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Policy and Planning Committee of the Whole Council - Terms of 

Reference / Ngā Ārahina Mahinga  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

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 

That the minutes of the Policy and Planning Committee meeting held on Wednesday, 11 

February 2026  be confirmed (refer page 8).  

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. 
 

4.1 Zeta 

Zeta will speak regarding short-term rental accommodation in New Zealand and the 
research shared by Anthony Brien, Associate Professor at Lincoln University.  

 

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. 

../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=PAPCC_20260211_MIN_10799.PDF
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=PAPCC_20260211_MIN_10799.PDF
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/participating-in-decision-making
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Policy and Planning Committee 

OPEN MINUTES 
 

 

Date: Wednesday 11 February 2026 

Time: 9:31 am 

Venue: Camellia Chambers, Civic Offices,  

53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 
 

 

Present 
Chairperson 

Deputy Chairperson 
Members 

Deputy Mayor Victoria Henstock 

Councillor Tyrone Fields 
Mayor Phil Mauger 

Councillor Kelly Barber 

Councillor David Cartwright 
Councillor Melanie Coker 

Councillor Pauline Cotter 
Councillor Celeste Donovan – via audio/visual link 

Councillor Tyla Harrison-Hunt 

Councillor Nathaniel Herz Jardine 
Councillor Yani Johanson 

Councillor Aaron Keown 
Councillor Sam MacDonald 

Councillor Jake McLellan – via audio/visual link 

Councillor Andrei Moore – via audio/visual link 
Councillor Mark Peters 

Councillor Tim Scandrett 

 
 

 

 
 

 Principal Advisor 
John Higgins 

General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory 
Services 

Tel: 941 8999 

john.higgins@ccc.govt.nz 

Meeting Advisor 
Katie Matheis 

Senior Democratic Services Advisor 
Tel: 941 5643 

katie.matheis@ccc.govt.nz 

Website: www.ccc.govt.nz 
 

 

 

  

To watch a recording of this meeting, or future meetings live, go to: 

http://councillive.ccc.govt.nz/live-stream 

To view copies of Agendas and Minutes, visit: 
www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/meetings-agendas-and-minutes/ 
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Part A Matters Requiring a Council Decision 

Part B Reports for Information 

Part C Decisions Under Delegation 
 

 
 

Karakia Tīmatanga 

 
The agenda was dealt with in the following order. Where no voting record is shown, the item was carried 

unanimously by those present. 

1. Apologies Ngā Whakapāha 

Part C  

Committee Decision 

There were no apologies recorded. 

2. Declarations of Interest Ngā Whakapuaki Aronga  

Part B  

There were no declarations of interest recorded. 
 

Councillor Coker joined the meeting at 9.33 am. 

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

Part C  

There were no previous minutes to confirm. 

4. Public Forum Te Huinga Whānui  

Part B 

There were no public forums. 

6. Presentation of Petitions Ngā Pākikitanga  

Part B 
There was no presentation of petitions.  

 

Councillor Donovan joined the meeting via audio/visual link at 9.35 am during consideration of Item 7. 
Councillor McLellan joined the meeting via audio/visual link at 9.39 am during consideration of Item 7. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 10.10 am and reconvened at 10.23 am during consideration of Item 7.  

Councillor Moore left the meeting via audio/visual link at 10.10 am and did not return nor participate in 

any vote. 
Councillor Harrison-Hunt was not present when the meeting reconvened. 

 

Councillor Harrison-Hunt returned to the meeting at 10.24 am during consideration of Item 7. 
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7. Simplifying Local Government reform: Council Submission 

 Committee Comment 

1. Council Officer Luke Adams joined the table to present Item 7 and answer questions from 

elected members (refer attached presentation).  

2. During questions, Councillor Coker proposed the inclusion of an additional submission point 
to the Council’s draft submission regarding regional councils remaining in place while the 

reorganisation plan progresses. After further discussion, the proposed submission point was 

updated to indicate when the new model should be in place (refer Resolution 3(a)).  

3. The motion, including the proposed submission point, was then Moved by Deputy Mayor 

Henstock and Seconded by Councillor Coker.  

4. The meeting also agreed to include a further recommendation delegating authority to a 

subset of elected members to approve any further minor changes to the draft submission 

before being lodged (refer Resolution 4).  

5. At the conclusion of debate, the motion was voted on and declared carried.  

 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. 

 Committee Resolved PAPCC/2026/00001 

Part C 

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, and include that: 

a. While the Regional Reorganisation Plan is in progress, the Canterbury Regional 

Council should remain in place to govern existing regional council functions, on 

the basis that the new model will be implemented in time for the next local 

government election. 

4. Delegates authority to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor and Councillors Coker and Fields to 
approve any further minor changes to the draft Council submission on the Simplifying 

Local Government proposal. 

Deputy Mayor/Councillor Coker Carried 
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For 16 Councillor Barber, Councillor Cartwright, Councillor Coker, Councillor 

Cotter, Councillor Donovan, Councillor Fields, Councillor Harrison-Hunt, 
Councillor Herz Jardine, Councillor Johanson, Councillor Keown, Councillor 

MacDonald, Councillor McLellan, Councillor Peters, Councillor Scandrett, 

Deputy Mayor Henstock, Mayor Mauger 

Against 0  

Abstain 0  

TOTAL 16  

Absent 1 Councillor Moore  
 

 Attachments 

A Simplifying Local Government reform: Council Submission - Presentation to Policy and 

Planning Committee    
 

 

5. Deputations by Appointment Ngā Huinga Whakaritenga  

Part B 
 

5.1 Helen Broughton 
Helen Broughton spoke regarding Item 8 - Council submission on the Planning and Natural 

Environment Bills. 

 
 

8. Council submission on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills 

 Committee Resolved PAPCC/2026/00002 

Officer Recommendations accepted without change 

Part C 

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. 

Mayor/Deputy Mayor Carried 

 

For 16 Councillor Barber, Councillor Cartwright, Councillor Coker, Councillor Cotter, 

Councillor Donovan, Councillor Fields, Councillor Harrison-Hunt, Councillor 
Herz Jardine, Councillor Johanson, Councillor Keown, Councillor MacDonald, 
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Councillor McLellan, Councillor Peters, Councillor Scandrett, Deputy Mayor 

Henstock, Mayor Mauger 

Against 0  

Abstain 0  

TOTAL 16  

Absent 1 Councillor Moore  
 

 

 

 

9. Draft Council submission on development levies proposals 

 Committee Resolved PAPCC/2026/00003 

Officer Recommendations accepted without change 

Part C 

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. 

Deputy Mayor/Councillor Scandrett Carried 

 

For 16 Councillor Barber, Councillor Cartwright, Councillor Coker, Councillor Cotter, 

Councillor Donovan, Councillor Fields, Councillor Harrison-Hunt, Councillor 
Herz Jardine, Councillor Johanson, Councillor Keown, Councillor 

MacDonald, Councillor McLellan, Councillor Peters, Councillor Scandrett, 
Deputy Mayor Henstock, Mayor Mauger 

Against 0  

Abstain 0  

TOTAL 16  

Absent 1 Councillor Moore  
 

 
 

Karakia Whakamutunga 
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Meeting concluded at 11.14 am. 
 

CONFIRMED THIS 11TH DAY OF MARCH 2026 

 

 

DEPUTY MAYOR VICTORIA HENSTOCK 
CHAIRPERSON 
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7.   Approval for Utilities Easement over Reserve - Hagley Oval 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 25/854098 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Elizabeth Hoskins – Property Consultant 

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 
Andrew Rutledge, General Manager Citizens and Community 

  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval for an easement for existing dedicated utility 

services in favour of Orion Networks Limited (Orion), which services Hagley Oval located in 

South Hagley Park. 

1.2 The report is staff-generated following a request from Orion for an easement for a recently 

installed kiosk and power cables servicing the new Staff Facilities building, and to include all 

other existing and future kiosks and cabling dedicated solely to the Hagley Oval area. 

