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1. Apologies / Ngā Whakapāha   

At the close of the agenda no apologies had been received.  

2. Declarations of Interest / Ngā Whakapuaki Aronga 

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant and to stand aside from decision making when a 
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external 

interest they might have. 

3. Public Participation 

3.1 Public Forum / Te Huinga Tūmatanui 

A period of up to 30 minutes is available for people to speak for up to five minutes on any issue 

that is not the subject of a separate hearings process.  

3.2 Deputations by Appointment / Ngā Huinga Whakaritenga 

Deputations may be heard on a matter or matters covered by a report on this agenda and 
approved by the Chairperson. 

There were no deputations by appointment at the time the agenda was prepared.    

4. Presentation of Petitions / Ngā Pākikitanga  

There were no Presentation of Petitions at the time the agenda was prepared.  
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5. Regulatory Performance Committee Minutes - 4 September 
2019 

Reference: 19/1032776 

Presenter(s): Liz Ryley - Committee Advisor 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report 

The Regulatory Performance Committee held a meeting on 4 September 2019 and is circulating the 
Minutes recorded to the Council for its information. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council receives the Minutes from the Regulatory Performance Committee meeting held 4 
September 2019. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Regulatory Performance Committee - 4 September 2019 8 

  

 

Signatories 

Author Liz Ryley - Committee Advisor 
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6. Civic Awards Committee Minutes - 6 September 2019 
Reference / Te Tohutoro: 19/1048435 

Presenter(s) / Te kaipāhō: Milinda Peris - Civic & International Relations Coordinator 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report / Te Pūtake Pūrongo 

The Civic Awards Committee held a meeting on 6 September 2019 and is circulating the Minutes 

recorded to the Council for its information. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council receives the Minutes from the Civic Awards Committee meeting held 6 September 

2019. 
 
 

Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Civic Awards Committee - 6 September 2019 14 

  

 

Signatories / Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Milinda Peris - Civic and International Relations Coordinator 
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7. Health, Safety and Wellbeing Committee Minutes - 6 September 
2019 

Reference: 19/1037299 

Presenter(s): Mark Saunders – Committee and Hearings Advisor 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report 

The Health, Safety and Wellbeing Committee held a meeting on 6 September 2019 and is circulating 
the Minutes recorded to the Council for its information. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council receives the Minutes from the Health, Safety and Wellbeing Committee meeting 
held 6 September 2019. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Health, Safety and Wellbeing Committee - 6 September 2019 18 

  

 

Signatories 

Author Mark Saunders - Committee and Hearings Advisor 
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8. Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee Minutes 
- 11 September 2019 

Reference / Te Tohutoro: 19/1058554 

Presenter(s) / Te kaipāhō: Aidan Kimberley - Committee Advisor  
  

 

1. Purpose of Report / Te Pūtake Pūrongo 

The Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee held a meeting on 11 September 2019 
and is circulating the Minutes recorded to the Council for its information. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council receives the Minutes from the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment 
Committee meeting held 11 September 2019. 

 
 

Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee - 11 September 2019 24 

  

 

Signatories / Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Aidan Kimberley - Committee and Hearings Advisor 
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Report from Joint Meeting - Linwood-Central-Heathcote and Papanui-Innes 

Community Boards  – 13 September 2019 
 

9. (P-I/L-C-H) Christchurch Northern Corridor Downstream Effects 
Projects 

Reference / Te Tohutoro: 19/1086170 

Presenter(s) / Te kaipāhō: 
Andy Richards – Project Manager 

Luke Thomas – Project Manager 

  

Secretarial Note: A Council decision is required this triennial as the timeframes under this project are tight, 
including the time to implement the steps required to manage the downstream effects (as required under 

condition 26 of the Designation conditions). Time delays increase the risk of Council being unable to comply 

with the Designation condition. Risks include enforcement action, exposure to claim for fundamental breach 
of contract (breach of Council’s contractual obligations with NZTA and CNC Alliance) and reputational 

damage. 
 
 

1. Joint Meeting - Linwood-Central-Heathcote and Papanui-Innes 

Community Boards Consideration 

 1. The Waikura/Linwood-Central-Heathcote and Waipapa/Papanui-Innes Community Boards 

held a joint extraordinary meeting on Monday 9 September to consider deputations and the 

staff report on Christchurch Northern Corridor Downstream Effects projects.  

 

2. The Board’s received the following deputations: 

Submission 27800 - Gary Boakes and Mark Rodgers - Sherbourne Business Group 

Submission 27639 - John Atkinson 

Submission 27639 - Roshan Rayen - Montessori Preschool 

Submission 27630/27533 - Jarod Rolton - Harcourt's 

Submission 27576 - Kelvin Whall 

Submission 27767 - Mark Wilson 

Submission 27799 - Emma Twaddell with Liam and Alice 

Submission 27765 - Simon Geary 

Submission 27683 - Margaret Stewart 

Submission 27732 - Ngahuia Freed 

Submission 27084 - Paul Stephenson 

Submission 27748 - Rebecca Sparrow - St Albans Catholic School and Board of Trustees 

Submission 27661 -  Jan Jakob Bornheim 

Submission 27674 - Karli Bristed and Aaron Tunnicliff - St Albans School and Board of 

Trustees 

Submission 27367 - Nina and Ava Strieker 

Submission 27731 - Francine Bills 

Submission 27652 – David Hattam 

Submission 27499 - Duncan McFarlane 

Submission 27771 - Irene Campbell-Hill 

Submission 27778 - Sarah  

Submission 27753 - Joanna Gould 

Submission 27634 - Dave Chapman 
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Submission 27761 - Don Gould 

Submission 27711 - Jane Hossack  

Submission 27671 - Kirsty Humm 

Submission 27365 - Pete Evans 

Submission 27712 - Patricia Coffey 

Submission 27628 - Alan Roberts – Westfield Holdings Limited 

Submission 27675 - Jane McKenzie 

Submission 27843 – Emma Twaddell - St Albans Residents’ Association (SARA) 

Submission 27763 - Connie Christensen - Go Cycle 

Submission 27764 - Connie Christensen 

 

3. Following deputations the Board’s raised a number of questions for staff regarding the 

report and resolved to lay the report on the table and requested that a further meeting be 

arranged. 

 

4. A joint extraordinary meeting was arranged on Friday 13 September 2019. Staff provided 

further information regarding the questions raised by the Board’s.  

 

5. The Board’s decided to recommend that the Council approve the staff recommendations 

with the addition of recommendations 8, 9, 10 and 11 as below.   

 

6. Attachment L to this report is the list of traffic resolutions amended by staff as authorised by 

the Board’s in order to give effect to their decisions as per recommendation 11. 

  

7.        The submissions received can be found in the Joint Board 9 September 2019 Agenda and on 

the Have Your Say webpage and can be accessed by the following links:       

 https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-

LA_20190909_AGN_3911_AT_EXTRA_WEB.htm 

 https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-

LA_20190909_ATT_3911_PLANS_EXTRA_WEB.htm 

 https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/257 

 

2. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board, 
recommends that Council: 

1. Approves the scheme design, as detailed in Attachment A, of:  

a. Main road upgrade between Innes Road And Berwick Street, 

b. Intersection upgrades and new signalised intersections, 

c. Pedestrian safety and crossing improvements, 

d. 14 Speed zones, 

e. Safe cycling improvements, and 

f. Turning restrictions and intersection improvements. 

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-LA_20190909_AGN_3911_AT_EXTRA_WEB.htm
https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-LA_20190909_AGN_3911_AT_EXTRA_WEB.htm
https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-LA_20190909_ATT_3911_PLANS_EXTRA_WEB.htm
https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/09/JM-LA_20190909_ATT_3911_PLANS_EXTRA_WEB.htm
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/257
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2. Approves the scheme design for the Cranford Street to Rutland Reserve shared path 
connection, as detailed in Attachment F. 

3. Approves the detailed traffic resolutions for all proposed changes, as noted in 

Attachment B. 

4. Approves the removal of the identified trees to allow implementation of the proposed 

scheme, a detailed in Attachment A. 

5. Approves the purchase of land parcels to complete the implementation of the scheme, 

as detailed in Attachment A. 

6. Notes that that Council staff will further engage with residents of streets including 
Mersey Street, Severn Street, Thames Street, Nancy Avenue, Kensington Avenue, 

Flockton Street and Francis Avenue to develop proposed traffic calming solutions for 
the streets.  These proposals will be reported back to the Community Board and 

Council for approval to proceed to detailed design and construction. 

7. Notes that that Council staff will engage with residents of McFaddens Road, Knowles 
Street and Weston Road to ensure the implications of any potential turning restrictions 

are fully understood.  These proposals will be reported back to the Community Board 

and Council for approval to proceed to detailed design and construction.  

 

3. Joint Meeting - Linwood-Central-Heathcote and Papanui-Innes 

Community Boards Recommendation to Council 

 Part A 

That the Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community 

Board, recommends that Council: 

1. Approves the scheme design, as detailed in Attachment A, as attached to the Agenda 

for this meeting, of:  

a. Main road upgrade between Innes Road And Berwick Street, 

b. Intersection upgrades and new signalised intersections, 

c. Pedestrian safety and crossing improvements, 

d. 14 Speed zones, 

e. Safe cycling improvements, and 

f. Turning restrictions and intersection improvements. 

2. Approves the scheme design for the Cranford Street to Rutland Reserve shared path 

connection, as detailed in Attachment F, as attached to the Agenda for this meeting. 

3. Approves the detailed traffic resolutions for all proposed changes, as noted in 

Attachment B, as attached to the Agenda for this meeting. 

4. Approves the removal of the identified trees to allow implementation of the proposed 
scheme, a detailed in Attachment A, as attached to the Agenda for this meeting. 

5. Approves the purchase of land parcels to complete the implementation of the scheme, 

as detailed in Attachment A, as attached to the Agenda for this meeting. 

6. Notes that that Council staff will further engage with residents of streets including 

Mersey Street, Severn Street, Thames Street, Nancy Avenue, Kensington Avenue, 
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Flockton Street and Francis Avenue to develop proposed traffic calming solutions for 
the streets.  These proposals will be reported back to the Community Board and 

Council for approval to proceed to detailed design and construction. 

7. Notes that that Council staff will engage with communities affected by the proposed 
turning restrictions at Knowles Street, Weston and McFaddens Roads to ensure the 

implications of any potential turning restrictions are fully understood.  These proposals 
will be reported back to the Community Board and Council for approval to proceed to 

detailed design and construction.  

8. That the clearways are not resolved at this stage with a view to considering the 
implementation of Travel Demand Management to address traffic volume concerns, 

and the Council will work as detailed in resolution 9 below. 

9. That the Boards request that Council prioritise measures to stem the flow of vehicles 

from the Christchurch Northern Corridor into St Albans and note the previous Council 

decisions on 13 June 2019:  

a. Request staff work with the strategic partners (NZTA, Environment Canterbury 

and Waimakariri District Council) to deliver the package of Travel Demand 

Management measures outlined in the report with a view to these being 
implemented prior to the opening of the Christchurch Northern Corridor. 

Reporting on progress will occur back to the Infrastructure, Transport and 
Environment Committee as part of the bi-monthly transport report, and a further 

consideration of the matter be brought to Council if there are any undue delays 

in delivering the Travel Demand Management package of works. 

b. Request that staff investigate and report back to the Infrastructure, Transport 

and Environment Committee on the following:  

i) A park and ride facility near QE2 drive.  

ii) Pricing mechanisms to manage future traffic demand.  

iii) North and south-bound peak-time Public Transport lanes on Cranford 

and Sherborne Streets.  
10. Request staff use experiential consultation where possible, for example trialling traffic 

calming so that residents can see the impacts prior to submitting. 

11. That staff are authorised to make any corresponding changes to the detailed traffic  
resolutions in order to give effect to the decisions of the Boards and seek the approval 

of the Chair of the joint meeting of the Boards prior to consideration by the Council.  
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Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Report Title Page 

1   Christchurch Northern Corridor Downstream Effects Projects 34 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  CNC Downstream Projects For Approval Drawings 56 

B ⇨  Traffic Resolutions (Under Separate Cover)  

C ⇨  Draft feasibility assessment report - continuing the southbound High Occupancy 

Vehicle lane on Cranford Street (Under Separate Cover) 
 

D ⇨  Report - North and Southbound Peak Time Public Transport lanes on Cranford Street 

and Sherborne Street (Under Separate Cover) 
 

E ⇨  Draft scoping paper - Pricing strategies to manage future traffic demands (Under 

Separate Cover) 
 

F ⇨  Local Cycleway Northern arterial link Cranford to Rutland Reserve (Under Separate 

Cover) 
 

G ⇨  Consultation booklet (Under Separate Cover)  

H ⇨  Additional Consultation Drawings (Under Separate Cover)  

I ⇨  Parking rationales for added, removed and time restricted - Preferred Option (Under 

Separate Cover) 
 

J ⇨  Consultation Report (Under Separate Cover)  

K ⇨  Media and Communication report (Under Separate Cover)  

L ⇩  AMENDED Attachment B - Updated Detailed Traffic Resolutions - Amended from Joint 

Board Decision 13 September 2019 
67 

  

 

../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=3
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=79
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=115
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=119
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=129
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=130
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=166
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=178
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=182
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CNCL_20190924_ATT_3981_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=191


Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Board 
13 September 2019 
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Christchurch Northern Corridor Downstream Effects Projects 
Reference: 19/1048054 

Presenter(s): Andy Richards, Luke Thomas 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of the report is to: 

1.1.1 Provide information to the Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Boards on the outcomes of the consultation and engagement 

process for the Christchurch Northern Corridor Downstream Effects Projects and 
recommend changes to the proposed design following community feedback received, 

and further technical work. 

1.1.2 Provide information to the Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Boards on the outcomes of the consultation and engagement 

process for the Cranford to Rutland Reserve shared path connection. 

1.1.3 Seek a recommendation to Council from the Papanui-Innes Community Board and 

Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Boards for the projects to proceed to detailed 
design and construction. 

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 On 13 June 2019, Council resolved that staff should proceed with the design and consultation 

of the Stage 1A and 1B recommendations to mitigate the effects of the Christchurch Northern 
Corridor.  

2.2 These transport projects proposed in this report are designed to: 

 Help mitigate the impacts of the extra traffic as a result of the Christchurch Northern 

Corridor; or 

 Address community concerns; and 

 Complement other related workstreams - including the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 

Lane on the Christchurch Northern Corridor and other travel demand management (TDM) 
measures, such as, the proposed park & ride scheme in the Waimakariri District, 

investigations into the provision of express bus services and a central city parking strategy. 

2.3 Christchurch City Council received more than 250 public submissions on the proposed 
transport projects.  

2.4 As a result of this consultation procedure, the following key changes to the proposed scheme 
that staff are recommending include: 

 Not installing the southbound clearway on Cranford and Sherborne Street, south of 

Berwick Street. 

 Reinstating the left turn from Berwick Street into Cranford Street. 

 Removing the second right turning lane from Warrington Street into Barbadoes Street to 
provide more parking around the shops in the area. 

 Safety improvements on Canon Street and Purchas Street. 



Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Board 
13 September 2019 
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 Introducing time restricted parking around the shopping areas. 

2.5 This modified option is the preferred Option staff are presenting in this report. 

 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board, 

recommends that Council: 

1. Approves the scheme design, as detailed in Attachment A, of:  

a. Main road upgrade between Innes Road And Berwick Street, 

b. Intersection upgrades and new signalised intersections, 

c. Pedestrian safety and crossing improvements, 

d. 14 Speed zones, 

e. Safe cycling improvements, and 

f. Turning restrictions and intersection improvements. 

2. Approves the scheme design for the Cranford Street to Rutland Reserve shared path 
connection, as detailed in Attachment F. 

3. Approves the detailed traffic resolutions for all proposed changes, as noted in Attachment B. 

4. Approves the removal of the identified trees to allow implementation of the proposed scheme, 

a detailed in Attachment A. 

5. Approves the purchase of land parcels to complete the implementation of the scheme, as 
detailed in Attachment A. 

6. Notes that that Council staff will further engage with residents of streets including Mersey 

Street, Severn Street, Thames Street, Nancy Avenue, Kensington Avenue, Flockton Street and 
Francis Avenue to develop proposed traffic calming solutions for the streets.  These proposals 

will be reported back to the Community Board and Council for approval to proceed to detailed 
design and construction. 

7. Notes that that Council staff will engage with residents of McFaddens Road, Knowles Street 

and Weston Road to ensure the implications of any potential turning restrictions are fully 
understood.  These proposals will be reported back to the Community Board and Council for 

approval to proceed to detailed design and construction. 

 

4. Context/Background 

4.1 The Christchurch Northern Corridor is due to open for use in mid-2020. The opening of the 

corridor is anticipated to have an effect on the transport network downstream of the 
Cranford/ Innes Road intersection. 

4.2 The relevant Consent Order for the construction of the Christchurch Northern Corridor 

included a number of conditions that Christchurch City Council must affect prior to opening, 
to mitigate the effects of the increased traffic.  These conditions were detailed in previous 

reports to Council and the relevant Community Boards. 



Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Board 
13 September 2019 
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4.3 On 13 June 2019, Council resolved that staff should proceed with the design and consultation 
of the Stage 1A and 1B recommendations to mitigate the effects of the Christchurch Northern 

Corridor. The projects include: 

Stage 1A – Recommendations required in order to meet the Designation conditions: 

4.3.1 Major road upgrades. 

4.3.2 Intersection upgrades. 

4.3.3 Traffic Calming. 

4.3.4 Traffic Monitoring. 

Stage 1B – Recommendations to address community concerns: 

4.3.5 Environmental Monitoring. 

4.3.6 Speed Limit Reductions. 

4.3.7 Pedestrian safety improvements. 

4.3.8 Initiate safe access to school and safe cycling studies. 

4.4 This report focuses on the work proposed in the St Albans, Edgeware and Mairehau areas. 

4.5 The aim is to ensure any works undertaken also future proofs infrastructure options for other 

projects being undertaken to support travel demand management along the corridor.  

Proposed Interventions  

Major road and intersection upgrades 

4.6 Major road upgrades are required to encourage vehicles travelling to and from the 

Christchurch Northern Corridor to remain on preferred vehicle routes (i.e. main roads and not 

local roads). Efficiency upgrades to major roads and intersections are therefore important to 
mitigating the effects the Christchurch Northern Corridor. These upgrades are future proofing 

the main road infrastructure, to ensure that future travel demand measures can be installed 
quickly, easily and cost effectively. 

4.7 Major road upgrades aim to reallocate road space and allow for increased peak hour flows. 

These can be clearways, bus lanes or High Occupancy Vehicle lanes. 

4.8 Prior to the preferred route being consulted with the community, a route selection study was 

undertaken that considered a number of potential options between the Cranford/ Innes Road 
intersection and Bealey Avenue.  

4.9 The signalisation of intersections is undertaken to manage traffic flows and improve 

accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists. 

4.10 Existing signalised intersections require upgrading to improve the layout legibility, safety for 

pedestrians, signal phasing or upgraded standards. 

Turning restrictions  

4.11 Rat-running traffic along local streets was a key concern raised by a number of stakeholders in 
this and previous community engagement processes.  

4.12 Reducing vehicle flows along streets by restricting entry to that street is an effective way to 
reduce rat-running traffic. However, it does disrupt local resident’s daily trips. 
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4.13 Turning restrictions also have the advantage of increasing safety at the intersections and 
along the streets.  Traffic is not turning across on-coming traffic and traffic volumes along a 

street are reduced. 

4.14 Through the engagement process feedback was received from emergency services and local 

residents on how potential access changes would impact the accessibility of their 

neighbourhoods. 

Intersection interventions 

4.15 A number of stakeholders raised safety concerns at intersections where major and local roads 

intersect.  The speed of vehicles utilising the intersections was of particular concern. 

4.16 Intersection narrowing does not affect access into or out of a street however, narrowing the 
width of the street reduces the turning speed of vehicles as they exit from major roads onto 

local roads. Therefore improving safety by reducing vehicle speeds. 

Traffic calming 

4.17 Traffic calming is installed to slow the speeds of traffic travelling along local streets.  It also 
serves to discourage traffic from using local residential streets as a short cut. 

4.18 Traffic calming is proposed on streets that could be impacted by an increase in traffic and for 
streets that have been identified as greenways.  

4.19 No interventions have been proposed in this report on any specific streets.  After an option is chosen and approved 

by Council, a further round of engagement will be conducted in early 2020 with residents on 
those streets to identify the preferred types of traffic calming. 

Pedestrian Improvements 

4.20 Stakeholders raised pedestrian access across major roads as a concern.  

4.21 Options for improvement include: 

 Upgrades to signalised intersections including red light priority for pedestrians, 

 Mid-block signalised crossings, or 

 Pedestrian refuges. 

Local cycle network 

4.22 A key connection to the cycle network is the Cranford to Rutland Reserve shared path 
connection, which will allow users of the Christchurch Northern Corridor shared path to safely 

continue their journey across to join onto the existing Major Cycle Route - Papanui Parallel. 

4.23 A local cycle network of on-road facilities to better link residential areas to the Central City and 

key destinations such as the parks, schools and shopping centres. The proposed cycle 

network links the existing cycle facilities to the: 

 West using the Papanui Parallel,  

 East, using the shared bus and cycle lane on Hills Road. 

 South, using the one way system in the Central City via Madras Street and Barbadoes 

Street.  

4.24 On-road cycle lanes 1.8 metres wide will be added to main road routes. Green surfacing will be 
used to identify and highlight potential conflict points between drivers and cyclists. 

4.25 Greenways are proposed on residential streets where vehicles and cyclists will be expected to 
share the road. These streets can be characterised as being slow speed streets, with low traffic 



Papanui-Innes Community Board and Linwood-Central-

Heathcote Community Board 
13 September 2019 

 

 

Item No.: 4 Page 38 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

1
 -

 O
ri

g
in

a
l S

ta
ff

 R
e

p
o

rt
 It

e
m

 9
 

volumes and sharrows to indicate the need to share the space.  No specific greenways are 
proposed in this report. In line with potential traffic calming changes, a further round of 

engagement will be undertaken early in 2020 on specifically identified streets. 

Slow speed zones 

4.26 In addition to the above physical changes to streets, there is also the proposed creation of up 
to 14 Safe Speed Zones either side of Cranford Street and Sherborne Street.  

4.27 Under the current proposal, a 50 km/h speed limit would be retained on Cranford Street, 
Sherborne Street, Innes Road, Warrington Street, Madras Street, the southern part of Forfar 

Street, and Barbadoes Street. These roads generally define the boundaries of the proposed 

Safe Speed Zones. A safer speed limit of 40km/h is proposed for most of the streets within the 
zones, with an extended 30km/h speed limit zone proposed around the Edgeware Village area, 

where there is a high concentration of active road users. 

4.28 The proposed slow speed zones serve two primary functions: 

 To reduce travel speeds and reduce the risk and severity of potential crashes.  

 To signal to drivers they are entering a community area and should be more attentive for 
pedestrians or other road users and to reduce the temptation of rat running through local 

roads.  

4.29 Slowing down vehicle operating speeds saves lives, with a strong link between speed and 

safety. Having speed limits set at the appropriate level for the conditions is one of the most 

important ways Council can assist people to get where they want to go safely. 

4.30 While it may not seem that a 10km/h reduction in speed from 50km/h to 40km/h will have a 

significant bearing on safety, a large and credible body of international research indicates 

reducing speeds has a direct impact on reducing deaths and injuries- particularly when more 
vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and cyclists are involved. 

4.31 The probability that the pedestrian will die or be seriously injured increases rapidly with 
relatively small increases in speed. The risk of a pedestrian being killed or seriously injured if 

struck by a car roughly doubles between an impact speed of 30km/h and 40km/h and doubles 

again between 40km/h and 50km/h. 

4.32 The proposed safe speed zones support the objectives of the national Speed Management 

Guide 2016, the statutory requirements of Land Transport Rule: Setting of Speed Limits 2017, 
and the overall vision of the Safer Journeys: Road Safety Strategy 2010-2020. 

4.33 Council staff have engaged with key stakeholders and will ensure any concerns are addressed 

prior to implementation of the new speed limits. These groups include: Police, Road Transport 
Association, Automobile Association and the NZ Transport Agency. 

Other related workstreams 

4.34 Monitoring – A traffic monitoring programme has been developed in line with the 
requirements of the Downstream Effects Management Plan. Baseline information has already 

been collected. Independent expert advice is being sought to develop appropriate air, noise 

and vibration monitoring programmes with allowance for baseline data collection. 
Information will be fed back to the Community Board(s) or Council. 

4.35 Healthy Streets Assessment – Staff have commissioned a Safe Access To School report and a 
Healthy Streets assessment. These will be reported back to the Community Board(s) and 

Council. 
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4.36 Council are working collaboratively with partners from the New Zealand Transport Agency, 
Waimakariri District Council and Environment Canterbury on the following suite of related 

workstreams. 

4.37 High Occupancy Vehicle Lane 

 The New Zealand Transport Agency will install a Southbound lane for vehicles with more 

than one person in them on State Highway 1 (morning peak), and the Christchurch 
Northern Corridor to encourage car-pooling. This lane ends just before the Cranford Street 

roundabout. 

 A draft feasibility assessment report (Attachment C) on continuing the southbound High 

Occupancy Vehicle lane on Cranford Street up to Innes Road is currently under review. 

 Modelling illustrating the impacts of an extended High Occupancy Vehicle lane to Bealey 
Avenue has been received and is currently being reviewed. 

4.38 Express Bus services: 

 Environment Canterbury has agreed to consider peak time express bus services from North 
Canterbury that would travel along the Christchurch Northern Corridor and Cranford Street 

and Sherborne Street. An outline of the impact of bus lanes along Cranford Street and 
Sherborne Street is provided below. 

4.39 North and Southbound Peak Time Public Transport lanes on Cranford Street and Sherborne 

Street: 

 A report (Attachment D) was commissioned by Council to provide an assessment on the 

likely impacts of installing bus lanes and/or High Occupancy Vehicle lanes on Cranford 
Street and Sherborne Street. 

 In total an optimistic view is that 10% of trips could be by bus with approximately half that 

from express buses servicing the Waimakariri District. Implementing a bus lane would likely 
cause severe congestion and rat running in the St Albans, Edgeware and Mairehau areas. 

The benefits of implementing this service would unlikely justify the cost, and the increased 
congestion would have associated adverse road safety impacts on all road users. Greater 

value could be added by providing new routes utilising the corridor and providing 

interchange hubs for those who do not have the Central City as their origin or destination, 
however trials, for the latter, in Christchurch have discouraged users due to delays in 

waiting for connecting services. 

