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Purpose   

The Policy and Planning Committee oversees the development, review, implementation and   
adoption (where delegated) of Council strategies, policies, and plans ensuring they align with the 

Council’s long-term strategies and comply with the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA 2002), Resource 

Management Act 1991 (and any replacement Act), and other relevant legislation.   

Delegations   

The Council delegates to the Policy and Planning Committee authority to oversee and make   

decisions on:  

●  

 

Council’s strategies, policies, plans, and other approvals, including, but not limited to: 

-  

-  

 

-  

-  

-  

 

Plans under the Resource Management Act 1991 and any replacement legislation;  

Strategic and spatial planning beyond statutory plans, including plans prepared at a  

regional, greater Christchurch, or local level;  

Climate change resilience and planning;  

Transport strategies and policies;  

Other relevant strategies and policies not delegated to other Council committees. 

●  

 

The Bylaw Review programme, including the review or amendment of bylaws, the development 

of new bylaws and any bylaw revocations, up to the point where they are ready for public 
consultation. Noting that the LGA 2002 Schedule 7 Clause 32(1) identifies that Council cannot 

delegate the power to make a bylaw. 

●   Leases, licences, easements and revocations held or managed under the Reserves Act 1977.   

●   Council’s involvement in central government strategies, plans or initiatives that impact on   

Christchurch.   

Where the Council cannot delegate policy or bylaw adoption under LGA 2002 Schedule 7 Clause 

32(1), the Policy and Planning Committee will oversee its development and review prior to the 

Council’s adoption

Submissions   

The Council delegates to the Committee authority:   

●   To consider and approve draft submissions on behalf of the Council on topics within its terms of  

Chair  Councillor Henstock  

Deputy Chair  Councillor Fields  

Membership  The Mayor and all councillors are members of this committee.  

Quorum  Half of the members if the number of members (including vacancies) is 
even, or a majority of members if the number of members (including 
vacancies) is odd   

Meeting Cycle  Monthly  

Reports To  Council  



 

 

reference. Where the timing of a consultation does not allow for consideration of a draft 
submission by the Council or relevant Committee, that the draft submission can be considered 

and approved on behalf of the Council.   

Limitations   

The general delegations to this Committee exclude any specific decision-making powers that are   

delegated to a Community Board, another Committee of Council or Joint Committee. Delegations to 

staff are set out in the delegations register.    

The following matters are prohibited from being subdelegated in accordance with LGA 2002   

Schedule 7 Clause 32(1):   

• the power to make a rate; or   
• the power to make a bylaw; or   
• the power to borrow money, or purchase or dispose of assets, other than in accordance with the long-

term plan; or  
• the power to adopt a long-term plan, annual plan, or annual report; or  
• the power to appoint a chief executive; or 

• the power to adopt policies required to be adopted and consulted on under this Act in association 
with the long-term plan or developed for the purpose of the local governance   
statement; or   

• the power to adopt a remuneration and employment policy. 

Chairperson may refer urgent matters to the Council or the Finance &   

Performance Committee of the Whole Council   

As may be necessary from time to time, the Committee Chairperson is authorised to refer urgent 

matters to the Council or to the Finance & Performance for decision, where this Committee would 

ordinarily have considered the matter. In order to exercise this authority:   

●   The Democratic Services Advisor must inform the Chairperson in writing the reasons why the   
referral is necessary.   

●   The Chairperson must then respond to the Committee Advisor in writing with their decision.   

If the Chairperson agrees to refer the report to the Council, the Council may then assume decision- 
making authority for that specific report.   

Urgent matters referred from the Council   

As may be necessary from time to time, the Mayor is authorised to refer urgent matters to this 
Committee for decision, where the Council would ordinarily have considered the matter, except for 

those matters listed in the limitations above. 

In order to exercise this authority:   

• The Council Secretary must inform the Mayor and Chief Executive in writing the reasons why the 
referral is necessary 

• The Mayor and Chief Executive must then respond to the Council Secretary in writing with their 
decision. 

 

If the Mayor and Chief Executive agree to refer the report to the Committee, the Committee may 
then assume decision-making authority for that specific report. 
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Karakia Tīmatanga  
Whakataka te hau ki te uru  

Whakataka te hau ki te tonga  

Kia mākinakina ki uta  

Kia mātaratara ki tai  

E hī ake ana te atakura  

He tio, he huka, he hau hū   

Tihei mauri ora 

 

1. Apologies Ngā Whakapāha   

Apologies will be recorded at the meeting. 

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. Confirmation of Previous Minutes Te Whakaāe o te hui o mua  

4. Public Forum Te Huinga Whānui  

A period of up to 30 minutes will be available for people to speak for up to five minutes on any issue 
that is not the subject of a separate hearing process. 

 

Public Forum presentations will be recorded in the meeting minutes  

5. 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. 
 

Deputations will be recorded in the meeting minutes.  

6. Presentation of Petitions Ngā Pākikitanga  

There were no petitions received at the time the agenda was prepared.    

 

To present to the Committee, refer to the Participating in decision-making webpage or contact the 
meeting advisor listed on the front of this agenda. 

 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/participating-in-decision-making
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7. Simplifying Local Government reform: Council Submission 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/127364 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Luke Adams, Principal Advisor Strategic Policy 

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 
Mary Richardson, Chief Executive 

  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek the Policy and Planning Committee’s consideration and 

approval of Christchurch City Council’s draft submission on the Government’s Simplifying 

Local Government reform proposal. 

1.2 The report originates from the release of the Government’s draft proposal on simplifying local 

government arrangements, including changes to regional governance and the introduction of 
Combined Territories Boards (CTBs) and Regional Reorganisation Plans (RRPs), and the 

associated public consultation process. 

1.3 This report follows an elected member workshop held on 27 January 2026, which sought 

feedback and input on the draft submission content. Feedback from that workshop has been 

used to refine the submission now presented for approval. 

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Simplifying Local Government reform: Council Submission 

Report. 

2. Notes that the decision in this report is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch 

City Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

3. Approves the Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government 

proposal. 

 

 

3. Background/Context Te Horopaki  

3.1 The Government has released a draft proposal to simplify local government, including the 

replacement of elected regional councils with Combined Territories Boards (CTBs) and the 
development of Regional Reorganisation Plans (RRPs) to review how functions are delivered 

across regions. 

3.2 The proposal signals a shift toward a “function first, form second” approach, with regions 
expected to review what functions are delivered, how well they are performing, and where 

they are best placed before determining any longer-term structural changes. 

3.3 The Council has prepared a draft submission that supports the intent of the reform, while 

setting out clear expectations regarding process design, governance settings, metropolitan 

recognition, Treaty partnership, and cost and funding implications. The submission focuses 
on ensuring the reform process is credible, evidence-led, and capable of delivering durable 

improvements for Canterbury and Christchurch ratepayers. 
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3.4 The following related information session/workshops have taken place for the members of the 
meeting: (If the information session/workshop was open to the public, provide a link to either 

the agenda for the meeting or the recording of the meeting. If it was closed reference when it 

occurred.) 

Date Subject 

11.11.2025 Government Reforms 

11.12.2025 Simplifying Local Government Reforms 

27.01.2026 Simplifying Local Government Reform. Draft Council submission 
 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

3.5 The Council has two reasonably practicable options: 

3.5.1 Approve the Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local 

Government proposal. 

3.5.2 Do not approve the submission. 

3.6 The Council routinely makes submissions on legislative and policy proposals that have the 

potential to materially affect Christchurch residents, the delivery of council services, or the 

Council’s statutory responsibilities. Submissions are an important mechanism for ensuring 
local government perspectives, evidence, and operational realities are considered in national 

reform processes. 

3.7 The Simplifying Local Government proposal has significant implications for how council 

functions are governed, delivered, and funded across Canterbury, including potential changes 

to decision-making structures, accountability arrangements, and long-term service delivery 
models. Given Christchurch’s scale, complexity, and metropolitan role within the region, the 

Council has a strong interest in ensuring the reform framework is robust, evidence-led, and 

capable of delivering improved outcomes without unintended consequences for ratepayers, 

Treaty obligations, or service performance. 

3.8 Choosing not to submit is not recommended. Without a submission, the Council would forgo 
an important opportunity to articulate Christchurch’s specific context, highlight risks 

associated with the proposed reform settings, and influence the design of the process at a 

formative stage. 

3.9 On balance, preparing a submission enables the Council to engage constructively with the 

Government, support the overall intent of reform, and advocate for governance and process 
settings that better reflect the realities of a major metropolitan centre. It also ensures the 

Council’s statutory responsibilities, partnership commitments, and long-term financial and 

service delivery considerations are clearly reflected in the reform dialogue. 

4. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Option 1 - Recommended Option 

to submit on the reform proposal 
Option 2 – Not to submit on the 

reform proposal 

Cost to Implement Met from existing operational 

budgets.  
No cost  

Maintenance/Ongoing Costs As above No cost  

Funding Source Existing operational budgets No cost  

Funding Availability Available  N/A  

Impact on Rates No impact on rates as met from 

existing operational budgets  
N/A  
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5. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

5.1 The decision to lodge a Council submission is of low risk. 

Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

5.2 Statutory and/or delegated authority to undertake proposals in the report: 

5.2.1 The opportunity to lodge a submission on the Simplifying Local Government reform 

proposal is open to any person or organisation. 

5.3 Other Legal Implications: 

5.3.1 There is no legal context, issue, or implication relevant to the decision to make a 

submission on the reform. 

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here  

5.4 The required decision: 

5.4.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. <enter text>. 

5.4.2 Is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s Significance 
and Engagement Policy.  This recognises that while there may be community interest 

in the Simplifying Local Government reform proposal, the specific decision to approve 

the submission is of a lower level of significance. 

5.4.3 Is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

5.5 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2024 - 2034): 

5.6 Strategic Planning and Policy  

5.6.1 Activity: Strategic Policy and Resilience  

• Level of Service: 17.0.1.1 Advice meets emerging needs and statutory 
requirements, and is aligned with governance expectations in the Strategic 

Framework  

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

5.7 The decision to submit does not involve a significant decision relating to ancestral land, a 
body of water, or other elements of intrinsic value. Therefore, it does not specifically impact 

Mana Whenua, their culture, or traditions. 

5.8 However, the submission addresses reform settings that are of clear relevance to Mana 
Whenua and to the Council’s partnership responsibilities with Ngā Papatipu Rūnanga. In 

particular, the proposed changes to governance, decision-making structures, and functional 
responsibilities have the potential to affect how Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations are given 

effect over time.  