This report also proposes approval by the Policy and Planning Committee (the Committee) 
and Minister of Conservation for future electrical installations dedicated to the Hagley Oval for 

any new building or lighting which would be required as part of a Resource Consent process. 

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the  Approval for Utilities Easement over Reserve - Hagley Oval 

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, pursuant to Section 48(1) of the Reserves Act 1977, the granting of easements for 

electrical utilities, both existing and future, to exclusively service the buildings and outside 
lighting within the Hagley Oval area of the Reserve. The area is described as Rural Section 

41181, comprised in CB30A/95, known as South Hagley Park, which Hagley Oval is part of. 

4. Recommends that the Chief Executive exercise the powers of the Minister of Conservation 
referred to in the Reserves Act 1977 and further referenced in the Schedule attached to the 

Instrument of Delegation for Territorial Authorities dated 12 June 2013 pursuant to Section 

48(1) of the Reserves Act 1977 and, in exercising those powers, consent to the granting of the 

easements noted in Recommendation 3 above.  

 

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarāpopoto Matua  

3.1 Hagley Oval has electrical cables and kiosks dedicated to the buildings and outdoor lighting in 

this location. All buildings are either owned by the Council or a Council tenant. 

3.2 The provision of electricity is an essential requirement, and its installation arises from Council-

approved Resource Consents. 

3.3 Recently, a new cable and kiosk were required for the new Council staff facilities building and 
an easement request from Orion to ensure its new infrastructure is protected and access 

confirmed for any maintenance and repair.  
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3.4 This was extended to include all existing electrical infrastructure which is dedicated to the 
buildings and lighting, and any new installations or upgrades of existing infrastructure 

requiring a new easement by Orion, within the Hagley Oval area. 

3.5 Future installations within the Hagley Oval area for electricity will continue to follow the 
Resource Consent process and would be to service any new structure required and approved 

within the Hagley Oval area.  

3.6 Any future easement from new cabling and kiosk will be a requirement arising from Council-

approved Resource Consents.  

3.7 Orion will liaise with the Parks Unit regarding access, protection of trees, health and safety 
and remediation activities associated with maintenance or upgrade of existing or future 

electrical infrastructure. 

3.8 There was no public consultation required as the easement does not materially alter or 

damage the land, and the rights of the public will not be affected. 

 

 
 

Hagley Oval area and existing Orion infrastructure in green. Future buildings and outdoor lighting and subsequent easements for Orion 

would only be within this area. 

 

4. Background/Context Te Horopaki  

4.1 The new Facilities Building for Council Parks Unit, located within the Hagley Oval area, 

highlighted the issue of limited electrical capacity available for any new building within Hagley 
Oval and identifying the exact location of existing electrical infrastructure was inaccurate from 

existing GIS plans. 

4.2 A new kiosk was required, and new cabling from this kiosk to the new building. Orion sought 
an easement for this, and other electrical cabling and kiosks already installed pre-1993 and 

post-1993 dedicated to the Hagley Oval buildings and outdoor lighting. 

4.3 Existing infrastructure dedicated to Hagley Oval is a mixture of pre-1993 and post-1993 
installations, so not all are covered by Section 23 of the Electricity Act 1992 for access by Orion 
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to inspect, maintain and operate their infrastructure. For ease of reference, protection of 

assets and location of Orion infrastructure, an easement is the appropriate process. 

This easement would include the recent new infrastructure and all existing infrastructure 

installed by Orion dedicated to the Hagley Oval grounds and buildings. 

The easement will ensure Orion infrastructure is protected and that Orion has access for 

maintenance and repair. 

The easement will be unregistered; however, coordinates for the location of the cables and 
kiosks and subsequent easements will be provided by Orion for updating GIS plans, as current 

plans are not completely reliable as to the exact location of underground cables. 

4.7 As any future building or outdoor lighting may require new cables and a kiosk, Council staff 

consider it prudent to recommend approval for any future easements for these electrical 

installations, given the new builds would have Council-approved Resource Consents and the 

utility dedicated for the Hagley Oval location. 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

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

4.8.1 Grant an easement for existing and future electrical infrastructure dedicated to the 

Hagley Oval location. 

4.8.2 Grant an Easement only for existing electrical infrastructure dedicated to the Hagley 

Park Oval and the new cable and kiosk to the Council Facilities building. 

4.9 The following options were considered but ruled out: 

4.9.1 Do not grant any Easements. This would not be acceptable to Orion as it needs 
protection of its infrastructure and access for maintenance and repair. Orion is 

reluctant to install any new electrical infrastructure without an easement. 

Options Descriptions Ngā Kōwhiringa 

4.10 Preferred Option and Description:   Grant an easement for existing and future electrical 

infrastructure dedicated to the Hagley Oval location. 

4.10.1 Option Advantages 

• This easement gives Orion protection for its cables and kiosks, which provide 

electricity to the buildings and outdoor lighting within the Hagley Oval location. 

• Seeking approval from the Committee and the Minister of Conservation each 

time a new electrical installation and subsequent easement is needed is not 
considered necessary, as electricity is an expectation, and the new building 

would be part of any Council-approved Resource Consent.  Approving the grant 
of future electrical infrastructure easements now subject to associated Resource 

Consents would be a time and cost-saving measure. 

• Existing GIS plans showing the location of underground cables and kiosks will be 

updated, providing correct coordinates for easement locations. 

4.10.2 Option Disadvantages 

• There are no disadvantages, as any new electrical cable or installation will have 
the Parks Unit oversight and approval regarding location, scope of work, tree 

protection, access and remediation before installation. 

          4.11      Option 2 Description:  Grant an Easement for existing electrical infrastructure only   

   dedicated to the Hagley Park Oval and the new cable and kiosk to the Council   

   Facilities building.                                         
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4.11.1       Option Advantages 

• The existing infrastructure and recent new cable and kiosk will have an 

easement so all past installation will be in the GIS plans and Orion will have 

protection for this infrastructure. 

4.11.2        Option Disadvantages 

• Future electrical infrastructure would require a full report and formal 
approval process each time any new electrical infrastructure is to be 

installed by Orion. This is to provide a dedicated electrical supply to already 

approved buildings and outdoor lights within the Hagley Park Oval area. Any 
new installation or upgrade would be of a minor nature and would be part of 

a Resource Consent with oversight of the Parks team in all regards. 

• The time and costs for a second process to approve an Easement for the 
already approved installation requested by the Council or an upgrade by 

Orion to ensure continuation of supply, creates a double up. These works are 
part of a Resource Consent approval process and have overview by the Parks 

team. 

Analysis Criteria Ngā Paearu Wetekina 

4.12 Electricity is a necessary utility for any building or lighting and would be part of any Resource 

Consent by the Council for their own facilities. Within the Hagley Oval precinct, electricity is 
dedicated to this area only and is either at the request of the Council or Orion requiring 

upgrading to infrastructure to create a reliable supply for the Council. 

       4.13       Providing approval now for the minor changes to existing easements due to a location    

change of any lights or new building which would be part of any Resource Consent is a timely 

and cost-efficient way to deal with Orion infrastructure for the Council at this location. 

5. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Recommended Option – grant 

easement for existing and 
future infrastructure 

Option 2 – grant easement for existing 

infrastructure only  

Cost to Implement Within existing budget  Within existing budget 

Maintenance/Ongoing 
Costs 

Nil Nil 

Funding Source Metropolitan Parks budget Metropolitan Parks budget 

Funding Availability Yes  Yes 

Impact on Rates Nil Nil 

 

5.1 The cost to implement the decisions of this report can be carried out within the existing 
Metropolitan Parks Opex budget. There are no other cost or funding implications associated 

with the recommendations in this report.  

6. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

6.1 There are no risks identified with this decision. The electrical infrastructure is already installed, 

and any future installation will always be managed under a business-as-usual approach by 

Orion in agreement with the Council. 
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Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

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

6.2.1 Section 48(1) of the Reserves Act 1977 states that the administering body of a reserve 

may grant rights of way and other easements over any part of the reserve. 