4.40 Park and Ride facilities: 

 The Waimakariri District Council and New Zealand Transport Agency have agreed to co-

fund park and ride facilities and are currently investigating suitable locations in the 
Waimakariri District. 

 Council have engaged a consultant to investigate the feasibility of park and ride facility 
near the Queen Elizabeth II Drive. It is envisaged that this analysis will be completed by the 

end of September. 

4.41 Pricing Strategies to manage future traffic demands: 

 Following the Council resolutions, staff have developed a draft scoping paper 

(Attachment E) looking at options and alternatives for pricing. This is a piece of work with a 

medium-long horizon and is currently being progressed as part of the update to the 2020 
Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan. Pricing strategies will therefore not form part of this 

stream of work. 
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 Any pricing measure will have some level of congestion (demand) reducing impacts. 
However, that is not the only thing a scheme should focus on assessing. Pricing will also 

have varying degrees of impact on social, economic and environmental outcomes within 
the city raising questions about horizontal and vertical equity. These need to be well 

understood and considered within the context of selecting the most effective solution to 

achieve the stated outcomes. 

Strategic Alignment 

4.42 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2018 - 2028): 

4.42.1 Activity: Traffic Safety and Efficiency 

 Level of Service: 10.0.1 Maintain journey reliability on strategic routes. - Peak 25m. 
Day 15m. Night 10m.  

Decision Making Authority 

4.43 These projects have components that are under the specific delegations of the Community 

Boards and other components that are under the delegation of the Council. Due to the nature 

of the physical changes associated with the project, it is impossible to separate these into 
specific resolutions for each Community Board and Council, as a change to a resolution may 

impact on a resolutions that is under the delegation of the other Community Board or Council. 
As a result the report has the resolutions going as a whole to the joint Community Boards who 

make a recommendation to Council so we avoid unexpected errors due to changes. 

4.44 In relation to the specific delegations being used to approve the resolutions in this report, 
pursuant to clause 32 of Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002, the Council had 

delegated the responsibilities, duties and powers under the Christchurch City Council Traffic 

and Parking Bylaw 2017 to Community Boards to exercise within their communities (as 
defined in the Local Government Act 2002). This delegation includes Clause 7 of the Bylaw to 

“restrict the stopping, standing or parking of vehicles, or any class of vehicles, on any road; or…” 
and under Clause 21 of the Bylaw to approve shared pathways (Part D – Sub Part 1 – 

Community Boards, Christchurch City Council Delegations Register, 18 Dec 2018). 

4.45 Overarching the above delegations, any decision by a Community Board must be consistent 
with any policies or standards or resolutions adopted by the Council. The resolutions in this 

report are consistent with Council policies and standards. 

4.46 To avoid the issue of separate resolutions for each Community Board and Council to resolve, 

the report recommends that the Joint Community Board recommend to Council to approve 

the entirety of the preferred option. This will then be considered and resolved by Council. 

4.47 The Council has the authority to approve all the resolutions in this report as per Attachment B 

under the Local Government Act 2002, so is able to resolve them after receiving the 
recommendation of the joint Community Boards.  

Previous Decisions 

4.48 On 13 June 2019, Council resolved CNCL/2019/00115 that staff should proceed with Stage 1A 

and Stage 1B package of works, and continue with further consultation and engagement 

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

4.49 The decisions in this report are of high significance in relation to the Christchurch City 

Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

4.50 The level of significance was determined by comparing factors relating to this decision against 

the criteria set out in Council's Significance and Engagement Policy.  The level of significance 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/ltp/
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reflects the high numbers of people affected and the high level of community interest and 
involvement in the Christchurch Northern Corridor project over many years. 

4.51 The community engagement outlined in this report reflects the assessment and has been 
developed in accordance with the Designation conditions within the Consent Order approving 

the Northern Arterial, the Northern Arterial Extension and the Cranford Street Upgrade and 

previous feedback received. 

 

5. Options Analysis 

Options Considered 

5.1 The following reasonably practicable options were considered and are assessed in this report: 

 Option 1 – A revised option that incorporates changes because of the consultation 

feedback. Key changes include: 

- Maintaining the existing road cross section south of Berwick Street on Cranford Street 
and Sherborne Street. 

- Changes to the turning restrictions at Berwick Street, Dee Street, Canon Street and 

Purchase Street. 

- Additional safety improvements with local and main road intersections including road 

narrowing and speed humps. 

- Improvements made to the local cycle network including hook turns and advanced 

stop boxes. 

- Inclusion of time restricted parking in commercial areas. 

- Rationalisation of on-street car parking cross the entire suite of projects. 

- Staff will undertake additional engagement with the residents of Francis Avenue and 
Flockton Street on potential traffic calming measures. 

 Option 2 - Consultation option. 

Options Descriptions 

5.2 Preferred Option: Option 1 - Post Consultation Option (preferred).  

5.2.1 Option Description:  

 All proposed changes are detailed in Attachment A, pages 1 to 11. 

 Main road upgrades including: 

- Cranford Street between Innes Road and Berwick Streets – Addition of part time 

clearways (south bound morning peak 7am to 9am and north bound evening peak 

3.30pm to 7pm). 

- Warrington Street between Berwick Street and Barbadoes Street - Introduction of a 

painted median and two traffic islands on Berwick Street/Warrington Street from 
Cranford Street to Barbadoes Street. The painted median is reduced in sections to 

reinstate some parking. The traffic islands are shortened to improve access to 

driveways. 

- Introducing a shared path on Cranford Street from Berwick Street to English Park. 
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- The existing cross-section on Sherborne Street/Cranford Street is to remain 
between Bealey Avenue and Berwick Street, noting that improvements are to be 

made to intersections along this route. 

 Major Intersection upgrades on: 

- Cranford Street/Westminster Street. 

- Cranford Street/Berwick Street.  

- Sherborne Street/Edgeware Road. 

- Sherborne Street/Bealey Avenue.  

- Bealey Avenue/ Durham Street.  

- Edgeware Road/Madras Street. 

- Edgeware Road/Barbadoes Street. 

 Minor Intersection upgrades, to include raised tables and/or build outs, to address safety 

concerns on: 

- Barbadoes Street/Purchas Street.  

- Barbadoes Street/Canon Street.  

- Cranford Street/ Winton Street. 

- Edgeware Road/Hills Road. 

- Innes Road/Thames Street. 

- Madras Street/Canon Street. 

- Madras Street/Purchas Street. 

- Sherborne Street/Cornwall Street. 

- Westminster Street/Forfar Street.  

 New signalised intersections at: 

- Warrington Street /Forfar Street.  

- Warrington Street/Barbadoes Street. 

 A new signalised crossing on Cranford Street at English Park with separate cycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 

 Turning restrictions onto local roads from Sherborne Street and Cranford Street including: 

- Purchas Street, includes pedestrian refuge.  

- Canon Street, includes pedestrian refuge.  

- Dee Street  

- Malvern Street  

 Restricting vehicle access at Forfar Street north (cul de sac) at the intersection with 

Warrington Street. 

 Cycle connections to the Papanui Parallel major cycleway. 

 Five new pedestrian refuges: 
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- Westminster Street between Aylesford Street and Kensington Avenue.  

- Edgeware Road at Hills Road intersection.  

- Innes Road east of Kensington Avenue.  

- Forfar Street at St Albans Park. 

- Barbadoes Street at St Albans Park.  

 Upgrade of pedestrian refuges on Innes Road. 

 Painted on road cycle lanes introduced on:  

- Innes Road – between Cranford Street and Hills Road. 

- Westminster Street – between Cranford Street and Hills Road.  

- Berwick Street/Warrington Street – between Cranford Street and Barbadoes Street.  

- Edgeware Road – between Sherborne Street and Hills Road. 

- Barbadoes Street – between Bealey Avenue and Warrington Street.  

- Madras Street/Forfar Street – Between Bealey Avenue and Warrington Street.  

 A shared use cycle path connecting the Christchurch Northern Corridor cycleway to the 
Papanui Parallel via Rutland Reserve (Attachment F). 

 Parking time restriction changes – Introduction of time restrictions for on-street car 
parking, particularly near commercial centres. 

 The below bus stop changes: 

- Bus stop outside 59 Cranford Street will move to 67 Cranford Street. 

- Bus stop outside 64 Cranford Street will move to 2 Winton Street. 

- Bus stop outside 213 Cranford Street will move to 87 Malvern Street.  

- Bus stop outside 470 Innes Road will move to 462 Innes Road.  

- Bus stop outside 526 Barbadoes Street will move to 516 Barbadoes Street. 

- Bus stop outside 135 Edgeware Road will move to 151 Edgeware Road. 

- Bus stop outside 122 Edgeware Road will move to 132 Edgeware Road. 

- Bus stop outside 182 Edgeware Road is removed, as there is a bus stop close by on 
Barbadoes Street. 

5.2.2 Option Advantages 

 The intersection upgrades are expected to: 

- Increase pedestrian safety by providing a protected crossing movement. 

- Increase traffic efficiency by providing additional lanes for queuing and merging 
traffic. 

 Installation of a mid-block signalised pedestrian crossing outside English Park on Cranford 

Street,  and the introduction of a shared path between the Berwick Street/ Cranford Street 
and English Park will increase the safety of pedestrians (particularly school children) 

crossing Cranford Street. 
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 The intersections with major roads along Cranford Street and Sherborne Street are all 
proposed to be upgraded to accommodate the new road layout. Traffic lights will also be 

installed at the intersections of Warrington Street and Forfar Street, and Warrington Street 
and Barbadoes Street, to improve the safety of the intersections.  

 The existing road layout on Cranford Street/ Sherborne Street is not changing between 

Bealey Avenue and Berwick Street, noting that improvements are to be made to the 
Edgeware road and Bealey Avenue intersections along this route. This enables Council to 

easily and cost effectively modify the road layout and provide for special vehicle lanes 
(High Occupancy Vehicles or Bus Lanes) if required in the future. 

 Time restricted parking will provide high turnover parking for customers and visitors in the 

areas of these restrictions. There is currently a reasonable level of all day worker parking, 
that makes it difficult for customers and visitors to have available parking in the area. 

 The 40km/h slow speed zones will: 

- Increase safety, reduce travel speeds and reduce the crash risk and severity. 

- Signal to drivers they are entering a community area and should be more attentive 

for pedestrians or other road users and to reduce the temptation of rat running 
through local roads.  

 Increased landscaping and planting in areas where cul-de-sac and turning restrictions are 

proposed. 

 The secondary cycle network increases connectively with the existing cycle network, 

including the Papanui Parallel and provide a safe cycling network. Mid-block crossings will 
allow safer access across Westminster Street and Innes Road.  

 The installation of the painted cycle lanes visually narrows the road width. This will assist 

with lowering vehicle speeds as drivers slow with narrower lanes. In residential streets 
sharrows will have a similar effect and this improves safety for residents and users of the 

streets. 

 Installation of mid-block crossings will assist pedestrians and cyclists crossing main roads.  

5.2.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Parking loss is due to proposed: 

- Intersection upgrades to increase safety, capacity and merging at the intersections. 

- Installation of painted cycle lanes. 

- Installation of midblock crossing points. 

- Improved egress for busses to bus stops. 

 Loss of some foot path and berm due to road widening on Cranford Street between Innes 
and Berwick Street. Some tree removal along this route to accommodate the clearway. 

New trees will be planted in areas such as where turning restrictions have been proposed. 

 Cul-de-sac of Forfar and turning restrictions will result in some severance issues for 

residents who may need to travel in a slightly different direction to get to or from their 

destinations. 

 Some land will need to be purchased at Cranford Street/ Edgeware Road and Sherborne 

Street to provide an adequate footpath width. 
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5.3 Option 2 - Consultation Option. 

5.3.1 Option Description 

 All proposed changes for option 2 are detailed in the consultation documentation 
(Attachments G and H). 

 Main road upgrades including: 

- Cranford Street between Innes Road and Berwick Streets – Addition of part time 
clearways (south bound morning peak 7am to 9am and north bound evening peak 

3.30pm to 7pm).  

- Cranford Street/Sherborne Street between Berwick Street and Bealey Avenue – One 

lane in each direction with additional part time clearway southbound only (7am-

9am), median strip, northbound cycle lane and no parking on west side of the road. 

- Warrington Street between Berwick Street and Barbadoes Street - Introduction of a 

painted median and two traffic islands on Berwick Street/Warrington Street from 

Cranford Street to Barbadoes Street. 

- Introducing a shared path on Cranford Street from Berwick Street to English Park.  

 Major Intersection upgrades on: 

- Cranford Street/Westminster Street.  

- Cranford Street/Berwick Street. 

- Cranford Street/Edgeware Road/Sherborne Street. 

- Sherborne Street/Bealey Avenue. 

- Edgeware Road/Madras Street.  

- Edgeware Road/Barbadoes Street.  

 Minor Intersection upgrades (raised tables and/or build outs) at: 

- Cranford Street/ Winton Street.  

- Edgeware Road/Hills Road.  

- Sherborne Street/Cornwall Street.  

- Westminster Street/Forfar Street.  

 New signalisation on intersections at: 

- Warrington Street/Forfar Street. 

- Warrington Street/Barbadoes Street.  

 A new signalised crossing on Cranford Street at English Park. 

 Turning restrictions onto local roads from Sherborne Street and Cranford Street including: 

- Purchas Street, includes pedestrian refuge.  

- Canon Street, includes pedestrian refuge.  

- Dee Street.  

- Malvern Street. 

- Knowles Street. 
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- Weston Road. 

- McFaddens Road. 

 Restricting vehicle access at Forfar Street north (cul de sac) at the intersection with 
Warrington Street.  

 Cycle connections to the Papanui Parallel major cycleway.  

 Five new pedestrian refuges islands: 

- Westminster Street between Aylesford Street and Kensington Avenue. 

- Edgeware Road at Hills Road intersection. 

- Innes Road east of Kensington Avenue. 

- Forfar Street at St Albans Park. 

- Barbadoes Street at St Albans Park.  

 Upgrade of pedestrian refuges on Innes Road. 

 Painted on road cycle lanes introduced on: 

- Innes Road – between Cranford Street and Hills Road. 

- Westminster Street – between Cranford Street and Hills Road. 

- Berwick Street/Warrington Street – Between Cranford Street and Barbadoes Street. 

- Edgeware Road – Between Sherborne Street and Hills Road. 

- Barbadoes Street – Between Bealey Avenue and Warrington Street. 

- Madras Street/Forfar Street – Between Bealey Avenue and Warrington Street. 

 A separated cycleway connecting the Christchurch Northern Corridor cycleway to the 

Papanui Parallel through Rutland Reserve (Attachment F). 

 The below bus stop changes: 

- Bus stop outside 59 Cranford Street will move to 67 Cranford Street. 

- Bus stop outside 64 Cranford Street will move to 2 Winton Street. 

- Bus stop outside 213 Cranford Street will move to 87 Malvern Street.  

- Bus stop outside 470 Innes Road will move to 462 Innes Road.  

- Bus stop outside 526 Barbadoes Street will move to 516 Barbadoes Street. 

- Bus stop outside 135 Edgeware Road will move to 151 Edgeware Road.  

- Bus stop outside 122 Edgeware Road will move to 132 Edgeware Road. 

- Bus stop outside 182 Edgeware Road is removed, as there is a bus stop close by on 

Barbadoes Street.  

5.3.2 Option Advantages 

 More resilience due to greater capacity than preferred option due to the installation of a 

southbound clearway between Berwick Street and Bealey Avenue on Sherborne Street and 
Cranford Street. 
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 Lower cost than preferred option to convert southbound clearway between Berwick Street 
and Bealey Avenue on Sherborne Street and Cranford Street to a High Occupancy Vehicle 

or Bus Lane. 

 Less cost than preferred option. 

5.3.3 Option Disadvantages 

 This option has more parking loss than the preferred option. 

 This option does not take account of the feedback from submitters. 

Analysis Criteria 

5.4 Although Christchurch City Council is required to carry out this work under a designation 

condition, safety and impact to community and local business and were given the highest 
priority in deciding the preferred option. 

Options Considerations 

5.5 Considering the priority given to safety and impact to community and local businesses, the 

preferred option incorporates changes as a result of the consultation feedback. These changes 

can be summarised as: 

5.5.1 General Changes 

 Not installing clearways south of Berwick Street: 

- South of Berwick Street it is proposed to maintain the existing road layout. 

However, improvements are still proposed for pedestrian accessibility, landscaping 

and to the intersections at Edgeware Road and Bealey Avenue. 

 Warrington Street: 

- Raised median reduced in length to allow access to 2 Warrington Street. 

- Flush median reduced in length to allow retention of parking. 

 Berwick Street: 

- Raised median narrowed to allow retention of parking. 

 Warrington Street / Barbadoes Street Intersection: 

- Dedicated right turn lanes into Barbadoes Street have been reduced from two to 
one. 

5.5.2 Safety Improvements 

 Canon Street intersection with Barbadoes Street – road narrowing and a raised table added 
on either side of Barbadoes Street. 

 Purchas Street intersection with Barbadoes Street – road narrowing and a raised table 
added on either side of Barbadoes Street. 

 Canon Street intersection with Madras Street– road narrowing and a raised table added on 

either side of Madras Street. 

 Purchase Street intersection with Madras Street– road narrowing and a raised table added 

on either side of Madras Street. 

 Thames Street intersection with Innes Road – road narrowing and a raised table added on 

either side of Innes Road. 
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 A raised table added on Oxley Avenue at its intersection with Cranford Street. 

5.5.3 Cycle Improvement 

 Hook Turn Boxes added at: 

- Cranford Street / Westminster Street intersection – provided for all right turn 

movements. 

- Cranford Street / Edgeware Street / Sherborne Street intersection – provided for all 
right turn movements. 

 Advanced Stop Boxes added at: 

- Cranford Street / Westminster Street intersection – north and south approach. 

- Berwick Street / Cranford Street intersection – north approach. 

- Cranford Street / Edgeware Street / Sherborne Street – north and south approach. 

 Cycle crossings: 

- The proposed pedestrian crossing at English Park will be changed to include a cycle 
crossing, this will allow cyclists travelling from English Park, or the Papanui Parallel, 

to cross Cranford Street and then re-join the shared southbound lane on Cranford 

Street.  

- The waiting area for cyclists and pedestrians at the Cranford Street/ Berwick Street 

intersection will be swapped around to reduce conflict between pedestrians and 

cyclists.  

- Cycle crossing at Warrington Street / Forfar Street intersection realigned to allow 

cycle movements in both directions.  

5.5.4 Neighbourhood Vehicle Access 

 Dee Street has changed to left in left out from left in only. 

 Purchase Street has been changed to left in on the western side of Cranford Street. 

 Canon Street has been changed to left in on the western side of Cranford Street. 

 Left turn from Berwick Street to Cranford Street reinstated. 

5.5.5 Parking Added and Removed and Time Restricted Parking 

 Following consultation, parking has been added or reinstated and in some cases 

removed or changed to time restricted parking compared to the preferred scheme. 

 For a full rationale of these changes refer to Attachment I of this report. 

6. Community Views and Preferences 

6.1 Consultation on the projects planned to mitigate the effects of the Christchurch Northern 
Corridor was open for four weeks, closing on Monday 19 August 2019. 

6.2 We delivered the consultation document to approximately 9000 properties and posted the 
document to 2244 absentee landowners.  An email was also sent to key stakeholders and 

submitters who had been involved in the two previous engagements. 

6.3 Information was available on the Have Your Say website for online submissions, we ran a 
Newsline article and several Facebook posts. 
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6.4 Two drop in sessions were held and approximately 20 people attended each session with good 
conversations, information shared as well as many questions answered by the project team. 

6.5 The project team also met with local businesses, schools and residents on request where 
further discussions on site were requested or required. 

6.6 At the close of consultation we received 253 submissions.  A full analysis of these submissions 

refer to Attachment J. 

6.7 The main themes that were raised from the feedback were: 

6.7.1 Impact on the ability for local residents to access their properties and travel through 

their community easily. 

6.7.2 Parking removal on Sherborne Street. 

6.7.3 Forfar Street/Warrington Street intersection changes and the associated impacts on 
other streets. 

6.7.4 Removal of the left turn from Berwick Street into Cranford Street. 

6.7.5 Turning restrictions. 

6.7.6 Cyclist safety. 

6.7.7 Parking loss in several areas. 

6.7.8 Extending the existing 30 km/h speed zone. 

6.7.9 Safety concerns at the Purchas Street – Madras Street intersection. 

6.8 Staff will be using the feedback received as the basis for further engagement with directly 
affected residents in the streets proposed for traffic calming.  This will occur early in 2020.  

6.9 Changes as a result of consultation are captured in the Section 5.2 – Preferred Option. 

6.10 All submitters have been provided with links to the consultation feedback and analysis, staff 

report, and details of the upcoming Community Board and Council meetings. 

6.11 The Media and Communication report is detailed in attachment K. 

7. Legal Implications 

7.1 There is no legal impact for the majority of works set out in this report.  Legal implications will 

only arise if the proposed works are inconsistent with the designation and its associated 
conditions. 

7.2 Options 1 and 2 of this report incorporate the Stage 1 recommendations set out in the 

Downstream Effects Management Plan Report and Recommendations prepared by Dr Shane 
Turner (Dr Turner’s report).  The 13 June 2019 report set out a number of legal and 

reputational risks for Council if it failed to comply with Condition 26 of the Notice of 
Requirement (i.e. if it did not comply with the Stage 1 recommendations set in Dr Turner’s 

report).   As Options 1 and 2 of this report are to progress the Stage 1 works, failure to adopt 

either of these options would have the same implications and risks, which includes 
enforcement action, breach of Council’s contractual obligations and failure to open and 

operate the road. 

7.3 The proposals contained in the community engagement material (Attachment G) includes 

turning restrictions for the three intersections on Cranford Street to the north of Innes Road 

(McFaddens Road, Weston Road and Knowles Street).  The turning restrictions proposed to the 
west of Cranford Street are in response to the recommendation made in stage 1 of Dr Turner’s 
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report.  Council must undertake traffic calming in these areas because the more than 30 
percent increase in traffic threshold contained in the designation conditions is triggered.  

7.4 The turning restrictions proposed to the east of Cranford Street are included in Stage 3 of Dr 
Turner’s report.  Therefore they are in addition to the work required immediately to comply 

with the more than 30% increase in traffic threshold contained in the designation conditions. 

7.5 The risk with undertaking traffic calming such as this is that, for some people, the turning 
restrictions have the potential to materially and adversely alter their travel options.  

7.6 The latest round of consultation material distributed addressed numerous issues and 

included the turning restrictions.  Only a small number of submissions received were in 
response to the turning restrictions.  

7.7 No amount of consultation will entirely eliminate the risk of challenge, but appropriate 
consultation will likely flag any sources of material risk, which Council can then focus on and 

analyse more deeply (if needed).  This would reduce any risk and ensure that all affected 

parties fully understand the effects on them. 

7.8 The Legal Services Unit has recommended Council staff undertake more targeted and specific 

consultation to ensure the affected residents fully understand the impacts of these turning 
restrictions.  Council staff have already included a proposal for this additional consultation in 

the recommendations in Resolution 7, page 2 of this report. 

8. Risks 

8.1 The implementation of the proposed main road upgrades, intersection upgrades, signalised 

crossings and proposed cycle lanes does result in some on street parking loss. Loss of parking 

is mostly attributed to either safety improvements or improved efficiency of the road network. 
However, parking loss has been kept to a minimum and staff have worked with effected 

parties to minimise the impact to primarily business and residents.  

8.2 Not approving the proposed turning restrictions will likely encourage short cutting through 
residential streets. Council is required under the Designation Condition (2016) to implement 

traffic calming measures where this occurs. This will result in further community disruption 
through consultation and construction. Traffic calming will have to be implemented along an 

entire road or network of roads resulting in increased costs compared to the implementation 

of turning restrictions. 

8.3 Not approving the Cranford to Rutland Reserve walking and cycling connection will force 

cyclists to continue down Cranford Street. Access to the Papanui Parallel can be achieved via 
McFaddens Road, however, this will not be an obvious continuation of the route, and give a 

relatively poor level of service compared with the shared path adjacent to the Christchurch 

Northern Corridor and the Papanui Parallel, and will not increase the community’s patronage 
of either of these facilities.  

8.4 There are some minor land purchases required to safely implement the proposal. However, 
we are able to construct a workable facility if that land purchase took longer than expected 

and then construct the final layout at completion of the land purchase. 

8.5 There is a risk that enforcement of any clear-ways could be compromised due to the 
availability of tow trucks. An enforcement strategy will be developed, with mitigation 

measures prior to opening of any facilities. 
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9. Next Steps 

9.1 If the project is approved, detailed design would commence immediately with construction in 

early 2020 to align with the opening of the Christchurch Northern Corridor. Additional 

mitigation measures may be required that are discovered as a result of continuing monitoring 
after the opening of the Christchurch Northern Corridor. Council staff will fully brief the 

Community Boards and Council on any further measures that may be required.  
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10. Options Matrix  

Issue Specific Criteria 
Criteria Option 1 – Post Consultation (preferred 

option). 

Option 2 – Consultation Option 

Financial Implications 

Cost to Implement 

 Preliminary estimate  = approximately 

$23.1 million 

 Preliminary estimate  = approximately 

$22 million  

 

 Note - The difference between Option 1 and Option 2 is primarily due to the provision of 

additional minor intersection upgrades. 

Maintenance/Ongoing 

 Increased Opex costs of $116,000 per year. 

 This is due to increased landscaped areas, 

new signalised intersections and increased 
green surfacing. 

 The proposed peak hour clearway lane option 

will increase operational costs. This is 
estimated to be $9,000. It is envisaged that 

some costs may be recovered through the 
enforcement measures.  

 All additional costs would need to be planned 

for in future Long Term Plans. 

 Increased Opex costs of $116,000 per year. 

 This is due to increased landscaped areas, 

new signalised intersections and increased 
green surfacing. 

 The proposed peak hour clearway lane 

option will increase operational costs. This 
is estimated to be $12,000. It is envisaged 

that some costs may be recovered through 
the enforcement measures.  

 All additional costs would need to be 

planned for in future Long Term Plans. 

Funding Source 

The preferred option does meet current New 

Zealand Transport Agency funding criteria and is 

likely to receive New Zealand Transport Agency 
subsidy. 

The current funding available under the 2018-28 
Long Term Plan is sufficient to implement the 

preferred option: 

 ID#17088 RONS Downstream Intersection 
Improvements : Cranford Street Downstream 

 ID#41976 Route Improvement: Barbadoes St & 
Madras St (Bealey to Warrington) 

This option does meet current New Zealand 

Transport Agency funding criteria and is likely 

to receive New Zealand Transport Agency 
subsidy. 

