally
addressed at some
level by land use policy
and planning
provisions.

requests were made to identify and
protect existing: transport corridors;
military operations; and industrial
activity in the Woolston / Bromley
area.

The extent and specificity of the
land use policy and planning
provisions will therefore need to
reflect the nature and implications of
the issue.

Matters relating to reverse
sensitivity resulting from new noise
sensitive developments adjacent to
the railway line are addressed in the
development of conditions for
intensification.

The effects of land use on strategic
infrastructure are to be managed
under Policy 6.3.5(5) of the
proposed RPS Chapter 6. The
identification of Defence facilities as
strategic infrastructure was
supported in written comments by
the NZ Defence Force.

The reverse sensitivity issues in the
Woolston / Bromley area are being
addressed though a case manage-
ment approach. This approach cur-
rently involves meeting with the af-
fected industries to look at mecha-

LURP

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Ear%hqu
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Stratégic Partner Discussion Necessity for use | Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land UsPeI Recovery Advice o of CEF Actk the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction an () owers 1o make
m changes to the
draft LURP
O nisms and measures that CCC and
X ECan can provide, including how
(V] monitoring and reporting of com-
) plaints are addressed, providing
O guidance on meeting consent re-
c quirements and discussing the de-
velopment of provisions to be in-
t cluded in the CCC Plan Review pro-
© cess.
18. |Retail in Industrial Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Minister’s direction|Advice irEudes: The proposed provisions in Chapter |It is considered Redraft RPS Chapter 6
Shoulg . f (d), (f) and 2.1, 2.11 2 9A sp_ec_lflcally re(tquwes Allowingfer unfettered 6 of thet RfPS [Pohcy. 6|.3.E§t]_ I!tmlt the Rﬂgcgisa;y for the |Policy 6.3.6(5) to read:
ould provisions for Q) and 5.3 priority areas to cetail an ice activitieg @mount of commercial activity inister to use “Recognises that new
retail developments in 2.2B support recovery and |, . (especially office and retail) that powers provided , .
: . e : in greeni€ld priority e . : greenfield priority areas
industrial areas be 25 rebuilding including for may occur within identified under section for business in

strengthened or
relaxed?

business activities, and
the land use policy and
planning provisions to
provide for these
areas.

Restrictions on land
use activities within the
greenfield priority
areas are appropriate
planning provisions to
be included at a high
level in the Land Use
Recovery Plan or
associated documents.

areas fosziness will
undermusesthe more
optimal dufcome of the
Land Us€{Recovery
Plan in pelgtion to
rebuilding®existing
communities and
enablin%@vitalisation of
existing céntres in a
manner that minimises
unnecessary transport
movemeps and
supports=piblic and
active trdosport. If office

park stylé=development
is desir then this
should be made explicit
with Ioca&S:ws identified
to afe isting
location®Tather than
weakenifgrthe policy
intent oy€rall.

Recom d extend
definitio include
trade andQuilding
supplies ga@d yard based

greenfield priority areas for
business. The policy further
requires that “new greenfield
business land in Christchurch City is
primarily for industrial purposes and
restricts these areas for office and
retail use”.

Written comments sought changes
to allow a wider range of activities to
occur in business greenfield priority
areas egQ. more retail, and to clarify
the definitions used, in particular, for
trade based retailing or office use.

Restrictions on the land use able to
take place in priority areas is
consistent with the purposes (f) and
(g) of the CER Act, and goals 2.1
and 5.3 of the Recovery Strategy
through ensuring that adequate land
is available for earthquake affected
activities to relocate, including
industrial land.

Provisions allowing other activities
to utilise this land may lead to a
scarcity of land for the activities

21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to
Appendix 2 of the
draft LURP Policy
6.3.6(5) to make it
clearer and
appropriately
flexible.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be consistent
with section 3(d)
and (f) of the CER
Act, and goals 5.2,
5.3 and 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy.

Christchurch City are
primarily for industrial
activities, and
commercial use in these
areas is restricted.”