6.2.2 Section 48(2) of the Reserves Act 1977 stipulates that the administering body must 
give public notice and consider objections and submissions in response to granting 

an easement. However, Section 48(3) of the Act provides that (2) won’t apply in 
circumstances where the reserve is not likely to be materially amended, or damaged 

and the rights of the public are not permanently affected. 

6.2.3 Most decisions about Hagley Park are considered metropolitan in nature and require 
a decision by the Council or its delegated decision-making body as opposed to 

delegation to the Community Board. 

6.3 Other Legal Implications: 

6.3.1 There is no legal context, issue, or implication relevant to this decision.  

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here  

6.4 The required decision: 

6.4.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. 

6.4.2 Are assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy.  The level of significance was determined 

because the reserve is unlikely to be materially altered or permanently damaged, 

and the rights of the public in respect of the reserve are unlikely to be permanently 

affected.  Notification is not required under the Reserves Act. 

6.4.3 Are consistent with the Council’s Plans and Policies. Where Management plans are in 
place for reserves, the installation of utilities is accounted for in these plans as shown 

in the Hagley Park Management Plan - Attachment A. 

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

6.6 Parks, Heritage and Coastal Environment  

6.6.1 Activity: Parks and Foreshore  

• Level of Service: 6.0.1 All Community Parks are managed and maintained in a 

clean, tidy, safe, functional, and equitable manner (Maintenance) - 90% 

Maintenance Plan key performance indicators are achieved  

• Level of Service: 6.8.4.1 Customer satisfaction with the presentation of Hagley 

Park - >=90%  

• Level of Service: 6.8.10.1 Appropriate use and occupation of parks is facilitated - 

Processing of the application is started within ten working days of receiving 

application - 95%   

Community Impacts and Views Ngā Mariu ā-Hāpori  

6.7 As the reserve is unlikely to be materially altered or permanently damaged, and the rights of 

the public are unlikely to be permanently affected, there was no public consultation required. 

6.8 The decision affects the following wards/Community Board areas: 

6.8.1 Central Ward / Waipapa Papanui-Innes Central Community Board. 

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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6.8.2 The Community Board view has not been requested prior to this report, as any 
decision requires the Committee to approve any easement as Hagley Park is a 

metropolitan park. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

6.9 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. 

6.10 The decision does not involve a matter of interest to Mana Whenua and will not impact our 

agreed partnership priorities with Ngā Papatipu Rūnanga. 

6.11 The decision does not impact Mana Whenua as the location is not a site of significance, nor 

does the granting of easements impact on culture or values. 

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi  

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

impacts of climate change or emissions reductions. 

6.13 The proposal is for existing underground cable installations and kiosks, and future 

underground cables with an associated kiosk, within the Hagley Oval area and for a   

dedicated electrical supply to this location for Council-owned/leased properties. 

7. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri  

7.1 Complete all documentation regarding the easement and update GIS plans with confirmed 

easement location. 

 
 

Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Excerpt Hagley Park Management Plan 25/1300941 21 

  

 

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

Document Name – Location / File Link  

Not applicable  

 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Elizabeth Hoskins - Property Consultant 

Approved By Angus Smith - Manager Property Consultancy 

Kelly Hansen - Manager Parks Planning & Asset Management 

Andrew Brown - Manager Metropolitan Parks 

Rupert Bool - Head of Parks 

  

  

PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_Attachment_48124_1.PDF
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8. Approval for Utilities Easement for Orion for an upgraded 

substation located in part of North Hagley Park 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/27868 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Elizabeth Hoskins – Property Consultant 

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 
Andrew Rutledge, General Manager Citizens and Community 

  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval for an easement for a replacement substation in 

favour of Orion Networks Limited, which services events located in Hagley Park North. 

1.2 The report is staff-generated following a request from Orion Networks Ltd (Orion) for an 

easement for an upgraded substation on a new footprint from the existing substation, as the 

existing one has reached the end of its life. 

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Approval for Utilities Easement for Orion for an upgraded 

substation located in part of North Hagley Park 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, pursuant to Section 48(1) of the Reserves Act 1977, the granting of easements for 
electrical utilities, to exclusively service events within the Hagley Park North area of the 

Reserve. The area is described as Section 6 SO 467852 (Recreation Reserve), comprised in 

Certificate of Title 657423 known as Hagley Park North. 

4. Recommends the Chief Executive exercise the powers of the Minister of Conservation referred 

to in the Reserves Act 1977 and further referenced in the Schedule attached to the Instrument 
of Delegation for Territorial Authorities dated 12 June 2013 pursuant to Section 48(1) of the 

Reserves Act 1977, and in exercising those powers consent to the granting of the easement 

noted in Recommendation 3 above.  

 

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarāpopoto Matua  

3.1 The provision of electricity is an essential requirement for events in this Hagley Park North 

location. 

3.2 The current kiosk is at the end of its life and needs replacing and an easement is required for 

the new location beside the existing kiosk to ensure continuation of electrical supply. The 

existing substation will be removed once the new substation is operational.  

3.3 Orion will liaise with the Parks Unit regarding access, protection of trees, health and safety 

and remediation activities associated with the new installation. 

3.4 Works will be completed in January during a quiet time for events, as approved by the 

Manager Metropolitan Parks.  
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3.5 There was no public consultation required as the easement does not materially alter or 

damage the land, and the rights of the public will not be affected. 

3.6 Existing cables underground will remain ‘as is’ and are protected under the Electricity Act as 

they were installed prior to 1993. No easement is required over these cables. 

 

Plan showing existing kiosk in grey and new kiosk location in red. 

 

 

Existing underground cables will not be part of the easement. 
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4. Background/Context Te Horopaki  

4.1 Orion have an existing substation and underground cables as shown in previous plans, which 
were installed prior to 1993 and service this part of Hagley Park North, for events held in the 

Park. 

4.2 The substation is at the end of its life and capacity and requires replacement. 

4.3 The existing substation and associated cables are covered under the Electricity Act 1992 

however this new footprint for the new substation (beside existing) now requires an easement 
under the Reserves Act 1977. The cables remain ‘as is’ and do not need an easement, however 

updated coordinates for their location will be supplied for Council GIS plans to confirm their 

location. 

4.4 Orion will have completed this upgrade by end of January as approved by the Parks 

Metropolitan Manager, so the works are undertaken during the quiet time for events. 

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

Date Subject 

 N/A 
 

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

meeting: 

Date Subject 

 N/A 
 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

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

4.7.1 Grant an easement for the new substation installation dedicated to events held in 

the Hagley Park North location. 

4.8 The following option was considered but ruled out: 

4.8.1 Do not grant any Easement.   This is not practical or reasonable as an option. This 
would not be acceptable to Orion as it needs protection of its infrastructure and 

access for maintenance and repair. If there is no easement, then Orion is unlikely to 

upgrade or install any new infrastructure to maintain a reliable electricity supply. 

Options Descriptions Ngā Kōwhiringa 

4.9 Preferred Option and Description: Grant an easement for new substation infrastructure 

dedicated to the events in this part of Hagley Park North location. 

4.9.1 Option Advantages 

• This easement gives Orion protection for this new substation, which provides 

electricity for events within this Hagley Park North location. 

• Existing GIS plans showing the location of underground cables will be updated, 

providing correct coordinates for their locations. 

4.9.2 Option Disadvantages 

• There are no disadvantages, as the new installation will have the Parks unit 

oversight and approval regarding location, scope of work, tree protection, 

access and remediation before installation. 
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Analysis Criteria Ngā Paearu Wetekina 

4.10 Based on the need and benefits there is only one practicable option. This is a replacement 

kiosk beside the existing one which will be decommissioned. At completion, the impact on the 
park and to its users will be no different. Not facilitating this increases the supply risk for 

future events. 

5. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Recommended Option 

Cost to Implement Within existing budget 

Maintenance/Ongoing 
Costs 

Nil 

Funding Source Metropolitan Parks Opex budget 

Funding Availability Yes  

Impact on Rates Nil 

 

5.1 The easement survey costs and all installation costs will be with Orion.  

5.2 There are no other cost or funding implications associated with the recommendations in this 

report. 

6. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

6.1 There are no risks associated with this decision. Infrastructure is already in place, and the 

existing substation will be replaced to ensure electrical supply is sufficient and reliable for 

events. Management of the infrastructure will be on a business-as-usual basis by Orion in 

agreement with the Council or its delegated decision-making body. 

Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

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

6.2.1 Section 48(1) of the Reserves Act 1977 states that the administering body of a reserve 

may grant rights of way and other easements over any part of the reserve. 

6.2.2 Section 48(2) of the Reserves Act 1977 stipulates that the administering body must 

give public notice and consider objections and submissions in response to granting 
an easement. However, Section 48(3) of the Act provides that (2) won’t apply in 

circumstances where the reserve is not likely to be materially amended, or damages 

and the rights of the public are not permanently affected. 

6.2.3 Most decisions about Hagley Park are considered metropolitan in nature and require 

a decision by the Council or its delegated decision-making body as opposed to 

delegation to the Community Board. 

6.3 Other Legal Implications: 

6.3.1 There is no legal context, issue, or implication relevant to this decision. 

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here  

6.4 The required decision: 

6.4.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. 

6.4.2 Is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s Significance 
and Engagement Policy.  The level of significance was determined as the Reserve is 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/how-the-council-works/20182028-vision/strategic-framework
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unlikely to be materially altered or permanently damaged and the rights of the 

public in respect of the reserve are unlikely to be permanently affected. 

6.4.3 Is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. The installation of utilities is 

accounted for in the Hagley Park Management Plan. Attachment A 

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

6.6 Parks, Heritage and Coastal Environment  

6.6.1 Activity: Parks and Foreshore  

• Level of Service: 6.8.5 Resident satisfaction with the overall availability of 

recreation facilities within the City's parks and foreshore network - >= 70%   

Community Impacts and Views Ngā Mariu ā-Hāpori  

6.7 As the appearance and nature of the installation is the same or less than what the current 

substation is, no public notice or Community feedback was required. 

6.8 The decision affects the following wards/Community Board areas: 

6.8.1 Central Ward / Waipapa Papanui-Innes Central Community Board. 

6.9 The Community Board view has not been requested prior to this report, as any decision 

requires the Committee to approve any easement as Hagley Park is a metropolitan park. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

6.10 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. 

6.11 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. 

6.12 The decision does not impact Mana Whenua as the location is not a site of significance, nor 

does the granting of easements impact on culture or values. 

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi  

6.13 The proposal in this report is unlikely to contribute significantly to adaptation to the impacts 

of climate change or emissions reductions. 

6.14 The proposal involves using existing underground cables and replacement of an existing 

substation, to service events held in this location of Hagley Park North. 

7. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri  

7.1 Complete all documentation regarding this easement and update GIS plans with confirmed 

easement location and existing cables. 

 

 
 

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 ⇩  Excerpt Hagley Park Management Plan 26/66993 29 

  

 

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

Document Name – Location / File Link  

Not applicable  
 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Elizabeth Hoskins - Property Consultant 

Approved By Angus Smith - Manager Property Consultancy 

Kelly Hansen - Manager Parks Planning & Asset Management 

Andrew Brown - Manager Metropolitan Parks 

Rupert Bool - Head of Parks 

  

  

PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_Attachment_50047_1.PDF
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9. Derelict Buildings Trial – New Brighton: Report Back 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/309619 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 

Ben Rhodes, Manager Planning 

Mark Stevenson, Head of Planning and Consents 

Accountable ELT 

Member Pouwhakarae: 

John Higgins, General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory 

Services 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Pūtake Pūrongo 

1.1 This report is before the Policy and Planning Committee to fulfil the reporting request in 

resolution CNCL/2025/00204 (16 April 2025), which directed staff to undertake a derelict 
buildings ‘trial’ in New Brighton (and include Antonio Hall) and to report back on progress, 

effectiveness and costs.  

1.2 The 16 April 2025 report provided the context to issues/options and outlined the constraints 
on Council intervention; the subsequent resolution directed a localised ‘trial’ to test what 

could be achieved within those constraints. 

 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in this Derelict Buildings ‘trial’ – New Brighton: Report Back. 

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. Agrees that the Council’s current approach to responding to derelict buildings is the most 

effective and efficient option as it aligns with the existing regulatory framework and responds 

to derelict buildings where statutory thresholds are met. 

 

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarāpopoto Matua  

3.1 The Council requested a localised ‘trial’ in New Brighton to understand what it can realistically 
do within current legislative and operational constraints to progress improvements on 

derelict buildings and to explore additional tools, including rating.  

3.2 The work undertaken has not been a formal or structured trial; rather, it has been a series of 

practical actions, engagement activities and tool‑based analysis using the New Brighton focus 

area as an example. The work confirms: 

3.2.1 “Derelict” is not defined in relevant legislation and is best treated as an operational 

description of a spectrum of vacancy/neglect; any definition remains context-

dependent and requires judgement. 

3.2.2 A working definition and screening criteria can be used to create a manageable portfolio 

of priority properties; however, the Council’s ability to compel action outside existing 

statutory categories is limited. 

3.2.3 In New Brighton, the most practical pathway involves coordinated owner engagement 

supported by place‑based investment and activation, with regulatory escalation only 
when statutory thresholds are met (dangerous, insanitary, earthquake‑prone, litter, 
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health nuisances, etc.). This approach reflects actions taken rather than a formalised 

trial methodology. 

3.2.4 Rating tools can support vacant land objectives, but extending rating to derelict 

buildings is difficult to design fairly, may create uneven impacts, and risks legal 

challenge and unintended outcomes (including adverse impacts on heritage). 

3.2.5 The work undertaken has provided a clearer view of the problem set within the New 

Brighton focus area, strengthened ongoing engagement with several owners, and 
illustrated what can be progressed under existing powers. However, outcomes remain 

primarily dependent on owner circumstances and market conditions. 

3.3 Consistent with the April 2025 advice and the findings of this report-back, staff recommend 

maintaining the status quo regulatory approach, with any further non-statutory or financial 

tool development (including rating options) requiring separate scoping and consideration 

through Annual Plan/LTP processes. 

 

4. Background/Context Te Horopaki 

4.1 The Council requested work in New Brighton following ongoing community and elected 

member concern about the effects of derelict buildings and long‑term vacancy on amenity, 
safety perceptions and regeneration outcomes. Previous work identified that although 

derelict buildings contribute to visible decline and hinder regeneration, the Council’s ability to 

intervene is tightly constrained by legislation and relies heavily on owner cooperation rather 

than enforceable powers. 

4.2 Key findings from that work included: 

4.2.1 The former Barrier Sites Programme (Central City) relied primarily on “soft” measures 
such as sustained engagement, advice and limited statutory tools, and was absorbed 

into case management in 2020. 

4.2.2 The Council’s direct statutory powers relate only to dangerous, insanitary or 

earthquake-prone buildings, or properties causing a defined nuisance (e.g., under the 

Health Act or Building Act). A derelict appearance to a building alone is not grounds for 

enforcement.  

4.2.3 There is no legislative definition of “derelict building”, and without an actionable 
statutory breach, the Council cannot compel owners to repair, tidy or redevelop 

buildings regardless of their condition or the impacts on the surrounding area. 

4.2.4 Expanding proactive programmes city-wide would be resource-intensive, slow to 
deliver results, and largely ineffective, given the absence of powers to require action 

and the reality that outcomes depend primarily on owner willingness and market 

conditions. Maintaining the existing responsive model is therefore recommended.  

4.3 In this context, and using New Brighton as an example, Council staff have outlined what can 

realistically be progressed within current legislative limits through a practical, place‑based 
approach focused on priority sites, strengthened owner engagement, and exploration of 

additional tools (including rating mechanisms), while avoiding unrealistic expectations about 

the Council’s ability to compel change. 