The current funding available under the 2018-
28 Long Term Plan is sufficient to implement 

this option: 

 ID#17088 RONS Downstream Intersection 
Improvements : Cranford Street 

Downstream 
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 ID#17214 Local Cycleway: Northern arterial 
link Cranford to Rutland Reserve 

 ID#163 Carriageway Smoothing AC>40mm 

 Total available budget - $25,345,747 

 ID#41976 Route Improvement: Barbadoes 
St & Madras St (Bealey to Warrington) 

 ID#17214 Local Cycleway: Northern arterial 

link Cranford to Rutland Reserve 

 ID#163 Carriageway Smoothing AC>40mm 

 Total available budget - $25,345,747 

Impact on Rates 
Nil – consistent with 2018-28 long Term Plan and 
2019/20 Annual Plan 

Nil – consistent with 2018-28 long Term Plan 
and 2019/20 Annual Plan 

Criteria 1 - Climate Change Impacts 

 This option will be consistent with and can 
support the Northern Corridor Travel Demand 

Management measures. The aim of this is to 

encourage mode shift by supporting 
alternatives to single occupancy vehicle trips. 

 This option supports journey time reliability 
for: 

1. Public Transport Corridor (Main North 

Road/ Papanui Road) 
2. Major Cycle Route (Papanui Parallel).  

 Delivery of additional cycle infrastructure and 
cycle improvements and a secondary cycle 

route on the eastern side of Cranford Street 

and connect this route to the existing Papanui 
Parallel using east-west secondary cycle 

routes.   

 The traffic analysis confirmed that this option 
will not induce any additional traffic on the 

network.   

 This option will be consistent with and can 
support the Northern Corridor Travel 

Demand Management measures. The aim 

of this is to encourage mode shift by 
supporting alternatives to single occupancy 

vehicle trips. 

 This option supports journey time reliability 

for: 

1. Public Transport Corridor (Main 
North Road/ Papanui Road) 

2. Major Cycle Route (Papanui 

Parallel).  

 Delivery of additional cycle infrastructure 

and cycle improvements and a secondary 
cycle route on the eastern side of Cranford 

Street and connect this route to the existing 

Papanui Parallel using east-west secondary 
cycle routes.   

 The traffic analysis confirmed that this 
option will not induce any additional traffic 

on the network.   

Criteria 2 – Maintains connectivity to local business 
and parks 

 This option maintains and improves 
connectivity to local business and parks by 

increasing pedestrian access and minimising 
parking loss. 

 This option maintains and improves 
connectivity to local parks by increasing 

pedestrian access. 
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 This option has more parking loss than the 
preferred option. 

Criteria 3 - Transport Congestion 

 This option proposes interventions to reduce 

traffic re-routing through the local residential 
areas and other key Public Transport and 

Major Cycle Route corridors. 

 Overall it improves network capacity for all 
modes.  

 This option proposes interventions to 

reduce traffic re-routing through the local 
residential areas and other key Public 

Transport and Major Cycle Route corridors. 

 Overall it improves network capacity for all 
modes.  

Criteria 4 - Impact on partnership relationship 

 

 Is consistent with work being undertaken on 
the Christchurch Northern Corridor and 

Northern Corridor Travel Demand 

Management Measures.  

 Is consistent with work being undertaken 
on the Christchurch Northern Corridor and 

Northern Corridor Travel Demand 

Management Measures. 

Criteria 5 - Timing  

 Delay in approving this option will create 

significant pressure to deliver the 

recommendations as proposed within the 
Plan.  

 Delay in approving this option will create 

significant pressure to deliver the 

recommendations as proposed within the 
Plan.  
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   CNC Downstream Projects For Approval Drawings  

B   Traffic Resolutions  

C   Draft feasibility assessment report - continuing the southbound High Occupancy 

Vehicle lane on Cranford Street 
 

D   Report - North and Southbound Peak Time Public Transport lanes on Cranford Street 

and Sherborne Street 
 

E   Draft scoping paper - Pricing strategies to manage future traffic demands  

F   Local Cycleway Northern arterial link Cranford to Rutland Reserve  

G   Consultation booklet  

H   Additional Consultation Drawings  

I   Parking rationales for added, removed and time restricted - Preferred Option  

J   Consultation Report  

K   Media and Communication report  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

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

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons 

bearing in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 
(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 

in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Andy Richards - Project Manager 

Luke Thomas - Project Manager 

Ann Campbell - Senior Engagement Advisor 

Dave King - Project Manager 

Polly Leeming - Corporate Counsel 

Lynette Ellis - Manager Planning and Delivery Transport 

Approved By Richard Osborne - Head of Transport 

Peter Langbein - Finance Business Partner 

David Adamson - General Manager City Services 
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10. Council Minutes - 29 August 2019 
Reference: 19/1012952 

Presenter(s): Samantha Kelly – Committee and Hearings Advisor 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report 

For the Council to confirm the minutes from the Council meeting held 29 August 2019. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council confirm the Minutes from the Council meeting held 29 August 2019. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Council - 29 August 2019 152 

  

 

Signatories 

Author Samantha Kelly - Committee and Hearings Advisor 
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11. Council Minutes - 12 September 2019 
Reference / Te Tohutoro: 19/1068288 

Presenter(s) / Te kaipāhō: Christopher Turner-Bullock – Community Governance Manager 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report / Te Pūtake Pūrongo 

For the Council to confirm the minutes from the Council meeting held 12 September 2019. 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council confirm the Minutes from the Council meeting held 12 September 2019. 

 
 

Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Council - 12 September 2019 164 

  

 

Signatories / Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Christopher Turner-Bullock - Manager Community Governance, Spreydon-Cashmere 
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Report from Social, Community Development and Housing Committee  – 4 

September 2019 
 

12. Draft Multicultural Strategy- Implementation Plan and 
Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference 

Reference: 19/1027847 

Presenter(s): Claire Phillips - Principal Advisor Community Partnerships and Planning 

  
 

1. Multicultural Subcommittee and Social, Community Development and 

Housing Committee Consideration 

 
1. The Multicultural Subcommittee met on 9 August 2019 to consider the staff report on the 

Implementation Plan for the Multicultural Strategy, as well as the Draft Terms of Reference 

for the Multicultural Advisory Group.   

2. Amendments to the Draft Terms of Reference were suggested.  These are to ensure any 

other elected member representing a multicultural group can attend in an ex-officio 

capacity, and to note that Multicultural Advisory Group members will also represent Non-
Government Organisations.  

3. The report was sent to the Social, Community Development and Housing Committee 

meeting of 4 September 2019. 

 

2. Multicultural Subcommittee Recommendation to the Social, Community 

Development and Housing Committee  

 Part A 

That the Social, Community Development and Housing Committee: 

1. Support the draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan and recommend it to 
Council for endorsement. 

2. Support the Multicultural Advisory Group draft Terms of Reference with the suggested 

amendments and recommend it to Council for adoption.  
 

 

3. Social, Community Development and Housing Committee 

Recommendation to Council  

 Part A  

That the Council: 

1. Endorses the Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan as set out in Attachment A. 

2. Adopts the Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference as set out in Attachment B.  
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Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1   Draft Multicultural Strategy- Implementation Plan and Multicultural Working Party 

Terms of Reference. 
 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan 218 

B ⇩  Draft Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference 246 
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Draft Multicultural Strategy- Implementation Plan and 
Multicultural Working Party Terms of Reference. 

Reference: 19/826074 

Presenter(s): Claire Phillips –Principal Advisor Community Partnerships and Planning 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of the report is to present, for endorsement, the draft Multicultural Strategy 
Implementation Plan and the draft Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference. 

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 The Council officially adopted the Christchurch Multicultural Strategy – Our Future Together in 
2017 and staff have worked to, and updated the Multicultural Sub Committee on,  an internal 

Implementation Plan during this time. 

2.2 Staff and the Multicultural Sub Committee acknowledge the need, and the community’s 
desire, for an outward facing plan with transparent lines of accountability.  As a result, a 

comprehensive draft implementation plan, in consultation with key units of Council and 
external stakeholders, has been developed. 

2.3 The intent of the Implementation Plan is provide, in partnership with others, a clear citywide 

framework for achieving the Strategy goals. It will be a publically accessible, living document 
whereby new initiatives and actions can be included. 

2.4 The Christchurch Multicultural Strategy also commits to establishing a Multicultural Advisory 
Group.  On 10 July 2019, Council staff and elected members met with the working group 

originally tasked will developing the Multicultural Strategy to seek their feedback on the draft 

Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference and Implementation Plan. Their feedback 
has been taken into consideration in the development of both documents. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Multicultural Subcommittee: 

1. Support the draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan and refer to the Social, 

Community Development and Housing Committee meeting of 4 September 2019 for 
endorsement. 

2. Support the Multicultural Advisory Group draft Terms of Reference and refer to the Social, 

Community Development and Housing Committee meeting of 4 September 2019 for adoption. 

 

4. Context/Background 

Strategic Alignment 

4.1 Both the draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan and the draft Multicultural Advisory 

Group Terms of Reference support the Council’s Long Term Plan (2018-2028). They give effect 
to the Council’s Strategic Framework, drawing on the Council Vision and supports progress 

towards the Council’s Community Outcomes. The Implementation Plan and Draft Advisory 
group Terms of Reference also seeks to support progress towards Council’s, Strategic 

Priorities, in particular: 
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4.2.1 Enabling active citizenship and connected communities. 

4.2.2 Maximising opportunities to develop a vibrant, prosperous and sustainable 21st 

Century city. 

4.2 Both the draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan and the draft Multicultural Advisory 
Group Terms of Reference align with Council’s Multicultural Strategy 2017-2021. 

4.3 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2018 - 2028): 

4.3.1 Activity:  

 Level of Service: 4.1.27.2 Community development projects are provided, 

supported and promoted. - Community Board plans are developed and 
implemented.  

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

4.4 The decisions in this report are of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

4.5 The level of significance was determined by the fact that that the required decisions aim to 

implement as existing strategy that was developed in partnership with the multicultural 

communities and extensively consulted upon.  There are no proposed changes to levels of 
service or resources. 

4.6 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the assessment. 

 

5. Options Analysis 

Preferred Option 

5.1 Part 1.  That the Multicultural Subcommittee supports the draft Multicultural Strategy 

Implementation Plan and refers it to the Social Community Development and Housing 
Committee for endorsement. 

5.1.1 Option Advantages 

 The Implementation Plan is launched, publically accessible and an annual work 
plan is carried out. 

 This is a whole of Council approach, seeking to embed the aims and aspirations of 
the Multicultural Strategy into the organisational culture. 

 Framework allows for changes and new initiatives throughout the implementation 

process. 

5.1.2 Option Disadvantages 

 Possibly less flexibility to accommodate actions or initiatives not in or contrary to 
the draft implementation plan. 

5.2 Part 2.  That the Multicultural Subcommittee supports the draft Multicultural Advisory Group 

Terms of Reference and refers it to the Social Community Development and Housing 
Committee for adoption. 

5.2.1 Option Advantages 

 The establishment of the Multicultural Advisory Group can commence immediately. 

 Council staff and elected members met with the working group originally tasked 

will developing the Multicultural Strategy to seek their feedback on the draft 
Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference and Implementation Plan. Their 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/ltp/
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feedback has been taken into consideration in the development of both 
documents. 

5.2.2 Option Disadvantages 

 Once Terms of Reference are established, there is less flexibility to change. 

Other option 

5.3 That the Multicultural Subcommittee do not support the draft Multicultural Strategy 
Implementation Plan or draft Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference and refer back 

to Officers to consider and make changes to the Implementation Plan and Terms of Reference. 

5.3.1 Option Advantages 

 Provides the opportunity to make further changes if required. 

5.4 Option Disadvantages 

 Signals a delay at a time where stakeholders, following March 15 are keen to 

proceed in a manner consistent with the Strategy. 

 By not adopting both the Implementation and Plan and Advisory Group terms of 

Reference it may have a negative impact on the numerous stakeholders who have 

informed the process to date and confidence in Council to “get on with it”. 

6. Community Views and Preferences 

6.1 On 10 July 2019, Council staff and elected members met with the working group (community 

representatives) originally tasked will developing the Multicultural Strategy to seek their 
feedback on the draft Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference and Implementation 

Plan. Their feedback has been taken into consideration in the development of both 
documents. 

6.2 Local communities, since the terror attack of 15 March, have shown an increased interest in 

the implementation of the Christchurch Multicultural Strategy and the role that all peoples 
can play in making Christchurch a place where they feel a sense of safety and belonging. This 

is evident in the multiple activities and forums across the city aimed at building a 

multicultural/ multi-ethnic society - many who reference the importance of the Strategy and 
its successful implementation. 

7. Legal Implications 

7.1 There is not a legal context, issue or implication relevant to this decision, legal advice has not 
been sought. 

8. Risks 

8.1 There are no significant risks associated with both the Implementation Plan and Terms of 
Reference.  Any resulting changes and amendments to the Implementation Plan and/or Terms 

of Reference will be carried out in consultation with key stakeholders.  Perhaps the most 
significant risk is not being seen to move forward, this is mitigated by the recommendations of 

this report. 

9. Next Steps 

9.1 Following the adoption of the Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference, a recruitment 
process will commence. See Attachment B -Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference. It 

is anticipated that an inaugural Multicultural Advisory Group will be appointed and in place by 
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November 2019. Should the Council not reinstate the Multicultural Subcommittee post 2019 
elections, then the Council will appoint members to the selection committee. 

9.2 Following the endorsement of the Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan by the Social 

Community Development and Housing Committee, the document will be made available in 
print and online.  Council officers with coordinate reporting to Council and the Community 

through the Multicultural sub-committee. 
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10. Options Matrix  

Issue Specific Criteria 
Criteria Option 1 -  Option 2 -  Option 3 -  

Financial Implications 

Cost to Implement Sourced from existing budgets No financial cost to implement N/A 

Maintenance/Ongoing Existing budgets No financial cost to implement  

Funding Source Existing budgets No Financial cost to implement  

Impact on Rates Nil Nil  

(Criteria 1 e.g. Climate Change Impacts) Not relevant Not relevant  

(Criteria 2 e.g. Accessibility Impacts) 
This enhances accessibility and 
inclusion 

The resulting delay on 

coordinating the 
implementation of the Strategy 

would be detrimental to 

accessibility and inclusion 

 

(Criteria 3  e.g. Health & Safety Impacts) None None  

(Criteria 4 e.g. Future Generation Impacts) 

The implementation of the 
Multicultural Strategy sets a 

framework for an inclusive 
society into the future. 

By not adopting both the 

Implementation and Plan and 
Advisory Group terms of 

Reference it will have a 

negative impact Council 
efficacy and community 

development.  

 

 

Statutory Criteria 
Criteria Option 1 -  Option 2 -  Option 3 -  

Impact on Mana Whenua 

The Strategy is written in 
partnership with Mana Whenua 

who are taking an active and 

inclusive role in its 
implementation. 

This would be detrimental to 
our treaty relationship and our 

partnerships with diverse 
communities across the city. 

 

Alignment to Council Plans & Policies 
Strengthening Communities 

Strategy 

By not adopting, there will be 

delay in implementing multiple 
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Heritage Strategy 
Multicultural Strategy 

People and Capability Strategy 

organisational strategy goals 
and outcomes. 

<enter Other Statutory Criteria> None None  
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Draft Multicultural Strategy Implementation Plan  

B   Draft Multicultural Advisory Group Terms of Reference  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 

(a) This report contains: 
(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  

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

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

 

Signatories 

Author Claire Phillips - Principal Strengthening Communities Advisor 

Approved By John Filsell - Head of Community Support, Governance and Partnerships 

Brent Smith - Acting General Manager Citizens & Community 
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Report from Regulatory Performance Committee  – 4 September 2019 
 

13. Proposed Amendments to the Port Hills Slope Instability 
Management Areas (Plan Change) in the District Plan 

Reference: 19/1028988 

Presenter(s): 
Mark Stevenson - Team Leader City Planning 

Florian Risse - Assistant Policy Planner 

  
 

1. Regulatory Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 Original Staff Recommendations Accepted Without Change 

Part A 

That the Council: 

1. Approve the limited notification of Proposed Plan Change 2 to directly affected persons 

and statutory bodies pursuant to Clauses 5 and 5A of Schedule 1 to the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

2. Delegate to staff to make minor amendments to the plan change and section 32 report 
up to notification to address any matters arising.  

 

 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1   Proposed Amendments to the Port Hills Slope Instability Management Areas (Plan 

Change) in the District Plan 
256 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Plan Change for amendments to Port Hills Slope Instability Management Area 

overlays 
268 

B ⇩  Section 32 Report for Plan Change on Port Hills Slope Instability Management Areas 286 
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Proposed Amendments to the Port Hills Slope Instability 
Management Areas (Plan Change) in the District Plan 

Reference: 19/900360 

Presenter(s): 
Mark Stevenson – Team Leader City Planning 

Florian Risse – Assistant Policy Planner 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek a recommendation for Council to approve limited 
notification of Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Christchurch District Plan, which amends the 

Port Hills Slope Instability Management Area overlay in the District Plan maps for 80 
properties to reflect improved or new information on risk to life associated with rockfall, cliff 

collapse and mass movement.  

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 In January of this year the Regulatory Performance Committee discussed a list of high priority 

potential plan changes needed to the District Plan, one of which is to amend the Port Hills 

Slope Instability Management Areas as defined by overlays in the District Plan to reflect 
changes to the level of risk to life from rockfall, cliff collapse and mass movement.  

2.2 New information has shown that there is different or lesser risk for specific properties 
identified through property owner enquiries, resource consent applications and certification 

processes.  The change in the level and/or type of risk reflects site specific investigations and 

life risk modelling by specialist geotechnical consultants or Council’s geotechnical advisor, 
and/or physical works that have removed the source of the hazard. 

2.3 Council staff have prepared a proposed plan change to the District Plan, which changes the 

District Plan maps for the Slope Instability Management Areas for specific properties. It is 
proposed that the plan change is limited notified (rather than fully notified) to the owners of 

these properties and statutory bodies, enabling submissions to be made under Schedule 1 of 
the Resource Management Act. A standard plan change process is proposed rather than a s71 

process under the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act, which enables the inclusion of red-

zoned properties while enabling engagement with all of those who are directly affected. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Regulatory Performance Committee: 

1. Recommend to Council approval for the limited notification of Proposed Plan Change 2 to 
directly affected persons and statutory bodies pursuant to Clauses 5 and 5A of Schedule 1 to 

the Resource Management Act 1991. 

2. Recommend to Council that staff are delegated to make minor amendments to the plan 

change and section 32 report up to notification to address any matters arising. 
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4. Context/Background 

Issue or Opportunity 

4.1 Staff briefed the Regulatory Performance Committee on proposed amendments to the Slope 

Instability Management Areas on 3 April 2019. At the time, staff recommended to the 

Committee and to Council that a request be made to the Minister for Greater Christchurch 
Regeneration to use her powers under s71 of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 

(GCRA) to amend the District Plan.  

4.2 It is now proposed that Council follows a standard plan change process under Schedule 1 of 

the Resource Management Act 1991 to amend the District Plan. The change to a plan change 

process is in recognition that the amendments proposed to the District Plan can be achieved 
in a similar timeframe to a s71 process and enables the inclusion of all properties identified to 

date, including red-zoned properties. The GCRA does not provide for the Council to be the 

proponent for use of s71 concerning property that had been subject to red zone offers.  

4.3 Staff now consider that there is not a necessity to use the s71 process, and a plan change 

process enables property owners to make a submission while demonstrating an ongoing 
commitment by Council.  

Background 

4.4 After the Canterbury earthquakes in 2010 and 2011, GNS slope instability modelling was 
undertaken in the Port Hills to identify properties affected by or deemed to be at risk from 

rockfall, cliff collapse or mass movement. The GNS risk models were developed over 

approximately three years and while the Port Hills Geotechnical Group ‘ground-truthed’ the 
results to a certain degree, GNS’ life risk models effectively remained at a ‘suburb’ level.  

4.5 The District Plan then translated this modelling into mapped hazard areas called Slope 

Instability Management Areas, represented by overlays in the District Plan. Notwithstanding 
this, there are cases where the existing District Plan overlays do not match the GNS risk 

models, which reflects the outcomes of the District Plan Review process. Within areas subject 
to the overlays, most activities including land use and development requires resource consent 

under provisions in Chapter 5 of the District Plan.  

Proposed change 

4.6 The proposed change amends the District Plan maps to change the Slope Instability 

Management Area overlays for 80 properties. The changes are summarised as follows: 

 Removal of the Rockfall Management Areas 1/ 2:    7 properties 

 Adjustment to the boundary of the Rockfall Management Area 1/ 2: 16 properties 

 Replacement of Rockfall Management Areas 1/ 2 with Remainder of  
Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability Management Area: 47 properties 

 Removal of Mass Movement Area 2:      4 properties 

 Replacement of Cliff Collapse Management Area 2 with Rockall 

Management Area 2:        5 properties 

 Replacement of Rockfall Management Area 2 with Cliff Collapse  1 property 
Management Area 2 

4.7 The effect of those proposed changes is generally positive with a more permissive set of rules 
proposed for 79 of the properties subject to changes in the overlays. The exception is one 

property at 10 Boulder Bay, which is subject to a more restrictive set of rules with the change 

from Rockfall Management Area 2 to Cliff Collapse Management Area 2.  
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4.8 Without an amendment to the Slope Instability Management Areas for the properties in 
question, affected property owners will continue to have unnecessary restrictions, costs and 

uncertainty imposed upon them. This may result in property owners being unable to carry out 

activities on their properties, which may hinder property sales and may be affecting property 
values. 

4.9 The reason for those proposed changes is that hazard removal works and new technical 
information has shown that for specific properties there is a different or lesser risk than 

originally mapped in the District Plan. Despite this, these properties remain subject to the 

rules for the Slope Instability Management Areas, including rockfall, cliff collapse and mass 
movement, as defined in the District Plan.  

4.10 Eighty properties have been subject to a reassessment of the risks associated with rockfall, 
cliff collapse and mass movement. It has been concluded that the properties do not warrant 

being subject to the same rules as currently apply in the District Plan.  

4.11 The properties have been identified through enquiries from property owners, approved 
certification and resource consent applications and where physical works have occurred to 

remove hazards. They can be grouped into the following locations:  

 Stronsay Lane;  

 Rockcrest Lane and Bowenvale Avenue; 

 Port Hills Road and Avoca Valley Road; 

 Stoddart Lane and Hollis Avenue; 

 Ross Parade, Ross Terrace and Jacksons Road; and 

 Endeavour Place.  

Also affected are five baches in Boulder Bay and one in Taylors Mistake. 

4.12 There will be an opportunity in the future to undertake an assessment of risk for other areas 
and update the Slope Instability Management Areas across the Port Hills. Staff anticipate this 

to be in the form of rolling reviews, which will be recognised through updating the District 

Plan using a plan change process every two years (if required), and a comprehensive 
assessment of around 1,300 properties leading up to 2027 (the 10 year Plan review). 

Strategic Alignment 

4.13 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2018 - 2028): 

4.13.1 Activity: Strategic Planning and Policy 

 Level of Service: 17.0.1.1 Advice to Council on high priority policy and planning 

issues that affect the City. Advice is aligned with and delivers on the governance 

expectations as evidenced through the Council Strategic Framework. - Reconfirm 
as necessary the Strategic Fr The proposed plan change seeks to ensure the District 

Plan is up to date and reflects the current levels of risk for specific properties on the 
Port Hills.  

4.14   Proposed Plan Change 2 supports the Strategic Priority in Council’s Strategic Framework of 

“Informed and proactive approaches to natural hazard risks”. It does so by ensuring the 
Christchurch District Plan is up to date in reflecting the risk to life on specific properties and 

the approach to managing this risk. 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/ltp/
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Decision Making Authority 

4.15 As the Regulatory Performance Committee considers and reports to Council on issues and 

activities relating to, amongst other things, district planning matters, this plan change has 
been brought to the Committee’s attention in the first instance. 

Previous Decisions 

4.16 At the 3 April 2019 Regulatory Performance Committee meeting, the Committee recommend 

that Council agrees to request the Minister to use a s71 process for amending the Slope 

Instability Management Areas in the District Plan. 

4.17 Following this, at the 11 April 2019 Council meeting, the Council resolution was to carry the 

recommendations from the Regulatory Performance Committee. 

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

4.18 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

4.19 The decision impacts discrete areas and is likely to only be of interest to affected property 

owners.   

4.20 There are low to moderate environmental, social and cultural implications. This is on the basis 

that the majority of the property owners affected will have greater certainty to proceed with 
the use and development of their property without the level of restriction as currently exists. 

There is a reduced risk to life, therefore providing for the well-being of owners and occupiers 

of the subject properties. 

4.21 There is minimal cost to the Council, ratepayers and the wider community, and the changes 

will not impact on the Council’s capacity to carry out its role and functions. 

4.22 There has been engagement with strategic partners and property owners directly affected by 

the change, which has included letters being sent to inform them of the process and the 

proposed changes to the Slope Instability Management Area(s) to individual properties. In 
some instances, affected property owners have contacted Council directly to request further 

information about the proposed changes. 

4.23 Further opportunities exist for property owners to provide feedback through the submissions 
process, once the plan change has been notified.  

 

5. Options Analysis 

Options Considered 

5.1 The following reasonably practicable options on the scope of the proposed plan change were 

considered and are assessed in this report: 

 Amendments to the Slope Instability Management Areas for specific properties 

 Comprehensive review of all properties affected by the slope  instability management 

areas 

 Maintaining the Status Quo 

5.2 The following reasonably practicable options on notification of the proposed plan change 

were considered and are assessed in this report: 

 Full notification of the proposed plan change on Slope Instability Management Areas for 

specific properties 
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 Limited notification of the proposed plan change on Slope Instability Management Areas 
for specific properties 

 

Options Descriptions – Scope of the proposed plan change 

5.3 Preferred Option: Amendments to the Slope Instability Management Areas for specific 

properties 

5.3.1 Option Description: The preferred option seeks to update the District Planning maps to 

reflect changes to the extent or type of Slope Instability Management Areas, based on 
the latest available information, which is commensurate with the level of risk to life 

associated with cliff collapse, rockfall and mass movement. 

5.3.2 Option Advantages 

 Utilises available information. 

 Consistent with a policy commitment in the District Plan, particularly Policy 
5.2.2.4.2, which states that Council will “Regularly notify changes to the District Plan, 

as required to change the planning maps, in order to reflect updated information 

from site-specific assessments of life-safety risk from rockfall and/or cliff collapse 
which have been certified by the Council”. 

 Greater certainty (and/or clarity) for the future development and use of sites as 
there are fewer restrictions on land use activities outside of the Slope Instability 

Management Areas. 