5.9 The Council’s submission highlights concerns about the current proposal’s lack of clarity on 
Treaty partnership, tikanga Māori, and Māori participation in future public decision-making 

arrangements. It emphasises the importance of embedding Treaty partnership from the 

outset of the reform process, protecting existing Ngāi Tahu arrangements, and ensuring any 
new governance or delivery models clearly uphold statutory Treaty settlement commitments 

and Māori outcomes. This approach aligns with the Council’s broader commitment to 
honouring Te Tiriti o Waitangi and maintaining strong, enduring partnerships with Mana 

Whenua through any reform transition. 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/20182028-vision/strategic-framework
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/
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6. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri  

6.1 If the Committee approves the submission: 

• Staff will lodge the final submission with the Department of Internal Affairs by the due date 

of 20 February 2026. 

• A copy of the final submission will be published on the Council’s website to ensure 

transparency. 

• Staff will monitor the progress of the reform and any subsequent announcements. 

6.2 If Council chooses not to approve the submission, no formal feedback will be provided by 

Christchurch City Council on the proposal at this stage of the reform. 

 
 

Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Simplifying Local Government reform. Christchurch City 

Council Submission 

26/11225 13 

B ⇩  Simplifying Local Government reform. Response to the 

proposal's targeted questions 

26/21148 24 

  

 

In addition to the attached documents, the following background information is available: 

Document Name – Location / File Link  

Not applicable  
 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Luke Adams - Principal Advisor Policy 

Approved By Elizabeth Wilson - Team Leader Policy 

David Griffiths - Head of Strategic Policy & Resilience 

Mary Richardson - Chief Executive 

  

  

PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_50180_1.PDF
PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_50180_2.PDF
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03 941 8999 

53 Hereford Street 

Christchurch 8013 

PO Box 73013 

Christchurch 8154 

ccc.govt.nz 

 

20 February 2026 

Department of Internal Affairs 

 

SimplifyingLocalGovernment@dia.govt.nz 

 

Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 

Introduction 

1. Christchurch City Council (the Council) supports the Government’s intent to simplify local 

government, reduce duplication, and improve regional performance and long-term 

outcomes. The Council agrees that a more integrated, evidence-led approach to how 

functions are delivered across Canterbury is timely, necessary, and has the potential to 

deliver real benefits for communities and ratepayers. 

2. Current arrangements create unnecessary complexity, duplication, and misalignment across 

functions that increasingly operate across district boundaries. In practice, service outcomes 

are often shaped by fragmented planning, inconsistent capability, and unclear accountability 

across agencies and councils. A structured review of what functions are delivered, how well 

they are performing, and where they are best placed to deliver strong outcomes over the long 

term is a sensible and overdue step. If done well, this reform could materially improve service 

quality, resilience, accountability, and value for money. 

3. However, the success of the proposal will depend less on its ambition than on the credibility 

of the process and the settings that support it. From the Council’s perspective, the greatest 

risks lie not in the overall intent, but in whether the proposed machinery genuinely enables 

reform rather than defaulting to status quo management. In particular, there are material 

risks associated with: 

a. the design and operation of the Combined Territories Board (CTB) as a 

transitional decision-making body, 

b. the integrity, independence, and flexibility of the Regional Reorganisation Plan 

(RRP) process, and 

c. whether the framework properly recognises the realities of a major metropolitan 

centre and enables Greater Christchurch-scale analysis and solutions where 

functions clearly operate at that level. 

4. Accordingly, this submission advocates for a reform process that is robust, independent, and 

flexible, and that can identify the best option based on clear evidence. The Council supports a 

process that enables genuine consideration of metropolitan‑scale and unitary options early 
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Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 
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and in depth, where functional analysis demonstrates that these models could deliver better 

outcomes, rather than defaulting to region‑wide solutions. 

5. This submission should be read alongside a separate, attached document that responds 

directly to the consultation questions set out in the draft proposal. Together, these 

documents reflect the Council’s commitment to engaging constructively and contributing to 

a reform process that is robust, flexible, and capable of delivering durable improvements in 

performance, resilience, and value for ratepayers across Canterbury. 

Submission 

Christchurch Context and Role in Canterbury 

6. Christchurch is New Zealand’s second-largest city and the South Island’s primary 

metropolitan centre. It is the economic, population, and infrastructure heart of Canterbury, 

and plays a national role as the South Island’s principal gateway for trade, transport, 

education, health services, and innovation. Decisions about how functions are governed and 

delivered in Christchurch therefore have implications that extend beyond the city and the 

Canterbury region. 

7. Christchurch has the largest share of Canterbury’s population and is expected to experience 

most of the region’s future growth. These growth pressures affect where people live and how 

the wider system functions, placing ongoing demand on transport networks, water and 

stormwater systems, land‑use planning and consenting, housing delivery, and 

climate‑resilience measures. As a metropolitan centre, many services and systems operate at 

scale, across district boundaries, and with interdependencies that differ materially from those 

in smaller or predominantly rural districts. 

8. Christchurch also has the region’s largest and most complex infrastructure and asset 

networks, and as a result, faces a materially higher share of infrastructure investment 

requirements, renewal demand, and operational risk. These asset networks are critical not 

only for city residents but for the functioning of the wider Canterbury economy and the 

region’s ability to support growth and recovery from hazards. 

9. In addition, Christchurch faces significant hazard and resilience pressures, including flood 

and catchment risk, coastal erosion and sea-level rise, climate adaptation challenges, and the 

long-term impacts of seismic events on infrastructure and urban form. Managing these 

pressures effectively requires integrated planning, strong technical capability, and 

governance arrangements able to operate at metropolitan and catchment scales. 

10. Taken together, these factors mean decisions about how Christchurch is governed and how 

services are delivered have a significant impact on Canterbury’s productivity, resilience, and 

long‑term growth. Reform outcomes that work for Christchurch are therefore central to the 

success of reform across the region as a whole. 

11. For these reasons, any reform approach that treats all councils the same risks making 

decisions that don’t reflect how the metropolitan area actually functions. A one-size-fits-all 

approach will not reflect the pace, scale, and complexity of metropolitan systems, or the way 
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Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 
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key functions such as transport, growth management, infrastructure sequencing, and climate 

resilience operate across Greater Christchurch. 

Acknowledging the Government’s Intent 

12. The Council supports the Government’s objectives to reduce duplication, improve alignment 

across functions, strengthen long-term performance and resilience, and improve value for 

money for New Zealanders. We agree the current system, characterised by overlapping 

responsibilities, fragmented decision-making, and inconsistent capability across councils, 

does not consistently deliver the outcomes communities expect or represent the best use of 

public resources. 

13. We consider the proposal’s emphasis on a functional review to be methodologically sound. 

Starting with a clear assessment of what functions are required, how they are currently 

delivered, how well they are performing, and at what scale they are best placed provides a 

stronger foundation for reform than approaches that begin with predetermined structural 

models. In this respect, function first, form second is the right framing. We would welcome the 

opportunity to engage with your officials now to help inform the structure and methodology 

of the functional review being undertaken by the Department of Internal of Internal Affairs 

before the establishment of the CTB’s. 

14. If designed and implemented well, the proposal could create a practical pathway to: 

a. a shared evidence base across councils, 

b. clearer accountabilities and fewer fragmented decision points, 

c. better coordination of planning, investment, and delivery across growth, 

infrastructure, and resilience challenges, and 

d. improved value for money through reduced duplication and better use of 

capability. 

15. The Council also sees value in the intent to encourage councils to work more collaboratively 

across boundaries where services and systems already operate beyond individual districts. 

However, the relevance and effectiveness of pan-regional collaboration will vary by function. 

Across greater Christchurch, many critical functions already operate at metropolitan scale, 

with levels of demand, complexity, and integration that differ materially from wider regional 

contexts. The reform framework therefore needs to explicitly enable metropolitan-scale 

analysis and delivery pathways alongside region-wide collaboration, rather than assuming a 

single regional approach will be appropriate in all cases. 

16. While the submission identifies a number of concerns about how the proposal may operate in 

practice, these should be read as constructive and forward-looking. The Council’s objective is 

to help ensure the intent of the reform is realised through credible settings and practical 

mechanisms, rather than diluted through process design, transitional constraints, or default 

institutional approaches. 
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Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 
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Ensuring the governance model can deliver the intended outcomes 

17. While the Council supports the outcomes the proposal is seeking to achieve, we are not yet 

persuaded that the CTB model, as currently proposed, is the most effective way to deliver 

those outcomes in practice for a complex and highly differentiated region such as Canterbury. 

18. The intent of the reform is clear: to enable a more integrated, evidence-led assessment of how 

functions are delivered, reduce duplication, and improve long-term performance and value 

for communities. Achieving this intent requires governance arrangements that are purpose-

built for system redesign, sufficiently focused and well-resourced, and capable of driving a 

rigorous functional review. There is a risk that the CTB model, as proposed, will not provide 

this focus. 

19. As proposed, the CTB would be required to perform two substantial roles simultaneously: 

governing the full suite of existing regional council functions, and leading a once-in-a-

generation redesign of how local government functions are delivered across the region. The 

Council considers this combination to be a material weakness in the current proposal. 

Bringing these roles together within a single, mayor-led transitional body risks constraining 

capacity, diluting focus, and reducing the independence required to undertake a genuinely 

performance-led review at the scale and depth required. 

20. Additionally, we note that the Government has signalled CTBs are to be the decision-making 

body during the transition period proposed by the Planning and Natural Environment Bills.  

There is currently a lack of clarity around the relationship between the CTBs and the resource 

management reform process.  We are concerned about involvement of the CTB in the 

resource management reforms, given the timeframes, scope and scale of the role as it is 

currently outlined. We expand on this concern in our submissions on resource management 

reform. 

21. In the Council’s view, the Government should reconsider whether the proposed CTB structure 

is the most appropriate transitional mechanism to lead reform of this significance. There may 

be alternative transitional arrangements that better support the reform’s objectives. For 

example, separating responsibility for ongoing regional governance from responsibility for 

leading the functional review and development of the Regional Reorganisation Plan would 

allow each task to be undertaken with greater clarity, focus, and capability. This could also 

reduce the risk of reform becoming absorbed into day-to-day governance or defaulting to 

negotiated compromise. 

22. Similarly, transitional governance and advisory arrangements should be explicitly designed to 

enable differentiated workstreams at the scale systems actually operate. In a region such as 

Canterbury, this includes metropolitan-scale analysis where functions are highly 

interdependent and operate across district boundaries. Without this, there is a risk that 

region-wide governance structures inadvertently smooth over material differences in scale, 

complexity, and performance. 