Scope and Approach 

4.4 In responding to the 16 April Council resolutions 3(a)–(d) (CNCL/2025/00204), this report sets 

out the actions undertaken to understand and describe what can realistically be progressed 
for derelict buildings within existing statutory powers. Previous Council work established that 

responses sit on a spectrum, from voluntary engagement and advice through to formal 
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compliance action where dangerous, insanitary, earthquake prone or nuisance thresholds are 
met. This report therefore does not present a formal ‘trial methodology’, but instead 

summarises the mechanisms applied, the engagement undertaken, and the tool-based 

analysis used to inform the response to each resolution element. 

4.5 Key elements of the work included: 

4.5.1 Geography: Work centred on the New Brighton focus area (bounded by Hawke Street 

and Beresford Street, east of the former school and Hardy Street). This reflects the 
primary location identified in the resolution and is based on the available property 

intelligence. 

4.5.2 Evidence base: ChristchurchNZ held information on a number of sites and known 

intentions, supplemented by pre-existing Council advice on statutory constraints and 

available tools. 

4.5.3 Engagement: engagement activity and known owner intentions are reported to the 

extent recorded (including where owners were contacted, unresponsive, or where sale 

processes were underway). 

4.5.4 Tools exploration: Staff reviewed the use of existing non‑regulatory and regulatory 

mechanisms and examined the feasibility of potential financial/rating tools, noting the 

well‑established legislative constraints and operational limitations.  

Findings 

4.6 The findings that follow address each component of the 16 April 2025 Council resolution, 
reflecting the activities undertaken and the mechanisms available, rather than reporting on 

results from a prescribed ‘trial’. 

Resolution 3a. Defining what constitutes a derelict building. 

4.6.1 Resolution 3(a) requires staff to define what constitutes a “derelict building” beyond 

classifications such as dangerous/insanitary or earthquake-prone. “Derelict” is not 
defined in relevant legislation and sits outside Council’s direct enforcement powers 

unless statutory thresholds are met under other provisions. Accordingly, any definition 

is inherently judgement-based and context-dependent. 

4.6.2 For the purpose of responding to the resolution (and supporting consistent discussion), 

staff advice is that defining “derelict” has a spectrum from long-term vacancy and 
neglect through to abandonment and progressive deterioration (including loss of 

weathertightness and increased intrusion risk). This is a descriptive framing rather than 

a legal test, and it does not create new enforcement powers 

4.6.3 To reduce subjectivity, the following indicators may assist with describing and 

prioritising properties for engagement (while recognising local context matters). These 

indicators include 

▪ prolonged vacancy or repeated non-occupation; 

▪ observable deterioration (e.g., loss of weathertightness, broken openings, 

structural decline) or persistent graffiti/vandalism; 

▪ evidence of unauthorised access or high vulnerability to intrusion; 

▪ sustained adverse effects on neighbouring amenity and/or the public realm; 

and 

▪ limited evidence of active owner maintenance, interim activation or a 

credible redevelopment pathway. 
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4.6.4 The key conclusion for the purposes of this work is that, even with indicators, 
identifying and classifying “derelict buildings” remains subjective and context-

dependent, and is therefore not suitable as a statutory threshold for enforcement or as 

the basis for a clear-cut rating category.  

Resolution 3b. Identifying derelict buildings in the New Brighton focus area 

4.6.5 To respond to Resolution 3(b), staff used ChristchurchNZ held information on vacant 

and under-utilised buildings, supported by existing Council knowledge, to compile a 
working list of properties within the New Brighton focus area (bounded by Hawke Street 

and Beresford Street, to the east of the former school and Hardy Street). This list reflects 
the broader spectrum of buildings outlined above, rather than a formal assessment of 

“dereliction”, given the absence of any statutory definition and the need to rely on 

observable characteristics and available intelligence. Conversations with landowners 

were entered into on the basis that it would not be published.  

4.6.6 Within the focus area, potential priority sites were identified for follow up based on: 

• level of deterioration and visibility in the public realm;  

• strategic relevance to regeneration outcomes in the focus area;  

•  feasibility of near-term site improvement or activation;  

• whether owner intentions or engagement history were known (as recorded in the 

ChristchurchNZ schedule. 

4.6.7 These criteria were used to prioritise effort and develop a clearer picture of the 

localised problem set, rather than to create any formal or enforceable classification of 

“derelict buildings”. 

Resolution 3c. Engagement with landowners to encourage and facilitate improvements or 

redevelopment 

4.6.8 Resolution 3(c) concerns engagement with landowners to encourage and facilitate 
improvements or redevelopment. Consistent with the wider framing of this report, 

engagement has comprised a series of practical actions rather than a structured trial, 

with activity reported to the extent recorded in the ChristchurchNZ schedule and 
Council interactions. Engagement outcomes reflect varying owner responsiveness, with 

some owners exploring options and others uncontactable or progressing decisions 

through sale processes. 

4.6.9 Key engagement outcomes to date include: 

(i) Ongoing dialogue with the owner of 52/54 Brighton Mall (Savemart) regarding 
potential tidy‑up actions, reconfiguration of tenancies and improved site 

interface, noting progress is contingent on engineering feasibility and cost 
considerations. 

 

(ii)  Identification of co-ordination challenges for the Hawke Street carpark, where 
multiple ownership limits the pace of improvement. Discussions indicate value 

in Council‑supported facilitation to help owners consider collective upgrade 

options. 
 

(iii)  Delivery of interim activation and site‑improvement measures in selected 
locations, such as improved pedestrian connections and small‑scale 

public‑realm enhancements, demonstrating the role place‑based interventions 

can play alongside engagement in reducing adverse effects and supporting 
regeneration momentum.  



 

Item No.: 9 Page 35 

 I
te

m
 9

 

 
(iv) Recognition that several properties are in active sale processes or have 

unresponsive owners, constraining the speed at which engagement translates 

into tangible improvements and underscoring reliance on owner willingness 
within current legislative limits. 

 

Resolution 3d. Exploring additional tools and approaches (both regulatory and non-

regulatory), including rating tools 

4.6.10 Resolution 3(d) asked staff to explore additional tools and approaches—regulatory and 
non‑regulatory, that could support improvements or redevelopment of derelict 

buildings. For the avoidance of doubt, “derelict building” is not a defined legal category 

under the Building Act, Health Act or related statutes. 

4.6.11  Council cannot compel action on the basis of dereliction alone unless a property meets 

statutory thresholds for dangerous or insanitary buildings, earthquake‑prone 

obligations, or a defined nuisance.  

4.6.12 In responding, this report outlines the realistic toolset available under current 

legislation and the constraints associated with new rating tools. 

Non-regulatory / place-based approaches 

4.6.13 Experience from the Central City “Barrier Sites” work indicates the most productive 

non‑regulatory path combines:  

(i) sustained, structured owner engagement; 

(ii) visible place‑based investment/activation in the immediate area; and  

(iii) patient, coordinated signals from multiple Council teams and partners. 

Together, these can strengthen the “case to invest”, encourage interim tidy‑ups 

and security, and over time precipitate redevelopment decisions. 

4.6.14 Use of interim activation and site-improvement support can reduce adverse effects and 

improve perceptions while permanent redevelopment decisions take time that may 

involve repair and/or redevelopment. These can include: 

(i)  low-cost visual enhancements such as murals, façade wraps or temporary 

lighting to deter vandalism;  

(ii) basic site-securement actions like fencing or boarding openings to limit 

unauthorised access; and 

(iii)  small-scale public-realm improvements or activations, such as planters, 

seating, pop-up uses or tidied frontage areas—that lift the appearance and 

safety of the surrounding environment. 