 Reduces compliance costs associated with consenting for land use activities and 
development. 

 It may retain the improvement values of properties. 

 Correct and up-to-date information about the level of risk from natural hazards is 

displayed in the District Plan. 

5.3.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Requires rolling reviews which incur additional costs to Council. 

 Minor costs to Council incurred from verifying external technical reports. 

 Incremental updates take time to establish a comprehensive picture. 

5.4 Option 2: Comprehensive review of all properties affected by the slope  instability 

management areas 

5.4.1 Option Description: This option involves a full review of all properties affected by Slope 

Instability Management Areas on the Port Hills. There are approximately 1,300 
properties that could be included under this option. 

5.4.2 Option Advantages 

 Comprehensive review that will ensure up-to-date information is shown on the 
Planning Maps. 

 All Port Hills properties will be included. 

 No unnecessary costs for property owners through resource consent applications 
or certification processes. 

5.4.3 Option Disadvantages 

https://districtplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=123585
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 Delays for property owners where existing information shows that the risk profile 
has changed. 

 Costly process for Council to manage, with potentially very little reward if the 

investigations conclude that most of the overlays should remain unchanged. 

 Resource intensive, with other priority plan changes unable to be progressed if 

resources are used for this plan change. 

5.5 Option 3: Maintaining the Status Quo 

5.5.1 Option Description: The status quo is to not make any amendments to the Slope 

Instability Management Areas on the Port Hills, and properties would remain subject to 
the current restrictions. It would maintain a discrepancy between the District Plan 

provisions and level of risk, notwithstanding any investigations and/or physical works 
that have been carried out since the initial post-earthquake review was undertaken. 

5.5.2 Option Advantages 

 No costs to Council from plan changes. 

 Raises awareness of the potential presence of natural hazards.  

5.5.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Higher compliance costs associated with consenting 

 Triggers resource consent applications unnecessarily, resulting in costs to property 

owners   

 Out-of-date information in the District Plan. 

 Will not achieve a policy commitment (Policy 5.2.2.4.2).  

 Does not make efficient and effective use of available information. 

 People unduly affected by the Slope Instability Management Areas may feel 

aggrieved.  

 Potential to adversely affect the development potential of a property.  

 Not effective in providing certainty to affected property owners and investors on 
the future use and development of land. 

 May adversely impact on awareness of hazards on the basis that property owners 

assume there is no risk and that the planning maps are incorrect.  

Analysis Criteria 

5.6 The options were evaluated against the following criteria for analysis: 

 Certainty for development and future use (plus issues of fairness, equity, health and 

wellbeing) 

 Alignment with Council plans and policies 

 Alignment with higher order documents and directions 

 Financial and economic considerations for property owners and Council 

Options Considerations 

5.7 Comparing the three options it becomes apparent that significant differences exist between 
the status quo, a comprehensive review and the preferred option for the following criteria: 

 Certainty for development and future use 
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 Financial and economic considerations for property owners and Council  

 Alignment with Council plans and policies 

5.8 In summary, it can be concluded that the status quo or the full review are not as effective and 

efficient as the preferred option to amend the Slope Instability Management Areas. 

 

Options Descriptions – Notification 

5.9 Preferred Option: Limited notification of the proposed plan change 

5.9.1 Option Description: Limited notification would involve notification of the proposed 
plan change to those property owners directly affected and whose properties are 

subject to a change in the Slope Instability Management Areas. Statutory bodies defined 

in the Resource Management Act would also be notified, including the Ministry for the 
Environment, Department for Prime Minister and Cabinet, Environment Canterbury and 

Te Rūnanga O Ngāi Tahu. 

5.9.2 Option Advantages 

 Enables those directly affected to make a submission 

 Reduced likelihood of delays to the process due to fewer persons having the 
opportunity to make submissions and participate in a hearing 

 Facilitates an expedient outcome for those property owners adversely affected by 
the current Slope Instability Management Areas and who have sought changes to 

the District Plan 

5.9.3 Option Disadvantages 

 May be perceived as not being an open process 

5.10 Option 2: Full notification of the proposed plan change 

5.10.1 Option Description: Full notification would involve notification of the proposed plan 

change to the wider community by public notice, enabling anyone to make a 

submission. Statutory bodies defined in the Resource Management Act would also be 
notified, including the Ministry for the Environment, Department for Prime Minister and 

Cabinet, Environment Canterbury and Te Runanga O Ngai Tahu. 

5.10.2 Option Advantages 

 Enables anyone to make a submission.  

 Option Disadvantages 

 Higher likelihood of delays to the process due to people not directly affected 

choosing to make submissions and participate in a hearing 

 May result in the expectation of Council being able to include other properties in 
the plan change 

 Reduced likelihood of an expedient outcome for those property owners adversely 
affected by the current Slope Instability Management Areas and who have sought 

changes to the District Plan 

6. Community Views and Preferences 

6.1 As previously discussed, there have been multiple requests from property owners on the Port 

Hills requesting that the District Plan is updated to reflect the change in risk profile in relation 
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to their properties, and as a result feedback from affected property owners has generally been 
positive. 

6.2 The Council has informed affected property owners of the process and indicative timeframes 

and have invited feedback on the proposed changes. Letters were sent to 79 property owners 
on the 19th July, with feedback invited by the 9th August. A number of enquiries were received 

from property owners seeking to understand the changes with limited responses. 

6.3 Feedback has also been received from the Canterbury Regional Council who are supportive of 

the plan change, and staff are awaiting feedback from Mahaanui Kurataiao on behalf of 

Rūnanga.  

6.4 Further opportunities exist for property owners to provide feedback through the submissions 

process, upon the plan change being notified. 

7. Legal Implications 

7.1 The process for the proposed plan change is defined under schedule 1 of the Resource 

Management Act, and the recommendation for approval to limited notify directly affected 

persons and statutory bodies is consistent with Clause 5 and 5A.   

7.2 The risks involved in these processes are outlined in Risks and Mitigations below.  

7.3 This report has been reviewed and approved by the Legal Services Unit and the legal 
considerations are set out throughout this report. 

8. Risks 

8.1 The scope of this proposed plan change is limited to specific properties where assessments of 
risk have been completed and land owners have been waiting for years for a change. There is a 

risk that owners of property where the risk has not yet been reassessed will consider that the 

plan change should be a comprehensive review that includes their property.  

8.2 While excluded from the proposed plan change, other properties identified at a future date 

where the risk has reduced or changed will be subject to another plan change. Council is 
committed to undertake rolling reviews over the following years which will provide future 

opportunities for other properties that are currently subject to Slope Instability Management 

Areas, if it can be demonstrated that those properties have a different risk profile. 

8.3 There is a risk of delays in the plan change process, which will be influenced by the 

submissions received on the plan change and any appeals on the decision. However, Council 

staff are committed to the change as a priority in order to reduce the uncertainty for a number 
of property owners affected by the Slope Instability Management Areas. 

9. Next Steps 

9.1 If the preferred option is endorsed by Council, staff will proceed as follows:  

9.1.1 Initiate limited notification of the proposed plan change and invite submissions 

(September – October 2019).  

9.1.2 Invite further submissions (November 2019). 

9.1.3 Prepare a planning report including recommendations on the decisions sought by 

submitters.  
9.1.4 Hold a hearing if required (December 2019/ January 2020) 

9.1.5 Notify the decision (January/ February 2020) 

9.1.6 If there are no appeals, the District Plan will then be changed for those properties.  
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10. Options Matrix  

 Issue Specific Criteria 
Criteria Option 1 – Amendments for 

Specific Properties - Preferred 

Option 2 – Full review Option 3 – Status Quo 

Financial 

Implications 

Cost to Implement 

Staff time, external experts, low-

moderate cost 

Potential future peer-reviews 

Staff time, external experts, high 

cost Nil 

Maintenance/Ongoing 

Staff time (regular intermitted) 

Ongoing costs of regular reviews in 

the future 

Staff time until review complete, 

little ongoing cost after full review Staff time (on demand) 

Funding Source 
Existing operational District Plan 

budget 

Existing operational District Plan 

budget with significant additional 
funding required. 

Nil 

Impact on Rates Nil Nil Nil 

Criteria 1 – Certainty for development and 

future use  

Provides certainty for affected 

property owners, investors by 

reducing consenting requirements 
and managing risk appropriately 

Potentially provides certainty for 
affected property owners, 

investors by reducing consenting 

requirements and managing risk 
appropriately across all properties 

on the Port Hills affected by the 

management areas 

Unlikely to increase certainty for 

affected property owners, 

investors as it does nothing to 
change the current situation. 

Criteria 2 – Economic considerations 

Some minor administrative costs 
incurred by Council. Property 

owners will potentially benefit 
where the risk is reduced in that it 

may maintain or improve the value 

of their property.  

High cost to Council, however little 

cost for property owners. Potential 
for increase in the value of 

properties with a reduced level of 

risk and therefore less restriction 
on use of the subject properties. 

However, the review may find few 

properties where it is appropriate 
to remove the overlays. 

Higher administrative costs 

incurred to Council from increased 

time it takes to process 
applications and inform property 

owners of the situation.  
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 Statutory Criteria 
Criteria Option 1 – Preferred Option 2 – Full review Option 3 – Status Quo 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

Unlikely to increase certainty for 

Runanga who continue to face 
restrictions on the use of their 

properties. This may impede use 

and development of their sites. 

Land held by Mana Whenua is 

subject to Slope Instability 

Management Areas and there will 
be benefit for Runanga if the risk is 

less and the restrictions in the 

District Plan are moved/ 
amended. 

Unlikely to increase certainty for 

Runanga who continue to face 
restrictions on the use of their 

properties. This may impede use 

and development of their sites.  

Alignment to Council Plans & Policies 

Achieves Council’s policy 
commitment to provide up-to-

date information on natural 

hazards that affect property 
owners and the wider community 

of Christchurch.  

Raises awareness of the type and 
intensity of natural hazards 

affecting a property or/and area.  

Achieves Council’s policy 
commitment to provide up-to-

date information on natural 

hazards that affect property 
owners and the wider community 

of Christchurch.  

Raises awareness of the type and 
intensity of natural hazards 

affecting a property or/and area. 

Does not effectively and efficiently 
support Council’s policy 

commitment to provide up-to-
date information on natural 

hazards that affect property 

owners and the wider community 
of Christchurch.  

 

Alignment with higher order documents 
and directions 

Achieves Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement’s (CRPS) 
objectives (6.2.1(8) & 11.2.1.) and 

policies (11.3.5. & 11.3.7) and 
general directions such as 

avoiding development in areas 

subject to a high likelihood of 
natural hazard while mitigating 

risk in other areas.  

Achieves higher order document 

objectives and policies and 

general directions of the CRPS of 
seeking to avoid development in 

areas subject to a high likelihood 
of natural hazard while mitigating 

risk in all other areas. However, it 

does so in a less effective and 
efficient manner due to the 

duration of time before any 

change occurs. 

Achieves higher order document 

objectives and policies and 
general directions of the CRPS of 

seeking to avoid development in 

areas subject to a high likelihood 
of natural hazard while mitigating 

risks in other areas. However, it 

does so in a less effective and 
efficient manner where the risk 

has reduced.  
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Plan Change for amendments to Port Hills Slope Instability Management Area 
overlays 

 

B   Section 32 Report for Plan Change on Port Hills Slope Instability Management Areas  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  
(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons 

bearing in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 
(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 

in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Mark Stevenson - Consultant Planner 

Florian Risse - Assistant Policy Planner 

Approved By Brent Pizzey - Associate General Counsel 

David Griffiths - Head of Planning & Strategic Transport 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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14. Hearings Panel Report to the Council on the High Street 
Revitalisation and Tram Extension Project 

Reference: 19/938851 

Presenter(s): Councillor Deon Swiggs - Chair of Hearings Panel 
  

 

Secretarial Note: As this consultation was subject to a Hearings Panel process, the risk is that if the 
Council does not make a decision on the matter prior to the elections, the membership of the panel might 

change and a new panel (and hearings process) may need to be established. 

1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to present to the Council the Hearings Panel’s recommendations 
following the consultation and hearings process on the High Street revitalisation and tram 

extension. 

1.2 The Hearings Panel has no decision-making powers but, in accordance with its delegation, has 

considered the written and oral submissions received on the proposal and is now making 

recommendations to the Council. The Council can then accept or reject those 
recommendations as it sees fit bearing in mind that the Local Government Act 2002 s.82(1)(e) 

requires that “the views presented to the local authority should be received by the local 
authority with an open mind and should be given by the local authority, in making a decision, 

due consideration.” 

1.3 The Council, as the final decision-maker, should put itself in as good a position as the Hearings 
Panel having heard all the parties.  It can do so by considering this report which includes a 

summary of the written and verbal submissions that were presented at the hearings, any 
additional information received and the Hearings Panel’s considerations and 

deliberations.  Links to the Hearings Panel agenda, which includes the written submissions, 

and the Minutes of the Hearings Panel meeting are available: 

Agenda: https://bit.ly/2HeUeab  

Minutes: https://bit.ly/2KPkoRU  

2. Hearings Panel Recommendations  

That the Council: 

1. Approves the scheme design of the network transformation project for: 

a. Option 1 for the mid and northern blocks of High Street including the intersection 
upgrade with Tuam Street, as detailed in Attachment A; 

b. Option 1B for the southern block of High Street as detailed in Attachment B; and 

c. The extension of the tram route from the High Street / Lichfield Street intersection as 

detailed in Attachment A. 

2. Requests staff conduct further engagement on the scheme design for the southern block of 
High Street between Tuam and St Asaph Streets and report back to the appropriate 

Committee. 

3. Resolves that the detailed traffic resolutions required for the implementation of the project 

are brought back to the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee, or appropriate 

https://bit.ly/2HeUeab
https://bit.ly/2KPkoRU
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delegated committee for approval at the end of the detailed design phase, prior to the 
beginning of construction. 

4. Notes that staff will investigate during the detailed design phase: 

a. A Barnes dance crossing at the Lichfield Street/Manchester Street/High Street 
intersection. 

b. The interaction between cyclists and cars at the High Street /St Asaph Street/Madras 
Street intersection.  

c. Stop signs instead of give ways at the High Street/Tuam Street intersection. 

3. Background 

3.1 This project aims to revitalise High Street between Cashel Street and St Asaph Street, and the 

length of Cashel Street between High Street and Manchester Street. It also provides for the 

extension of the tram route into Poplar Street (via Lichfield Street) and returning onto High 
Street near Tuam Street. 

3.2 This supports the development of the central city through public realm improvements 

identified in the Central City Recovery Plan. The project will help make the city more 
pedestrian-friendly and safe, and assist with the greening of the central city. 

3.3 In the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan the tram extension and street revitalisation are listed 
separately:  

 Project ID 18342 – High Street (Hereford – St Asaph). 

 Project ID 45318 – Tram Extension – High Street. 

 Note that the title for Project ID 18342 provides for the length of High Street between 

Hereford Street and St Asaph Street.  However, the length between Hereford Street and 
Cashel Street was undertaken separately under Project ID 34418 – Paving Central City, City 

Mall and High Street. 

3.4 The officers’ preferred option (Option 1) which was submitted to the Hearings Panel proposes 
to introduce new landscaping and paving, widened footpaths and a slow street (10 km/h). A 

single surface boundary to boundary (no kerbs and gutters) would be constructed in the 
southern two blocks allowing for an informal street and future flexibility in the street layout. 

The plan for Option 1 is included as Attachment A. 

3.5 Officers also submitted two sub-sets of Option 1, known as Options 1A and 1B. Option 1A 
allowed for the full revitalisation of the street with additional car parks in the southern block. 

Option 1B allowed for the revitalisation of the street between Cashel Street and Tuam Street, 

and improvements to the High Street/Tuam Street intersection, but essential repairs only to 
the southern block of High Street. The Hearings Panel recommended adopting Option 1B for 

the southern block of High Street and the plan is attached as Attachment B. 

3.6 Options 1, 1A and 1B all include the tram extension. 

3.7 Option 2 is to complete the tram extension and carry out asset repairs only for the full length 

of High Street. 
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4. Consultation Process and Submissions 

4.1 Property owners, businesses and tram operators were advised of the revitalisation and tram 
extension project from March 2018. Various concepts to upgrade the street were discussed 

with them at drop-in sessions and workshops. 

4.2 When the project area was expanded in January 2019 to include the Cashel Street block, other 

stakeholders who were most affected were invited to view possible options. 

4.3 Proposals were discussed with the Joint Technical Review Panel including representatives 
from Environment Canterbury, the New Zealand Transport Agency and Ōtākaro Limited. 

4.4 Emergency services representatives raised no issues when they viewed the concept plans at a 
meeting to discuss scheme designs for central city projects. 

4.5 Staff twice presented concepts to the Central City Transport Liaison Group comprising 

representatives of a wide range of city groups with an interest in transport.  

4.6 Formal consultation on a preferred plan opened on 14 May and closed on 10 June 2019. The 

High Street revitalisation received 90 submissions and the tram extension received 62.   

4.7 The tram extension received broad support during the consultation, with 81% of submitters 
indicating support for this part of the project. 

4.8 Submissions on the street revitalisation were more diverse. The most significant issue raised 
by submitters was provision of on-street car parking. 23 submitters wanted less emphasis on 

cars and car parking, with some indicating a preference for full pedestrianisation of the street. 

In contrast, 25 submitters wanted more parking spaces to support local businesses with many 
commenting that the Council should replace any on-street car parks with conveniently 

located off-street parking. 

4.9 In particular, 19 submitters opposed the reduction of car parking in the southern block of High 

Street and put forward an alternative plan for this block which provided for 29 car parks, plus 

a mobility park and loading zone. The submitters named their alternative plan ‘Option C’.  

4.10 The officers’ detailed report on the consultation and matters raised in written submissions is 

included in the officers’ report to the Hearings Panel (Attachment C). 

5. Officers’ Analysis of Options 

5.1 The options analysis in this section is the same as the officers’ options analysis which was 

provided to the Hearings Panel. 

5.2 The following reasonably practicable options were considered by the Hearings Panel: 

 Option 1 – Full revitalisation of High Street and tram extension (Preferred). 

 Option 2 – Tram extension and asset repairs. 

5.3 The Hearings Panel also considered the following which are subsets of Option 1: 

 Option 1A – Revitalisation of the two northern blocks of High Street. Full revitalisation of 

the southern block with some additional parking. 

 Option 1B – Revitalisation of the two northern blocks and do minimum in the southern 

block of High Street. 

5.4 Option 1 provides for the tram extension. The extension is contingent on the Council reaching 

an agreement for purchase of the land required to form the tram track loop between Poplar 

Street and High Street.  Negotiations are progressing with the body corporate representing 
the individual land owners. 
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Option Descriptions 

5.5 Preferred Option: Option 1 - Full revitalisation of High Street and tram extension, including 

minor changes 

5.5.1 Option Description:  This option provides for the full revitalisation of High Street 

between Cashel Street and St Asaph Street, and Cashel Street between High Street and 

Manchester Street, and the extension of the tram route.  It differs from the consultation 
plan by minor changes to the three blocks of High Street in response to submissions 

received. 

Key features of the scheme include: 

 Revitalises the three city blocks through new landscaping and paving, widened 

footpaths and a slow street (10 km/h) with a single surface boundary to 
boundary (no kerbs and gutters) in the southern two blocks allowing for an 

informal street and future flexibility in the street layout. 

 Enhanced streetscape to provide a more attractive place for people to visit and 

do business. 

 Widened footpath where possible to cater for increased foot traffic including a 
large widened pedestrian amenity area outside the Duncan’s Building in the 

southern block of High Street. 

 Creates an entry to the central city from Lyttelton, Sumner and Ferrymead 

following a diagonal route first used by Māori, represented in the streetscape by 

cultural markers and tohu (signs, symbolic representations) which represent 
Ngāi Tūāhuriri hapū sites of significance and associations with travel. 

 Safe cycle link between the cycleway on St Asaph Street and Tuam Street, and 
the Heathcote Expressway on Ferry Road. 

 Accessible for all users. 

 Courtesy crossings to provide safe and accessible mid-block crossings of High 
Street. 

 Provision of time-restricted parking spaces as detailed in the table below: 

 
Northern 

Block 
Middle 
Block 

Tuam Street 
(additional) 

Southern 
Block 

Total 

P60 metered 27 8 3 12 50 

P30 metered 0 1 0 0 1 

P30 metered or 

P5 free 
0 3 0 0 3 

Mobility 2 1 0 1 4 

Loading Zone 2 1 1 1 5 

Motorcycle 0 2 0 1 3 

Total 31 16 4 15 66 

   

 Simplified intersection at Tuam Street reducing number of signal poles from 19 

to six. 
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 Additional street trees and a large rain garden to provide amenity and 
environmental benefits. 

 Southern block one-way from Tuam Street to St Asaph Street allowing for 

vehicle exit into St Asaph Street to be reinstated. 

 Tram route extended along Lichfield Street, Poplar Street and back up High 

Street. 

5.5.2 Option Advantages 

In addition to the scheme features listed above, this option: 

 Provides a focus on pedestrian amenity by providing widened footpaths, slower 
vehicle speeds, and additional seating and landscaping. 

 Safety for pedestrians. 

 Support for future development. 

 Is supported by 40 submitters with 23 submitters requesting less emphasis on 

parking. 

5.5.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Reduces the number of on-street parking spaces by 27.  This reduction is measured 
from Option 2 – the number that will exist once all construction barriers have been 

removed. 

5.6 Option 1A – Full revitalisation of the southern block of High Street with additional parking. 

5.6.1 Option Description:  This option provides for the full revitalisation of High Street 

between Tuam Street and St Asaph Street, as for Option 1, but with additional parking 
as requested by 25 submitters. 

The changes in the key features from Option 1 are: 

 Removal of the courtesy crossing and one street tree in the vicinity of 165 High 
Street. 

 Increased parking numbers – 16 60-minute metered parking spaces, one loading 
zone, one mobility park, and one park for motorcycles, as detailed in the table 

below: 

 
Southern 

Block 

 Additional 
parking over 

Option 1 

P60 metered 16  4 

Mobility 1  0 

Loading Zone 1  0 

Motorcycle 1  0 

 

5.6.2 Option Advantages 

In addition to the features listed above and in Option 1, this option: 

 Provides additional parking in the southern block to meet the request of 19 
submitters who state that parking is required to ensure the survival of new 
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businesses in this block, while maintaining the objective of this being a key 
pedestrian and cycle street. 

 Flexibility of the single surface treatment enables additional parking to be 

implemented in future without significant construction works and associated costs. 

5.6.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Removes additional pedestrian amenity space on the footpath, a courtesy crossing 
and one proposed street tree as a result of the additional parking provision, 

compared to Option 1. 

 Removes 23 parking spaces in the southern two blocks (from what will exist once 
all existing barriers are removed) – the tram extension and asset repairs option 

(Option 2). 

5.7 Option 1B – Do minimum in the southern block of High Street. 

5.7.1 Option Description:  This option provides for repairs to be undertaken in the southern 

block between Tuam Street and St Asaph Street to make good damage caused as a 
result of the earthquakes and from subsequent demolition works, and includes the 

proposed changes at the Tuam Street / High Street intersection.  The repair work 
includes footpath resurfacing and road repairs where required. 

Work is required at the Tuam Street intersection to enable removal of the extra traffic 

signals and permits operation of the intersection in a safe manner with the modified 
street layout in the middle block. 

The speed limit within the southern block would be maintained at 30 km/h. 

5.7.2 Option Advantages 

 Allows for the safe and efficient operation of the Tuam Street / High Street 

intersection. 

 Reduces the extent of disruption to businesses and users of the southern block of 

High Street.  Note that repair works will still cause some disruption. 

 Retains most of the existing parking spaces, except where modifications are 
required at the Tuam Street / High Street intersection. 

 Provides an estimated saving to this project in the Transport Programme budget in 
the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan for the High Street project (CPMS 19342) of 

$1.0 million. 

5.7.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Does not meet the Council’s objective for the southern block of High Street of 

supporting the development of the central city through public realm improvements 
identified in the Central City Recovery Plan. 

 Does not provide for a connection between key cycle routes in St Asaph Street, 

Tuam Street and Ferry Road. 

 Does not help make this block of the city more pedestrian friendly and safe nor 

does it assist with the greening of the central city. 

 Does not provide the exit for traffic from High Street into St Asaph Street. 

 Following repair work, the slope on the footpath between the Ara building 

boundary and the kerb will be greater than permitted in the Council’s 
Infrastructure Design Standard.  In order to meet the standard, the kerb will need to 
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be constructed at a higher level requiring significant reconstruction of the adjacent 
roadway. 

 Removes 11 parking spaces in the middle block (from what will exist once all 

existing construction barriers are removed). 

5.8 Option 2 – Tram extension and asset repairs 

5.8.1 Option Description: This option provides for the tram extension, and for repairs to be 
undertaken in the three blocks to make good damage caused as a result of the 

earthquakes and from subsequent demolition works.  This includes kerb and channel 

repairs, footpath resurfacing, and road repairs where required. 

5.8.2 Option Advantages 

 The tram extension is completed once the land purchase is finalised. 

 Reduces the magnitude of disruption to businesses and users of High Street and 

Cashel Street.  Note that repair works, however, will cause disruption. 

 Retains all existing parking spaces, except where crossings for new buildings are 
required in the future. 

 Provides an estimated saving to this project in the Transport Programme budget in 
the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan for the High Street project (CPMS 19342) of 

$5.9 million. 

5.8.3 Option Disadvantages 

 Does not meet the Council’s objective of supporting the development of the central 

city through public realm improvements identified in the Central City Recovery 
Plan. 

 Does not provide for a connection between key cycle routes in Ferry Road and 

Tuam Street. 

 Does not help make the city more pedestrian friendly and safe nor does it assist 

with the greening of the central city. 

 Does not provide the exit for traffic from High Street into St Asaph Street. 

 Following repair work, the slope on the footpath between the Ara building 

boundary and the kerb will be greater than permitted in the Council’s 
Infrastructure Design Standard.  In order to meet the standard, the kerb will need to 

be constructed at a higher level requiring significant reconstruction of the adjacent 

roadway. 

Analysis Criteria 

5.9 A multi-criteria analysis was undertaken for the options providing revitalisation of the three 

blocks of High Street (Option 1 and Option 1 with 1A).  The analysis considered the following 

factors: 

5.9.1 Transport: 

 Alignment with strategies. 

 Pedestrian, vehicle and parking provision. 

 Cycle facilities. 
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5.9.2 Tram: 

 Alignment with strategies. 

 Operational requirements. 

 Future proofing of tram route. 