This amendment reflects
the overall policy intent
of protecting capacity for
industrial activity but is
slightly more flexible
wording.
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retailing.@) which the priority areas were
Ve originally identified for.
© There is also a link to reverse
- sensitivity issues, where certain
O incompatible activities locating in
c areas identified predominately for
t other uses may result in a conflict
I over the effects of preexisting
LIJ activities on the new activities.
The Minister’s direction also
> specifies that the provisions of the
A Land Use Recovery Plan must be
2 consistent with the Christchurch
O Central Recovery Plan. Restrictions
— on commercial development in
_|q_), industrial areas will help ensure this
(- consistency as commercial activities
© are better suited within the
Christchurch CBD, Key Activity
O Centres and Neighbourhood
- Centres.
O However, there is the possibility that
Y= investment in commercial activities
— that could contribute to the recovery
qq_)' of greater Christchurch could be lost
7)) if the provisions are made too
" — restrictive, and therefore potentially
C not be totally aligned with purposes
E (d) and (g) of the CER Act.
19. |Urban Design Purposes: [2.1, 2.4, 5.2 |Clauses: The Minister’s directionjAmendments to RPS Some comments suggested that It is considered Amend RPS Chapter 6
and 5.3 allows for business Chapterﬂ) policy 6.3.2 Development form and |necessary for the |Policy to provide for ur-
. (f) and (g) 2.2B : ; , e . . :
Should provisions for land use policy and Recomlﬁd retaining urban design relating to urban Minister to use ban design principles in
urban design be planning provisions to existing policies and design provides an overly complex |powers provided the development of new
strengthened or be changed if this is criteria b ake set of requirements at an RPS level |{under section business areas to be ap-
relaxed? necessary for mentio he principal and amendments were suggested. 21(1)(a) of the CER|plied only to the extent
earthquake recovery. reason One commenter suggested that Act to make appropriate for the busi-
Urban design explanatig that the urban design considerations should jamendments to ness area .
requirements are able decision Wakers should not be necessary for industrial Appendix 2 of the
to be put in place : Zones. draft LURP Policy
: consider costs and :
through this benefits ny Changes to urban design land use 6.3.2 to incorporate
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CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land UsPeI Recovery Advice o of CEF Actk the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction an () owers 1o make
m changes to the
draft LURP
mechanism if intervent@) over the life | policy and planning provisions economic
considered to be of the dgy&lopment. through the Land Use Recovery considerations in
necessary. (V] Plan are consistent with purposes (f) the application of
) and (g) of the CER Act, and goals  the provisions, in
O 2.1, 2.4 and 5.3 of the Recovery order to ensure that
c Strategy. Goal 5.2 of the Recovery [pusiness recovery
Strategy recognizes the need for is not
t appropriate urban design provisions disproportionately
at facilitate earthquake recovery. |adversely affecte
© that facilitate earthquak dversely affected
Lu Purpose (d) of the CER Act and ’E)hy the appllca’uon of
> goals 2.3 and 2.8 of the Recovery © provisions.
(- Strategy would not be supported by | . .
D inappropriate or overly restrictive :L'S consgeredtthat
O urban design provisions which © ?(Tsn men tent
(W reduce certainty or confidence, or W?ﬁ ?. corésljs er]:
O lead to a disincentive for business |V q sec 'fotr;] (C)E,Ié)
-+ development. and (g) of the
C Act, and goals 1.1,
m The land use policy and planning 2.3, 5.3 and 5.5 of
provisions in the Land Use the Recovery Strat-
O Recovery Plan and RPS Chapter 6  egy
- need to be appropriate to facilitate
(@) earthquake recovery.

20. |Greenfield priority Purposes: |Goals: Clauses Identification of priority Exclude@ corner of |ldentification of the area of land It is considered Remove the South West
area Business zoning (a), (b) 11 31and 2.2A areas for businesses is B10 andgyvert to extent around Main South Road / Marshs |necessary for the | corner of B10 and revert
sh T = ' specifically identified in jof B10 remove B11 |Road as a greenfield priority area  Minister to use to the extent of B10

ould currently zoned | (d), (f) and | 5.5 2 2B AN : . .

- the Minister’s direction |boundarf/3s previously |for Business and any subsequent  |powers provided boundary and the area
rural land used (9) for the Land Use shown it nd Use changes to the Christchurch Cit under section shown as B11 as
predominately for 9 . : y ) :

- - Recovery Plan. RecoverizBlan and RPS|Plan appears consistent with Clause [21(1)(a) of the CER|previously shown in the

residential purposes . SR e

Chapte ppendix 2 2.2 and 2.2B of the Minister’s Act to make preliminary draft Land
(Shown as SW corner o

of Land Recovery |direction. amendments to Use Recovery Plan and
of B10 and B11) and P| Mao A in A dix |RPS Chaoter 6
new Land at Lincoln an). () |dentification of the area is also 5 afth md pffi'&é); A d‘i‘p;ff Land U
be zoned for business The matfer of land at considered to be consistent with A ° i ethra E? ppen IXPI of Land Use
greenfield priority area Lincoln Wa$ raised as a |goals 1.1 and 5.5 of the Recovery o4 erd be ?rr]ea ecovery Plan).
land? late writt&m=gcomment, | Strategy. ga\é?rggss grioreity Do not include the land

and verb@hfeedback However. the area has been rea identified as at Lincoln as a new