4.6.15 Examples of where interim activation and site improvements have been delivered 

include projects funded through the Enliven Places Programme. Further information on 

these projects can be found here - https://ccc.govt.nz/culture-and-

community/community-led-development/enliven-places-programme 

4.6.16 These steps do not replace redevelopment, but they can meaningfully reduce blight, 
improve amenity and support community confidence during periods where statutory 

tools cannot compel action 

4.6.17 Public identification of target properties can increase transparency and apply 
reputational pressure, but must be used selectively, preceded by owner engagement, 

and managed to avoid unfairness and unrealistic expectations. An example of this is the 

https://ccc.govt.nz/culture-and-community/community-led-development/enliven-places-programme
https://ccc.govt.nz/culture-and-community/community-led-development/enliven-places-programme
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Barrier sites programme that continues to identify properties that necessitate 

attention1.  

Regulatory approaches 

4.6.18  Council’s strongest levers remain those available under existing legislation for 
dangerous, insanitary and earthquake-prone buildings, and other nuisance-related 

provisions. These apply on a case-by-case basis and rely on evidence meeting statutory 

thresholds. 

4.6.19 These enforceable levers apply only where evidence meets statutory tests. A triage 

approach is therefore required. 

(i) Building Act (Dangerous): high evidential threshold; fencing may resolve 

immediate risk but does not compel repair. 

(ii) Building Act (Insanitary): applies primarily to risks to occupants. Therefore, 
unoccupied derelict buildings would not qualify. 

(iii) Health Act (Nuisance): requires strong evidence of health risk, not mere poor 
amenity. 

(iv) Litter Act: limited to deposited litter; does not address structural deterioration. 

(v) Earthquake‑prone buildings: strong but costly tools; relate to seismic risk, not 
dereliction. 

 
4.6.20 It is staff advice that a triage approach is appropriate: local knowledge and engagement 

can identify properties of concern, with referral to Regulatory Compliance where there 

may be a statutory basis for investigation or action. 

Financial tools (rating) 

4.6.21 Extending rating tools specifically to “derelict buildings” is challenging due to 

definitional subjectivity, rating-category constraints, uneven outcomes under capital 
value rating, legal/reputational risk (including heritage impacts), and overlap with 

earthquake-prone obligations. These are outlined below 

(i) Definitional subjectivity - “Derelict building” is not defined in the Building Act, 

Health Act, or related statutes; determining that a building is “derelict” relies on 

subjective judgement about condition, neglect, and amenity effects rather than 
an objective, enforceable test. That subjectivity makes it very difficult to build a 

lawful, consistent rating category that can withstand challenge 

(ii) Rating Category Constraints - Differential rating categories under the Local 

Government Act must be grounded in clear, objective, legally defensible criteria 

(e.g., “the use to which land is put”) and applied consistently. While “no active 
or consented use” works for vacant land, there is no equivalent objective test for 

“derelict buildings” without naming sites, which raises practicality and fairness 

concerns. 

(iii) Uneven outcomes under capital-value (CV) rating - With CV-based rating, worse 

buildings often have lower capital values, so a derelict building differential 
would charge less to the most blighted properties and more to the less derelict 

ones, this is counter-intuitive. This creates perverse incentives that cut against 

regeneration objectives and public expectations of fairness 

(iv) Legal/reputational risk (including heritage impacts) - A derelict-building rating 

category would face a heightened risk of legal challenge (definitions, 

consistency, natural justice), as well as reputational risk if owners perceive the 

 
1 Barrier sites : Christchurch City Council 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/future-projects/barrier-sites
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Council is penalising properties without a clear statutory basis. It could also 

pressure owners to demolish older or heritage buildings to escape higher rates, 

which conflicts with character and heritage objectives. 

 

(v) Overlap with earthquake-prone (EPB) obligations - Many problem buildings are 

already subject to EPB regimes and timelines; adding a derelict‑building rating 

lever would create mixed or conflicting policy signals and complicate 

compliance pathways. Given the costs, legal processes and extended national 

timeframes around EPB enforcement, layering a rating tool risks confusion and 

duplicated effort for limited benefit. 

 

4.6.22  On balance, staff do not recommend developing a derelict-buildings rating category at 

this time. If the Council wishes to use financial tools to support regeneration objectives, 

more viable options include the continued use of vacant-land differentials (with 
remissions linked to site improvement) and carefully designed, time-limited incentives 

for owners undertaking earthquake-prone strengthening 

 

Previous information provided to elected members  

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

Date Subject 

22 December 2023 Advice to Councillors on dealing with Derelict / Abandoned Properties 
 

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

Date Subject 

14 February 2023 Tools and powers available to tackle dangerous and neglected buildings  
 

Options Considered Ngā Kōwhiringa Whaiwhakaaro  

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

4.7.1  Option 1: Status quo.  

4.7.2  Option 2: Targeted, place-based approach in priority areas beyond New Brighton using 

voluntary/assisted engagement and existing statutory tools. 

4.7.3 Option 3: Proactively identify and investigate derelict buildings across the city and take 

appropriate action (city-wide programme). 

4.8 None of the options consider or are inclusive of rating tools given the limitations identified 

earlier in the report 

Options Descriptions Ngā Kōwhiringa 

4.9 Preferred Option: Option 1 Status quo. 

4.9.1 Option Description: This option maintains the current business-as-usual approach. It 

relies on properties being reported or referred to the Council for investigation, after 
which (where buildings are deemed dangerous, insanitary, earthquake-prone, or meet 

relevant thresholds under the Health Act or Building Act) the Council can encourage or 

direct action using existing statutory powers.  

4.9.2 Option Advantages 

• This response is proportionate to the Council’s ability to act, considering the current 

legislative framework.  
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• Cost and resource efficiency - no additional staff resource or budget is required as it 

is covered through existing business as usual processes.  

• Ensures the Council meets its statutory obligations under various legislation.  

4.9.3 Option Disadvantages 

•  This response is reactive, not proactive, meaning there is less comprehensive 

awareness and ability to track derelict properties across the city.  

• There’s the potential that communities view the Council as not proactively 

responding to the issue of derelict properties, creating reputational risk.  

• Reliance on reporting may mean that certain issues may go unreported.  

4.10 Option 2 - Targeted, place-based approach in priority areas 

4.10.1 Option Description: This option concentrates effort in selected priority areas beyond 
places such as New Brighton, using available property intelligence to support 

voluntary/assisted owner engagement, interim activation, and site‑improvement 

measures, while still relying on statutory thresholds for any formal compliance action.  

4.10.2 Option Advantages 

• Improves visibility in priority areas and a local portfolio can support more 

structured understanding of known sites and owner intentions where information 

exists. 

• Complements place-based investment and activation efforts by encouraging 

interim improvements and redevelopment pathways where feasible.  

• Retains reliance on existing statutory tools and avoids implying the Council can 

force change absent legal thresholds. 

4.10.3 Option Disadvantages 

• Limited by owner willingness and market conditions, even in a targeted area, 

outcomes remain primarily dependent on owners’ capacity and intent. 

• While potentially manageable within existing resources at a small scale, any 

expansion would require careful consideration of staff time and prioritisation. 

4.11 Option 3 - Proactively identify and investigate derelict buildings across the city and take 

appropriate action. 

4.11.1 Option Description: This option would involve proactively identifying and investigating 

derelict buildings across the entire city, developing a register, and undertaking 

structured engagement similar to an expanded Barrier Sites style programme. However, 
without enforceable powers, most actions would remain voluntary, and expectations of 

Council’s ability to compel outcomes would likely exceed what current legislation 

allows. 

4.11.2 Option Advantages 

• Improved awareness and tracking of derelict/neglected buildings city-wide 

• Proactive identification of derelict buildings of interest.  

• Potential for proactive identification to encourage development on ‘inactive’ sites.  
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4.11.3 Option Disadvantages 

• Sets an expectation that the Council can, and will, proactively act on derelict 

buildings of interest. However, there are limited mechanisms under the current 

legislative framework for councils to act.  

• Time and resource intensive to proactively identify derelict buildings of interest. It 

would require additional staff resource and budget to deliver (It is difficult to scope 
and resource in lieu of knowing the number of what may constitute a derelict 

building, noting that judgement is required on an individual basis). 