23. The Council notes its long-standing experience working collaboratively at metropolitan scale 

across Christchurch, Selwyn, and Waimakariri, which provides a practical foundation for 
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future functional analysis without pre-judging outcomes. The Council also reiterates that it 

has previously expressed interest in the potential merits of a unitary authority model for 

Christchurch. This reflects a desire to address complexity, duplication, and misaligned 

accountability where functions are closely interdependent and operate at metropolitan scale. 

While no single structural outcome is advocated through this submission, it is important that 

the reform framework does not, through its transitional design, foreclose consideration of 

metropolitan or unitary options where the evidence supports them. 

24. Accordingly, the Council encourages the Government to actively reconsider the design and 

composition of the proposed CTB, and to retain flexibility in how transitional governance, 

advisory, and analytical functions are structured. In our view, the ultimate success of the 

reform will depend less on the existence of a single transitional body, and more on whether 

the governance, delegation, and support arrangements enable a focused, independent, and 

evidence-led functional review to be undertaken. 

25. This perspective underpins the concerns and suggestions set out below. They are intended to 

strengthen the likelihood that the reform delivers durable improvements in performance, 

accountability, and value for Canterbury communities, rather than constraining outcomes 

through transitional design choices that may be difficult to unwind later. 

Key Concerns with the Proposed Approach 

The CTB’s Transitional Role and Decision-Making Dynamics 

26. The proposal positions the CTB as a transitional governance mechanism. In practice, the CTB 

will be required to operate at the centre of two substantial and demanding roles at the same 

time: governing the full suite of existing regional council functions, and leading a complex, 

future-focused reorganisation process intended to reshape how local government functions 

are delivered across the region. 

27. This dual role creates a material risk of capacity and focus being stretched. The 

reorganisation task is inherently complex, involving system-wide functional analysis, 

performance and cost assessment across councils, engagement with mana whenua and 

communities, testing alternative delivery models, and developing evidence-based 

recommendations that may challenge existing institutional arrangements. At the same time, 

the CTB would be required to continue discharging ongoing statutory governance 

responsibilities, at a time when transition to the new resource management framework also 

needs to be bedded in. There is a risk that day-to-day governance demands could constrain 

the depth, pace, and independence of the reform work. 

28. The effectiveness of the CTB in this role will also depend heavily on the strength of the 

supporting machinery, including secretariat capability, decision-making and delegation 

arrangements, and the ability to establish and empower structured functional review 

workstreams. In particular, the CTB must be able to delegate substantive analytical and 

design work, rather than attempting to manage the reform process primarily through the 

board table. 
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29. If appropriate enabling settings are not in place, there is a risk the reform process becomes 

overly cautious and incremental, resulting in modest changes and negotiated compromises 

rather than genuine reform. The Council considers it essential that the transitional 

governance arrangements support clear strategic direction and timely decision-making, and 

a focused, evidence-led functional review, with dedicated capability to undertake detailed 

analysis and option development at pace. 

Risk of Negotiated Compromise Rather Than Performance-Led Reform 

30. Without strong safeguards, the Regional Reorganisation Plan risks evolving into a negotiated 

settlement between councils rather than an evidence-led assessment of what will perform 

best over the long term. 

31. Regional reorganisation is inherently complex and politically sensitive. Councils bring 

different scales, pressures, financial positions, and community expectations. If the process 

relies heavily on consensus within the CTB, outcomes may gravitate toward what is 

collectively acceptable rather than what delivers the strongest performance, resilience, and 

value for money. 

32. This risk is heightened by the CTB’s composition. Mayors are accountable first and foremost 

to their own communities, which can create natural incentives to protect existing 

arrangements or resist changes perceived to disadvantage local interests. Without a strong 

analytical base, independent advice, and clear evaluation frameworks, reform ambition may 

be diluted. 

33. The Council is particularly concerned that lowest-common-denominator outcomes could 

disproportionately disadvantage metropolitan systems. Major urban centres carry higher 

infrastructure complexity, growth pressures, and risk exposure, and often require 

differentiated solutions. A process that defaults to uniform, region-wide compromise risks 

locking in arrangements that underperform for both metropolitan and regional communities. 

34. For these reasons, the RRP must be designed to prioritise evidence over negotiation, 

including: 

a. clear and practical functional assessment criteria, 

b. transparent evaluation of options against performance, cost, capability, 

resilience, and outcomes, 

c. the ability to identify and progress differentiated solutions where appropriate, 

and 

d. decision-making settings that allow difficult but necessary conclusions to be 

reached. 
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Representation and Voting Settings 

35. The Council is concerned that CTB voting and representation settings could underweight 

metropolitan scale and load, particularly if “effective representation” adjustments materially 

reduce the influence of the largest population centre. 

36. While effective representation of communities of interest is important, the voting design must 

not inadvertently produce gridlock, systematically dilute metropolitan needs, or weaken the 

CTB’s capacity to make timely, high-quality decisions on complex regional issues. The voting 

framework must be transparent, clearly justified, and demonstrably aligned with the 

objectives of the reform. 

37. In the Council’s view, the model must recognise that population concentration, infrastructure 

demand, and system risk are not evenly distributed across Canterbury. The governance 

settings need to reflect this reality if the reform is to improve outcomes rather than entrench 

existing misalignment. 

38. Given the significance of these changes we also strongly recommend allowing territorial 

authorities to pause any representation reviews that they may currently be required to 

undertake. Representation reviews are required to consider issues that are going to be 

unknown during a period of structural reform.  Holding them concurrently with the local 

government simplification work creates duplication, will confuse the public and overload 

councils.  We urge the Government to include relevant amendments to the Local Electoral Act, 

as part of its legislative work on local government simplification, to enable territorial 

authorities to pause any representation reviews they are currently required to undertake. 

Independence and Credibility of the Secretariat 

39. The effectiveness and legitimacy of both the CTB and the RRP will depend heavily on the 

design and credibility of the supporting secretariat. The Council considers it essential that the 

secretariat arrangement is neutral, trusted, and fit for purpose, with strong analytical 

capability and access to reliable, comparable data across councils. 

40. For Canterbury in particular, it will be important that the functional review and RRP work is 

not perceived as being facilitated, led, or owned by any single existing institution. 

Independence in practice, and independence in perception, will materially affect confidence 

in the outputs among councils, mana whenua, the public, and central government. 

41. The Council does not consider the current Mayoral Forum secretariat to be an appropriate 

vehicle for this role. Its real or perceived alignment with regional council priorities, outcomes, 

and agendas could undermine the independence required for a credible and trusted process. 

Ensuring a separate and genuinely independent (or cross council) secretariat is essential to 

maintaining confidence in the process among councils, mana whenua, the public, and central 

government. 

 

Item No.: 7 Page 19 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 7
 

  



 

 
Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 

Page 8 of 11 

Council’s Expectations of the RRP Process 

The RRP Must Be a True Functional Review 

42. The RRP must begin with comprehensive, region-wide functional mapping and performance 

assessment, including cross-boundary district functions where relevant. This should identify 

where delivery is fragmented, where capability is duplicated, where outcomes are 

inconsistent, and where coordination failures produce unnecessary cost or risk. 

43. The process must be capable of producing a range of solutions, rather than forcing a single 

uniform structure across all functions. Christchurch does not support an approach that 

assumes one governance model will suit all functions. Instead, the review should identify the 

most effective delivery model for each function based on evidence. 

44. Different functions may be best delivered at different scales, including metropolitan, sub-

regional, regional, shared-service, or national, and the process should be explicitly designed 

to identify the right scale for each, rather than defaulting to region-wide solutions. 

Enable Metropolitan Workstreams and Sub-Regional Analysis 

45. The proposal should explicitly enable the CTB to establish and empower sub-regional 

workstreams (including a greater Christchurch grouping) where functions naturally operate at 

that scale. For Canterbury, this is particularly relevant for growth planning, transport 

integration, infrastructure sequencing, climate adaptation, and related service delivery 

interfaces.  

46. Without this flexibility, one of the clearest opportunities for improving performance and 

reducing duplication, metropolitan alignment across Christchurch, Selwyn, and Waimakariri, 

risks being constrained by region-wide compromise rather than addressed on its merits. 

Enabling greater Christchurch workstreams is not about pre-empting outcomes; it is about 

ensuring the functional review reflects how systems actually operate and can test delivery 

options at the scale that matters. 

47. Through this process we can consider options that include the current greater Christchurch 

model. The Greater Christchurch Partnership has enabled collaborative work with Government 

agencies and the three territorial authorities, as well as other partners, for nearly 20 years. 

Over that time, we have seen the benefits of working at a metro scale to inform future 

decision making. We have also previously stated our desire to become a Unitary Authority to 

achieve the same benefits from working at scale. 

48. Any process should enable the consideration of either a single Unitary Authority for the city or 

a super city solution based on the work already done through the Greater Christchurch 

Partnership. 

Momentum and the Risk of Long Timelines 

49. The indicative sequencing raises a practical concern. If the CTB is not in place until 2027, and 

the RRP is then developed over up to two years, Canterbury risks losing momentum at 

precisely the time clear direction and clarity are needed. 
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50. The process should actively enable early functional review work to begin before CTB 

establishment, including shared data baselines, agreed functional catalogues, and staged 

analytical workstreams. Early work would strengthen the evidence base, reduce downstream 

risk, and support a more confident and efficient reorganisation process once formal 

structures are in place. 

Mana Whenua, Treaty Settings, and Māori Outcomes 

51. The Council considers it essential that partnership with mana whenua is embedded from the 

outset in the functional review design, not added late as a governance overlay. Treaty 

partnership should shape how functions are assessed, how outcomes are defined, and how 

decision-making settings are designed. 

52. A design informed by an understanding of intergenerational impacts, cultural landscapes, 

and system-wide relationships across environmental, infrastructure, and planning functions 

will help with risk management at an operational level and mitigate the need for future 

retrospective correction as political climates change. 

53. Any transitional arrangements should not inadvertently weaken existing Canterbury settings, 

including current representation arrangements for Mana Whenua through the Ngāi Tahu 

Settlement Act and established partnership mechanisms. The removal of elected regional 

councillors should not result in reduced Māori voices, influence, or decision-making at 

regional or sub-regional levels. This risks the CTB defaulting to advisory-only Māori input, 

threatens transitional legitimacy, and slows decision-making through conflict. 

54. The RRP must demonstrate how Treaty settlement commitments administered by council will 

be upheld, and how Māori outcomes and kaitiakitanga are supported across environmental, 

infrastructure, and planning functions. 

55. Māori communities will have an important role in supporting and giving effect to both Māori 

and kaitiakitanga outcomes. When Māori outcomes are weakly articulated or inconsistently 

applied, there is an increased risk that simplification prioritises administrative efficiency over 

durable, place-based outcomes, slowing decision-making and eroding trust. 