was sought from SDC. - i Greenfield Priority area

SDC ad that extended from that identified in the |{the South West for busi

@ was tha preliminary draft Land Use Corner of ‘B10’ and Of bUSINESS.
the land @as not part of
h gD ph Recovery Plan. The areahasnot B11’, in order to
€ orginap apf.c dange been subject to a private plan reflect the views of
nor was @en med as a change application and no prior the community.
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draft LURP
greenfielﬂ)riority area. |public consultation has occurred for
SDC indisdted support |the whole of the identified area. It is considered that
in princig§for the area | These matters need to be the amendment
being zo for considered alongside goal 3.1 of the would be consistent
busines asitisa |Recovery Strategy or purpose (b) of with section 3(b)
new site g=should go the CER Act. and (f) of the CER
E:ﬁ:&?a , uglrlgcess Therefore, careful consideration gr?::l grgdogfiﬁles 1.1
' should be given to the written '
© comments regarding the Recovery Strategy
Lu identification of this area as a
S greenfield priority area for business.
— Written comments were received
D) from property owners within the
O South West Corner of B10 and
— within B11 area and also those
()] adjacent to it. Given advice from the
- strategic partners, it seems more
- appropriate to revert to the zoning in
4V the preliminary draft Land Use
O Recovery Plan, as this would be
. more consistent with purpose (b) of
o the CER Act.
Y The land at Lincoln is within an
(- urban area and beside a
O supermarket development. This
i area has not, however been through
(L) a public consultation process as it
C was not a part of original plan
" — change for the area. This area is
E best addressed through the RMA
process via a private plan change.
a
A\ ”4
A
e
Section 5: Infrastructure .
# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategic Partner Discussion Necessity for use| Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Advice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy | Direction Plan O Powers to make
O changes to the
(7)) draft LURP
21. |Transport (fyand (g) 5.1, 5.2, 2.2 A (i) Clause 2.7 of the Recommgd Written comments raised issues It is considered Make minor amendments
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5.3,54 228 Minister’s direction amendm@hts to include |around transport provision, these  |necessary for the | to the Land Use
Does the Land Use 2.7 restricts the Land Use the specifi€ reference to |included: Minister to use Recovery Plan wording

Recovery Plan
appropriately address
transport issues?

Recovery Plan’s ability
to make changes to
infrastructure provision,
including public
transport.

However, Clause 2.2
specifically includes
enabling and informing
the sequencing and
timescales for the
delivery of
infrastructure and
transport networks and
hubs to support the
priority areas.

The draft Land Use
Recovery Plan
includes section 4.1.3
Transform Public and
Active Transport, and
includes reference to
the Greater
Christchurch Transport
Statement

‘safety’ agf@ key

objective:

If it is nec@ssary to
delete t pecific
referenc rail in Action
12, that &LId be

accept It would not
be acceptable to
specificaly”®xclude rail
from all sideration in
the draft ttIRP.

That 4.1. includes a
broader inition of

aﬁordablgo include

concept gitocational
eﬁiciencﬁansport
accessibii#y costs to
future USELS.

O
That 4. =2 includes the
importange.of the
location €f xffordable
housingfotncourage
and engbfe’ active and

public tragrsport use.

Transport planning needs to
include cycling and walking
provision, including safer
walking and cycling routes
Provide flexible public
transport services as
communities develop so that
provision is available to an
appropriate scale at an
appropriate time

Put strategies in place to
cater for future transport
growth to Key Activity
Centres

Expectations should be
managed about meeting
service requirements for road
provision and to promote
alternatives such as walking,
cycling and public transport
during the rebuild

Provide for and encourage
active transport choices
Concern about the viability of
rail for public transport

Transport issues relate to the
purposes of the CER Act through
section 3(f) and (g), and specifically
relates to goal 5.4 of the Recovery
Strategy.

Clause 2.2 A (ii) of the Minister’s
direction specifically refers to
transport networks and hubs in
terms of enabling and informing the
sequencing and timescales for the
delivery of infrastructure. Clause 2.7
restricts the Land Use Recovery
Plan to informing decision making in

powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
specifically include
safety as an
objective for
transport matters,
and link transport
costs with
affordable housing,
in order to achieve
better outcomes for
the integration of
land use and
transportation
planning.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be
consistent with
section 3(g) of the
CER Act, and goal
5.4 and 5.6 of the
Recovery Strategy.

to strengthen the
importance of safety as
an objective and link
affordable housing with
transport costs and
public transport
provision.

Released by the M
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relation to infrastructure provision
including public transport.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
includes section 4.1.3 Transform
Public and Active Transport and
Obijectives and policies in the
proposed RPS Chapter 6 that relate
to transport, including active and
public transport.

Therefore it is considered that the
draft Land Use Recovery Plan
adequately addresses active and
public transport in a way that is
consistent with the Minister’s
direction and most of the concerns
raised in the written comments.