• High likelihood that this option would not reduce the number of derelict buildings 
in these areas, given the limited powers of the Council to take action or influence 

change.  

• High risk of contestability as any attempt to categorise buildings as “derelict” at 

scale is likely to be subjective and contentious, with reputational and legal risk.lt.   

Analysis Criteria Ngā Paearu Wetekina 

4.12 The criteria considered in evaluating the different options included:  

4.12.1 Cost and resourcing required  

4.12.2 The effectiveness and efficiency of methods  

4.12.3 The extent to which positive outcomes will be achieved 

4.12.4 The Council’s statutory obligations and the legal basis for any intervention 

4.13 The preferred option, to maintain the status quo (Option 1), is recommended on the basis that 

it:  

4.13.1  requires no additional resource or budget, and maintains delivery through existing 

business-as-usual processes;  

4.13.2  ensures the Council continues to meet its statutory obligations where action is 
available and enforceable (dangerous/insanitary/earthquake-prone buildings and other 

defined nuisances);  

4.13.3 avoids creating a city-wide expectation of Council intervention where “derelict” is not a 

defined legal category and enforcement powers are limited. 

4.13.4 Given the limited opportunity for the Council to act on derelict buildings, it is not 
recommended that additional resource and budget is spent addressing this issue at this 

time.  

4.13.5 Option 2 is acknowledged as potentially beneficial in a limited number of priority areas 

where existing relationships, place-based investment and property intelligence support 

more structured engagement. However, it does not change the fundamental constraints 
that limit Council’s ability to compel change, and any expansion beyond a small scale 

would require resourcing decisions and should be progressed through Annual Plan / 

Long Term Plan processes.  

4.13.6 Option 3 is not recommended because the April 2025 Council report and related 

analysis indicate it would be resource-intensive, would likely deliver limited results 
given the absence of enforceable powers for “derelict” buildings, and would risk 

unrealistic expectations and legal/reputational issues. 



 

Item No.: 9 Page 40 

 I
te

m
 9

 

5. Financial Implications Ngā Hīraunga Rauemi  

Capex/Opex Ngā Utu Whakahaere 

 Recommended 
Option – status quo 

Option 2 
Targeted place-

based approach 

Option 3 - Proactively 
identify and investigate 

derelict buildings – city-
wide 

Cost to Implement No additional cost  Additional costs 

anticipated – 
difficult to 

quantify 

Additional costs 

anticipated – difficult to 
quantify  

Maintenance/Ongoing 
Costs 

No additional cost  Additional costs 
anticipated – 

difficult to 

quantify 

Additional costs 
anticipated – difficult to 

quantify 

Funding Source Existing budgets in 

Strategy, Planning and 
Regulatory Services 

group 

Not budgeted for Not budgeted for 

Funding Availability Available for status quo  No funding 
available 

No funding available  

Impact on Rates Nil  Potential as 

additional funding 
would be required 

Potential as additional 

funding would be 
required  

 

6. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro  

Risks and Mitigations Ngā Mōrearea me ngā Whakamātautau  

6.1 The decision to maintain status quo, which meets our legal obligations, is low risk.  

6.2 While the Council does not have a statutory power to deal with properties that are considered 
derelict or abandoned, it does have a range of statutory enforcement powers under current 

legislation to require action from property owners where their property is dangerous, 

insanitary or earthquake prone. 

Legal Considerations Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture  

6.3 Statutory authority to undertake proposals in the report: 

6.3.1 The Council has enforcement powers to address problem properties under the Building 

Act 2004 and Health Act 1956. 

6.4  Other Legal Implications: 

6.4.1 The ability of the Council to take definitive and effective action on properties is 

constrained by the legislation and the enforcement tools available.  

6.4.2 The Council can only require property owners to address problems where the state or 

condition of the property discloses an actionable issue under legislation enforced by the 

Council (including the Building Act 2004 and Health Act 1956).  

6.4.3 The legislation does not specifically address derelict or abandoned properties and the 

associated issues that cause concern to neighbours / communities.  

6.4.4 The Legal Services team have provided input to and reviewed this report. 
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Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here 

6.5 The required decision: 

6.5.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. 

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

and Engagement Policy.  The level of significance was determined by the fact that 

the decision is to maintain status quo. This decision would result in no change to 

current processes on how the Council responds to derelict buildings.  

6.5.3 Is consistent with the Council’s Plans and Policies. 

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

6.7 Strategic Planning and Policy  

6.7.1 Activity: City Growth and Property  

• Level of Service: 17.0.20.2 Provide regeneration programme report/s to Council, 

that report on regeneration projects in the Central City and priority Suburban 

Centres - Annually Level of Service: 17.0.20.2 Provide regeneration programme 
report/s to Council, that report on regeneration projects in the Central City and 

priority Suburban Centres – Annually.   

Community Impacts and Views Ngā Mariu ā-Hāpori 

6.8 The decision to maintain the status quo does not result in any change to the Council’s current 
process of responding to derelict buildings and as such the views of the Community Boards 

have not been sought. 

Impact on Mana Whenua Ngā Whai Take Mana Whenua  

6.9 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. 

6.10 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. 

6.11 The decision does not result in any changes to status quo and maintains the Council’s current 

process for responding to derelict buildings. 

Climate Change Impact Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro mā te Āhuarangi 

6.12 The decision to maintain the status quo for how the Council responds to derelict buildings 

does not have any direct climate change impacts. 

7. Next Steps Ngā Mahinga ā-muri 

7.1 No additional actions are required.  

7.2 Staff will:  

7.2.1 Maintain the status quo regarding derelict buildings;  

7.2.2 Continue initiatives including place-based planning and engagement in priority 

locations identified through the Ōtautahi Christchurch Planning Programme, including 

New Brighton; and  

7.2.3 Continue to manage the remainder of the ‘Barrier Sites’ as business-as-usual activity 

through the case management service. 

 
 

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 

There are no attachments for this report.  

 

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

Document Name – Location / File Link 

Not applicable  

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Ben Rhodes - Manager Planning 

Approved By Ron Lemm - Manager Legal Service Delivery 

Mark Stevenson - Head of Planning & Consents 

John Higgins - General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory Services 
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10. Planning and Consents Unit Update 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/421556 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Mark Stevenson, Head of Planning and Consents 

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 update the Policy and Planning Committee on activities of the 

Planning and Consents unit in accordance with the Council decision of 21 February 2024 

(Resolution CNCL/2024/000012) and follows earlier updates to Council on the unit’s activities. 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Planning and Consents Unit Update Report. 

 

3. Background/Context Te Horopaki 

3.1 The Strategic Planning and Resource Consents Activity Plan2 notes that “This activity helps 
shape the future of our city through its strategic and regulatory functions”. In this context, 

the Planning and Consents unit plays a significant role in the city’s development and growth 

while supporting the protection and maintenance of what our communities value.  

3.2 Our strategic planning, urban regeneration, urban design, heritage, and transport work 

impacts many aspects of the Council’s activities and has implications for how and where the 
city grows, and how people live and move around. It provides the strategic direction for the 

Council’s operational activities and supports Christchurch to become a greener and more 
liveable city through ensuring that our neighbourhoods and communities are well planned for 

and can adapt and respond to challenges.  

3.3 Planning that is carried out in shaping the future of the city occurs at all scales from the sub-
regional and city-wide context to planning of areas, neighbourhoods and individual sites. In 

doing so, the integration of land use and transport to achieve the outcomes agreed with our 

communities is facilitated.  

3.4 The Planning and Consents unit has a role in leadership of significant programmes of work 

including District Plan changes, local area planning to deliver on the frameworks of the 
Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan and Ōtautahi Christchurch Planning Programme while 

continuing to plan for and support investment in place making and the regeneration of urban 

spaces.  

3.5 The unit also plays a key role in engaging with mana whenua, stakeholders and preparing 

submissions and providing feedback to Council projects as well as facilitating better outcomes 

through participation in a range of forums.  