Costs, Funding, and Avoiding Unfunded Mandates 

56. Transition costs must be identified early, quantified realistically, and supported by clear 

funding mechanisms. These costs should not be underestimated or left to ratepayers without 

open and clearly explained support arrangements, including how costs will be shared, who 

will fund what, and how central government requirements will be backed financially.  

57. The Council is particularly concerned to avoid outcomes where reform results in unfunded 

mandates, hidden cost transfers, or opaque cross-subsidisation that is not justified by 

demonstrable regional benefit. As the region’s largest ratepayer base and the metropolitan 

centre with the most capital-intensive infrastructure systems, Christchurch rate payers 

cannot be expected to absorb the costs of historic underinvestment or structural deficits 

elsewhere in the region without a clear rationale and explicit agreement. 
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58. Any final arrangements must demonstrate a clear value proposition and affordability 

pathway for Christchurch ratepayers, with long-term impacts tested and evidenced rather 

than assumed. 

What Success Looks Like 

59. From Christchurch’s perspective, a successful reform process would deliver: 

a. A genuine, evidence-led functional review that provides a clear view of what 

functions are required across Canterbury, how they are currently performing, and 

where they are best placed to deliver outcomes – without being constrained to a 

single predetermined structural model. 

b. Governance and delivery arrangements capable of timely, high-quality decisions, 

with representation and voting arrangements that reflect scale and impact 

appropriately, and avoid embedding lowest-common-denominator outcomes. 

c. Explicit provision for Greater Christchurch (metropolitan) analysis and solutions, 

recognising that many of the region’s most complex growth, infrastructure, 

transport, and climate challenges operate at metropolitan scale and cannot be 

effectively addressed through region-wide compromise alone. 

d. Enduring Treaty partnership arrangements, embedded from the outset, 

protecting existing commitments and strengthening Māori outcomes and 

kaitiakitanga across environmental, infrastructure, and planning functions. 

e. Clear and credible implementation pathways, including transparent treatment of 

costs, funding that follows function, avoidance of unfunded mandates or 

unjustified cross-subsidisation, and realistic transition planning that protects 

ratepayers. 

60. If these conditions are met, the Council is confident the reform can deliver durable 

improvements in service performance, resilience, and accountability, supporting regional 

prosperity while delivering value for Canterbury communities and Christchurch ratepayers 

over the long term. 

Conclusion 

61. Christchurch City Council supports the direction of reform and agrees that simplifying local 

government presents an opportunity to improve how functions are delivered across 

Canterbury. However, the success of this reform will depend less on structural ambition and 

more on whether the process is credible, independent, flexible, and genuinely evidence-led. 

62. The Council considers it essential that the Regional Reorganisation Plan operates as a 

genuine functional review, enables differentiated solutions where warranted, and avoids 

defaulting to negotiated compromise or one-size-fits-all outcomes. The reform must explicitly 

allow for metropolitan-scale analysis and delivery pathways, protect and strengthen Treaty 
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partnerships, and ensure that costs, funding responsibilities, and transition impacts are 

transparent and fair for ratepayers. 

63. The Council is committed to engaging constructively and in good faith. We are prepared to 

invest capability, share evidence, and play a leadership role in building a shared regional 

understanding of what works best. Our objective is not to pre-determine outcomes, but to 

ensure the process is strong enough to identify them properly. 

64. If the process is right, the Council is confident the reform can deliver durable, high-quality 

outcomes that strengthen regional performance, support growth and resilience, and provide 

lasting value for Canterbury communities now and into the future. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission. 

For any clarification on points within this submission please contact Luke Adams, Principal 

Advisor Strategic Policy: Luke.Adams@ccc.govt.nz. 

 

Ngā mihi, 

 

 

Mayor Phil Mauger 
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Christchurch City Council submission on the Simplifying Local Government Proposal 

Response to the proposal’s targeted questions 

1. Do you agree there is a need to simplify local government? 

a. Yes. 

b. The current two-tier system creates duplication, inconsistent decision-making, and 

unnecessary cost, particularly where regional and territorial functions intersect 

(planning, transport, water, hazards, climate). Simplification should be aimed at better 

performance and clearer accountability, not just fewer governance bodies. 

c. Christchurch also considers that the issues identified reflect a wider pattern of 

fragmented and incremental reform across the local government system. Over time, 

Parliament has enacted a complex and sometimes inconsistent suite of legislative 

arrangements, reinforcing the need for a more coherent, system-wide approach to 

reform. 

2. What do you think of the proposed approach overall? 

a. We support the intent: reduce duplication, improve efficiency, and strengthen regional 

performance. The idea of a functional review first is methodologically sound. 

b. However, we have significant concerns about whether the proposed mechanism will 

deliver meaningful change in practice. In particular, we are not yet convinced that, as 

currently designed, the CTB will consistently function as a credible transitional 

governance model for Canterbury, or that it will reliably produce an evidence-led 

Regional Reorganisation Plan rather than a negotiated compromise among existing 

councils. 

3. Do you agree with replacing regional councillors with a CTB? 

a. Not as currently proposed (without stronger safeguards and supporting arrangements). 

b. Replacing elected regional councillors with a CTB may simplify governance on paper, but 

risks reducing capability and focus at the regional level and placing too much weight on a 

part-time governance model (mayors with primary responsibilities to their own councils). 

We are concerned this could slow decisions, increase political bargaining, and weaken 

long-term strategic direction for regional functions. 

c. If a CTB proceeds, it will need strong safeguards (secretariat independence, delegation, 

clear decision rules, and Treaty partnership settings) to avoid becoming a weak forum. 
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4. What do you like or dislike about the proposal to replace regional councillors with a CTB? 

a. What we like: 

i. Acknowledges the need to reduce duplication and align regional decision-

making. 

ii. Uses existing elected leadership, which may strengthen public 

accountability relative to fully appointed models. 

iii. Creates a potential mechanism to drive a region-wide functional review. 

b. What we dislike / are concerned about: 

i. A CTB may be overloaded, with mayors expected to govern existing 

regional functions (including RMA reforms and regional spatial planning) 

while also leading major structural redesign. 

ii. Canterbury’s complexity (major metro centre + multiple districts + 

significant environmental and infrastructure challenges across the largest 

region in the country) is unlikely to be well-served by a mayoral forum 

model. 

iii. High risk the Regional Reorganisation Plan becomes a negotiated 

settlement, not a best-for-region design. 

iv. Timeframes risk loss of momentum and delayed benefits for communities 

and ratepayers. 

5. What level of Crown participation in regional decision-making do you prefer? 

a. None, as a default setting. 

b. We prefer local democratic accountability to remain key. However, if the Government 

proceeds with a CTB model, there may be circumstances where limited Crown 

participation could be justified to ensure national consistency for particular functions 

(especially where national reforms centralise standards or compliance). 

c. If Crown participation is included, it should be: 

i. clearly bounded to defined matters (not general governance), 

ii. used sparingly, 

iii. and designed to support evidence-based decision-making, not override 

local voice as a norm. 

d. We do not support a majority-vote Crown Commissioner model. 
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6. Do you agree that mayors on the CTB should have a proportional vote adjusted for 

effective representation? 

a. In principle, yes, but the detail is critical. 

b. We support weighted voting that recognises population, and we understand the need for 

“effective representation”. However, the system must not be designed in a way that 

materially under-weights the needs of a major metropolitan centre or produces ongoing 

decision paralysis. 

c. For Canterbury, the voting design must: 

i. recognise Christchurch’s scale and regional impact, 

ii. remain understandable and durable, 

iii. avoid creating incentives for minority-vote bargaining that undermines 

metropolitan delivery. 

7. What do you like or dislike about the voting proposal for the CTB? 

a. Like: 

i. Tries to avoid the two extremes of “one mayor, one vote” and pure 

population dominance. 

ii. Provides a role for an independent body (LGC). 

b. Dislike / concerns: 

i. “Effective representation” is not yet defined at CTB scale, and could 

become a mechanism that systematically dilutes metropolitan decision-

making. 

ii. Uncertainty and discretion may undermine confidence and create ongoing 

contestability. 

iii. Dual-threshold voting for some RM decisions risks slowing or complicating 

decisions further unless tightly designed. 

8. Do you support the proposal to require CTBs to develop regional reorganisation plans? 

a. Yes, with stronger process design requirements. 

b. A mandatory Regional Reorganisation Plan is the most promising part of the proposal, 

provided it is a true functional review that can produce multiple structural solutions (not 

a single forced model). 

c. To be credible, the process must: 
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i. be evidence-led and transparent, 

ii. include robust community and mana whenua engagement, 

iii. allow sub-regional (e.g., Greater Christchurch) workstreams, 

iv. and be supported by an independent, fit-for-purpose secretariat. 

9. What do you think about the criteria proposed for assessing regional reorganisation 

plans? 

a. The criteria are a useful starting point, but need strengthening and clarification, 

particularly around: 

i. metropolitan scale and complexity (major cities have different 

infrastructure requirements, growth pressures, and delivery pace 

requirements), 

ii. ratepayer impacts (including cross-subsidisation and affordability), 

iii. implementation realism (workforce capability, IT systems, service 

continuity, transition costs), 

iv. and clearer tests for Treaty partnership and Māori representation (not just 

“arrangements continue”). 

b. We also consider the criteria should explicitly require assessment of whether outcomes 

are best delivered at: 

i. metropolitan, 

ii. sub-regional, 

iii. regional, 

iv. national, 

v. or shared-service scale, so the end plan can be a suite of solutions. 

10. What do you think about how the proposal provides for iwi/Māori interests and Treaty 

arrangements? 

a. The proposal does not yet provide sufficient clarity or assurance on how enduring Māori 

representation and partnership will be maintained and strengthened in practice. 

b. While it states existing Treaty settlement obligations would “carry over”, it also removes 

current formal Māori representation at the regional level (including the Ngāi Tahu 

Representation Act 2022 arrangements), and it is not clear what enduring replacement is 

intended. 
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c. For Canterbury, the reforms must: 

i. maintain mana whenua partnership in regional decision-making, 

ii. provide a clear, durable representation mechanism at the 

regional/metropolitan level (not ad hoc committee arrangements), 

iii. and ensure any new governance form supports kaitiakitanga across 

freshwater, biodiversity, coastal and climate functions. 

11. What do you like or dislike about the ways that communities crossing regional 

boundaries could be represented? 

a. We generally support approaches that preserve: 

i. clear accountability, 

ii. democratic legitimacy, 

iii. and practical service delivery. 

b. However, “district adoption” risks creating representation that is indirect or confusing, 

while “additional representation” risks making CTBs larger and less workable. Any 

approach should be simple, transparent, and minimise governance complexity. 
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8. Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment 

Bills 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 25/2628143 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 

Ben Rhodes, Manager Planning; Helaina Gregg, Principal Advisor 

Policy; Ike Kleynbos, Principal Advisor Planning  

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 

John Higgins, General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory 

Services 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek the Policy and Planning Committee’s approval of the 

Christchurch City Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills.  