Some small amendments to the
wording of the Land Use Recovery
Plan documents could be made to
strengthen the importance of safety
as an objective and link affordable
housing with transport costs and
public transport provision.

22.

Lyttelton Harbour

Should the Land Use
Recovery Plan
address issues for
public access links to
the Lyttelton Wharf?

Purposes:

(9)

Goals:
43,51,52
and 6.4

Clauses:
27

The Minister's direction
specifically identifies
recreational facilities
and spaces and public
transport as matters to
which the Land Use
Recovery Plan may not
direct or implement
changes.

No cha

A particular written comment
focused on the need to address
issues around Lyttelton Harbour,
including rail links to the cruise ship
berth, public open space, and rail as
a public transport link.

Addressing these issues may be
considered to be consistent with
purpose (g) of the CER Act and
goals 4.3, 5.1, 5.2 and 6.4 of the
Recovery Strategy.

However, clause 2.7 of the
Minister's direction specifically
excludes changes being made

No need to use
CER Act powers as
a change is not
required to the draft
LURP

No changes should be
made to the Land Use
Recovery Plan to
address issues raised in
relation to Lyttelton
Harbour.

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Re
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draft LURP
O through the Land Use Recovery
Ve Plan to address these issues as
(V] they relate to infrastructure
) provision and recreational facilities.
_8- Therefore these comments should
not be addressed in the Land Use
t Recovery Plan
23. |Airport Noise - ot e i Recomlﬁg no change. | The draft Land Use Recovery Plan |t is considered 1. Do not remove the
Contour @), (d), (H) 1.1, 5.3 and|2.2A() The M|n|st(_ers_ direction One co nt noted includes the 50 dBA Ldn Airport necessary for the |Airport Noise Contour
and (g) 5.5 requires priority areas ; : : - . )
22B S that ena Noise Contour on Map A and gives |Minister to use included in the draft Land
. : for residential and . : . .
Is the Airport Noise - o develop on their effect to this through provisions powers provided Use Recovery Pan.
2.7 business activities to |, " ; - > . .
Contour and : i site woull@Tesolve the  |restricting noise sensitive activities under section 2. Retain the 50dBA
) . be identified in the . : o . :
associated planning Land Use Recovery noise bogngary issue within the contour boundary, 21(1)(a) of the CER Ldn Airport Noise
provisions an from theigparticular point|including residential activities. Act to make Contour as included in
: Plan under clause 2.2 :
appropriate measure A (i) of view a§l & land owner. amendments to the |the draft Land Use
in the Land Use ' Howeverkthis would Written comments were received on |draft LURP to Recovery Plan.

Recovery Plan?

Changes to land use
policy and planning
provisions to provide
for priority areas can
be made under clause
2.2 B.

The draft Land Use
Recovery Plan
includes the Airport
Noise Contour as part
of the planning
provisions to support
identification of priority
areas.

result in s-l_-ong term
precede sue for new
zoning WitAn the noise
contours.

Removiﬁme noise
contours altogether

would notmprovide for the
integrati f
infrastru e with land

use; and-ether better
opportunﬁs exist for

developmgent in areas
not sut;go noise
sensitivithsonstraints.

It was re&e_-mmended
that no EF%'nge be made
to noise sehsitive
activities@finition
despite est from
some egr%tional

institutio or this.

the inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour. Some supported its
inclusion, other comments
specifically requested that it be
removed from the Land Use
Recovery Plan, or use a 55 dBA
Ldn contour instead and/or use
different definitions of 'noise
sensitive activities', andfor use
exemptions for specific areas of
urban development within the
Airport Noise Contour. The
alignment of the definition of ‘noise
sensitive activities’ across the RPS
and district plans was also
requested, as well as expanding
this definition to recognise activities
permitted within the contour through
previous decisions that may
otherwise be considered as a noise
sensitive activity.

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour for Christchurch
International Airport

ensure that the
definition of ‘noise
sensitive activities’
in the relevant
district plans is
aligned with that in
the RPS Chapter 6,
and that activities
permitted within the
contour through
previous decisions
are not
inadvertently
included as noise
sensitive activities
that should be
restricted.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be
consistent with
section 3(d) and (f)
of the CER Act,

and goal 1.1 of the

3. Retain the current
Noise sensitive activities
definition, with the
inclusion of a clause to
exclude particular
activities permitted
through previous
decisions, and align this
definition across the
relevant district plans
through plan changes
included in the LURP
appendices.

4, Do not allow for
exemptions for
development of noise
sensitive activities within
the Airport Noise Contour
other than that already
provided for in the draft
Land Use Recovery Plan.
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the Minister for CER

1. Necessary for Earthquake
Recovery

To be considered as necessary for
earthquake recovery, the inclusion
of the Airport Noise Contour for
Christchurch International Airport
should be consistent with the
purposes of the CER Act and the
goals of the Recovery Strategy for
Greater Christchurch.