3.6 At a site scale, the Council’s regulatory functions under the Resource Management Act are 

performed by the Planning and Consents unit from early advice to applicants, the processing 

 
2 Note the unit’s activities are under the ‘Strategic Planning and Resource Consents Activity Plan’ and the ‘City 
Growth and Property Activity Plan’ (Urban Regeneration and Case Management). 
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of applications through to implementation to ensure that resource consent conditions are 
complied with. In doing so, the resource consents unit makes decisions on applications to 

manage the effects of activities while the Resource Management Compliance team pro-

actively manage the compliance of consent holders to avoid adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment.  

3.7 The District Plan provides a framework for decision making on resource consent applications 

with specialist input to shape the outcomes proposed for individual sites, including from the 
Heritage and Urban Design teams. Through early advice and discussions with applicants, the 

Council seeks to achieve a high standard for developments and realise opportunities for 

creating good neighbourhoods and healthy environments.  

3.8 The unit also plays a significant role in providing advice and input to projects led by other 

parts of the Council. This includes programmes and projects that benefit from strategic 
planning, design, expertise and guidance to inform better outcomes. Some of these projects 

are defined in this report.  

3.9 The unit is made up of the following teams: City Planning, Strategic Transport, Urban 

Regeneration, Urban Design, Heritage, Resource Consents, Resource Consent compliance, 

Planning and Consents support and Case Management. 

3.10 As is outlined in this report, there are emerging issues as well as opportunities for how we 

achieve the outcomes sought including:  

3.10.1 Reform of the resource management and transport systems with significant change to 

how the Council goes about its planning. This will influence the programmes of work of 

the unit and Council staff will actively seek to participate and provide input to system 

changes. 

3.10.2 A changing urban environment that has seen significant levels of development in 

existing urban areas that can support improved outcomes for the city while also 
impacting on what has been valued such as character and heritage. With changing 

government direction, there is also anticipated to be greater pressure on the urban rural 
fringe for development. It is important that growth is enabled while continuing to 

protect resources including productive land, areas identified as significant for their 

cultural, landscape and biodiversity values, and support the ongoing operation and 

development of strategic infrastructure.  

3.10.3 The need to adapt to risks presented by climate change through planning for hazards. 
This is through the plan change programme while also contributing to the work of other 

teams, particularly the Strategic Policy and Resilience unit. 

3.11 The accompanying presentation provides an overview of the programmes and projects of the 
unit, while also putting this in the context of the reforms at a national level and what is 

anticipated to change. 
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Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Planning and Consents unit update March 2026 Presentation 26/435995 46 

  

 

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

Document Name – Location / File Link 

Not applicable  

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Author Mark Stevenson - Head of Planning & Consents 

Approved By John Higgins - General Manager Strategy, Planning & Regulatory Services 

  

  

PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_Attachment_50539_1.PDF


































https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/urbandesign/multi-unit-housing-design-guidance
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/urbandesign/multi-unit-housing-design-guidance
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/urbandesign/multi-unit-housing-design-guidance
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/urbandesign/multi-unit-housing-design-guidance


https://ccc.govt.nz/consents-and-licences/resource-consents/before-you-apply/urban-design-certificate
https://ccc.govt.nz/consents-and-licences/resource-consents/before-you-apply/urban-design-certificate
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11. Local Area Planning Biannual Report (Suburban) - January to 

December 2025 
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/418716 

Responsible Officer(s) Te 

Pou Matua: 
Janine Sowerby, Senior Planner Urban Regeneration 

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 advise elected members of progress during the period 1 

January – 31 December 2025 in implementing local area planning/urban regeneration projects 
in the suburban locations prioritised by the Ōtautahi Christchurch Planning Programme 

(ŌCPP). 

1.2 This report is presented in accordance with the following relevant Level of Service in the 

current Long Term Plan 2024-34: 

1.2.1 17.0.20.2: Provide regeneration programme reports to Council that report on 

regeneration projects in the Central City and priority Suburban Centres annually. 

2. Officer Recommendations Ngā Tūtohu  

That the Policy and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the information in the Local Area Planning Biannual Report (Suburban) - January to 

December 2025 Report. 

3. Background/Context Te Horopaki 

3.1 Attachment A provides details and images of multiple local area planning/urban regeneration 

projects across the suburban area of the city. It is structured by place as follows: Eastern 

Christchurch Regeneration Area; other ŌCPP priority locations; and other key suburban 
regeneration work. It focuses on projects that were commenced, progressed or completed 

during 2025. It summarises information from across the Council and ChristchurchNZ. 

4. Considerations Ngā Whai Whakaaro 

4.1 Key highlights in the Eastern Christchurch Regeneration Area are: 

4.1.1 partial opening of New Brighton’s community-led Village Green, in support of newly 

established businesses; and  

4.1.2 pre- and post-construction monitoring indicating Linwood Village’s streetscape 

upgrade has had a significant positive impact on the perceptions and use of the 

centre. 

4.2 Key highlights in the other ŌCPP priority locations are: 

4.2.1 commencing a Hornby Local Area Plan;  

4.2.2 completing facilities at Naval Point;  

4.2.3 completing an Enliven Places project in Sydenham; and 

4.2.4 realising two community-led initiatives in Bishopdale Mall. 
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4.3 Highlights in other key suburban locations are: 

4.3.1 preparing two plans, involving a number of projects, for implementation in 

Redcliffs’s Barnett Park, which help deliver on the Main Road Master Plan; 

4.3.2 completing safety improvements to the intersection of Ferry, Ensors and Alwins 

Roads, which help deliver on the Ferry Road Master Plan; 

4.3.3 two privately delivered, mixed-use developments in Sumner, which link to the 

Sumner Village Centre Master Plan; 

4.3.4 progressing two streetscape improvement projects on the western entry to 

Edgeware Village; 

4.3.5 reactivating the streetscape upgrade project at the Selwyn Street shops, now that 

the Brougham Street upgrade has been funded by the government; 

4.3.6 completing construction of the play space at Diamond Harbour’s Kirk Park (and 

Stoddart Point Reserve play space in January); and 

4.3.7 updating of the community-led plan Little River, Big Ideas. 

 
 

Attachments Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Reference Page 

A ⇩  Local Area Planning Biannual Report - Suburban (January to 

December 2025) - Summary of Progress 

26/419148 79 

B ⇩  Local Area Planning Biannual Report - Suburban (January to 
December 2025) - Presentation to Policy & Planning Committee 

11 March 2026 

26/419063 93 

  
 

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

Document Name – Location / File Link  

• Otautahi-Christchurch-Planning-Programme.pdf 

• Suburban Centres Master Plans : Christchurch City Council 

• Community-led planning : Christchurch City Council 
 

 
 
 

Signatories Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Authors Janine Sowerby - Senior Planner Urban Regeneration 

Carolyn Bonis - Team Leader Urban Regeneration 

Approved By Ben Rhodes - Manager Planning 

Mark Stevenson - Head of Planning & Consents 

  

  

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/The-Council/Plans-Strategies-Policies-Bylaws/Plans/Otautahi-Christchurch-Planning-Programme.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/suburban-centres-master-plans
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/community-led-planning
PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_Attachment_50529_1.PDF
PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_ExternalAttachments/PAPCC_20260311_AGN_10800_AT_Attachment_50529_2.PDF












































 

 

Karakia Whakamutunga 

Kia whakairia te tapu 

Kia wātea ai te ara 

Kia turuki whakataha ai 

Kia turuki whakataha ai 

Haumi e. Hui e. Tāiki e 

 

 



 

 

 

Actions Register Ngā Mahinga 

When decisions are made at meetings, these are assigned to staff as actions to implement. The following lists detail any actions from this meeting that were:  

• Open at the time the agenda was generated. 

• Closed since the last ordinary meeting agenda was generated. 

 

Open Actions Ngā Mahinga Tuwhera 

No open actions were remaining at the time the agenda was generated. 
 

Actions Closed Since the Last Meeting Ngā Mahinga kua Tutuki nō Tērā Hui 

Error! Not a valid link. 
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