1.2 The Environment Committee has called for public submissions on the two Bills by Friday 13 

February 2026.   

1.3 This report follows elected member workshops on 16 December 2025 and 20 January 2026, 

which sought to provide an update on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills and seek 

feedback and input on the draft submission. Feedback has been used to refine the submission 

now presented for approval.  

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment 

Bills Report. 

2. Approves lodging the Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills 

(Attachment A, Attachment B and Attachment C to this report) to the Environment 

Committee.  

3. Delegates to the Head of Planning and Consents any correction, or amendments of a minor 

nature arising from the Policy and Planning Committee meeting. 

 

3. Background/Context Te Horopaki  

3.1 The Government has been progressing significant reform to the Resource Management (RM) 

system, working towards the replacement of the Resource Management Act (RMA) 1991.  

3.2 The Planning and Natural Environment Bills, being the replacement legislation, were 

introduced on 9 December. The Environment Committee is now calling for public submissions 

on the Bills by Friday 13 February 2026.  

3.3 The key driver of the reform is to simplify the planning system, reduce duplication, and cut 
unnecessary red tape, with the intent to establish a more efficient and streamlined framework 

for managing New Zealand’s natural and built environments. 

3.4 The Council has prepared a draft submission that supports the intent of the reform, while 
identifying several design, sequencing and implementation risks that, if not addressed, have 

the potential to compromise the benefits sought by the reforms.  

3.5 The submission focuses on these areas and seeks changes to ensure a more effective and 

balanced resource management system. These include:  
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3.5.1 Centralisation and standardisation: While supportive of increased direction, the 
submission emphasises that the new system must still allow sufficient flexibility to 

respond to local context and circumstances through the use of bespoke provisions.  

3.5.2 Public participation: Under the proposed ‘funnel approach’, key decisions will be 
made earlier in the process, meaning there are fewer opportunities for the public to 

revisit and influence them at a local level. The submission raises concerns with this 

approach and questions if it enables public participation at an appropriate level.   

3.5.3 Te Tiriti o Waitangi: The submission seeks amendments to ensure that the new 

system upholds the Crown’s obligations under Te Tiriti o Waitangi.  

3.5.4 Regional Spatial Planning: The submission generally agrees with the proposed 

governance arrangements for regional spatial plan-making – noting local authorities 

retain decision-making on these plans. However, it makes recommendations to 
ensure that when decisions affect a specific area that these sit with the relevant 

councils affected. While not evident in the current drafting of the Bills, the 
Government have signalled that Combined Territories Boards (CTB) are to be the 

decision-making body for Regional Spatial Plans. The submission raises concerns 

with this and does not support CTBs being the decision-making body.  

3.5.5 Alignment with local government reform: The submission raises several concerns 

regarding alignment with the concurrent local government reform, especially the 
timing and sequencing of implementation. If these issues are not resolved, they are 

likely to result in inefficiencies and confusion.  

3.5.6 Regulatory relief: The proposed mandatory regulatory relief framework raises 
several concerns for the Council and ratepayers. Notably, it makes it more 

challenging to meet Council’s duties as set out in the Bill, relies on undefined 

concepts such as “reasonable use” and “significant impact”, and potentially exposes 
councils to open-ended financial liabilities. The submission proposes that if 

regulatory relief is retained then a “no worse off” approach be applied which 

recognises restrictions under current RMA plans.   

3.5.7 Out of scope effects: The submission acknowledges that there are benefits from 

greater enablement and accepts that effects internal to the site can be out of scope. 
However, it raises concerns that if externalities are not managed appropriately at the 

boundary, that this may come at the expense of achieving enjoyment of land for all.  

3.5.8 Transition timeframes and costs: The transition timeframe is extremely ambitious 

and has the potential to be at a significant cost to Council. The submission identifies 

these concerns and seeks amendments to enable a more effective transition to the 

new system.  

3.6 Subject to approval, the draft Council submission will be lodged with the Environment 

Committee on or before Friday, 13 February 2026. 

3.7 The following related memos/information were circulated to the meeting members:  

Date Subject 

23 Jan 2026 Draft Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills circulated to 
Mayor and Councillors for their feedback.  

 

3.8 The following related information session/workshops have taken place for the members of the 

meeting: 

Date Subject 

16 Dec 2025 Council briefing on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills  
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20 Jan 2026 Council briefing on the draft Council submission on the Planning and Natural 

Environment Bills.  
 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

3.9 The only reasonably practicable option considered and assessed in this report is that the 

Council prepares a submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills.   

3.10 The Council regularly makes submissions on proposals which may significantly impact 

Christchurch residents or Council business. Submissions are an important opportunity to 

influence thinking and decisions through external agencies’ consultation processes. 

3.11 The Planning and Natural Environment Bills are set to replace the Resource Management Act 

and will determine the future planning framework for New Zealand. It is therefore important 
that through a submission, the Council can seek to influence the direction of the proposals 

early to ensure that any changes are fit for purpose for local authorities and the residents we 

serve. 

3.12 The alternative option would be to not submit on the two Bills. This course of action is not 

recommended in this case as making a submission is a valuable opportunity to influence the 

design of the proposals. 

4. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Recommended Option – Submit 
on the Planning and Natural 

Environment Bill 

Option 2 – Not to submit on the 
Planning and Natural Environment 

Bill 

Cost to Implement Met from existing operational 
budgets.  

No cost  

Maintenance/Ongoing 

Costs 

As above No cost  

Funding Source Existing operational budgets No cost  

Funding Availability Available  N/A  

Impact on Rates No impact on rates as met from 
existing operational budgets  

N/A  

 

5. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

5.1 The decision to lodge a Council submission is of low risk. 

Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

5.2 Statutory authority to undertake proposals in the report: 

5.2.1 The opportunity to lodge a submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills 

are open to any person or organisation. 

5.3 Other Legal Implications: 

5.3.1 There is no legal context, issue, or implication relevant to this decision. The Legal 
Services team have provided input to and reviewed the draft submission and 

appendices. 

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here  

5.4 The required decisions: 
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5.4.1 Align with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework.  

5.4.2 Is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s Significance 

and Engagement Policy.  This recognises that while there may be community interest 

in the proposed direction, the specific decision (to approve the draft submission) is 

of a lower level of significance. 

5.4.3 Is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies.  

5.5 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2024 - 2034): 

5.6 Strategic Planning and Policy  

5.6.1 Activity: Strategic Policy and Resilience  

• Level of Service: 17.0.1.1 Advice meets emerging needs and statutory 

requirements, and is aligned with governance expectations in the Strategic 

Framework - Triennial (every three years) reconfirmation of the Strategic 

Framework and Infrastructure Strategy   

Community Impacts and Views Ngā Mariu ā-Hāpori  

5.7 The decision of the Council to make a submission on the Planning and Natural Environment 

Bills does not directly impact the community and community views have not been sought by 

staff. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

5.8 The decision to make a submission does not involve a significant decision in relation to 

ancestral land, a body of water or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision 

does not specifically impact Mana Whenua, their culture, and traditions. 

5.9 However, the proposed Bills have narrowed the role of mana whenua, and have also removed 

references to the Treaty Principles, which is part of the current legislation and approach. The 
Council submission has highlighted these concerns, as well as the potential impact of these 

reforms on the Council’s relationship and ability to partner with local mana whenua.  

5.10 The decision to make a submission involves a matter of interest to Mana Whenua and will not 

impact on our agreed partnership priorities with Ngā Papatipu Rūnanga. 

5.11 Staff have engaged with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu in the drafting of this submission.  

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi  

5.12 A decision to make a Council submission on the bills is unlikely to contribute significantly to 

adaptation to the impacts of climate change or emissions reductions. 

5.13 The proposals in this report are unlikely to contribute significantly to adaptation to the 

impacts of climate change or emissions reductions. 

5.14 Notwithstanding this, the Council submission does comment and makes recommendations to 

ensure the impacts of climate change can be appropriately managed through the new 

planning framework.  

6. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri  

6.1 Subject to approval, the draft submission (Attachment A, Attachment B and Attachment C) 

on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills will be lodged with the Environment 

Committee on or before Friday, 13 February 2026. 

 
 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/20182028-vision/strategic-framework
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/
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Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Draft Christchurch City Council submission on the Planning 

and Natural Environment Bills 
26/231048 34 

B ⇩  Appendix 1 - Draft Christchurch City Council detailed 

submission on the Planning Bill 

26/231062 43 

C ⇩  Appendix 2 - Draft Christchurch City Council detailed 

submission on the Natural Environment Bill 

26/231078 80 

  

 

In addition to the attached documents, the following background information is available: 
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Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Authors Helaina Gregg - Principal Advisor Policy 

Ruohan Zhao - Senior Policy Analyst 

Approved By Ben Rhodes - Manager Planning 

Mark Stevenson - Head of Planning & Consents 

John Higgins - General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory Services 

  

  

PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_49988_1.PDF
PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_49988_2.PDF
PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_49988_3.PDF


DRAFT FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 

 
 

Page 1 of 9 

03 941 8999 

53 Hereford Street 

Christchurch 8013 

PO Box 73013 

Christchurch 8154 

ccc.govt.nz 

 

  13 February 2026 

 

Environment Committee 

Parliament Buildings 

Wellington 

 

en@parliament.govt.nz  

 

Christchurch City Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills 

Introduction 

1. Christchurch City Council (the Council) thanks the Environment Committee for the opportunity to make a 

submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills.  

2. Reforming the resource management system represents a once-in-a-generation opportunity. Decisions made 

through this reform will have enduring consequences – shaping the quality of our natural and built 

environments and directly influencing the health and wellbeing of present and future generations.  

3. This cover letter provides our key submission points across the two Bills and summarises our general 

positions. Our detailed feedback and recommendations can be found in the attached appendices.  

Submission 

General  

4. Council recognises the need for a more efficient system and improved central government direction. The 

proposed system has the potential to create efficiencies, improve national consistency and provide clear 

direction for regulators and system users.  

5. We acknowledge the Government’s objective to provide for a more enabling system, premised on the 

enjoyment of private property rights. While we recognise the benefits that can be gained – particularly with 

unlocking housing and business development and facilitating infrastructure delivery – these must not come at 

the expense of achieving well-functioning environments, delivering good environmental outcomes alongside 

development, and ensuring appropriate public involvement and local voice in the planning process.  