Consistency with the Purposes of
the CER Act

The inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour as part of the planning
provisions included in the Land Use
Recovery Plan to support the
identification of priority areas is
consistent with the purposes of the
CER Act contained in sections 3(a),

(d), (f) and (g).

(a) to provide appropriate measures
to ensure that greater Christchurch
and the councils and their
communities respond to, and
recover from, the impacts of the
Canterbury earthquakes:

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour is consistent with the
purpose set out in section 3(a) of
the CER Act as this will help to
ensure response to and recovery
from the impacts of the Canterbury
earthquakes, including the councils
of greater Christchurch, as it helps
to provide for the appropriate zoning
of land for recovery purposes, and
can therefore be considered to be
an appropriate measure.

(d) to enable a focused, timely and

Recovery Strategy

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re
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expedifed recovery:

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour is consistent with the
purpose set out in section 3(d) of
the CER Act as this provides for
focused and timely identification of
areas of land appropriate for new
residential and business urban
development during the recovery of
greater Christchurch from the
impacts of the Canterbury
earthquakes.

(f) to facilitate, co-ordinate, and
direct the planning, rebuilding, and
recovery of affected communities,
including the repair and rebuilding
of land, infrastructure, and other

property:

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contours is consistent with the
purpose set out in section 3(f) of the
CER Act as it forms part of and is a
necessary inclusion in the planning
required for the identification of
appropriate land for recovery
purposes, including for residential
land for the resettlement of
displaced communities.

(g) to restore the social, economic,
cultural, and environmental well-
being of greater Christchurch
communities:

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contours is consistent with the
purpose set out in section 3(g) of
the CER Act. In the decision of CRC
v Independent Fisheries Ltd
[CA438/2012], it is stated at
paragraph 100 that;

“there is little doubt that the

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re
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continued safe and efficient
operation and further
development of Christchurch
International Airport is
essential for the full social,
economic, cultural and
environmental recovery of
greater Christchurch in the
widest sense”

In particular, the continued 24-hour
operation of Christchurch
International Airport significantly
contributes to the economic well-
being of greater Christchurch. This
is identified in Robinsons Bay Trust
v CCC [2004] at paragraph 60
where the decision states that;

“the continued viability of the
airport enables the wider
community to provide for
their social and economic
wellbeing in particular’

Consistency with the Recovery
Strategy for Greater Christchurch

1.1 facilitating a timely and efficient
recovery, including intervening
where necessary to remove
impediments, resolve issues and
provide certainty

Goal 1.1 of the Recovery Strategy is
supported by the inclusion of the
Airport Noise Contour by providing
certainty in relation to where new
development, particularly residential
development, may and may not
occur, without adversely affecting
the economic viability of
Christchurch International Airport. It
also provides certainty for
Christchurch International Airport in

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re
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relation to the continued ability to

operate without restrictions on the
time of day when operations may

occur..

5.3 rebuilding infrastructure and
buildings in a resilient, cost-effective
and energy-efficient manner

Goal 5.3 may also be supported by
the inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour by providing planning
provisions that avoid urban
development related to earthquake
recovery within an area that could
result in costs to the Airport in the
long term due to reverse sensitivity
issues. This in turn helps to avoid
costs to the greater Christchurch
economy that could occur of the
operation of the Airport were to be
curtailed by reverse sensitivity
issues in the future.

5.5 zoning sufficient land for
recovery needs within settlement
patterns consistent with an urban
form that provides for the future
development of greater
Christchurch

Inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour is consistent with Goal 5.5
as adequate land is able to be
zoned for recovery purposes
without including land within the
Airport Noise Contour.

Consideration of the Minister's
Direction

Conceptually, an Airport Noise
Contour can be included in the Land
Use Recovery Plan, and
subsequent changes made to
regional and district planning

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re
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documents to include the Airport
Noise Contour and restrictions on
urban development within the
contour, through clause 2.2 A (i) and
2.2 B of the Minister's direction as a
change to land use policy and
planning provisions to support
identification of residential and
business priority areas.

Clause 2.7 of the Minister's
Direction states that the Land Use
Recovery Plan 'will inform decision-
making in relation to infrastructure
provision and associated
community services', but ‘'may not
direct or implement changes to
these matters'. These matters
include 'public transport, health
services, educational facilities and
recreational facilities and spaces'.

The Airport Noise Contours are a
means to ensure integration of land
use and infrastructure, and not
infrastructure provision as set out in
Clause 2.7 of the Minister’s
direction.

Qverall

The inclusion of the Airport Noise
Contour represents an appropriate
land use policy and planning
provision to be included in the Land
Use Recovery Plan as it is
consistent with the purposes of the
CER Act and the Recovery Strategy
for Greater Christchurch.