5.9.3 Amenity and context: 

 Alignment with Streets and Spaces Design Guide. 

 Vitality / amenity / footfall. 

 Corners of the frames. 

 Flexibility / future proof urban environment. 

 Urban gateway concept. 

 Greening the city. 

 Ecology. 

 Street trees. 

 Impact on heritage settings. 

5.9.4 Stakeholders 

 Alignment with community expectation. 

 Alignment with adjacent owners and occupiers. 

5.9.5 Risks associated with the timing of project delivery. 

Options Considerations 

5.10 Option 1 meets the objectives of the Council’s Long Term Plan. 

5.11 Option 1A amends Option 1 by adding extra on-street parking in the southern block of High 

Street. 

5.12 Option 1B is an alternative amendment to Option 1 providing for the Tuam Street / High Street 
intersection to be modified but the length of High Street south of this to be repaired only.  The 

revitalisation of the southern block of High Street would be reprogrammed, depending on the 

availability of budget or, alternatively, not undertaken.  This option would not meet the 
objectives of the Long Term Plan. 

5.13 Option 2 does not provide for revitalisation of High Street or the block of Cashel Street but 
provides for their repair only.  It includes the extension of the tram route in High Street.  The 

revitalisation of High Street and Cashel Street would be reprogrammed, depending on the 

availability of budget or, alternatively, not undertaken.  This option would not meet the 
objectives of the Long Term Plan. 
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6. Changes Proposed as a Result of Consultation 

6.1 The officers’ preferred Option 1 incorporates the following minor changes as a result of the 
feedback received on the consultation plan: 

6.1.1 Northern block 

 Loading zone outside 198 High Street moved eastward to accommodate a future possible 

footpath crossing. 

 Commemorative plaque retained in its present location in paving in City Mall. 

6.1.2 Middle block 

 One additional park for motorcycles located outside 174/176 High Street. 

 60 minute metered parking outside C1 café and opposite 180 High Street changed to 

shorter term parking (30 minute metered parking and 5 minute free parking). 

 Corgis (sculptures) placed on a raised plinth to lessen the hazard of tripping and at the 
request of the artist. 

6.1.3 Southern block  

 Motorcycle parking space opposite 155 High Street replaced by 60 minute metered car park 

 Additional motorcycle parking space located outside 143 High Street. 

 Street furniture relocated from outside 139 High Street to provide access to the building 
from High Street. 

 Cycle crossing across St Asaph Street added. 

6.2 Officers prepared options 1A and 1B as subsets of Option 1 to provide the Hearings Panel with 

further potential options in response to submissions.  

7. The Hearing 

7.1 The Hearings Panel consisted of Councillor Davidson, Councillor East and Councillor Swiggs. 

The Hearings Panel elected Councillor Swiggs to be the Chair.   

7.2 On 14 August 2019 the Hearings Panel conducted a site visit with Council officers. During the 
visit Council officers outlined the key proposals and responded to questions from the Hearings 

Panel.  

7.3 The Hearings Panel convened on Thursday 15 August 2019 to consider and deliberate on all 
submissions received on the proposal. 

7.4 Prior to hearing oral submissions Council officers presented a brief overview of the project and 
outlined the amendments they recommended as a result of considering the written 

submissions and engaging with local businesses. 

7.5 14 submitters presented verbal submissions to the Hearings Panel. These submitters raised 
the following points: 

7.5.1 Two submitters strongly supported the tram extension and requested the Council to 
deliver this project before the TRENZ event in May 2020. Other submitters were 

generally supportive of the tram extension with nobody speaking against it and one 

describing it as a ‘no brainer’.  

7.5.2 Five submitters said that they would prefer to see less emphasis on cars on High Street, 

and indicated a preference to see fewer car parks or to close the street to cars entirely. 
The reasons for this included to make the street safer and to make the street a more 
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pleasant location for people to spend time in, which would in turn encourage people to 
visit the businesses on the street. 

7.5.3 In particular, one submitter indicated their frustration at the lack of action in response 

to climate change and requested the Council to be more proactive in encouraging mode 
shift to reduce carbon emissions, including prioritising enhancements to active 

transport and public transport and reducing on-street car parking.  

7.5.4 A further submitter suggested reinstating the central city shuttle bus to make it easier 

for people to park further away from their destination.  

7.5.5 Six submitters said that they wanted additional car parks to be provided on the street 
compared to what is in the proposal. The reasons for this primarily related to providing 

easy access for business customers. Two submitters indicated that they would not have 
invested in this area of the city if they had known the Council would reduce the level of 

on-street parking, with one describing the Council as their biggest risk to economic 

development. One submitter advised the Hearings Panel that existing casual parking in 
the area is already at capacity, and showed a photo of the parks in the southern block of 

High Street being full at 8pm on a Tuesday evening.  

7.5.6 The same six submitters indicated support for what they termed ‘Option C’ which was 
an alternative proposal for the southern block of High Street submitted by businesses in 

the area (and also included in written submissions). The plan provided for additional 
parking on the southern block. One of the submitters advised that it was approved by a 

safety auditor.  

7.5.7 One submitter advised the Hearings Panel that their experience from pre-earthquake 
times is that pedestrian traffic has always started to decline at the southern end of High 

Street because it is at the periphery of what people identify as the Central City, so 
pedestrian traffic cannot be relied on as the sole contributor to business activity on this 

block.  

7.5.8 Three submitters quoted clauses from the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan. A 
particular concern for these submitters was a clause stating that where there is a need 

to reduce on-street parking and there remains a need for parking in the area, parking 

will be reallocated to convenient off-street locations. The submitters alleged that the 
Council is not doing this. The submitters further indicated that they were told by Council 

officers that the Lichfield car park is the alternative parking, and argued that this facility 
is too far away to service southern High Street.  

7.5.9 In response to questions from the Hearings Panel about the car parking facilities outside 

Little High and in the Salt District, submitters advised that the Little High car park is over 
capacity and most parks in the Salt District parking building are subject to long term 

leases. There is no guarantee that there will be ongoing parking availability for casual 
users in privately owned off-street parking facilities. 

7.5.10 Four submitters raised concerns about the consultation process. Two suggested that 

their business tenants were not directly consulted with and should have been. A further 
two submitters suggested that the Council’s engagement was focused too heavily on 

businesses at the expense of local residents and other advocacy groups. 

7.5.11 Three submitters discussed the central city needing to compete with suburban malls. 

Two of these emphasised the importance of easily accessible parking to be competitive. 

They acknowledged that suburban mall parking is often some distance from the shops 
but argued that this is mitigated by a strong sense of connection between shopping and 

parking areas. The third submitter disagreed, arguing that transport access to suburban 
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malls can also be difficult and parking is some distance from the shops. Instead they 
argued the suburban malls’ success is because they are indoors, and the central city 

should compete with them by providing attractive outdoor and pedestrian areas which 

suburban malls lack.  

7.5.12 One submitter provided a detailed review of safety concerns, particularly for people 

with visual impairments, and requested to be involved in the detailed design process to 
address these risks. 

7.5.13 One submitter focused on the speed of delivery and indicated that businesses in the 

area will struggle to survive if the construction is not delivered promptly. The submitter 
also stated their belief that businesses are often exposed to costs which should be met 

by the contractor. Examples include the lack of compensation for businesses when the 
contract is not completed on time, and contractors using on-street parking for their 

vehicles and equipment when not in use instead of finding suitable off-street parking.  

7.5.14 One submitter expressed a belief that a significant number of on-street car parks in 
this area are being used by local employees and Ara students, often for all day parking. 

The submitter suggested that these people will be used to walking around the central 

city to avoid losing their car park, and people wanting short-stay parking will have 
already adjusted to parking elsewhere and walking to their destination. The submitter 

suggested negotiating with Ara Institute of Canterbury to allow visitors to the central 
city to use their off-street car parking outside of work hours.   

8. Consideration and Deliberation of Submissions on the Tram Extension and 
Northern Blocks of High Street (Cashel Street – Tuam Street) 

8.1 The Hearings Panel considered and deliberated on all submissions received on the proposal 

as well as information received from Council officers during the hearing.  

8.2 The Hearings Panel noted the support for the tram extension from the majority of submitters.  

8.3 The key issues the Hearings Panel addressed are as follows: 

Consultation Process 

8.3.1 The Hearings Panel asked officers to respond to submitters’ comments that some 

businesses in the area were not consulted directly.  

8.3.2 Officers advised the Hearings Panel that the consultation was advertised extensively 

including on the Council’s website, social media, radio and newspaper. Consultation 

booklets and invitations to drop in sessions were also hand delivered to all buildings 
along the route. The Council conducted 20 meetings with stakeholders and officers 

asked landlords and/or central offices in larger buildings within the project area to 
forward the information to tenants so they were aware of the proposal and upcoming 

meetings.  

8.3.3 Officers also noted submitters’ comments that the alternative ‘Option C’ was developed 
by all active owners and tenants in the area, indicating that they were aware of the 

consultation and could have submitted if they wanted to.  

8.3.4 Officers also advised that some buildings on High Street were not tenanted when the 
engagement process commenced.  
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Risk Mitigation 

8.3.5 The Hearings Panel asked officers to respond to the submission about safety for those 

with visual impairments.  

8.3.6 Officers advised that they met with an advisor from the Blind Foundation on 3 May 2019 
to review High Street proposals. Any concerns can be addressed during the detailed 

design phase and it is standard process to invite the Blind Foundation to participate in 
this.  

Speed of Delivery 

8.3.7 Officers assured the Hearings Panel that they will work with the contractor to deliver the 
project as quickly as possible and with comprehensive communications undertaken. 

Transport projects have been delivered ahead of schedule this year with the second 
stage of the Heathcote Expressway Cycleway completed a month early.  

Northern Block (Cashel Street – Lichfield Street) 

8.3.8 The Hearings Panel raised concerns about safety for cyclists on this block. 

8.3.9 Officers advised the Hearings Panel that the northern block of High Street has been 

designed for the safety of cyclists by narrowing the parking spaces on the south-western 

side of the street to 2 m wide. This then provides a safe space between the parked cars 
and the adjacent tram track.  

8.3.10 The plan does not promote this length of High Street as a cycling route as City Mall to 
the north does not currently permit cyclists to ride there.  Therefore green markings are 

not proposed for cycle access on this length of High Street.  The alternative route for 

cyclists to access the mall area is via the shared footpath on Manchester Street between 
High Street and Cashel Street and then via Cashel Street, west of Manchester Street. 

8.3.11 The Hearings Panel asked for advice on whether a Barnes dance crossing is viable at 
the High Street/Lichfield Street/Manchester Street intersection. Officers advised that it 

might be possible and can be investigated. But they warned it might not be the best 

option because: 

 There is a risk of buses cutting the corner where pedestrians would be more likely 

to stand in a Barnes dance design.  

 The intersection needs to cater for a number of different traffic light phases given 

the range of transport modes using these streets. A Barnes dance crossing could 

compromise the efficiency of the traffic movement at the intersection. 

Middle Block (Lichfield Street – Tuam Street) 

8.3.12 The Hearings Panel asked whether this block could have been made a northbound 

one-way to allow more room for pedestrian amenity and reduce the likelihood of traffic 
using it as a rat run to avoid the Manchester Street/Tuam Street intersection. 

8.3.13 Officers advised that they did investigate this option and found it had minimal benefits 
for urban design. The clearance needed for the cycle lane next to the tram track means 

the additional footpath width will not be achievable. It is also unlikely to be used for rat 

running because of the slow speed and the oblique nature of the access from 
Manchester Street. 

8.3.14 The Hearings Panel asked about reducing the width of the footpath build outs to allow 
more space for parking, as was requested by a submitter. 
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8.3.15 Officers advised that reducing the width of the footpath in the area the submitter 
requested would result in a footpath less than three metres wide, which could cause 

conflicts between vehicles and verandas which are consented to be built. 

8.3.16 The Hearings Panel asked if there is potential to increase parking on the northern side 
around the courtesy crossing.  

8.3.17 Officers advised that this would allow space for one extra park at the most, and would 
result in the loss of the proposed motorcycle parks which were requested by the 

adjoining business.  

Intersection of High Street and Tuam Street 

8.3.18 Officers recommended that the Hearings Panel proceed with upgrading this 

intersection regardless of what option is selected for the southern block. This will allow 
the intersection to be simplified and the number of traffic light poles reduced to six. 

8.3.19 The Hearings Panel discussed the safety of the intersection with regard to interaction 

between cars and cyclists and suggested that the left turn slip lane from Tuam Street 
onto High Street, and the left turn from High Street onto Tuam Street, should both be 

stop signs to raise driver awareness of cyclists. Officers undertook to investigate this 

during the detailed design phase.   

9. Consideration and Deliberation of Submissions on the Southern Block of 
High Street (Tuam Street – St Asaph Street) 

9.1 The majority of the Hearings Panel’s deliberations were focused on the southern block of High 

Street between Tuam Street and St Asaph Street. 

9.2 The key issues the Hearings Panel addressed are as follows:  

Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (CTSP) 

9.2.1 The Hearings Panel asked for advice on the comments made by submitters regarding 
the Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan (CTSP), particularly about replacing on-street 

parking with convenient off-street parking. 

9.2.2 Officers advised the Hearings Panel that the clauses quoted by submitters are present in 
the CTSP and are not disputed. But they need to be read in context. The CTSP has an 

overarching goal of providing genuine choice between transport modes, and to 
prioritise certain modes along certain routes. Underneath the CTSP in the hierarchy of 

policy documents is the Transport Chapter of the Christchurch Transport Plan which 

identifies High Street as a priority pedestrian route. The Christchurch Transport Plan is a 
statutory document.  

9.2.3 Officers further advised the Hearings Panel that they do not view the Lichfield Car Park 
as an alternative parking location for High Street. However they do view The Crossing 

parking building as suitable alternative parking for High Street and the Council made a 

significant investment in this facility.  

Car Parking Capacity 

9.2.4 The Hearings Panel asked for advice on how many off-street car parks are available for 

casual parking within a five minute walk of the southern block.  

9.2.5 Council officers advised that there are approximately 790 on-street and permanent off-

street parking spaces available for casual parking. This includes The Crossing, the 
carpark outside Little High Eatery and the Salt District parking building (and takes into 

account that some parks in these facilities are subject to long term lease arrangements).  
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9.2.6 Approximately 550 temporary off-street car parks are also available in the area. 

9.2.7 The Lichfield and Hereford Street car park buildings contain a further 1430 permanent 

car parks and are within a ten minute walk of the southern block of High Street. While 

some will be subject to long term leases, a conservative estimate is that 700 will be 
available for casual parking.  

9.2.8 The Hearings Panel discussed how general public perception appears to be that it is 
difficult to find a car park in this area, whereas data shows that there is an abundance of 

car parking available. The Hearings Panel agreed that work needs to be done to shift 

this perception.  

Intersection of High Street/Madras Street/St Asaph Street 

9.2.9 The Hearings Panel discussed the interaction between cyclists and cars at the 
intersection of High Street/St Asaph Street/Madras Street and expressed concern that it 

is not obvious which mode has the right of way at the end of High Street. The Hearings 

Panel requested officers to investigate this further.  

Option C Proposed by Submitters 

9.2.10 The Hearings Panel asked for advice on whether the ‘Option C’ proposal from 

submitters is viable. 

9.2.11 Officers advised the Hearings Panel that Option C does not meet the Council’s design 

standards. While a submitter indicated it had passed a safety audit, officers have not 
seen this report and have concerns about the safety of the design.  

9.2.12 Officers’ specific concerns about the design are: 

 The tight transition spaces between car parks and the courtesy crossings, and the 
narrow width of the middle courtesy crossing, will encourage vehicles to drive over 

the area where pedestrians are waiting to cross.  

 The contra-flow cycle lane is a risk because it is close to the passenger side of 

parked cars. People in the passenger side of vehicles are not accustomed to 

checking for cyclists before opening their doors. 

9.2.13 Officers also reminded the Hearings Panel that six trees were removed on this block to 

allow construction works to take place, and the developer is required to replace them. 
The trees shown in the Option C plan appear to be much smaller than the ones which 

were removed.  

9.2.14 The Hearings Panel asked officers how many car parks could be accommodated if we 
use Option C as the base plan but modify it to comply with the Council’s design 

standards. 

9.2.15 Officers advised that they estimate it would allow for 22 car parks. It would be similar 
to option 1A. It would take some time for officers to draw the plan and the number of 

parks might change as they investigate it in more detail. 

9.2.16 The Hearings Panel asked what could be done to address the apparent dissatisfaction 

local businesses have about the proposal for this block. 

9.2.17 Officers advised the Hearings Panel that extensive engagement was carried out with 
the businesses in this area and it is unlikely that further engagement will result in a 

different outcome. The main issue seems to be a fundamental disagreement about the 
design standards the Council uses when designing its streetscapes and it is difficult to 
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see this changing. But officers will do their best to work with the local businesses if 
requested.  

9.2.18 Officers further advised that when they became aware the local businesses were 

developing Option C, they met with them to inform them of the design standards that 
any proposal would be required to meet. It is apparent that the submitters chose to 

submit a plan that met some of these standards.  

Delivery Timeframe 

9.2.19 The Hearings Panel asked when physical construction work is likely to start. Officers 

advised that the detailed design phase will take some time to complete and they also 
need to confirm if the project will attract NZTA funding. Realistically it could be at least 

a year before construction commences.  

10. Final Recommendations 

10.1 The Hearings Panel unanimously recommended that the Council proceeds with revitalising 

the northern and middle blocks of High Street between Cashel Street and Tuam Street, as per 

Option 1. The Hearings Panel also unanimously recommended that the Council proceeds with 
the tram extension, and the upgrade of the High Street/Tuam Street intersection as per 

Option 1. The Hearings Panel requested officers to investigate during the detailed design 
phase: 

10.1.1  A Barnes dance crossing at the Lichfield Street/Manchester Street/High Street 

intersection. 

10.1.2 Stop signs instead of give ways at the High Street/Tuam Street intersection. 

10.2 The Hearings Panel did not reach a unanimous position on what to do with the southern block 
of High Street. 

10.3 Councillor Swiggs and Councillor East expressed concern at the level of opposition from local 

businesses against the recommended scheme design for the southern block. They supported 
Option 1B for this block with an additional request to conduct further engagement on the 

design of the southern block. They noted the officer advice that it might be another year 

before physical work commences, and expressed a desire for the engagement to occur before 
then in the hope a revised scheme design can be agreed to allow the full length of High Street 

to be revitalised. 

10.4 Councillor Davidson opposed Option 1B and the request for additional engagement, stating 

that he did not believe additional engagement would lead to a different outcome. Councillor 

Davidson indicated he would have preferred Option 1 for the full length of High Street, but was 
prepared to accept option 1A as a compromise position. 

10.5 By a two to one vote majority the Hearings Panel recommended that the Council proceeds 
with Option 1B for the southern block of High Street and requests staff conduct additional 

engagement on the scheme design for the southern block of High Street.  

10.6 Noting that further work will be done on the design of the southern block, the Hearings Panel 
requested officers to review the interaction between cyclists and cars at the High Street /St 

Asaph Street/Madras Street intersection. 
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Signatories 

Author   Aidan Kimberley - Hearings Advisor 

Approved By Councillor Deon Swiggs - Chair of Hearings Panel 
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15. Hearings Panel Report to the Council on the Te Wai Ora o Tāne 
Draft Integrated Water Strategy 

Reference / Te Tohutoro: 19/1062577 

Presenter(s) / Te kaipāhō: Councillor Yani Johanson - Chair of Hearings Panel 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to present the results of the consultation and hearings process in 
relation to the Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy, and to present the Hearings 

Panel’s recommendation that the Council adopt it with the changes presented in this report as 

the Council’s Integrated Water Strategy. 

1.2 An Integrated Water Strategy will provide a framework to manage water supply, wastewater 

and stormwater throughout the Christchurch district over the next 100 years and beyond. 

1.3 The Hearings Panel has no decision-making powers but, in accordance with its delegation, has 

considered the written and heard submissions received on the Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft 

Integrated Water Strategy, and is now making recommendations to the Council.  The Council 
can accept or reject the Panel’s recommendations as it sees fit, bearing in mind that the Local 

Government Act 2002 s.82(1)(e) requires that “the views presented to the local authority 
should be received by the local authority with an open mind and should be given by the local 

authority, in making a decision, due consideration.” 

1.4 The Council, as the final decision-maker, should put itself in as good a position as the Hearings 
Panel having heard all the parties.  It can do so by considering this report which includes a 

summary of the written and heard submissions, the information received, and the Hearings 
Panel’s deliberations.   

2. Hearings Panel Recommendations  

That the Council: 

1. Adopt the Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy with the changes indicated by 
the tracked changes, in Attachment A to this report, as the Council’s Integrated Water 

Strategy to replace the following three Council water-related strategies: 

a. Water Supply Strategy 2009-2039, adopted by the Council in 2009. 

b. Surface Water Strategy 2009-2019, adopted by the Council in 2009. 

c. Wastewater Strategy 2013, adopted by the Council in 2013. 

3. Background/Context 

3.1 The Council currently has three water-related strategies, as noted below: 

 Water Supply Strategy 2009-2039, adopted by the Council in 2009. 

 Surface Water Strategy 2009-2019, adopted by the Council in 2009. 

 Wastewater Strategy 2013, adopted by the Council in 2013. 

3.2 The Water Supply and Surface Water Strategies were adopted before the Canterbury 

Earthquake Sequence and are due for review. As part of the review, there was a decision to 

develop a single, overarching integrated water strategy to better ensure there is integration 
across the ‘three waters’. 
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3.3 The Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy (the Strategy) was developed and on 
23 May 2019 a report was presented to the Council to seek approval for public consultation on 

the Strategy.   A link to the report is available at 

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/05/CNCL_20190523_AGN_3370_AT_WEB.htm 

3.4 On 23 May 2019, the Council resolved to: 

1. Delegate the approval of a draft Integrated Water Strategy for public consultation to a 
Working Group comprising Councillors Buck, Clearwater, Cotter, Davidson, Galloway, 

Johanson and Templeton. 

Request that the Working Group make clear that the strategy addresses the key priorities 
below:  

a. a clear objective of our water strategy to maintain our water free from chlorination  

b. maintaining control of three waters be an integral part of the City Council structure 

and that Council will oppose any removal of those functions from the City Council  

c. the protection from pollutants and especially the leaching of nitrates under the 
Waimakariri River and that our objective be to ensure that the nitrate level not be 

allowed to increase above 0.4mg/L .  

Notes that the Working Group will need to approve a draft Integrated Water Strategy for 
consultation by the end of May 2019 to allow sufficient time to undertake consultation by 

the end of the triennial. 

Appoint a Hearings Panel to receive deputations and consider public submissions on the 

draft Integrated Water Strategy, and make recommendations to the Council on the 

strategy to be adopted by Council. 

4. Consultation Process  

4.1 The consultation period commenced from 14 June until 21 July 2019. 

4.2 The consultation Have Your Say link (https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-
submissions/haveyoursay/show/245) was sent to 213 key stakeholders on Friday 14 June 

2019. Hard copies of the Strategy and consultation booklets were posted to seven Rūnanga, 

and made available citywide in libraries and service centres. 

4.3 Information sessions were held between 25 June and 9 July 2019 for members of the public to 

talk to staff about the Strategy.  These were held at the Tūranga Central Library, New Brighton 
Boardroom, Beckenham Service Centre, Banks Peninsula Duvauchelle Hall, Belfast School, the 

Upper Riccarton Library, Bishopdale Community Centre and Woolston Community Library. 

4.4 A Newsline story was shared on the Council Newsline page and Facebook page, along with 
advertising on various radio stations and in local newspapers. 

5. Submissions 

5.1 A total of 36 submissions were received.  The agenda containing the Volumes of Submissions 
from submitters who were heard in person, submitters who originally indicated a wish to be 

heard but who no longer wished to when contacted, or were not available on the hearing date; 
and from those submitters who indicated they did not wish to be heard in person, is available 

at the link:  

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/08/BLHP_20190812_AGN_3942_AT.PDF 

5.2 A ‘Consultation Analysis’ was completed by staff from the Strategy and Transformation Group 

for the Hearings Panel, and is available at the link to the agenda noted in 5.1 above. 

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/05/CNCL_20190523_AGN_3370_AT_WEB.htm
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/245
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/245
https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/08/BLHP_20190812_AGN_3942_AT.PDF
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5.3 The Consultation Analysis noted that there were 14 major themes to emerge from the 
consultation process: 

 Comments on the five main sections of the Strategy: vision, goals, guiding principles, 

strategic issues, objectives. 

 Comments on nine subject areas: groundwater protection, water supplies, 

infrastructure and asset management, wastewater, flooding and flood management, 
surface water quality, surface water quantity, water efficiency and conservation, and 

implementation. 

 General comments. 

 There was general support for the Strategy. 

 Multiple changes were sought, most of which were points to provide greater clarity. 

6. The Hearing 

6.1 The Hearings Panel consisted of Councillor Yani Johanson (who the Panel appointed as Chair), 

Councillor Phil Clearwater, and Councillor Sara Templeton.  The Hearings Panel convened on 
Monday, 12 August and reconvened on Thursday, 15 August 2019 to hear verbal submissions 

and then to consider all submissions received, and deliberate on the Strategy.   

Thirteen submitters verbally presented to the Hearings Panel.  A link to the meeting minutes 
can be found at: 

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/08/BLHP_20190812_MIN_3942_AT.PDF 

6.2 Council officers presented a brief overview of the Strategy and Consultation Analysis, and 
answered questions from the Hearings Panel, at the commencement of the hearings.  The 

Hearings Panel then heard from the submitters who were available and wished to present. 

6.3 The majority of verbal submissions were consistent with the points raised in the submitters’ 

written submissions.  However, some key points raised during verbal submissions included: 

6.3.1 Comments on the value of water and the value of the infrastructure that keeps the 
water safe. 

6.3.2 There should be standard operating practices in place for non-potable grey water use. 

6.3.3 Consider greater emphasis in the Strategy on other plans.  Reference was made to the 

Little River Big Ideas Plan, Canterbury Water Regional Plan and the Akaroa Harbour 

Basin Settlements Study. 

6.3.4 Comments on the need to be working closely with landowners. 

6.3.5 The need to reference water races within the Strategy. 

6.4 Various submitters provided slide shows or documents to support their presentations to the 

Hearings Panel.  These are separately circulated to Councillors for their information. 