6. The Council recognises that the proposed changes have the potential to be positive for the Council in 

delivering public infrastructure. We also see value in strengthening the role of spatial planning within the new 

system, recognising the importance of integrated and strategic decision-making. 

A more centralised and directive resource management system  

7. The proposed system is intended to be more directive – driven from the top down. While this aims to provide 

greater certainty and consistency through nationally set goals and direction, which can be beneficial, it 

inevitably reduces opportunities for local decision-making and public participation at each level of the new 

system. Public participation is highly valuable to understand and to take into account local context, the 
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appropriate management of adverse effects, and maximise opportunities to achieve well-functioning urban 

and rural environments.  

Centralisation and standardisation 

8. Whilst Council has sought clearer national direction on significant resource management issues, there is still a 

need to strike the right balance between standardisation and local nuance. We acknowledge the Bills’ 

provision for councils to establish bespoke provisions in plan-making if national direction allows it, however, 

we have no knowledge about the scope of national instruments and whether it will allow for those bespoke 

provisions. This uncertainty makes it difficult to fully assess the impacts of the proposed top-down approach – 

noting that much depends on how the national direction is drafted and whether it allows for sufficient 

flexibility to reflect local context and circumstances. 

9. Successful planning for communities requires an understanding of local context and identity, which may not 

be well served by standardisation. The Bills should provide sufficient scope for bespoke provisions, without 

undue restriction, so that local context can be applied to promote growth and support the development of 

great cities, townships, and neighbourhoods. 

10. To provide greater clarity around the use of bespoke provisions we seek that the legislation be clear around 

when these provisions are applicable, rather than this being left to national instruments to detail. If it is to be 

left to national direction, then we expect local government to be involved and confirm the Council’s 

commitment to the shaping of these instruments early, to ensure that the system is workable and allows for 

appropriate local flexibility.  

Goals and national direction  

11. There are potential conflicts that the national direction will need to reconcile. The same tensions that exist in 

the RMA framework exist in the goals in the Bills. Clear national direction on how these tensions are to be 

reconciled will be important to avoid ambiguity and uncertainty in implementation. 

12. We are also concerned by the Planning Bill not giving effect to its own goals. This is most evident regarding the 

goal to create well-functioning urban and rural areas and the restrictions in the Bills to regulate effects to 

achieve this outcome. This disconnect between the Bill’s high-level goals and the provisions intended to 

implement them creates uncertainty around how it will be realised. This is discussed further below.  

13. Climate change is an existential issue facing the country and the world. The absence of explicit goals related to 

its effects and mitigation of it is a significant gap in the Bills. We seek changes to the goals to reflect the 

importance of climate change issues. Our concern is further compounded by the ‘out of scope effects’, which 

as we interpret, will remove the ability for councils to regulate matters that contribute to climate change 

mitigation such as tree canopy cover. There is substantive evidence on the benefits of trees within the urban 

environment1 and request that provision is specifically made for tree canopy cover.   

14. We also note the change from ‘historic heritage’ in the RMA to ‘significant historic heritage’ in the Planning Bill. 

While we welcome a goal relating to significant historic heritage, this narrowing of scope will result in less 

protection of heritage that does not meet a threshold of ‘significance’. We seek clarification in the Bill that 

“significance” will be assessed at a district and regional scale rather than being confined to those places of 

 
1 Christchurch City Council Urban Forest Plan 
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national heritage value, as there are places of high heritage significance to districts and regions which are not 

necessarily of wider significance to the nation.  

Public participation 

15. The new framework reshapes when and how the public can influence decision-making that affects how they 

live. We acknowledge the Bills direct intent to limit public involvement through the levels of the framework to 

achieve greater efficiencies in decision-making processes. 

16. However, under the proposed ‘funnel approach’, with key decisions being made earlier in the process, there 

are fewer opportunities for the public to revisit them at a local level. In our experience, people are far more 

likely to engage in the planning process when a proposed activity is tangible and directly affects them, such as 

a development on a neighbouring site. National instruments will likely be disconnected from local context – 

making it challenging for the public to engage and fully comprehend the impacts on them. We question 

whether this proposed approach enables public participation at an appropriate level, specifically where the 

notification threshold for affected parties is changing to more than minor and the scope of effects that can be 

considered is limited.  

Treaty Principles in the new resource management system  

17. The Council is concerned about the new system’s approach to upholding the Crown’s obligations under Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi. We are not supportive of the change from a general Treaty Principles provision to a 

descriptive provision. 

18. We have significant reservations about the removal of reference to kaitiakitanga in the proposed legislation, 

with the goals only referring to Māori ‘interests’. We do not agree with this change and seek the reinstatement 

of kaitiakitanga through reference to the principles of te Tiriti o Waitangi in the goals. Whilst potentially 

enabling, the term Māori ‘interests’ is ambiguous and lacks clarity, leaving it open to varied interpretation 

depending on context, which could undermine certainty and result in litigation. National direction is the 

opportunity to provide clarity of this.  

19. The proposed provisions shift the nature of our relationship with mana whenua, where instead of partnership, 

mana whenua are only involved in specific circumstances. This has the potential to impact on our 

relationships that we have developed with mana whenua and meaningful partnerships with mana whenua 

during the planning process. This risk being exacerbated by the compressed timeframes, volume of changed 

documentation, and for some planning instruments the expected complexity of implementing the proposed 

planning system, for example regulatory relief and setting of environmental limits.  

20. The proposed Treaty provision risks limiting the voice of local mana whenua. While many planning activities 

occur at the hapū and Papatipu Rūnanga level, under the new system key trade-offs and decisions will be 

made at the regional level through iwi authorities. This shift could dilute local mana whenua perspectives and 

reduce the ability of mana whenua to influence decisions that directly affect them. 

Regional Spatial Plan-making   

21. The Bills set out a process for regional spatial plan-making governance. However, the Government has 

indicated that an alternative approach may be adopted, subject to the outcomes of local government reform. 

For completeness, we provide comments on both.  
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Spatial Planning Committees  

22. In principle, we generally agree with the proposed governance arrangements set out in the Bill for regional 

spatial plan-making. While Spatial Planning Committees are formed to prepare and deliver the plans, local 

authorities retain decision-making on these plans. In a more centralised system, we see it as important that 

local authorities remain the final decision-makers to ensure accountability and responsiveness to local needs 

and requirements. 

23. The discretion afforded to councils within a region to determine how they will participate in the Spatial 

Planning Committee, and ultimately jointly approve the plan, means that achieving consensus may require 

considerable effort and collaboration.  

24. One potential way to mitigate this risk is for the Planning Bill to provide greater authority to councils where an 

issue directly affects a specific area. For example, where an issue solely affects an urban area – such as 

Christchurch City – then there should be autonomy for that local authority and the regional council to be the 

decision-maker on that aspect. We recommend that this could be achieved through establishing decision-

making principles in the legislation to guide the agreements between councils on decision making rules for the 

Spatial Plans. This approach could streamline decision-making and ensure that localised issues are addressed 

efficiently – while still ensuring collaboration on region wide matters. 

25. If councils in a region are unable to reach consensus and no decision is achievable, the Planning Bill proposes 

that the Minister be the decision maker on that regional policy dispute. We do not support the Minister having 

that power. It is more appropriate that the dispute be adjudicated and decided by planning and legal 

professionals through a quasi-judicial process such as arbitration or the Planning Tribunal.  

Combined Territories Boards and alignment with parallel local government reform 

26. While not evident in the current drafting of the Bills, the Government have signalled that Combined Territories 

Boards (CTB) are to be the decision-making body for the new system during the transition period. At this stage, 

Government has not provided sufficient clarity around the relationship between the CTBs and the RM reform 

process in the transition. Consistent with Council’s position on the Simplifying Local Government reforms, we 

are concerned about the use of CTBs in the RM reforms, due to the timeframes, scope and scale of role being 

asked of the CTB. Consequently, at this stage, we would not support CTBs being the decision-making body for 

Regional Spatial Plans in the new system. If this is progressed, we look forward to further engagement with 

councils on the role of CTBs in the new RM system.   

27. Spatial planning is inherently strategic, place-based, and sensitive to scale. In Canterbury, many of the most 

complex and consequential planning challenges, including housing supply, infrastructure coordination, 

transport integration, climate adaptation, and economic development, operate at a metropolitan scale which 

cut across existing administrative boundaries.  

28. Given the proposals to reform local government, we consider it necessary that the spatial planning framework 

retains flexibility to enable planning at the scale systems operate. This includes the ability to pursue 

metropolitan or unitary planning arrangements for Greater Christchurch, rather than binding spatial planning 

outcomes to a single regional governance structure. This aligns with our previous submission point, that 

decisions affecting local areas should sit with the relevant council.  
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29. Furthermore, in the context of concurrent reform processes, we note that there are issues with timing and 

sequencing for implementation that need to be reconsidered to avoid inefficiencies and confusion. Spatial 

planning is required to commence in 2027 and be completed within a compressed timeframe. However, it 

would be more efficient and effective that governance arrangements are fit for purpose from the outset and 

reflect the direction of local government reform.   

30. If resource management reform proceeds ahead of local government reform, there must be flexibility to 

amend regional spatial plans through a streamlined planning process to reflect any new governance or 

boundary arrangements. However, the scope would need to be limited to the purpose of implementing the 

changed administrative boundaries. Furthermore, if the CTBs remain responsible for the functions of regional 

councils during the development of the regional spatial plan and the natural environment plan, further 

information is needed around how this would work operationally and how to reduce duplication as a result of 

the CTBs being represented by all the local authorities which are already involved in the regional spatial plan 

decision-making.   

Regulatory relief 

31. The Council has concerns about the proposed mandatory regulatory relief framework and considers that, as 

drafted, it will have a number of adverse impacts for both the Council and ratepayers. If regulatory relief is 

retained, we propose a “no worse off” approach be applied which recognises restrictions under current RMA 

plans (further explained below).  

32. Mandatory relief is wholly inconsistent with achieving the system goal articulated in clause 11(1)(g)2, and will 

make it more difficult to protect areas from inappropriate development. If national instruments direct councils 

to protect specific areas under clause 11(1)(g), then mandatory relief means councils essentially pay to comply 

with legislation or risk adverse planning and environmental outcomes. This inherent tension in the legislation 

and proposed framework makes clause 11(1)(g) challenging to apply and is a risk to councils meeting its 

legislative duties under the new system.  