It is considered necessary to
include the airport noise contour in
the LURP.
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2. Airport Noise Contour — 50 or
55 dBA Ldn

The Airport Noise Contour to be
applied to the Christchurch
International Airport has been the
subject of significant analysis
through planning processes under
the Resource Management Act,
including through Environment
Court proceedings.

Robinsons Bay Trust v Christchurch
City Council [2004] CA060 in
particular addressed this issue,
concluding at paragraph 64 that;

‘the 50 dBA Ldn noise
contour better reflects the
purpose of the [Resource
Management] Act fo achieve
the sustainable management
of these physical resources”

This decision considered the Airport
Noise Contour lines prior to
remodelling of the 50 dBA Ldn
contour in 2007. This remodeled
contour line was agreed to by a
panel of experts.

The Waimakariri District Plan and
Selwyn District Plan already both
contain the 50 dBA Ldn contour line
in the respective planning maps and
provisions to restrict noise sensitive
activities from locating within this
area.

It is therefore considered
reasonable to adopt the re-modelled
50 dBA Ldn Airport Noise Contour
as included in the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan without changes as
this has been tested through the
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Environment Court and is consistent
with the Waimakariri and Selwyn
District Plans

3. Noise Sensitive Activities

Appendix 2 to the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan contains the
proposed Chapter 6 to the
Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement. This includes Policy
6.3.5 — Integration of land use and
infrastructure. Policy 6.3.5 (4)
includes avoiding 'noise sensitive
activities within the 50dBA Ldn
airport noise contour for
Christchurch International Airport.

'Noise sensitive activities' are
defined in the proposed Chapter 6.
Some written comments wanted
changes to the definition to allow for
certain activities such as schools
within the Airport Noise Contour.

The definitions of ‘noise sensitive
activities’ contained in the Selwyn,
Waimakariri and Christchurch City
District Plans are all relatively
consistent with that proposed in the
RPS Chapter 6, and specifically all
include educational facilities.

It is therefore considered that the
definition of Noise Sensitive
activities is appropriate in its current
form in the draft Land Use Recovery
Plan, and specifically should not be
amended to exclude educational
facilities from the definition.

However, an addition should be
made to the definition to exclude
those activities permitted through

Released by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re

37



very

Issue

Considerations

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Appropriateness for
Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strat@c Partner
Advice

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act
Powers to make
changes to the
draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

previous RMA decisions to avoid
restrictions inadvertently being
placed on these activities.

It is also considered appropriate to
include plan changes within the
LURP to align the definition of noise
sensitive activities across the RPS
and district plans, as this would
ensure consistency across the
plans.

4. Exceptions

Exceptions to the restriction of noise
sensitive activities locating within
the 50 dBA Ldn Airport Noise
Contour may undermine the
implementation of the contours and
associated land use policies.
Exemptions may lead to a
precedent effect, where other land
owners may request, and gain,
additional exceptions, thereby
undermining the very purpose and
intent of the noise corridor.

There are existing areas of urban
development and undeveloped but
zoned areas for future urban
development within the 50 dBA Ldn
noise contour. This is unavoidable
as these areas were developed or
zoned prior to the implementation of
the Airport Noise Contour.

The draft Land Use Recovery Plan
amendments to the RPS include
exemptions for Kaiapoi (Policy 6.3.5
(4)) to allow for the development of
residential areas within the Airport
Noise Contour to replace those are-
as identified as residential red
zones in Kaiapoi that were within
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Stratégic Partner Discussion Necessity for use| Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Advice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan ()] Powers to make
m changes to the
draft LURP
G) the identified Airport Noise Contour.
Ve These exceptions can be distin-
(V] guished from other requested ex-
) ceptions and are considered as not
O setting a precedent effect, as they
c replace pre-existing urban land that
was within the noise contour and
t therefore do not add significantly to
C\S the total amount of urban activities
LL] located within the contour.
Great stu E‘
i )
Section 6: Hazards O
# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Strategic Partner Discussion Necessity for use| Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery vice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan - Powers to make
M changes to the
A draft LURP
24. |Natural Environment |Purposes: Natural Clauses: The Minister's Not WithMe scope of |Some written comments requested |No need to use No change should be
Recovery (a), (d) Environment |2.8 direction specifically |Land Us&Recovery that the Natural Environment CER Act powers as|made to the Land Use
Programme and (g) Recovery identifies non-land Plan, oth€Dthan to Recovery Programme be given a change is not Recovery Plan to provide
component use resources as reflect r&tevant issues more statutory power through, or be required to the draft more statutory power to
Should the Land Use of the matters which may raised thkeugh the integrated entirely with, the Land LURP the Natural Environment
Recovery Plan provide Recovery not be specifically Natural ﬂ)ironment Use Recovery Plan. Recovery Programme.
more statutory power Strategy addressed in the Land Recovefmrogramme
to the NERP? Use Recovery Plan. . — The Minister's direction is clear,
Majority §f Natural through Clause 2.8, that the matters
Environ t Recovery |covered by the Natural Environment
Progra projects are |Recovery Programme are not
already approved matters to be addressed by the
through ual plans Land Use Recovery Plan.
and 3 ye&irly planning

processdsLinks in
Natural Epwionment
RecoveryBrogramme to
ensure quality and water
can be gﬁessed
through €ODC District
Plan reviégf® and wider