6.5 The Hearings Panel asked for clarification on a number of matters that staff then provided in 
an update, which is appended to this report as Attachment B.  This information, along with 

the written and heard submissions, was considered by the Panel, and the following further 

matters arose through the Panel’s deliberations: 

6.5.1 The Panel asked to include clarification in the Strategy that the Council would not only 

collaborate with Environment Canterbury (ECan), district councils and central 
government, but advocate for change.  The private sector was suggested and included 

in this collaborative process. 

https://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2019/08/BLHP_20190812_MIN_3942_AT.PDF
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6.5.2 The Panel asked staff to consider how we might have on-going visibility of water.  In line 
with the oral submission from Community Board Member Karolin Potter the following 

new action was added to section 7.1 of the Strategy to provide regular water workshops.  

The Panel felt these should be referred to as water forums, rather than workshops. 

6.5.3 Consideration was given to whether to support the Canterbury Water Management 

Strategy (CWMS) targets as part of the Strategy.  The Panel felt the CWMS targets were 
similar to objectives, and noted the Council has its own set of objectives that reflect 

what is important to the community and Council.  While the CWMS is not a statutory 

document, as part of the implementation of the Strategy, staff will consider the CWMS 
priorities. 

6.5.4 In relation to the water races, a new action was added to section 7.3 of the Strategy, and 
the Panel asked for this to be referred to as “stock water races”. 

6.5.5 Information was provided to the Panel about what is provided on the rates demand 

notices in terms of the water rate.  Staff did not recommend any change to the Strategy 
in this regard, however the Panel suggested through the Implementation Plan the 

addition of a “city dashboard” that would provide information, e.g. water conservation 

targets. 

6.5.6 Regarding requirements for capturing of rainwater/stormwater, the Panel suggested 

inclusion of this within the Implementation Plan and as part of the forum information, 
to ensure robust consenting processes. 

6.5.7 The Panel sought a change to a portion of the Vision and suggested “We want a 

Christchurch where water for people and the environment is valued.”  Following further 
consideration, the Panel agreed to change it to read “Water is a valued taonga, in all 

that we do.” 

6.5.8 In relation to the Ōnuku Rūnanga submission on Akaroa Wastewater, the Hearings Panel 

agreed with no direct discharge to the Harbour and there is no change because options 

would require consideration including cost.  The Panel agreed with the staff suggested 
replacement recommended by staff to section 5.5 of the Strategy:  Replace the last 

sentence in section 5.5 with: The Council will be making a Local Government Act (LGA) 

decision on which reclaimed water disposal option to pursue.  It must take into account 
social, cultural and economic interests; the option must be efficient, effective and 

appropriate; and it must be consentable as sustainable management under the Resource 
Management Act (RMA).  Discharge to water is not sustainable management under the 

RMA unless land-based options have been adequately investigated and reasonably 

discounted. 

6.6 The Hearings Panel asked for a one page document about decision-making on water matters 

in regard to the management of water resources that fall under multiple pieces of legislation.  
Staff provided the Panel with this information as appended in, Attachment C. 

6.7 The Panel invited Yvette Couch-Lewis, Te Hapū o Ngāti Wheke and Matthew Ross on behalf of 

Rik Tainui, Ōnuku Rūnanga, to provide written record of their submissions at the hearing, and 
these were duly provided to the Panel as appended in, Attachment D.  They acknowledged 

and supported the recognition of Te Ao Māori throughout the Strategy, and provided specific 
feedback on the Whaka-Ora Healthy Harbour Plan and on Akaroa wastewater matters.  

6.8 The Panel received information from Vicky Southworth that supported her original 

submission, which was read out by a representative at the meeting. 

6.9 The Hearings Panel received privileged legal advice on the Strategy in public excluded, now 

able to released, as appended in Attachment E.      
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7. Consideration of Submissions and Deliberations 

7.1 The Hearings Panel considered and deliberated on all submissions received on the Strategy, 
and on changes suggested by staff arising from their analysis of the submissions received 

(these being presented to the Panel within the agenda for its meeting).  The Panel largely 
agreed with those changes and made further changes to the Strategy at its meeting to 

recommend to the Council (these being recorded in Minutes refer to paragraph 6.1). 

7.2 The Hearings Panel decided that more changes to the Strategy be recommended to the 
Council than could be finalised during its meeting, so they decided to delegate to their Chair 

authority to approve: 

B(1) any additional changes to the Draft Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy in 

the form that it will be recommended to the Council that reflect the Panel’s deliberations 

that the Draft Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy should: 

(a)        Incorporate best practice management on aquatic weed species (in section 7.3.4 

of the Strategy). 

(b)        Include that different parts of the Council work together on integrated water 
management. 

(c)         Consider the use of ways to display information in regard to the progress of the 
Integrated Water Strategy and associated targets. 

(d)        Include in Section 7.8 (6) “As part of the Water Supply Implementation Plan 

consideration of incentives for rainwater reuse.” 

(e)         Make reference to, in the Purpose of the Strategy, the four well-beings under the 

Local Government Act 2002.1 

7.3. In accordance with this decision (referred to as Recommendation B(1)), Attachment A to this 

Hearings Panel Report includes changes additional to those made at the meeting. The 

additional tracked changes were circulated to the Panel and approved by the Chair.  A 
summary of the Hearings Panel’s recommended changes to the Strategy arising from this 

process is attached as Attachment F. 

7.4 Staff assisted the Panel to finalise the detail of its recommendations to the Council as 
indicated by the blue print below. 

7.4.1 Change the tag line under the vision in the Executive Summary and in Section 3 – Vision 
to: 

Water is a valued taonga, in all that we do. 

 

7.4.2 In response to Recommendation B(1)(a) - Incorporate best practice management on 

aquatic weed species (section 7.3.4 of the Strategy). 

The Strategy has been amended to add a sentence to the end of the first paragraph in 
section 7.3 option 4 as follows: 

 
Aquatic vegetation clearance may also contribute to the spread of pest plant species if not 
managed appropriately. The Council intends to ensure that best practice methods are 
incorporated to avoid adverse impacts from aquatic vegetation clearance. 

                                                                    
1 The Hearings Panel also decided to authorise staff to make any typographical changes to the Strategy, correct 
minor errors and omissions, and add photographic content and captions as appropriate to creating the public-
facing version of the Strategy for adoption. 
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7.4.3 In response to Recommendation B(1)(b) - Include that different parts of the Council 

work together on integrated water management. 

 Goal 4 states: 

 
Goal 4: Water is managed in a sustainable and integrated way in line with the principle of 

kaitiakitanga 
… 

The key elements of this goal are: 

•  Managing assets across all disciplines in an integrated manner to maximise attributes 

like place-making, collaborative benefits, eco-system service harmonies which may not 
be realised when assets are developed in isolation for a single discipline 

•  Managing resources collaboratively. Water resources management is complex and 

requires collaborative integrated work programme across Council units and between 

stakeholders 
 

Suggested amendment to Goal 4: 

 
Goal 4: Water is managed in a sustainable and integrated way in line with the principle of 

kaitiakitanga 
… 

The key elements of this goal are: 

•  Managing assets across all disciplines of the Council’s activities (such as roading; 

water supply, wastewater and stormwater operations; parks etc.) in an integrated 
manner to maximise attributes like place-making, collaborative benefits, eco-system 

service harmonies which may not be realised when assets are developed in isolation for 

a single discipline 

•  Managing resources collaboratively. Water resources management is complex and 
requires collaborative integrated work programme across Council units and between 

stakeholders 
 

7.4.4 In response to Recommendation B(1)(c) - Consider the use of ways to display 

information in regard to the progress of the Integrated Water Strategy and associated 
targets. 

 The following sentence has been added to section 8 – Implementation 

 
Information about progress to implement the Strategy will be displayed on the 

Council’s website and will also be provided through other communications channels. 
 

7.4.5 In response to Recommendation B(1)(d) - Include in Section 7.8 (6) “As part of the Water 

Supply Implementation Plan consideration of incentives for rainwater reuse. 

 The following new third paragraph was added to section 7.8 option 6: 

Methods to encourage and incentivise rainwater reuse will be considered as part of the 
implementation plan for water supply. 

 

7.4.6 In response to Recommendation B(1)(e) - Make reference to the four well-beings under 
the Local Government Act 2002 in the Purpose of the Strategy. 
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The following amendment to the Strategy was made to Section 2 Purpose by adding the 
following sentence: 

The Strategy aligns with the Local Government Act 2002 to promote the social, 

economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of the community now and into the 
future. 

 
7.5 The Hearings Panel further recorded the notes as detailed below during its meeting, which 

were responded to by staff following the meeting as detailed here: 

 
7.5.1 Note 1: Check with staff whether the Council currently has a weed management plan in 

place for our waterways, prior to the Hearings Report being presented to Council.  
 

There is a Council pest management plan that covers both terrestrial and aquatic plant 

pests: Christchurch City Council Operational Pest Management Plan, dated February 
2010. Many of the pest plant species identified in the Plan are aquatic.  

 

Work to manage pest plant species has been prioritised, with pest management 
activities being adjusted approximately yearly in response to conditions. The most 

recent prioritisation was completed in February 2019. The prioritisation scheme 
consists of four levels of pest control based on assessments of levels of threat posed by 

pest species, pest management methods available for particular species, and available 

resources: 

 Total control - Eradicate the pest plant species at all sites as soon as possible (e.g., 
Cape pondweed Aponogeton diastachyus; phragmites Phragmites australis) 

 Progressive control - Control the pest plant species, aim for eradication over medium 
term (e.g. Giant knotweed Reynoutria sachalinensis) 

 Containment control - Control the pest plant species, aim to contain spread 
immediately and reduce population over long term (African clubmoss Selaginella 
kraussiana) 

 Restricted - Do not propagate or distribute. Observe establishment and spread. Control 
if necessary (buddleia Buddleja davidii) 

 
7.5.2 Note 2: The Panel notes a number of submitters have mentioned their concern in regard to 

the lack of rainwater reuse requirements, including education and incentives, and that 

this be further considered as part of the review of the Water Supply, Wastewater and 
Stormwater Bylaw 2014.   

 

This matter has been forwarded to the Council’s Strategic Policy Team, which is 
undertaking a review of the Water Supply, Wastewater and Stormwater Bylaw as part of 

the bylaw review programme in financial years 2019-20 and 2020-21. 
 

7.5.3 Note 3: Request an informal review on the low level of response to the engagement that 

was undertaken around the Draft Integrated Water Strategy.  
 

This matter has been forwarded to the Council’s Engagement Team for investigation. 
 

7.6 Following its deliberations, the Hearings Panel decided to recommend that the Council adopt 

the Te Wai Ora o Tāne Draft Integrated Water Strategy with the changes as discussed in this 
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report and tracked in Attachment A to replace the following three Council water-related 
strategies: 

a. Water Supply Strategy 2009-2039, adopted by the Council in 2009 

b. Surface Water Strategy 2009-2019, adopted by the Council in 2009 

c. Wastewater Strategy 2013, adopted by the Council in 2013. 

 

Signatories 

Author   Liz Ryley - Committee Advisor 

Approved By Councillor Yani Johanson - Chair of Hearings Panel 
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16. Action for Healthy Waterways consultation 
Reference: 19/1036994 

Presenter(s): Diane Shelander, Senior Policy Analyst 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Council to resolve delegations to approve a submission on 

the Government’s Action for Healthy Waterways consultation. 

 

2. Staff Recommendations   

That the Council: 

1. Delegate approval of the Council’s submission on the Actions for Healthy Waterways 

consultation to the Mayor and [named Councillors] to enable it to be finalised prior to the 

election, and submitted by Friday 17 October 2019.   

 

3. Context/Background 

3.1 The Ministry for the Environment is consulting on a package of proposals for freshwater 

management that seeks to stop further degradation of waterways and reverse past damage to 
waterway and their ecosystems. 

3.2 The proposals include: 

 Amendments to the current National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management (NPS 

FM).  

 New National Environmental Standard for Freshwater. 

 New regulation to control stock access to waterways. 

 Additional proposals for which details are limited and for which further consultation will 
occur in 2020 include: 

 A new National Environmental Standard for Wastewater and a new Water Services 

Act, both of which are intended to introduce new requirements on stormwater and 
wastewater network operators such as risk management plans. 

 A new freshwater planning process to enable faster and more consistent water 
management to be included in the Resource Management Amendment Bill due for 

introduction in a few months.  

 Amending the water take regulations to make telemetering of water takes 
mandatory. 

3.3 Consultation documents can be found on the Ministry for the Environment’s website: 

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/consultation/action-for-healthy-waterways . A summary of the 
proposals is provided as Attachment A. 

3.4 Submissions were originally set to close Thursday 17 October 2019. Friday evening 13 
September staff were advised that Minister Parker has extended the consultation period to 31 

October. 

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/consultation/action-for-healthy-waterways
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3.5 Pending Legal advice concerning the extended closing date we understand that due to the 
local government elections, the submission will need to be approved by Friday 11 October 

2019. 

3.6 The proposed amendments to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
(NPS FM) are intended to improve the current management of freshwater.  The amendments 

include new requirements that would: 

 Strengthen Te Mana o Te Wai as the framework for freshwater management. 

 Better provide for ecosystem health (water, fish and plant life). 

 Better protect wetlands and estuaries. 

3.7 The proposed new National Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NES Freshwater) 

proposes to require regional councils to adopt methods in their regional policy statements 
and plans to:  

 Protect wetlands and estuaries. 

 Control high-risk farming activities and limit agricultural intensification. 

Key Issues 

3.8 Of the wide-ranging changes suggested in the Action for Healthy Waterways consultation 
document, and the associated NPS FM, NES Freshwater and Stock Exclusion Regulations, the 

following are key issues staff have identified to date which could serve as the basis for a 
Council submission.  

 Te Mana o Te Wai. The NPS FM sets out a hierarchy that prioritises Te Mana o te Wai over 

the essential health needs of people and other social, economic and cultural wellbeing 
needs. Staff support the increased significance given in the NPS FM to Te Mana o te Wai, 

noting the following considerations. 

 This is generally appropriate as a policy direction but staff note that this is likely to 

impose costs where, for example, infrastructure needs to be provided in an area 

with freshwater values. The infrastructure would either need to be placed in 
alterative location or significant and costly mitigation measures would need to be 

undertaken.  

 The term Te Mana o te Wai will also need to be quite carefully defined so that 

appropriate and necessary Council activities are not unduly restricted.  

 Staff note that there are some inconsistencies concerning the policy directions 
concerning the relationship between Te Mana o Te Wai with other objectives and 

policies in the NPS FM.  

 Further, staff consider that the Ministry needs to consider carefully the relative 

strength of this objective in the context of other national policy statements 

including the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS UD). If the 
health and wellbeing of waterways and freshwater ecosystems take precedence 

over providing for human needs, this potentially means that the levels of 

impervious surfacing in urban areas may need to be tightly constrained which 
conflicts with other national directions to enable intensification and development 

of urban areas. The proposed wording of the Te Mana o Te Wai objective is very 
black and white and needs to sense-tested in the context of realistic urban growth 

scenarios. Alternately, the NPS-UD needs to define a ‘quality urban environment’ in 

a way that sets aside realistic amounts of land for appropriate low impact 
mitigation and treatment of stormwater runoff. 
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 Staff consider that the proposal could mean restrictions on water supply takes if 
these impacted on the health of the waterway, and could particularly affect surface 

water supply takes on Banks Peninsula, noting that our consented takes already 

have provisions with respect to stream flows. 

 Mahinga kai or tangata whenua values as compulsory. The NPS FM currently has two 

compulsory values that must be considered by regional councils when developing 
objectives for freshwater management units in their regions: ecosystem health and human 

health for recreation. The Government proposes adding Mahinga kai or tangata whenua to 

these compulsory values. Staff support his proposal. 

 Threatened species. The NPS FM seeks greater recognition of threatened species by adding 

threatened species to as an additional compulsory value. Staff support this proposal. 

 New national bottom line for nitrogen. Among the amendments to the NPS FM is a new 

‘attribute’ in the National Objectives Framework for dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) in 

rivers, including a national bottom line of 1 milligram nitrogen per litre. The NPS FM 
currently has attributes nitrate and ammonia in rivers, both of which are set around toxicity 

to aquatic organisms. The new DIN attribute is intended to recognise the impact of 
nitrogen on ecosystem health. Staff support the addition of this attribute in principle. 

 New national bottom line for phosphorus. Phosphorus is not currently included as an 

attribute for rivers in the NPS FM. It is proposed that dissolved reactive phosphorus (DRP) is 
added to the National Objectives Framework. Like nitrogen, phosphorus is a nutrient that 

can have an adverse effect on ecosystem health. A national bottom line of 0.18 milligrams 

DRP per litre is proposed. Staff support the addition of this attribute in principle. 

 New national bottom lines for sediment. Sediment can have an adverse effect on 

waterways. Two new attributes are proposed to be added to the National Objectives 
Framework in the NPS FM: suspended fine sediment and deposited fine sediment. Staff 

support these in principle. 

 New attributes added for macroinvertebrates. For ‘wadeable streams and rivers’ there are 
two new national bottoms lines added to the NPS FM. The types and varieties of 

macroinvertebrates reflects the quality of ecosystem health and the quality of the water 
body. Staff support the attribute based on the macroinvertebrate community index (Table 

13). Staff support the attribute for the macroinvertebrate average score per metric (Table 

14) but are assessing the technical information on which it is based. 

 New attributes for health of aquatic life. New attributes were added for fish (in wadeable 

water bodies), submerged native plants, (for lakes) submerged invasive species plants (for 
lakes), deposited fine sediment (wadeable rivers and streams), dissolved oxygen (4 sets for 

two for rivers, one lakes, and one for seasonally stratifying lakes). Staff support these 

attributes in principle but are assessing the information in the technical reports sitting 
behind them. 

 New attribute for E. coli. While there is already an attribute for E. coli in the current NPS FM 
the Ministry proposes to add an attribute for which an action plan must be developed for 

E.coli in swimming sites in lakes and rivers during the swimming season (1 November-31 

March). Staff are of the view that there should be a single attribute for E. coli, rather than 
one E. coli attribute ‘requiring limits’ and a separate E. coli attribute ‘requiring actions 

plans’. 

 Integrated management. The proposal includes policy direction on the need to consider 
and manage cumulative effects of development and land uses on waterways, which staff 

support. However staff suggest that more specific guidance is needed on how this can be 
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assessed under the current planning regime to avoid “death by 1,000 cuts”. The level (and 
cost) of monitoring that would be required to adequately assess cumulative effect impacts 

in the context of resource consent decisions is likely to be considerable. 

 Natural wetlands. The proposed new NES Freshwater would require rules to restrict filling 
in or draining of natural wetlands and piping or filling in of streams. Staff support these 

provisions in principle but some rules are extremely restrictive (e.g. prohibited activity 
status to drain any part of a natural wetland) and may need to be adjusted to account for 

additional business as usual activities (for example, to build or maintain recreation 

facilities in Travis Wetland). 

 Farm plans. The proposed new NES Freshwater would require mandatory farm plans. Staff 

support a requirement for mandatory farm plans as long as there are clear quality 
standards for their preparation and a robust auditing, approval and monitoring process set 

in place. 

 Rural land use intensification. The proposed NES Freshwater would establish requirements 
for land use intensification, under which some activities would be permitted and others 

would be discretionary, where regional councils have not fully implemented the NPS FM. 
Staff are reviewing these requirements. 

 Stock control. The Ministry proposes new Stock Exclusion Section 360 Regulations under 

which stock would be excluded from rivers at least 1 metre wide in ‘low-slope areas’ (or in 
other areas that are more intensively grazed). While staff generally support these rules and 

consider that they will be effective in improving water quality, it should be noted that they 

may impose significant additional costs on farmers (to construct fences, retire additional 
setback areas and maintain them). 

 Additional proposals. The Ministry proposes a number of other initiatives for which there 
are not many details. 

 Proposal for a National Environmental Standard for National Environmental 

Standard for Wastewater Discharges and Overflow. Staff have concerns regarding 
what this NES will require. In addition there are concerns that this NES may not be 

consistent with the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), since the Ministry is 
proposing that this NES would include requirements such as “minimum treatment 

standards or ‘limits’ for wastewater quality parameters”. Staff consider that the RMA 

requires an effects-based approach with consents, while a national limit implies a 
‘one size fits all’ as a bottom line and takes no account of receiving environment, 

mixing and dilution in the receiving environment.  The result of this will likely be 
limits that are so high as to be easily achievable by most dischargers. 

 Wastewater and stormwater network requirements. The Ministry proposed new 

requirements for wastewater network operators and stormwater network 
operators via the new NES for Wastewater and a new Water Services Act, including 

risk management plans to be completed for wastewater and stormwater networks. 
Staff are assessing the implications of these proposals. 

 New planning process for freshwater. To enable regional councils to give effect to 

the amended NPS FM by 31 December 2025 the Ministry proposes a new planning 
process, which will be part of the RMA reform bill to be introduced in Parliament. 

There are few details but the Ministry is proposing government-appointed 

commissioners with ‘freshwater skills’ who would “form a panel with panel with 
local councillors, and tangata whenua-nominated representatives to consider council 

plans, hear submissions and make recommendations. There would be restricted 
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avenues for appeal.” Staff have concerns with a proposal for limited appeal but 
note that there will be opportunity for feedback when the Bill is publicly consulted. 

 National guidance on ‘green infrastructure’. The proposal includes some discussion of 

national guidance on incorporating green infrastructure for managing stormwater but does 
not include details of what the guidance would include or what type of legal effect it would 

have. Staff would support best practice guidance documents but notes that ‘best practice’ 
can vary significantly across regions and would not want to see overly proscriptive 

mandatory standards. 

 Groundwater. The proposals do not address groundwater, except in an indirect, peripheral 
way. There are no proposals to place any limitations on contaminants in groundwater. 

Staff consider that inclusion of groundwater in the NPS FM is long overdue.  
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Action for Healthy Waterways Summary 460 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  
(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons 

bearing in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 
(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 

in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Diane Shelander - Senior Policy Analyst 

Approved By Emma Davis - Head of Strategic Policy 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 

  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 460 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 
  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 461 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 
  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 462 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 
  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 463 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 
  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 464 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 
  



Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 16 Page 465 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 1

6
 

 





Council 

24 September 2019  
 

Item No.: 17 Page 467 

 It
e

m
 1

7
 

17. Draft Submissions on the National Policy Statements on Urban 
Development and Highly Productive Land 

Reference: 19/972702 

Presenter(s): David Falconer - Team Leader City Planning 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report / Te Pūtake Pūrongo 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Council to approve the draft submissions on the proposed 
National Policy Statements on Urban Development and Highly Productive Land. 

2. Context/Background / Te Horopaki 

2.1 Ministry for the Environment (MfE) - and Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) are seeking 
feedback on two national policy proposals, namely the proposed National Policy Statements 

(NPSs) on: 

 Urban Development (NPS-UD) 

 Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) 

2.2 These National Policy Statements are developed under the Resource Management Act 1991 
(RMA). Under the RMA, Council is required to amend its District Plan to give effect to a National 

Policy Statement. Therefore, Council will be legally required to implement what is contained 

in the final NPSs. 

2.3 The Council has an opportunity to provide its views on these policies, with consultation on 

both NPSs closing on 10 October 2019. 

3. Staff Recommendations / Ngā Tūtohu 

That the Council: 

1. 1. Approve the draft submissions on the proposed National Policy Statements on Urban 

Development and Highly Productive Land. 

2. 2. Delegates to staff the ability to provide the Ministry for the Environment and Ministry 

of Primary Industries with any additional technical comments that support the Council’s 

submission. 

 

4. Summary of the Proposed National Policy Statement’s 

Proposed National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD)  

4.1 The proposed NPS-UD provides direction to local authorities about when and how cities 

should plan for growth.  It aims to remove unnecessary restrictions on development and to 
allow for growth ‘up’ and ‘out’ in locations that have good access to existing services and 

infrastructure.  

4.2 The NPS-UD will replace the existing National Policy Statement on Urban Development 
Capacity (NPS-UDC). According to the Government, one of the main reasons for releasing the 

NPS-UD is that everyone in New Zealand deserves healthy, secure and affordable homes that 
provide access to jobs, education, amenities and services. To achieve this the Government is 

looking at ways to make our cities perform better by making room for growth, investing in 

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/consultations/nps-urbandevelopment
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/consultation/proposed-nps-highly-productive-land
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/towns-and-cities/planning-successful-cities-discussion-document-proposed-national
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transport to drive more efficient and liveable urban forms, and ensuring active travel that 
provides health benefits is a more attractive and accessible choice. The Government considers 

our cities need to be able to adapt and respond to the diverse and changing needs of all 

people, whānau, communities and future generations, and function within environmental 
limits.  

4.3 The NPS-UD contains the following key proposals: 

4.3.1 Councils are required to carry out long-term planning by producing a Future 

Development Strategy every 3 years that states how their cities will grow in the future. 

4.3.2 Councils are required to provide for enough capacity for housing and business and 
associated infrastructure to meet future demand.  

4.3.3 Councils are required to enable more dense housing (i.e. more compact, multi-unit 
dwellings) in certain areas close to public transport, commercial centres and the Central 

City. 

4.3.4 Allow consideration of urban development where land has not yet been released or not 
identified for urban development. 

4.3.5 Limit the ability of councils to regulate the number of car parks required for a 

development. 

4.3.6 New requirements for councils to gather evidence about the housing market to inform 

their planning decisions. 

4.3.7 Encourages councils to work together on implementing the NPS-UD and on engaging 

with iwi/hapū and infrastructure providers. 

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

4.4 The overall purpose of the proposed NPS-HPL is to improve the way highly-productive land is 

managed under the RMA to: 

4.4.1 Recognise the full range of values and benefits associated with its use for primary 

production. 

4.4.2 Maintain its availability for primary production for future generations 

4.4.3 Protect it from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development. 

5. Key Submission Points 

Proposed National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD)  

5.1 In the draft submission on the NPS-UD (Attachment A), the following key points are made: 

5.1.1 Concerns about the process and the timing of the consultation – the reduced 
timeframes and consultation occurring directly prior to the local body elections. 

5.1.2 A more comprehensive vision of Aotearoa/New Zealand as a network of 

interconnected cities and towns is required, with associated objectives and policies 
requiring infrastructure provision to support this.  

5.1.3 Better direction is required on what constitutes a quality urban environment, because 
the proposed NPS-UD does not give clear direction on what this is. 

5.1.4 The need to consider local priorities and the unique circumstances of each major urban 

centre, as one solution will not work for all – the proposed NPS-UD does not currently 
achieve this.  

https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/consultations/proposed-national-policy-statement-for-highly-productive-land/
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5.1.5 Less directive policies are preferred as there is a need to consider local priorities and 
context, which such an approach does not encourage. 

5.1.6 The NPS-UD is likely to require greater intensification than what is enabled in 

Christchurch’s recently-developed District Plan, without considering the lack of 
demonstrable need for this additional capacity, local priorities specific to Christchurch, 

and the potential impact on neighbourhood amenity. 