33. With the possibility of a rates cap being introduced, there is potential that mandatory relief will deter Councils 

from protecting important areas because they are not in a position to provide suitable relief. Without seeing 

the national instruments and understanding the standardised zoning, it is difficult to fully quantify what this 

means in a Christchurch context – however, we see that there is potential that this could lead to worse 

outcomes for the City regarding matters such as outstanding natural landscapes and heritage.  

34. Furthermore, one of the triggers for regulatory relief is when land is protected as a site of significance to Māori. 

The Council is concerned that the prospect of providing relief to protect such sites undermines our ability to 

partner with local mana whenua and to protect sites of significance. This outcome would put iwi and our 

Council in a very challenging position, potentially impacting the relationship that has been built. 

35. While the Bill does not require that mandatory relief be monetary compensation, there is likely to be extensive 

litigation on proposed Land Use Plan development on the regulatory relief framework. Even if the result of that 

litigation is that monetary compensation is not required, the Council remains concerned about the fiscal 

 
2 Planning Bill 2025; 11(1)(g) to protect from inappropriate development the identified values and characteristics of— 
(i) areas of high natural character within the coastal environment, wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins: 
(ii) outstanding natural features and landscapes: 

(iii) sites significant historic heritage: 
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impact. All the proposed mechanisms will still come at a cost to Council and our ratepayers, e.g. no-fees 

consents will mean that the cost of this service cannot be recovered by Council and will need to be through 

rates.   

36. Given the uncertainty and ambiguity at this stage regarding what regulatory relief provisions will be in the 

Land Use Plan, it is difficult to fully understand the scale of the impact including fiscal, regulatory and 

environmental (built and natural). Notwithstanding this, we remain concerned around implementation and 

foresee the risk of applicants legally challenging how councils interpret and apply regulatory relief.  

37. Moreover, the test for when a regulatory relief framework is required is not defined in the Bill. It is not clear 

what is a “significant” impact on the “reasonable use” of the land.  Should “reasonable use” be measured 

against what is a permitted activity, there may be less tension between a provision seeking protection of an 

existing value and the requirement for any regulatory relief. However, if “reasonable use” is measured against 

what is a restricted or discretionary activity, then the tension with the Bills goals will be greater. We request 

that this be clarified in the legislation, together with more direction about how councils decide which relief 

mechanisms to use and what adequate relief constitutes.  

38. Finally, the Council has reservations around the eligibility criteria. Specifically, where landowners with 

protected land under the current resource management system are eligible for regulatory relief if the Council 

wanted to apply those same protections in the new system. If the Government intends on progressing with the 

regulatory relief framework, the Council recommends that current landowners should not be compensated if 

the same protections are being placed under the new system, as their position has not been made significantly 

worse by the change. Without such a change, applying this eligibility criteria would be a significant 

administrative burden.  

Planning Bill  

39. We support the requirement for the proposed spatial planning framework. Our own experience in Christchurch 

has demonstrated the benefits of neighbouring councils and the regional council planning for growth in a 

coordinated and integrated way through spatial planning. Spatial planning will be critical in navigating the 

trade-offs required between enabling development and protecting environmental values. We are also pleased 

to see the changes which will help to facilitate efficient infrastructure delivery.  

Purpose of the Planning Bill 

40. We raise two specific concerns with the proposed purpose.  Firstly, we seek clarification on the intended 

interpretation of the ‘enjoyment of land’ and how this is expected to be achieved with the proposed ‘out of 

scope effects’. As drafted, the Bill fails to recognise that one person’s enjoyment of their land can impact on 

the ability of someone else to enjoy their land through the exclusion of effects that would directly impact 

neighbouring properties. Without the ability to regulate externalities, we cannot see how this will provide for 

enjoyment of land for all. This is discussed further below.  

41. Secondly, we would expect the purpose statement to also include ‘protection’. While provisions in the Bill 

clearly provide for the protection - including outstanding natural landscapes and features, significant historic 

heritage, sites of significance to Māori, and the management of natural hazard effects - this is not reflected in 

the purpose. The omission of protection from the purpose clause creates a disconnect between the purpose 

and the substantive provisions of the Bill and contrasts with the use of ‘protection’ in the purpose of the 

Natural Environment Bill.   

 

Item No.: 8 Page 39 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 8
 

  



 

 
CCC submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills 

Page 7 of 9 

Out of scope effects 

42. One of the core objectives of the reforms is to create a more enabling resource management system – giving 

landowners greater freedom to use their land for their enjoyment. We agree that there are benefits from 

greater enablement and accept effects internal to the site can be out of scope. However, we are concerned 

that if externalities are not managed appropriately at the boundary, that this may come at the expense of 

achieving well-functioning urban and rural areas and enjoyment of land for all – which counters the intent of 

the Bill.  

43. To manage the development of sites and ensure appropriate mitigation is still able to be provided for, we seek 

that clause 14 be changed to allow consideration of  external building layout (1)(a), visual amenity (1)(e), views 

from public property (1)(g), and clarify that the effect on landscape (1)(h) still provides for councils to regulate 

for tree canopy cover. We see that these matters could be better managed and standardised through national 

instruments, ensuring that Councils can still address effects through non-compliance with national standards.   

44.  The management of effects such as overlooking, overshadowing and loss of outlook is important to the 

enjoyment of land for all. This also extends to managing activities across all zones, and between zones, for 

example, industrial and commercial buildings and activities. Without this, there is a real risk that the balance 

between the enablement of private property development rights and the rights of neighbouring properties is 

not achieved – which subsequently means that it fails to deliver on the enjoyment of land for all.  

45. We do not take issue that ‘minor matters’ of visual and aesthetics are not regulated e.g., the colour of a garage. 

We do, however, have concerns that visual amenity and aesthetics are unable to be managed, particularly, 

when landowners seek to push beyond permitted activity thresholds. When an applicant seeks to further 

increase their own enjoyment e.g., they want to build something bigger than baseline standards, then the Bill 

as currently drafted does not give consenting authorities the tools that enable the mitigation of externalities 

because they are deemed out of scope by clause 14. If that remains the case then it risks increasing complaints 

which the Council will have no means to address, or the amount of declined consent applications because that 

may be the only tool left (because effects cannot be mitigated). 

46. As we interpret clause 14, standards related to internal or public boundaries cannot be set (restricts external 

layout) as these are out of scope. A change is required to ensure that effects at both a private property 

boundary and private and public property boundary interface must still be able to be considered when there is 

a breach of standards. Not addressing this will significantly affect both residential and commercial 

landowners: residents could be faced with buildings at the boundary in breach of building height with little to 

no recourse available, while a business owner may have all their waste management area on the street façade, 

negatively impacting on the commercial viability or adjoining businesses. 

47. We are also concerned by the exclusion of retail distribution effects as it will undermine the goals to 

“…support and enable economic growth and change by enabling the use and development of land; create well-

functioning urban and rural areas.”. Urban form in Christchurch has for a long time followed a centres-based 

approach, consistent with Policy 3 of the current NPS-UD. This has ensured economic activity is purposefully 

consolidated into centres to realise agglomeration benefits and achieve economic prosperity across the 

district. Our centres-based approach has provided for greater efficiencies and effectiveness in the funding of 

infrastructure, fostered investment certainty, and facilitated improved transport connectivity between 

centres. By excluding retail distribution effects in clause 14, this significantly risks drawing demand away from 

existing centres and diluting private and public investment, leading to less efficient infrastructure networks 
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and greater costs for infrastructure delivery. We seek that retail distribution is removed from the out-of-scope 

effects. 

Natural Environment Bill 

48. In principle, the Council sees the benefit of having environmental limits and setting these at the front-end 

instead of finding where those limits lie on a consent-by-consent basis. The Council acknowledges that there 

will be benefits transferring the responsibility for managing indigenous biodiversity to regional councils, as 

this aligns with their broader environmental management function and recognises that habitats function at a 

broader spatial scale.  

49. However, we raise potential issues with the interaction between the two Bills in terms of the different 

definitions of ‘environment’. Adverse effects are only relevant to an application where they impact a person or 

the defined environment – specifically, ‘the built environment’ for planning consents (clause 139) and ‘the 

natural environment’ for permits (clause 156). This represents a substantial departure from the Resource 

Management Act’s definition of ‘environment’ and presents significant challenges. For example, land-use 

activities that have significant adverse effects on the natural environment may not require a separate permit 

under the Natural Environments Bill, creating gaps in considering effects on the natural environment.   

50. While the intention is for the regional spatial plan to provide for land use in a way that does not breach 

environmental limits, there needs to be mechanisms to address environmental harms caused by development 

when there are higher than expected adverse impacts. The current approach poses considerable risks that 

environmental effects will not be adequately assessed or managed across the two Bills.   

51. Council is also seeking further guidance around managing the timing of the regional spatial plan and the 

natural environment plan – we are concerned that the regional spatial plan will be required to make trade-offs 

between land use and environmental management before the natural environment plan is developed. In 

doing so, it may fail to push councils to identify and comprehensively evaluate options that might better 

achieve or not compromise environmental limits.  

Transitional arrangements 

52. The timeline for transitioning to the new RM system is extremely ambitious and poses a significant risk to the 

quality of decision-making and plan development. This truncated process places considerable pressure on 

councils to deliver system-wide change within an extremely short period, increasing the likelihood of 

unintended consequences and poorly integrated outcomes. We recommend that the timeframes be revised to 

better reflect the complexity and effort required, noting that the previous Government’s reform posed a 10-

year transition timeframe. It also needs to be adaptable to local context, and timeframes extended as 

required. See Appendix 1 for recommendations on timeframes.  

53. The timeframes also create substantial resourcing and capacity challenges for councils. These pressures are 

compounded by other major reforms occurring simultaneously, such as the rates cap legislation and 

amendments to the Local Government Act, which demand significant staff attention. Furthermore, because all 

councils are expected to transition at the same time, technical experts available to support plan development 

will be constrained. This shortage represents a risk to meeting deadlines and ensuring quality outputs. We 

recommend adopting a staged approach to help ease pressures, which could first start with Tier 1 councils.   

54. Transitioning to the new resource management system will likely impose further fiscal costs on councils. The 

recent ‘intensification’ plan change cost Council $8m, noting that our full District Plan Review in 2016 cost 
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$40m. We acknowledge the proposed framework seeks to be more streamlined to reduce plan making costs 

compared to the current system, however it is likely that implementation costs in this new framework will still 

be significant. Local government is already operating in a fiscally constrained environment, with the proposed 

rates cap likely to further limit councils’ ability to raise revenue. It is unreasonable for the full burden of these 

additional costs to fall on local government, especially as these additional costs would be placed on 

ratepayers. To ensure a smooth and effective transition, we recommend that the Government provide 

financial support to councils during this transition period.   