RMA pro€gpses such as
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# Issue Considerations Appropriateness for Stratégic Partner Discussion Necessity for use| Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Advice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan ()] Powers to make
m changes to the
draft LURP
preparind]ODPs and
other cquigénting.
25.|TC3 Land Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: Priority areas can be |No chan(;@.D Written comments were received No need to use No change should be
(a), fyand |1.7,5.2,5.3,122D identified in the Land [Several hristchurch’s|which noted that land subject to CER Act powers as|made to the Land Use
Should more (9) 5.7 Use Recovery Plan  [greenfieldPriority areas |underlying natural hazard concerns |a change is not Recovery Plan not to

restrictions be placed
on development or
redevelopment of TC3
land?

with consideration
given to natural
hazards.

do includgTC3 land.

New pl ange
provisio BIE
guidelin nd recent
change building and

subdivisieg consent
process%ﬁrectly
address geptechnical
hazards. ¢ 3 land can
be develeped with
approprige ground
strengthémhg and
building fuindation
design.

should not be developed. Some
comments specifically stated that
TC3 land was not suitable for
development.

The Minister’s direction includes the
ability to consider avoiding or
mitigating the changed or
heightened risks of natural hazards
when identifying priority areas.

The development or redevelopment
of TC3 land will require compliance
with the Building Act and MBIE
foundation requirements. Further to
this, land within new greenfield
areas is normally subject to
geotechnical requirements,
including geotechnical work being
carried out prior to building
construction.

TC3 covers reasonably large areas
of non-contiguous land spread
throughout much of Christchurch
city. Excluding this land from future
development may have a significant
negative effect on recovery and the
economic and social well-being of
residents.

Therefore, no constraint should be
placed on TC3 land for
development through the Land Use
Recovery Plan.

required to the draft
LURP

restrict development of
TC3 land.
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Section 7: Implementation

covery

# Issue ‘ Considerations Appropriateness for Strat@c Partner Discussion Necessity for use| Recommendation to
CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery mvice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan Powers to make
O changes to the
Ve draft LURP
26. | District Plan Review |Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: Clause 2.4 of the Section 1O the draft The draft Land Use Recovery Plan |It is considered As this matter is being
(@), (b), 1.1,1.5 31 |24 Minister's direction Land UseRecovery Plan proposes to complete new district  |necessary for the |addressed through a
Should the (d), (f) and |and the Built allows the Land Use |expresse§Jie opinion | plan provisions identified as directly Minister to use separate decision making
Christchurch City (9) Environment Recovery Plan to that a holfstic approach |related to recovery by 30 June powers provided |process no detailed
District Plan Review Recovery identify programmes |is requirge=to the 2014, under section recommendation is made
follow the process set Component of work to be Christch City District 21(1)(a) of the CER|for inclusion in the Land
out in the First undertaken. Plan review and to avoid | Written comments have expressed |Act to make Use Recovery Plan.
Schedule of the RMA a 3 yea g process concern that the draft Land Use amendments to the
or some other more Govern t should Recovery Plan has the potential to (draft LURP to However it is
streamlined process? considerrr%mative limit public rights of submission reflect decisions recommended that
mechanismys to deliver a | hearing and appeal and should, at  [being made under |relevant actions be
faster ar@ore efficient | least, involve independent other processes amended to reflect the
review. ¢__ commissioners. regarding the timetable made in the
O Christchurch City | separate decision.
i District Plan review
C to ensure that there
(4] is consistency with
O these decisions.
-
O
27. |Post Land Use Purposes: |Goals: Clauses: The Minister’s No specific advice Some written comments received  |It is considered The Post-Land Use
Recovery Plan (d)and (f) |1.1,5.5 2.2A() direction specifically providedq) requested that their land be necessary for the |Recovery Plan land
growth areas 2.8 states that priority identified as priority areas in Map A [Minister to use identified on Map A

identification

Should the maps
included in the Land
Use Recovery Plan
identify land for growth
after the Land Use
Recovery timeframe?

areas are to be
identified to support
recovery and
rebuilding in the next
10 to 15 years.