5.1.7 The policies around out-of-sequence greenfield development are too directive, 

inappropriate for application on a national scale, and are not consistent with the 

National Policy Statement on Highly Productive Land nor the evidence-based, plan-led 
ethos of the rest of the NPS-UD.  

5.1.8 The costs for local authorities of the extra requirements of the NPS-UD will need to be 
addressed through consideration of funding tools available to local government, and 

funding from central government. 

5.1.9 Without more central government funding and support to achieve a transport mode 
shift and significantly better public passenger transport, the removal of all parking 

requirements will result in negative consequences, especially in terms of parking spill 

over and access for the disabled and service providers. 

5.1.10 The document should give greater consideration to the effects of climate change on 

the urban environment, and how urban environments can support a low-carbon 
economy.  

5.1.11 Community involvement in urban planning needs to be factored into the draft NPS-

UD, and more clearly provided for. This includes community involvement in the 
discussion about intensification, and the need to consider the diversity and character of 

neighbourhoods. 

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

5.2 In the draft submission on the NPS-HPL (Attachment B), the following key points are made: 

5.2.1 The Council supports the principle of a NPS–HPL that provides policy direction on the 
protection of highly productive land and how it should be managed. In particular, it 

supports ensuring that the primary production potential of such land is protected for 

primary production in preference to other potential uses, particularly urban growth and 
rural lifestyle development. 

5.2.2 The NPS, in its current form, provides limited clear direction and contains uncertainty 
and internal inconsistency. 

5.2.3 The NPS-HPL has the potential to involve Councils and communities in significant costly 

planning assessment work in a more complicate and less certain statutory environment, 
with increased legal debate, compared to dealing with the issues under the RMA 

without the NPS. It is also likely to result in variations in approach across the country, 
rather than a nationally consistent approach where circumstances are similar. 

5.2.4 In particular, the Council seeks changes to the NPS-HPL to: 

(i) clearly identify what is to be protected and why; 
(ii) focus on the protection of the productive potential of land that is suitable for a 

wide range of primary production activities, where that range includes those forms 
of primary production that require land with attributes that are scarce, i.e. land 

with versatile soils; 
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(iii) clearly identify what highly productive land is to be protected from and to what 
degree, through clear policy direction;   

(iv) include explicit direction as to the forms, or characteristics, of primary production 

that should be restricted to also assist in maintaining the availability of the 
productive capacity of highly productive land;  

(v) ensure the policy directions and outcomes sought are consistent for regional 
councils, district councils, resource consent applications and requests for private 

plan changes; and 

(vi) ensure consistency with, or clearly resolve potential inconsistencies with, other  
        National Policy Statements, particularly the NPS – Urban Development. 

 
Engagement with Community Boards 

5.3 In developing the draft submissions Council staff have engaged with Community Boards and 

received feedback from a number of Community Boards that has been incorporated into the 
draft submissions. One of the issues that Community Boards have raised is the impact of high 

density development on neighbourhood amenity and character. This matter is discussed in 

the draft submission on the NPS-UD and staff have been working on this as outlined in the 
following section.   

Impact of high density on neighbourhood amenity 

5.4 Entirely separately to, and prior to the release of the NPS-UD, Council requested staff to 

urgently investigate the operation of the District Plan as it affects neighbourhood amenity in 

areas that allow/require high density2. In response to this, Council staff are reviewing the 
impact of multi-unit residential housing developments, as part of the District Plan Monitoring 

and Research programme. This also involves independent post-construction urban design 
reviews of multi-unit housing developments in the Central City and Residential Medium 

Density and Residential Suburban Density Transition zones built since the District Plan was 

made operative (in December 2017). These have a particular focus on amenity and design. An 
initial desktop review of sites, buildings and neighbours in medium and high density zones 

alongside this design review, has found that neighbourhood and street environments (i.e. the 

public realm) also contribute significantly to overall amenity.  

5.5 Once the research has been completed later this year, staff can further brief the Council on the 

findings of this work, and any implications for future District Plan changes. 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  National Policy Statement - Urban Development - draft submission 471 

B ⇩  National Policy Statement - Highly Productive Land - draft submission 482 

  

 

                                                                    
2 Council resolution CNCL/2018/00268. 
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18. Cranford Regeneration Area: Infrastructure Funding 
Reference: 19/1026928 

Presenter(s): 
Ivan Thomson - Principal Adviser Planning 
Gavin Thomas - Principal Adviser Economic Policy 

  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 To provide staff advice to the Council regarding options for the funding of stormwater and 
roading infrastructure within the Cranford Regeneration Plan “Grassmere Street” 

development area.  

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 The Council asked staff to  ‘investigate the options available to the Council to assist with 

enabling the Grassmere Street residential development to progress, including more detail 

around the Development Contributions, development infrastructure and risks to the Council, 
and report back within three months to the appropriate committee with recommendations’.  

2.2 The request followed submissions made by the affected land owners through the consultation 
process for the draft Annual Plan 2019-20. The land owners have asked for Council funding to 

assist with progressing development in accordance with the East Papanui Outline 

Development Plan (ODP).  The ODP is appended as Attachment A. 

2.3 The Cranford Regeneration Plan placed responsibility (and therefore funding) for 

development with the land owners.   Preparation of consent documents and associated 

supporting research by land owners necessary to initiate the development process have not 
progressed since the Council initiated District Plan changes (approved via the Regeneration 

Plan).   This is primarily due to the inability of the land owners to raise the up-front capital 
needed to fund on-site stormwater mitigation facilities and the collector road required. The 

land owners also don’t wish to fund a Geo-hydrological management plan, a prerequisite to 

obtaining consent to subdivide, without certainty over infrastructure provision.  

2.4 If the Council is of a mind to assist with providing the required infrastructure, staff believe 

there are two options that would enable the Council to best manage costs and risks: an 
Infrastructure Development Agreement (IDA), under which the Council and all land owners 

would formally agree that the Council would provide the infrastructure and recover the costs 

from land owners/ developers, or; the Council providing the infrastructure and using a 
targeted development contributions charge to recover the costs.  

2.5 Both approaches would see the Council provide the infrastructure with land owners paying 
their share of the costs when subdividing the land for development. This would ensure all 

infrastructure costs are eventually borne by the land owners (as determined in the 

Regeneration Plan), while expediting development. The up-front cost to the Council of this 
option has been estimated at around $5.7 million for the stormwater mitigation works plus 

around $2.5 million for the developer’s share of the cost of the collector road.   

2.6 The other option for the Council to provide the up-front infrastructure is for the recovery of 
costs through a targeted rate levied on the development area. This option is considered to be 

less attractive in terms of cost to implement and management of risk.  

2.7 To give the land owners the confidence to proceed with commissioning the Geo-hydrological 

Management Plan the Council and land owners could sign a Memorandum of Understanding 
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that documents the intention to enter into the IDA following both parties being satisfied the 
Geo-hydrological Management Plan shows development is feasible.  

2.8 The staff recommendation is for the Council to remain consistent with its previous decision, 

included in the Regeneration Plan, for land owners/ developers to fund all the on-site 
infrastructure costs. This eliminates financial risk for the Council but potentially means having 

to wait for development to occur when the land owners are able to progress collectively 
together. 

2.9 If the Council does not agree with the staff recommendation to maintain the status quo, and 

instead want to pursue intervention and upfront funding options, staff will need to carry out 
more work on which of an IDA or development contribution catchment approach would be the 

better option.  If this is sought we will do this work and report back early in the new term of 
Council.  

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Council: 

1. Maintains its approach to infrastructure provision, as detailed in the Cranford Regeneration 

Plan, that all on-site infrastructure be provided and funded by the developers. 

2. Maintains, as detailed in the Cranford Regeneration Plan, that responsibility for development 
feasibility (including a geo-hydrological management plan) is with the land 

owners/developers. 

 

4. Context/Background 

Issues and Opportunities 

4.1 The Cranford Regeneration Plan (the Plan) was approved by the Hon Gerry Brownlee in August 

2017, acting on behalf of the Minister Supporting Greater Christchurch Regeneration.  The Plan 
amended both the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and the Christchurch District Plan to 

enable and expedite residential development adjacent to the Cranford Basin designated 

stormwater facility.   

4.2 The amendments to the District Plan included an Outline Development Plan (ODP) and a 

comprehensive rules package that, among other things, sought to avoid adverse environmental 
effects on natural groundwater and surface water quality, mitigate or avoid potential flood and 

geotechnical hazards, and manage the effects of additional traffic on the surrounding road 

network. The Plan amended Planning Map A in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement to 
create a new Greenfields Priority Area for the proposed development. 

4.3 The Plan was approved under the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act (GCRA). This Act, other 
than two minor clauses, will be repealed on the close of 30 June 2021 pursuant to Section 151 

(1) of the Act. Until that time decisions made under the Resource Management Act, Long Term 

Plan and Annual Plans cannot be inconsistent with the Plan. A legal assessment covering this 
matter is contained in Section 7 of this Report. 

4.4 The ODP identifies two development areas: the ‘Grassmere Block’ (33ha /420 houses approx.) 
and the ‘Croziers Road’ Block (4.7 ha / 50-60 houses approx.). This report deals only with the 

Grassmere Block.  (See Attachment B).  Unlike the Croziers Road Block (two landowners) the 

Grassmere Block has fragmented landownership (nine landowners) and has widely variable 
ground and subsurface conditions.  It is characterised by peaty soils which contain many 
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springs over some parts of the development site, and watercourses that are largely 
groundwater fed. 

4.5 The ODP provides for around 105 houses able to be developed on land currently occupied by 

the Top 10 Holiday Park.  Although there are no expressed plans to develop the land for housing 
in the foreseeable future, there were advantages with including it in the ODP to show how the 

long term development framework would work, particularly from a transport perspective. If 
and when that land is developed the Council’s expectation is that the land will integrate the 

stormwater and roading requirements into the rest of the regeneration area and costs would 

be recovered at that time.  

4.6 As is frequently the case, the land owners face costs prior to lodging consent applications to 

develop the land, particularly the requirement to prepare a Geo-hydrological Management 
Plan, and the construction of at least some of the stormwater mitigation facilities. The Plan also 

requires the provision of a collector road once the development exceeds 99 household units.   

4.7 The stormwater mitigation requirements include construction of a first flush basin area, 
detention basin and wetland area, along with additional land for buffers, access and 

landscaping. In total close to 8 hectares of land is required.  The total cost for land and works 

required is estimated to be $5.7 million.  

4.8 The Plan requires that a through road connecting Grassmere and Cranford Street must be built 

once the development exceeds 99 dwellings. The construction of a minimum standard 7 metre 
carriageway (without utilities) between Grassmere and Cranford Street is needed to minimize 

effects on the local network. The cost of the developer’s share of construction is estimated to 

be $2.5 million (excluding land cost). The Council would fund the additional 4 metre pavement 
width of the collector road to serve the wider community. 

4.9 The Transport Asset Planning Team has budgeted $3.4 million in the LTP over the years 
2023/24/25 for the installation of traffic signals that provide access to the site from Cranford 

Street but has not budgeted for the developer’s share of construction of the collector road 

between Grassmere and Cranford Street.  

4.10 There has been ongoing discussions between Council staff and some land owners regarding the 

costs of meeting the requirements of the District Plan, coordinating infrastructure provision, 

and financing. Several of the land owners want to proceed with the development but providing 
stormwater mitigation is proving particularly difficult because: 

 One of the landowners, on whose land the stormwater basins and part of the Collector 
Road would be located, appears to not want to enter into any agreements at the present 

time, preventing the land being used for those purposes; and therefore: 

 The other landowners are not prepared to outlay the cost of preparing the Geo - 
hydrological Management Plan because of the lack of certainty surrounding the provision 

of this critical infrastructure. 

4.11 A possible solution suggested by the land owners through their submissions to the Council is to 

locate the stormwater mitigation facilities on Council-owned land in the Cranford Basin. 

However, this is an existing flood ponding area which must be protected, and is designated for 
future management of stormwater for the wider catchment. The land owners also proposed 

that the Council build the required facilities and finance this through development 
contributions, or possibly a targeted rate.   

4.12 While these approaches are commonly used by councils to facilitate development, the Cranford 

Regeneration Plan (Clause 6.2) states that infrastructure within the area covered by the Plan 
will be privately funded. Consequently the Council has not budgeted for land purchase or the 

up-front infrastructure provision in its Long Term Plan 2018-28 (LTP).  
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Infrastructure Development Agreement 

4.13 One way the Council and land owners can work together to expedite future development is to 

jointly enter into an Infrastructure Development Agreement (IDA). Normally the Council enters 

into an IDA in a situation where the developer is to provide infrastructure requested by the 
Council which is not required under the conditions of consent or other Council requirements.  

4.14 However, in this case an IDA would see the Council purchase the land required for the 
stormwater and roading infrastructure and provide the up-front infrastructure required, with 

the land owners agreeing to repay the Council for costs incurred at an agreed time.  

Development Contributions 

4.15 The Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) provides for councils to recover the capital cost of 

providing infrastructure that specifically services the requirements of growth development. 
The Council’s Development Contributions Policy details its approach to levying development 

contributions. Development within the ODP area would be subject to paying development 

contributions on the same basis as any similar development in the Christchurch district. 

4.16 In this case, where the costs of providing stormwater and roading assets would normally be 

funded by the developer, the Council’s up-front investment could be recovered through 

targeted development contributions. This would require creating overlay catchments for the 
Stormwater and Road Network activities and allocating the cost of providing the 

infrastructure through additional development contribution charges specific to the ODP area.  

4.17 This would require the cost of providing the assets to be budgeted in the LTP and listed in the 

schedule of assets in the Development Contributions Policy. This may be outside the Plan 

requirement for no Council investment for the Regeneration Plan to be included in the LTP. 

4.18 Using this approach would need to be provided for in the Council’s Development 

Contributions Policy which is currently under review. Staff have advised that adding the 
overlay catchments and charges is easily achieved as part of the Policy review but note that 

final inclusion in the Policy would be subject to the consultation process to be undertaken and 

obviously Council approval. Any 'decision' to use a development contributions catchment 
could only be 'in principle' - as the Council cannot predetermine the introduction of any new 

development contribution prior to consultation. 

4.19 The use of development contributions in this way would be one way for the Council to 
proceed with purchasing land and providing infrastructure without the agreement of all 

current land owners (which would be required for the IDA approach).  

Targeted Rate 

4.20 The Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 (LGRA) provides for councils to levy a targeted rate on 

the basis of location and services provided (amongst others). This would enable the Council to 
purchase land and provide infrastructure and then recover the costs through a targeted rate 

over time. This approach would not require the agreement of all current land owners for the 
Council to proceed. The Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy may need to be amended to 

provide for a specific targeted rate of this kind. 

Summary 

4.21 The Council is being asked to provide certainty to the land owners that critical infrastructure 

will be provided so that the Regeneration Plan can be given effect to.  The costs to Council of 
providing the infrastructure required are not currently provided for in the LTP, (other than the 

collector road intersection with Cranford Street and the 4 metre additional width required to 

develop the collector road).     
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Strategic Alignment 

4.22 The report supports the Activity: Strategic Planning and Policy Level of Service: 9.5.1.1 
Guidance on where and how the city grows through the District Plan. While there are no stated 

statutory timeframes for implementing the Cranford Regeneration Plan, the use of the Greater 

Christchurch Regeneration Act to expedite the residential zoning suggests and expectation by 
the Minister that development will be started sooner rather than later. 

4.23 The development area aligns well with the objectives and policies contained in Chapter 6 of 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, and the Strategic Objectives in the Christchurch 
District Plan. 

Decision Making Authority 

4.24 The Council would need to agree to the capital expenditure to provide the up-front 

infrastructure through its Annual Plan or Long Term Plan. 

Previous Decisions 

4.25 The decision to prepare a Regeneration Plan originated from a resolution of the Council at its 

meeting on 21 June 2016, as part of its Annual Plan decisions.  The Council requested the Chief 
Executive to report on the possible rezoning of land on the western side of Cranford Street 

from rural to residential. 

4.26 On 27 July 2017 the Council approved the Draft Cranford Regeneration Plan for submission to 

Regenerate Christchurch to review under Section 36 of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration 

Act. Regenerate Christchurch subsequently forwarded the draft Plan to the Minister for 
approval. The Plan was approved by the Hon Gerry Brownlee in August 2017, acting on behalf 

of the Minister Supporting Greater Christchurch Regeneration.  

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

4.27 The significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s Significance and Engagement 
Policy has been assessed as being medium. 

4.28 The level of significance was determined by the number of land owners affected and potential 

risks and cost to the Council. 

4.29 No further specific community engagement is required regarding the decision to provide 

infrastructure.  

4.30 Any capital cost of providing infrastructure will be included in the future Annual Plan and/ or 

Long Term Plan budgets and work programmes.  

 

5. Options Analysis 

Options Considered 

5.1 The following reasonably practicable options were considered and are assessed in this report: 

1. Status Quo – the Council leaves provision of all internal services to be funded by 

developers as per the Plan. 

2. The Council and all affected land owners agree to enter into an Infrastructure Development 

Agreement (IDA). Under an IDA the Council would acquire the land in the development area 
needed for the stormwater mitigation facilities and the collector road as identified in the 

ODP, construct the facilities and recover proportional costs from each developer at the 

time of subdivision. 

3. The Council would acquire the land in the development area needed for the stormwater 

mitigation facilities and the collector road as identified in the ODP, constructs the facilities 
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and recovers the costs through targeted development contribution charges at the time of 
subdivision. This option could only be 'in principle' - as the Council cannot predetermine 

the introduction of any new development contribution prior to consultation. 

4. As for option 2 but the Council recovers its costs over time through a targeted rate on the 
developed residential lots.  This option may require an amendment to the Council’s 

Revenue and Financing Policy, including community consultation, before being 
implemented.  

5.2 The following options were considered but ruled out: 

5.2.1 Construct the stormwater facilities in the Designated Area (Cranford Basin).  

 Reason: the principal function of the Cranford Basin is to protect the existing flood ponding 

area and enable retrofitting treatment for existing urban areas to meet water quality 
standards prior to release into the downstream receiving environment.  Retrofitting is 

necessary to achieve overall improvements in water quality, but is primarily ratepayer 

funded (i.e. because it is not “growth” the Policy does not allow for Development 
Contributions to be collected). Using scarce storage capacity in the Basin to service new 

development is not an efficient use of that resource, and does not result in the overall 

improvement in water quality sought.  

5.2.2 Catchment–wide development contribution. Acquire all the land needed in the 

development area for the stormwater mitigation facilities and collector road, construct 
the facilities and recover the money through catchment wide development 

contributions.  

 Reason: Most of the development costs would be borne by other developments in the 
catchment, and not just the developers within the Plan area.  This is contrary to what is 

anticipated in the Plan. 

Options Descriptions 

5.3 Option 1 - Status Quo (Preferred Option) 

5.3.1 Option Description This is the current position of the Council as set out in the Plan. The 

Plan was prepared on the basis that the land owners would cooperate and form some 

kind of consortium to drive the development. Alternatively a developer would buy the 
properties and take over the project including infrastructure provision.  

The Plan was prepared under the GCRA because at the time it was considered important 
to expedite the development of the area for regeneration purposes. The assessment 

upon which this decision was taken is still relevant, particularly in the context of ‘Our 

Space’ and the overriding objective of urban consolidation.   

There are inefficiencies in the current situation in terms of not achieving the goals of the 

Plan, opportunity costs, and utilisation of strategic infrastructure. There could be, 
therefore, notwithstanding private benefits, a public interest argument for intervention. 

Overall, this is clearly the least risk, least cost option for the Council and maintains 

consistency with decisions the Council made in proposing the Cranford Regeneration 
Plan.  
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5.4 Option 2- Infrastructure Development Agreement (IDA) 

5.4.1 Option Description: The Council and all affected land owners agree to enter into an 

IDA. Under the agreement the Council would acquire the land in the development area 

needed for the stormwater mitigation facilities and the collector road as identified in 
the ODP, construct the facilities and recover proportional costs from each developer at 

the time of subdivision. 

5.4.2 Prerequisites for the Council entering into an IDA would be: 

 The landowners having a Geo-hydrological Management Plan prepared (at their cost) 

that shows development is feasible, and; 

 All land owners agreeing to the terms of the IDA and being prepared to sign up to it. 

5.4.3 To give the land owners the confidence to proceed with commissioning the Geo-
hydrological Management Plan the Council and all land owners could sign a 

Memorandum of Understanding that documents the intention to enter into the IDA 

following both parties being satisfied the Geo-hydrological Management Plan shows 
development is feasible.   

5.4.4 Option Advantages 

 Provides the certainty needed to enable the landowners to start the process of 
preparing the information needed for consent to subdivide and develop the land. 

 Relatively simple to administer. 

 All of the costs for the stormwater mitigation facilities and collector road would be 

paid for by the land owners/ developers within the growth area. 

 May be able to be funded using existing budget for this purpose and by 
reprioritising existing capital expenditure budgets to fund the currently unfunded 

portions. The $3.4m allocated for the Cranford/collector signalled intersection can 
be reallocated for the road with the signals being pushed out to next AP/LTP, 

subject to Council approval, and then be recovered from land owners/ developers 

according to the provisions of the IDA. 

5.4.5 Option Disadvantages 

 Needs all current land owners to agree to enter into the IDA and to ultimately fund 
their share of the upfront infrastructure costs at the time of subdivision. 

 The Council is taking the risk that development will proceed soon after the 

infrastructure is in place, enabling timely recovery of costs.  

 If only some or none of the potential development proceeds the Council is left to 

fund the cost of infrastructure. 

5.5 Option 3 – Development Contributions - new targeted catchments. 

5.6 Option Description: The Council would acquire the land in the development area needed for 

the stormwater mitigation facilities and the collector road as identified in the ODP, construct 
the facilities and recover those costs through a development contribution charged on 

development within the ODP area. 

This option requires the creation of new development contribution catchments for 

stormwater and road network that apply only to the development area and that overlay the 

existing catchments for these activities. This would mean development contributions would 
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be charged as normal under the existing catchments plus an additional development 
contribution charge to recover the Council’s cost of providing the upfront infrastructure. 

This option would require the capital expenditure to be budgeted in the Council’s Annual Plan 

and/ or Long Term Plan and would require a change to the Council’s development 
contributions policy to include the infrastructure in the schedule of growth assets and to 

create the new catchments. 

Both the Annual Plan/ Long Term Plan and Development Contributions Policy changes would 

be subject to community consultation. 

5.6.1 Option advantages 

 Provides the certainty needed to enable the land owners to start the process of 

preparing the information needed for consent to subdivide and develop the land. 

 Relatively simple to administer. 

 All of the costs for the stormwater mitigation facilities and collector road would be 

paid for by the land owners/ developers within the growth area. 

 Does not require agreement with all land owners. 

 No additional rates for future households in the development area compared to a 
targeted rate.  

5.6.2 Option disadvantages 

 The Council is taking the risk that development will go ahead soon after the 
infrastructure is in place.  

 Would require a change to the Development Contributions Policy which would be 
consulted on – some uncertainty regarding the eventual policy provision. 

 Would require capital expenditure to be budgeted before the development 

contribution can be included. 

 The Council is taking the risk that development will proceed soon after the 

infrastructure is in place, enabling timely recovery of costs.  

 If only some or none of the potential development proceeds, the Council is left to 

fund the cost of infrastructure. 

5.7 Option 4  – Targeted Rate 

5.7.1 Option Description: The Council would acquire the land in the development area 

needed for the stormwater mitigation facilities and the collector road as identified in 

the ODP, construct the facilities and recover those costs through a targeted rate on 
properties in the Grassmere Block. The rate could be levied from the time of subdivision 

(preferred) or as residents move in.  

5.7.2 The targeted rate would be set at a level and for a period necessary to recover the 

Council’s cost of infrastructure. This could be over a period of say 10 years, 15 years or 

20 years and the annual cost of the rate would depend on the costs incurred by the 
Council, the rating period and the number of households over which the rate would be 

set. 

5.7.3 Option Advantages 

 Provides the certainty needed to enable the land owners to start the process of 

preparing the information needed for consent to subdivide and develop the land. 
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 Relatively simple to administer once established. 

 All of the costs for the stormwater mitigation facilities and collector road would be 

paid for by the eventual beneficiaries - residents within the growth area. 

 Does not require agreement with all land owners. 

 May be able to be funded using existing budget for this purpose and by 

reprioritising existing capital expenditure budgets to fund the currently unfunded 
portions. The $3.4m allocated for the Cranford/collector signalled intersection can 

be reallocated for the road with the signals being pushed out to next AP/LTP, 

subject to Council approval, and then be recovered through the targeted rate. 

5.7.4 Option Disadvantages 

 The Council is taking the risk that development will go ahead soon after the 
infrastructure is in place.  

 Would require capital expenditure to be budgeted before the targeted rate can be 

set. 

 The additional annual rates cost will be explicitly borne by the homeowner over a 

long period which could be a disincentive for potential purchasers. 

 The Council is taking the risk that development will proceed soon after the 

infrastructure is in place, enabling timely recovery of costs.  

 If only some or none of the potential development proceeds the Council is left to 
fund the cost of infrastructure. 

Analysis Criteria 

5.8 Having particular regard to Council’s request, the options outlined above have been assessed 

against four criteria: 

a) risk and cost for the Council;  

b) fairness, including the beneficiary pays principle;  

c) ease of administration and  

d) enabling a focused and expedited regeneration process (GCRA Section 3(a) Purposes).  

Consideration has also been given to whether or not a particular decision would be 
inconsistent with Sections 60-63 of the Act. 

Options Considerations 

5.9 Option 1 clearly meets criteria a, b and c better than any other options. This option comes 

originally from the Regeneration Plan proposed by the Council and so was seen as part of a 

package that would enable a focused and expedited regeneration process. 

5.10 As implementation of the Regeneration Plan has barely progressed at all it is reasonable to 

question whether the Plan as adopted includes sufficient levers to expedite development for 
this particular situation.  It is unclear what exactly is holding back development. Land owner 

inability to collaborate effectively to progress development appears to be part of the issue. 

The relatively soft demand for new residential development may mean the return on 
investment isn’t currently sufficient to encourage land owner collaboration. 

5.11 There is an opportunity cost accruing from the lack of development progress. While the land 

lies vacant there is relatively little revenue either for the land owners or the Council. Part of 
the reasoning for the Regeneration Plan was based on the favourable location of the land with 
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respect to the urban growth policies in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and 
Christchurch District Plan. 

5.12 The Council needs to decide whether intervention through infrastructure provision as sought 

by the land owners will expedite development and if so whether the risk to the Council is 
acceptable given the range of possible outcomes.  