55. Finally, we support the digitalisation of the resource management system and emphasise the importance of 

having these new IT systems in place in time for the e-Plans, especially the regional spatial plan.  

Conclusion 

56. The Council appreciates the opportunity to submit on the replacement resource management legalisation. 

57. While we support the underlying drivers of the reforms and agree with many aspects of the proposed 

legislation, we consider there are multiple areas that require review and change for a more effective and 

balanced resource management system. We seek changes to the transition period to ensure that timeframes 

are achievable and will ensure quality outputs. Without these changes, there remains significant risk that the 

benefits of reform are lost. This is a once-in-a-generation opportunity, and it’s necessary to ensure the 

legislation will deliver for the well-being of present and future generations.  

58. For any clarification on points within this submission please contact Ben Rhodes, Manager Planning.  

 

 

Ngā mihi, 

 

 

Signed by Mayor (Council submission) 
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https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Trees/Urban-Forests/FINAL-Urban-Forest-Plan.pdf






https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Culture-Community/Heritage/Our-Heritage-Our-Taonga-Heritage-Strategy-2019-2029.pdf
https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Culture-Community/Heritage/Our-Heritage-Our-Taonga-Heritage-Strategy-2019-2029.pdf




https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Culture-Community/Heritage/Our-Heritage-Our-Taonga-Heritage-Strategy-2019-2029.pdf




















https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/multi-criteria-analysis/multi-criteria-analysis-user-guidance-july-2025.pdf
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9. Draft Council submission on development levies proposals 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 25/2573696 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Ellen Cavanagh, Senior Policy Analyst 

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 

John Higgins, General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory 

Services 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to approve the draft Council submission in response to 

consultation on a proposed development levies system.  

1.2 The Department of Internal Affairs (DIA) is calling for feedback on the proposals, with 

submissions due on Friday 20 February.  

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Draft Council submission on development levies proposals 

Report. 

2. Notes that the decision in this report is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch 

City Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

3. Approves lodging the Council submission on the development levies proposals (Attachment A 

to this report). 

4. Delegates authority to the General Manager Strategy, Planning and Regulatory Services to 

oversee final editorial changes to correct any typographical or formatting errors in the 

submission. 

 

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarāpopoto Matua  

3.1 On 26 November 2025, the Government released an exposure draft of parts of the Local 
Government (Infrastructure Funding) Amendment Bill, which will replace development 

contributions with a new development levies system. The exposure draft was accompanied by 
a consultation document Supporting Growth Through a Development Levies System. 

Consultation on the proposals closes Friday 20 February 2026. 

3.2 A draft submission has been prepared and answers the questions posed in the consultation 
document. The draft submission supports the overall intent and direction of the proposed 

changes, noting that an enabling planning environment will require a flexible growth funding 

toolkit.  

3.3 The draft submission also raises concerns about the workability of some of the changes 

proposed and the additional administrative requirements of the development levies system. 
The submission requests DIA undertake further engagement on the details of the standardised 

methodology to be used in the development levies policy and ensure any methodology allows 

councils the flexibility to recognise local variances in the activities. The submission also raises 
concerns around the resource-intensive nature of bespoke assessments to charge out-of-

sequence development for infrastructure not yet in the capital programme.  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/going-housing-growth-reforming-infrastructure-funding
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Local-Government-2025/$file/Exposure-draft-of-Local-Government-(Infrastructure%20Funding)-Amendment-Bill-for-consultation.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Local-Government-2025/$file/Exposure-draft-of-Local-Government-(Infrastructure%20Funding)-Amendment-Bill-for-consultation.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Local-Government-2025/$file/Development-levies-consultation-document-26-Nov-2025.pdf
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4. Background/Context Te Horopaki  

4.1 Development levies are planned to replace the development contributions system and will 

become the primary tool for councils to fund growth infrastructure. Development 

contributions and levies are broadly similar in that they are both charges that are paid for by 

developers when undertaking development. 

4.2 The Government states that the aim of levies is to better recover the costs of growth 
infrastructure from those who benefit from that investment and provide more flexibility for 

councils compared to the current development contributions scheme. The overarching 

principle of development levies is ‘growth pays for growth’. 

4.3 It is expected that legislation will be introduced in mid-2026 and passed in Q1 2027. Councils 

will be able to charge development levies from July 2028, and the development contributions 

system will cease in July 2030.   

4.4 The draft submission (Attachment A to this report) was circulated to elected members on 

Thursday 29 January.  

4.5 The following related memos/information were circulated to the meeting members:  

Date Subject 

10 December 2025 Consultation on development levies proposals 
 

4.6 The following related information session/workshops have taken place for the members of the 

meeting: 

Date Subject 

3 February 2026 Draft submission on development levies proposals 
 

5. Overview of development levy proposals 

Catchments replaced with levy areas 

5.1 Under the current development contributions system, councils set catchments for each 

activity for the purpose of calculating a development contribution charge.  

5.2 Under the development levies system, councils will charge across a levy area, which would 

likely be city-wide or district wide.  This means levy charges will be flat across an urban area.  

Overlays for high-cost infrastructure  

5.3 Within a levy area, councils can establish a high-cost overlay if there is infrastructure needed 

in one area that is much more expensive than the average cost for that activity. High-cost 

areas would be charged the whole-of-area base levy plus an additional overlay charge. 

Bespoke assessments for unplanned development 

5.4 Councils will be able to use bespoke levy assessments for out-of-sequence and unplanned 
development to recover the cost of infrastructure not yet in the capital programme. Additional 

costs the council will incur to provide infrastructure for the specific development will fall to 

the developer. 

Set methodology  

5.5 The Government is considering setting a required methodology for determining the technical 

inputs into the levy policy including setting the growth component of capital projects, setting 
standard units of demand for one household unit equivalent (HUE), standardising 

development categories and units of demand for those categories. 
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Reporting requirements  

5.6 The Government proposes that regulations will set out the information that councils must 

include in their annual reports about development levy collection and spending.  

6. Key points in draft submission 

6.1 The submission focuses on the questions posed in the consultation document Supporting 

Growth Through a Development Levies System. It makes the following key points: 

6.1.1 Supports the move away from a catchment system and to levy areas. The catchment 
system is no longer fit for purpose in the current planning environment and levy 

areas are more reflective of the realities of responding to growth. 

6.1.2 Supports, in principle, the ability for councils to set high-cost overlay areas. 
However, the draft submission notes it will be important that high-cost overlays still 

allow councils to fully recover the cost of growth infrastructure. As it is not desirable 
for high-cost overlays to discourage development after growth infrastructure assets 

have been provided, councils need discretion with whether to set these overlays or 

include the cost of the infrastructure in the general levy area. 

6.1.3 Recognises the Government’s intent in allowing bespoke assessments for out-of-

sequence development but expresses concern that the assessments will be resource-
intensive for councils to produce, even if the infrastructure does not need to be 

costed with detailed construction design. Asks that councils have sole discretion in 

whether or not to undertake bespoke assessment. 

6.1.4 Supports, in principle, direction being set for the methodology to produce 

development levies. However, a one-size-fits-all approach will not be appropriate for 

all activities. Any standardisation needs to recognise the local differences that may 
occur across the activities. DIA should undertake further engagement with councils 

on this matter. 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

6.2 The only reasonably practicable option considered and assessed in this report is that the 
Council prepares a submission on the proposals. It is important to submit on these proposals 

as development contributions are significant revenue source for the Council, and the 

proposed new system will directly impact on how the Council funds growth infrastructure in 

the future.  

6.3 The Council regularly makes submissions on proposals which may significantly impact 
Christchurch residents or Council business. Submissions are an important opportunity to 

influence thinking and decisions through external agencies’ consultation processes.  

6.4 The alternative option would be to not submit on the proposed changes. This course of action 
is not recommended in this case, as Council would miss an opportunity to provide feedback 

and influence government policy that directly affects the Council. 
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7. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Recommended Option Option 2 – Do not submit 

Cost to Implement Met from existing operational 
budgets 

No cost 

Maintenance/Ongoing Costs No cost No cost 

Funding Source Met from existing operational 
budgets 

No cost 

Funding Availability Available  No cost 

Impact on Rates No impact on rates  No cost 

 

8. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

8.1 The decision to lodge a Council submission is low risk. 

Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

8.2 Statutory and/or delegated authority to undertake proposals in the report: 

8.2.1 The Policy and Planning Committee has delegation to consider and approve draft 
submissions on behalf of the Council on topics within its terms of reference. Where 

the timing of a consultation does not allow for consideration of a draft submission by 

the Council or relevant Committee, that the draft submission can be considered and 

approved on behalf of the Council. 

8.3 Other Legal Implications: 

8.3.1 There is no legal context, issue, or implication relevant to this decision. The Legal 

Services team was involved in the development of the submission. 

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here  

8.4 The required decision: 

8.4.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. 

8.4.2 Is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s Significance 

and Engagement Policy. This recognises that while there may be community interest 

in the proposed direction, the specific decision (to approve the draft submission) is 

of a lower level of significance. 

8.4.3 Is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

8.5 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2024 - 2034): 

8.6 Strategic Planning and Policy  

8.6.1 Activity: Strategic Policy and Resilience  

• Level of Service: 17.0.1.1 Advice meets emerging needs and statutory 

requirements, and is aligned with governance expectations in the Strategic 
Framework - Triennial (every three years) reconfirmation of the Strategic 

Framework and Infrastructure Strategy   

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/20182028-vision/strategic-framework
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/
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Community Impacts and Views Ngā Mariu ā-Hāpori  

8.7 The decision of the Council to make a submission on the proposals does not directly impact 

the community and community views have not been sought by staff. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

8.8 The decision does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land, a body of 
water or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact 

Mana Whenua, their culture, and traditions. 

8.9 The decision does not involve a matter of interest to Mana Whenua and will not impact on our 

agreed partnership priorities with Ngā Papatipu Rūnanga. 

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi  

8.10 The proposals in this report are unlikely to contribute significantly to adaptation to the 

impacts of climate change or emissions reductions. 

8.11 A decision to make a Council submission on the bills is unlikely to contribute significantly to 

adaptation to the impacts of climate change or emissions reductions. 

9. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri  

9.1 Subject to approval, the submission on the development levies proposals will be lodged with 

the DIA on or before Friday 20 February 2026. 

 
 

Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Draft submission on development levies proposals 26/223253 94 

  

 

In addition to the attached documents, the following background information is available: 

Document Name – Location / File Link  

Not applicable  

 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Ellen Cavanagh - Senior Policy Analyst 

Approved By David Griffiths - Head of Strategic Policy & Resilience 

John Higgins - General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory Services 

  

  

PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260211_AGN_10799_AT_Attachment_49937_1.PDF
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