Clause 2.8 states that
long term provisions
for growth and
development in
greater Christchurch
may be considered by,
but not specifically
addressed in the
Recovery Plan.

instead of ‘Greenfield areas — Post
Land Use Recovery Plan. This
raises the issue of whether this
‘Post Land Use Recovery Plan’ land
should be identified in the Land Use
Recovery Plan.

The CER Act purposes set out in
section 3(d) and (f) are relevant.
3(d) specifically states that the Act
is to enable a focused, timely and
expedited recovery. Identifying land
for urban growth after 2028 would
not be consistent with this purpose.

Including the post-Land Use

powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
remove the ‘post
LURP’ land
identified in Map A
of Appendix 2 in
order to ensure the
LURP complies
with clause 2.8 of
the Minister’s
direction.

should be removed
following careful
consideration of any
comments that identified
land included in these
areas as needing to be
included in the Priority
Areas.

District Councils will have
the opportunity to
consider these areas in
future district plan
reviews.
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Issue

Considerations

Appropriateness for

CER Act

Recovery
Strategy

Minister's
Direction

Land Use Recovery
Plan

Strat@c Partner
Advice

Discussion

Necessity for use
of CER Act
Powers to make
changes to the
draft LURP

Recommendation to
the Minister for CER

y the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake|Re

Recovery Plan land may be
consistent with goal 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy as it would
provide for the future development
of greater Christchurch.

The Minister’s direction only notes
that priority areas are to be
identified to support recovery and
rebuilding in the next 10 to 15
years. The post- Land Use
Recovery Plan land identified in this
map is in conflict with Clause 2.8
which states that long term
provisions for growth and
development in greater
Christchurch may be considered by,
but not specifically addressed in the
Recovery Plan

The Post-Land Use Recovery Plan
areas on Map A should therefore be
removed prior to a Land Use
Recovery Plan being made
operative.

However, careful consideration
should be given to those comments
that noted land as being within the
post-Land Use Recovery Plan areas
and should be included in the Land
Use Recovery Plan Priority Areas.

If these areas are not considered to
be required to support earthquake
recovery and rebuilding in the next
10 — 15 years and therefore
unnecessary to be included in the
priority areas, the District Councils
should consider these areas in any
future district plan reviews

It is considered that
the amendment
would be
consistent with
section 3(d) and (f)
of the CER Act,

and goal 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy

28.

New Density Rules

Purposes:

Goals:

Clauses:

The proposed RPS

Amend cy 6.3.7

LN

Purposes (a), (d) and (f) of the CER

It is considered

Make changes necessary

Relefised b

42

42



very

Issue
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Appropriateness for

Strat@c Partner

Discussion

Necessity for use

Recommendation to

CER Act | Recovery | Minister's Land Use Recovery Advice of CER Act the Minister for CER
Strategy Direction Plan ()] Powers to make
m changes to the
draft LURP
(a), (d) 53,55and |22A Chapter 6 (as part of (residentGDyieId) to Act are supported by the proposed |necessary for the |to ensure that the
Will the density and (f) 5.6 2.2 B (iv) the draft Land Use exclude te$idential areas|RPS Chapter 6 policy relation to Minister to use implementation of the net

provisions included in
the draft Land Use
Recovery Plan be
applied appropriately
to developments

already in the planning

stages?

Recovery Plan)
includes net density
policies.

subject tggn ODP and
specific depsity

provisio ior to the
revised Eg becoming
operati\/q

't

residential densities.

This also helps to achieve goals
5.3, 5.5 and 5.6 of the Recovery
Strategy through a more compact
and efficient urban form that allows
for future development, as well as
potentially helping to provide more
affordable housing.

The net density policies in the
proposed Chapter 6 of the RPS
help to achieve clause 2.2 Aand 2.2
B (iv) of the Minister's direction
through ensuring that smaller, more
affordable lots are created through
greenfield subdivision.

However, if the policy were to
adversely affect the efficiency of the
development of land that has
already been zoned prior to the
implementation of a Land Use
Recovery Plan by requiring
additional time and cost to be
expended on the development
process, this may negatively impact
on the achievement of purpose (d)
of the CER Act.

Therefore, the net density policies in
the draft Land Use Recovery Plan
should be constructed and applied
in a way that avoids negative
impacts on the efficiency of existing
development projects.

powers provided
under section
21(1)(a) of the CER
Act to make
amendments to the
draft LURP to
Policy 6.3.7 in
Appendix 2 so that
the implementation
of the policies do
not adversely affect
currently planned
developments.

It is considered that
the amendment
would be
consistent with
section 3(d) and (f)
of the CER Act,

and goals 5.2, 5.3
and 5.5 of the
Recovery Strategy

density policies do not
adversely affect currently
planned developments.
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