5.13 Option 2 (Infrastructure Development Agreement) could assist in expediting the development 
and ensures the developers still pay for the internal infrastructure as intended. It carries the 

same financial risk to the Council in terms of holding costs for unused infrastructure if 

development is slow to occur as the other the other cost recovery methods. Administration 
and transaction costs are likely to be similar to the other options. 

5.14 Option 2 is dependent on all land owners agreeing to the terms of an IDA. It is not clear 
whether this is a reasonable expectation or not. The land owners would therefore need to 

initiate the development of an IDA proposal which has the support of all land owners. The 

Council would then need to ensure any final agreement met its requirements also.   

5.15 Option 3 (Development Contributions) could assist in expediting the development and 

ensures the developers pay for the internal infrastructure as intended. It carries the same 

financial risk to the Council in terms of holding costs for unused infrastructure if development 
is slow to occur as the other the other cost recovery methods. Administration and transaction 

costs are likely to be similar to the other options. The Council’s Development Contribution 
Policy is currently under review and there is an opportunity to propose a specific catchment 

overlay to the subject area. 

5.16 Option 4 (Targeted Rate) meets three of the above criteria. It applies the beneficiary pays 
principle, should be reasonably easy to administer once it has been set up, and could help 

expedite development. However, this method of cost recovery doesn’t apply to other growth 
areas so there is some inconsistency in that respect. Applying two targeted rates would 

significantly increase the annual rates bill which could result in a lack of buyer interest in 

subdivided property. 

5.17 Option 1 is the current position of the Council (Cranford Regeneration Plan, Goal 6.3.2 p11).  

Any additional local improvements that may be required {in addition to that already 

provided}, and other infrastructure and connections to service new residential 
development, will be provided at the developer’s cost at the time of subdivision. The 

developer is also expected to fund the preparation of the Geo-hydrological Management 
Plan (GMP).  

5.18 It is two years since the Minister approved the Plan and little progress has been made either 

on the GMP or acquiring the land for the stormwater mitigation facilities, despite genuine 
attempts by several of the land owners. The land owners are reluctant to fund the GMP 

without some certainty regarding provision and funding the stormwater basins and collector 
road. There has been little developer interest because of the complexity of the situation.  
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6. Community Views and Preferences 

6.1 There has been no wider community engagement as part of writing this report. Community 
engagement took place in April-May 2017 as part of the preparation of the Cranford 

Regeneration Plan when the subject land was rezoned for residential development. The 
provision of infrastructure to service subdivisions is not a matter that requires public 

consultation, unless it involves a change to the Development Contributions Policy and/or 

Long Term Plan.  

6.2 Any new capital expenditure required (even though ultimately funded from development 

contributions) would need to be included in the Council’s Annual Plan and/ or Long Term Plan 
and would be likely to be consulted on (indirectly) through this process. This wouldn’t 

necessarily be the case for a cost share scheme depending on how the existing capital 

program was managed. 

6.3 If the Council decided to use a development contribution catchment overlay approach it will 

require a change to the Council’s Development Contributions Policy and this would include a 

community engagement process. 

6.4 There have been on-going discussions with most of the landowners regarding the issues and 

options, and these resulted in some of those landowners submitting on the 2019 Annual Plan. 

7. Legal Implications 

7.1 This report has been reviewed by the Council’s Legal Services Unit. 

7.2 Section 63 (1)(a) of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 states that councils' 
annual plans and long term plans must not be inconsistent with a Regeneration Plan. Clause 

6.3.2 of the Cranford Regeneration Plan states that ‘…other infrastructure needed to service 

new residential development will be provided at the developer’s cost at the time of 
subdivision’.    

7.3 If the Council adopts the preferred option of not providing funding then this is consistent with 
the Act.  

7.4 The legal consideration is whether using an IDA or development contributions to provide and 

fund the on-site infrastructure would be inconsistent with the Cranford Regeneration Plan. 

7.5 If the Council uses a mechanism for funding the infrastructure itself initially, and then recovers 

100% of that cost from the directly affected land owners, then this is largely consistent with 

the Plan. It would result in full recovery from the benefiting developers, as is intended by the 
Plan. That the recovery is not at the time of subdivision is not considered significant. 

7.6 If the development contribution option was favoured by the Council it could not be 
implemented without consultation and decision-making as required under the Local 

Government Act 2002. 

8. Risks 

8.1 The Council takes on this type of risk whenever it has provided subdivision infrastructure and 

recovered the cost over time. There are financial risks to the Council if, for whatever reason, 

development doesn’t proceed immediately or at all. Until funding is received from owners/ 
developers the Council would need to use rates to fund the cost of capital to the Council. The 

Council therefore would want to recover its cost of capital from the developers as quickly as 
possible. 

8.2 The risk of not acting is that the regeneration objective of the Regeneration Plan takes longer 

to be achieved or isn’t achieved at all. The land is well located and there is a high level of 
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consistency with the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy. Removing this 
infrastructure impediment will provide more certainty and confidence for the private sector. 

8.3 Overall, officers consider that the financial risks involved with providing the local 

infrastructure are outweighed by the eventual development and financial benefits to the 
wider community. 

9. Next Steps 

9.1 If the Council agrees with the recommendation to retain the status quo and not explore 
infrastructure provision options staff will continue to work with the land owners as and when 

opportunities to facilitate development arise. Officers will continue to liaise with the land 
owners and provide any advice it can with regard to progressing the Geo-hydrological 

Management Plan, and the consent application generally. 

9.2 If the Council decides it should look at intervention through infrastructure provision then staff 
recommend further comparative analysis of the costs and risks of options 2 and 3 be 

undertaken.  

9.3 To enable a more detailed analysis to be undertaken further refinement of budget 
requirements and of the sequencing and timing of work required is needed. This is likely to 

require fairly significant staff time and should only be considered if the land owners are 
prepared to make some investment in progress themselves – such as by funding the 

preparation of the Geo-hydrological Management Plan – as a show of good faith. 

9.4 If the Council wants to consider providing up-front infrastructure the apparent inconsistency 
with the Regeneration Plan, which requires all on-site costs to be met by developers, will need 

to be assessed in terms of legal implications. This can only be done when the extent of any 
Council infrastructure provision is clearer.  
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10. Options Matrix  

 Issue Specific Criteria 
Criteria Option 1  

Status Quo 

Option 2   

IDA 

Option 3   

Targeted DC 

Option 4  

Targeted Rate 

Financial Implications 

Cost to Implement Nil 

$11.6 million CAPEX 

being unplanned 

Stormwater and 
developers’ share of 

the collector road 
$8.2 million plus $3.4 

million. 

Per Option 2. 

 

Per Option 2. 

 

Maintenance/Ongoing Nil 

Anticipated in future 
LTP years for growth 

related maintenance 

and operating costs.  
Will incur some 

borrowing costs to 
cover the timing gap 

between capital build 

and recoveries on 
subdivision which 

would likely be in 

stages. 

Per Option 2. 
 

Per Option 2. 
 

Funding Source N/A 

$8.2 million plus 

borrowing costs from 
new debt to be 

recovered from 
developer under IDA  

And $3.4 million from 

the current capital 
program 

$8.2 million plus 

borrowing costs from 
new debt to be 

recovered from 
developer under 

Targeted DC and $3.4 

million from the 
current capital program 

$8.2 million plus 

borrowing costs from 
new debt to be 

recovered from the 

homeowner under 
Targeted Rate and 

$3.4 million from the 
current capital 

program 
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Impact on Rates Nil 

Insignificant if 
development 

proceeds apace from 

first subdivision/ 
capital investment 

Per option 2 Per Option 2 

Criteria 1. Risk and Cost to Council Nil Medium Medium Medium 

Criteria 2: Beneficiary pays principle Strong alignment Strong alignment Strong alignment Strong alignment 

Criteria 3: Administration costs Nil Low Low Low 

Criteria 4 : Compliance with/ implementing the 

GCRA 

As per 

Regeneration Plan 
Strong alignment Strong alignment 

Strong alignment 

 

Statutory Criteria  
Criteria Option 1 Status 

Quo  

Option 2 

IDA 

Option 3  

Targeted DC   

Option 4  

Targeted Rate 

Impact on Mana Whenua Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 

Alignment to Council Plans & Policies Strong Strong Strong Strong 
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  East Papanui Outline Development Plan 514 

B ⇩  Cranford Regeneration Plan Location 515 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 

(a) This report contains: 
(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  

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

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

 

Signatories 

Authors Ivan Thomson - Principal Advisor Planning 

Gavin Thomas - Principal Advisor Economic Policy 

Approved By Diane Brandish - Head of Financial Management 

Peter Langbein - Finance Business Partner 

Gavin Thomas - Principal Advisor Economic Policy 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 

David Adamson - General Manager City Services 
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19. 2019/20 Discretionary Response Fund 
Reference: 19/1012933 

Presenter(s): Sam Callander - Funding Team Leader 
  

 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to recommend to the Council the allocation of grants from the 

2019/20 Discretionary Response Fund (DRF).   

2. Staff Recommendations 

That the Council: 

1. Makes a grant of $20,000 from the 2019/20 Metropolitan Discretionary Response Fund to The 
Art & Industry Biennial Trust (trading as SCAPE Public Art) towards SCAPE Public Art Season 

2019 for operational costs. 

2. Makes a grant of $5,000 from the 2019/20 Metropolitan Discretionary Response Fund to Social 

Service Council of the Diocese of Christchurch towards Community Energy Efficiency 

Programme for volunteer recognition and equipment. 

 

3. Key Points – Discretionary Response Fund 

Issue or Opportunity 

3.1 These two applications to the Discretionary Response Fund address:  

3.1.1 Reducing poverty while increasing connectedness for vulnerable residents  

3.1.2 Funding to help promote, develop and deliver new public art. 

Strategic Alignment 

3.2 The recommendation aligns to the Strategic Framework and in particular the Arts Strategy 
and the Strengthening Communities Strategy.  

Decision Making Authority 

3.3 Determine the allocation of the Metropolitan Discretionary Response Fund for each 

community. 

3.4 Allocations must be consistent with any policies, standards or criteria adopted by the Council. 

3.5 The Fund does not cover: 

 Legal challenges or Environment Court challenges against the Council, Council Controlled 
organisations or Community Board decisions. 

 Projects or initiatives that change the scope of a Council project or that will lead to ongoing 

operational costs to the Council (though Community Boards can recommend to the 
Council that it consider a grant for this purpose). 

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

3.6 The decision(s) in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

3.7 The level of significance was determined by the number of people affected and/or with an 

interest. 
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3.8 Due to the assessment of low significance, no further community engagement and 
consultation is required. 

Discussion 

3.9 At the time of writing, the balance of the 2019/20 Metropolitan Discretionary Response Fund is 

as below.  

Total Budget 
2019/20 

Granted To Date Available for 
allocation 

Balance If Staff 
Recommendation 

adopted 

$137,046 $17,510 $119,536 $94,536 

 

3.10 Based on the current Discretionary Response Fund criteria, the application listed above is 
eligible for funding. 

3.11 Decision Matrix in Attachment A provides detailed information for the applications.  This 

includes organisational details, project details, financial information and a staff assessments. 

 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  DRF Decision Matrices - September 2019 519 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 

(a) This report contains: 
(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  

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

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

 

Signatories 

Authors Nicola Thompson - Community Funding Advisor 

Sam Callander - Team Leader Community Funding 

Approved By Michael Down - Finance Business Partner 

John Filsell - Head of Community Support, Governance and Partnerships 

Brent Smith - Acting General Manager Citizens & Community 
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20. Elected Member Allowances and Expenses Policy - 2019 
Reference: 19/965971 

Presenter(s): Jo Daly - Council Secretary 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report  

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Council to consider and adopt the draft Elected Member 

Allowances and Expenses Policy (Policy) to take effect from 1 July 2019 (Attachment A). 

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 On 1 July 2019 the Remuneration Authority's Local Government Elected Members 

Determination 2019/20 (the determination) came into effect. This legislation provides 
Government direction for entitlements, pay rates, and expense expectations for local 

government elected members. 

2.2 The draft Policy, as did the previous schedule, incorporates allowances and contributions 

towards expenses relating to travel, mileage, communication and technology along with 

travel, conference and training attendance and professional development. 

2.3 The 2019 determination includes the ability for Councils to adopt an allowance towards the 

cost of childcare. Informal discussion with the current Council has indicated a preference for 
the incoming Council; 

 to consider the inclusion of a childcare allowance in the Policy in the new triennium; and 

 recommend that it apply to Community Board members only. 

2.4 The Council can review the Policy at any time.   

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Council: 

1. Approve the attached Elected Member Allowances and Expenses Policy to take effect from 

1 July 2019 (Attachment A).   

2. Recommend that the incoming Council consider including an allowance for childcare in this 

policy, and that it apply to Community Board members only. 

 

4. Context/Background 

Issue or Opportunity 

4.1 The Council is required to consider and adopt a policy relating to the payment of allowances 

and expenses, and related matters for elected members. This is done prior to each local body 
election, based on the release of the Remuneration Authority determination for that year. 

4.2 The Remuneration Authority Local Government Members (2019/20) Determination 2019: 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2019/0135/latest/LMS211368.html 

4.3 The 2019 determination allows Councils to consider inclusion of a new childcare allowance as 

a contribution to expenses related to childcare while on local authority business. The 

allowance is capped and subject to the conditions outlined in clause 14 of the determination.  

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2019/0135/latest/LMS211368.html
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Strategic Alignment 

4.4 The draft Policy supports progress towards the Council’s Strategic Priority of enabling active 

citizenship and connected communities. It details the expenses and allowances that elected 
members are entitled to and will be published on the Council’s website.  

4.5 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2018 - 2028): 

4.5.1 Activity: Governance & Decision Making. 

 Level of Service: 4.1.22 Provide services that ensure all Council and Community 

Board Meetings are held with full statutory compliance - 100% compliance. 

Decision Making Authority 

4.6 Under the Local Government Act 2002 the Remuneration Authority must determine the 
remuneration, allowances and expenses payable to members to territorial local authorities. 

This is done through an annual determination which takes effect from 1 July each year.  

4.7 The Remuneration Authority is responsible for setting the allowance and contribution to 
expense entitlements. The payment of any or all allowances is at the discretion of each 

Council. The Remuneration Authority reviews allowances included in the determination 
annually. 

4.8 Prior to each triennial election the Council considers and adopts a schedule or policy of 

allowances and expenses for elected members.  

Previous Decisions 

4.9 The Council last considered elected members expenses and allowances in 2016, prior to the 
triennial elections. 

4.10 Allowances relating to vehicle mileage, travel time allowance and communications and 
technology have been updated annually to reflect changes in the Remuneration Authority 

Determination issued to take effect from 1 July of each year. 

4.11 In the past the Remuneration Authority required Councils to submit schedules or policies 
relating to expenses and allowances to the Remuneration Authority for approval. This is no 

longer a requirement unless a Council’s policy for the payment of allowances is outside those 
allowed for in the determination.  

Assessment of Significance and Engagement 

4.12 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

4.13 The level of significance was determined by considering that this is a policy based on the 
determination of the Remuneration Authority and the previous schedule adopted by the 

Council in 2016. 

5. Options Analysis 

Options Considered 

5.1 The following reasonably practicable options were considered and are assessed in this report: 

 Adoption of the draft Elected Members Allowances and Expenses Policy, recommending 
the new Council consider the inclusion of an allowance for childcare. 

5.2 The following options were considered but ruled out: 

 Adoption of the Elected Member Allowances and Expenses Policy, including an allowance 
for childcare.  

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/ltp/
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This option was discussed informally with the Mayor and Councillors on 27 August 2019. An 
indication was given to staff that it is appropriate for the incoming Council to consider the 

inclusion of a childcare allowance in the policy, in the new triennium. The Council also 

indicated a preference that the childcare allowance apply to Community Board members 
only and that staff include this as a recommendation for Council consideration.  

 Not adopting an Elected Member Allowances and Expenses Policy. The Council should take 
the opportunity to ensure its policy reflects the current determination by the 

Remuneration Authority and current practice. 

Options Descriptions 

5.3 Preferred Option: Adoption of the draft Elected Members Allowances and Expenses Policy, 

recommending the new Council consider the inclusion of an allowance for childcare. 

Option Description:  

5.3.1 Under this option the Council would update its policy to reflect the expenses and 
allowances included in the latest Remuneration Authority determination and the 

current practice relating to other matters.  

5.3.2 Consider and any decision relating to an allowance for childcare will made by the 
incoming Council. 

Option Advantages:  

5.3.3 The Council’s policy will be updated to reflect the current Remuneration Authority 

determination.  

5.3.4 It provides clarity to members relating to allowances, expenses, conference and training 
attendance and professional development. 

5.3.5 It provides the opportunity to refresh the policy and confirm administrative practices 

relating to it. 

5.3.6 It allows the incoming Council to consider and make decisions related to an allowance 

towards the cost of childcare. 

5.3.7 The Council can review this policy at any time.  

Option Disadvantages 

5.3.8 There are no identified disadvantages. 

6. Elected Member Expense and Allowances Policy 

6.1 The 2019 Remuneration Authority determination includes the following detail for Council 

consideration as contributions towards expenses and allowances: 

6.1.1 The vehicle mileage rate has been increased from the previous determination to reflect 

the latest rates published by Inland Revenue (clause 11):  

Vehicle type up to 14,000 km After 14,000 km 

Petrol and Diesel $0.79/km $0.30/km 

Petrol Hybrid $0.79/km $0.19/km 

Electric $0.79/km $0.09/km 
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6.1.2 There is no change to the allowance for travel time from the previous determination 
(clause 12). This allows for travel on local authority business, a travel time allowance 

payable after the first hour travelled of $37.50 per hour for travel time within the 

Christchurch City Council area. 

6.1.3 There is no change to the allowances for communication equipment and services from 

the previous determination (clause 13). The following allowances apply when members 
are not provided with communication equipment or services by the Council: 

Communication Equipment Allowance per annum 2019 

Personal computer, tablet or laptop $200* 
As all Council elected members are provided 

with a device this allowance is not payable. 

Printer $40 

Personal Mobile telephone $150 

Communication Services Allowance per annum 2019 

Internet service $400 

Mobile telephone service $400 

 

6.1.4 Inclusion of a childcare allowance, allowing Councils to pay a contribution of up to 
$6,000 per annum per child under 14, toward expenses incurred by the member for 

childcare provided while the member is engaged on location authority business (clause 

14). As detailed in this report, the draft policy does not include a childcare allowance 
and recommends this be considered by the incoming Council. 

6.2 Additional changes to the policy from the 2016 schedule: 

6.2.1 There are no material changes in this policy from the previous schedule. 

6.2.2 The format of the policy is refreshed, and updated to incorporate minor changes to 

administration practices and definitions. 

6.2.3 The policy reflects the current practice that Community Board members are able to 

claim for parking expenses if attending local authority business at Civic Offices during 

business hours. 

6.2.4 The policy confirms the current approach to elected member travel and attendance at 

conferences, courses and training.  

7. Legal Implications 

7.1 There is not a legal context, issue or implication relevant to this decision. 

7.2 This report and the policy attached have been reviewed by the Legal Services Unit. 

8. Financial Implications 

8.1 Elected member expenses and allowances as proposed in the draft policy are allowed for 

within current operational budgets in the Long Term Plan. 

8.2 There is no provision in operational budgets for payment of a childcare allowance. The 
quantum of payments is unknown and will be assessed when considered by the incoming 

Council. 
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8.3 No allowances can be payed from the governance remuneration pool allocated to the Council 
in the 2019/20 determination. 

9. Next Steps 

9.1 If adopted this policy will take effect immediately and the rates for allowances will be payable 
for claims backdated to 1 July 2019. 

9.2 Staff will seek direction from the incoming Council regarding consideration of a childcare 

allowance. 

 

 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Draft Elected Member Allowances and Expenses Policy 2019 526 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 

(a) This report contains: 

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

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

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 

in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Jo Daly - Council Secretary 

Approved By John Filsell - Head of Community Support, Governance and Partnerships 

Brent Smith - Acting General Manager Citizens & Community 
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21. Resolution to Exclude the Public 
Section 48, Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987. 

 

I move that the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely 
items listed overleaf. 

 

Reason for passing this resolution: good reason to withhold exists under section 7. 
Specific grounds under section 48(1) for the passing of this resolution: Section 48(1)(a) 

 
Note 

 

Section 48(4) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 provides as follows: 
 

“(4) Every resolution to exclude the public shall be put at a time when the meeting is open to the 
public, and the text of that resolution (or copies thereof): 

 

 (a) Shall be available to any member of the public who is present; and 
 (b) Shall form part of the minutes of the local authority.” 

 
This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official Information and 

Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that Act 

which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting 
in public are as follows: 
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ITEM 
NO. 

GENERAL SUBJECT OF EACH MATTER 
TO BE CONSIDERED 

SECTION 

SUBCLAUSE AND 

REASON UNDER THE 
ACT 

PLAIN ENGLISH REASON 
WHEN REPORTS CAN 

BE RELEASED 

22 
PUBLIC EXCLUDED COUNCIL MINUTES 
- 12 SEPTEMBER 2019 

  
REFER TO THE PREVIOUS PUBLIC 
EXCLUDED REASON IN THE 

AGENDAS FOR THESE MEETINGS. 

 

23 
PUBLIC EXCLUDED CIVIC AWARDS 
COMMITTEE MINUTES - 6 SEPTEMBER 

2019 

  
REFER TO THE PREVIOUS PUBLIC 
EXCLUDED REASON IN THE 

AGENDAS FOR THESE MEETINGS. 

 

24 
PUBLIC EXCLUDED HEALTH, SAFETY 
AND WELLBEING COMMITTEE 

MINUTES - 6 SEPTEMBER 2019 

  
REFER TO THE PREVIOUS PUBLIC 
EXCLUDED REASON IN THE 

AGENDAS FOR THESE MEETINGS. 

 

25 
PUBLIC EXCLUDED REGULATORY 
PERFORMANCE COMMITTEE MINUTES 

- 4 SEPTEMBER 2019 

  
REFER TO THE PREVIOUS PUBLIC 
EXCLUDED REASON IN THE 

AGENDAS FOR THESE MEETINGS. 

 

26 ANNUAL PLAN FUNDING S7(2)(B)(II) 
PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 
POSITION 

INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE 

REPORT MAY ADVANTAGE OR 
DISADVANTAGE COMMERCIAL 

ACTIVITIES 

ONCE THE CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE IS 

SATISFIED THERE ARE 
NO LONGER GROUNDS 

FOR WITHHOLDING THE 

INFORMATION. 

27 
12 GILMOUR TCE, LYTTELTON - LAND 

DISPOSAL 
S7(2)(I) 

CONDUCT 

NEGOTIATIONS 

THIS MATTER INVOLVES THE 

POSSIBLE SALE OF LEASEHOLD 
LAND.  IF APPROVED STAFF WILL 

NEED TO NEGOTIATE THE SALE. THE 

RELEASE OF INFORMATION IN THIS 

ONCE SETTLEMENT IS 

COMPLETE 
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REPORT MAY AFFECT THE ABILITY 

TO OBTAIN THE BEST OUTCOME 
FOR COUNCIL. 

28 

THE PIANO - PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

TO LOAN ISSUED BY CHRISTCHURCH 
CITY COUNCIL 

S7(2)(H) COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

COMMENTARY IS MADE ON THE 
COMMERCIAL REVENUE EARNING 

ABILITY OF THE PIANO, INCLUDING 

RISKS THAT COULD BE TO THE 
DETRIMENT OF THE PIANO IF THE 

INFORMATION BECOMES KNOWN TO 

IN THE MARKET. 

AFTER 2026 WHEN 
NAMING RIGHTS AND 

NEW TENANCIES 

SHOULD HAVE BEEN 
COMPLETED, AND 

WHEN THERE ARE NO 

LONGER VALID 
REASONS UNDER THE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
OFFICIAL INFORMATION 

AND MEETINGS ACT 

1987 

29 CHRISTCHURCH CIVIC AWARDS 2019 S7(2)(A) 
PROTECTION OF PRIVACY 

OF NATURAL PERSONS 
PROTECTION OF PRIVACY 

ONLY NAMES OF 

SUCCESSFUL 
CANDIDATE WILL BE 

RELEASED AFTER 

COUNCIL 
CONFIRMATION.  NO 

PERSONAL 

INFORMATION WILL BE 
RELEASED. 

30 
USE OF THE DISTRICT PLAN TO 

SUPPORT CENTRAL CITY RECOVERY 
S7(2)(G) 

MAINTAIN LEGAL 

PROFESSIONAL 

PRIVILEGE 

TO KEEP LEGAL ADVICE 

CONFIDENTIAL 

10 YEARS OR UNTIL 
OPERATIVE DATE OF 

THE NEXT FULL 

DISTRICT PLAN REVIEW, 
WHICHEVER IS EARLIER. 
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31 
COMMUNITY EARLY LEARNING 
CENTRES 

S7(2)(I) 
CONDUCT 
NEGOTIATIONS 

TO ALLOW THE COUNCIL TO 

CONDUCT NEGOCIATIONS WITH 
EACH COMMUNITY ELC ON THE 

LEASING OF COMMUNITY 

FACILITIES. 

THE 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND CONTENT OF THIS 

REPORT ARE RELEASED 
AS SOON AS THEY HAVE 

BEEN SHARED WITH 

THE EIGHT RELEVANT 
COMMUNITY ELCS.  

ATTACHMENT A 
CONTAINING 

COMERCIALLY 

SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION IS NOT 

RELEASED. 

32 

CENTRAL PLAINS WATER TRUST - 

APPOINTMENT OF TRUSTEES AND 

DRAFT ENDURING LETTER OF 
EXPECTATIONS 

S7(2)(I) 
CONDUCT 

NEGOTIATIONS 

TO ALLOW A PERIOD FOR 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH POTENTIAL 

NEW TRUSTEES AND TO PROTECT 
THEIR PRIVACY IN THE EVENT 

APPOINTMENT IS NOT MADE. 

WHEN NOTIFIED 

PUBLICLY BY THE 

CENTRAL PLAINS 
WATER TRUST 

33 
THE COURT THEATRE, DEVELOPMENT 

AND LEASE AGREEMENTS 

S7(2)(B)(II), 

S7(2)(H) 

PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 

POSITION, COMMERCIAL 

ACTIVITIES 

THIS REPORT CONTAINS SENSITIVE 
COMMERCIAL INFORMATION 

PERTAINING TO THE FINANCIAL 

LEASE ARRANGEMENTS BETWEEN 
COUNCIL AND THE COURT. 

26 SEPTEMBER 2020 

ONE YEAR POST-

COUNCIL MEETING 
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