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This report analyses the submissions received on Plan Change 48 (PC48) to the Selwyn District Plan (‘the 
Plan’) and has been prepared under section 42A of the RMA.  The purpose of the report is to assist the 
Hearing Commissioner in evaluating and deciding on submissions made on PC48 and to assist submitters 
in understanding how their submission affects the planning process.  The report includes recommendations 
to accept or reject points made in submissions and to make amendments to the Plan.  These 
recommendations are the opinions of the Reporting Officer(s) only.  The Hearing Commissioner will decide 
on each submission after hearing and considering all relevant submissions, the Officer’s Report(s) and the 
Council’s functions and duties under the RMA. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1 INTRODUCTION   

Qualifications and experience  

1.1 My full name is Timothy (Tim) James Joll. I am a Senior Planner at Planz Consultants Ltd; 

a planning and resource management consulting company with offices in Christchurch and 

Auckland. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Resource Studies and a Masters of 

Applied Science from Lincoln University. I have 13 years’ experience as a planner working 

in New Zealand and the United Kingdom with much of my work experience relating to the 

preparation and processing of resource consent applications in both Christchurch City and 

the Selwyn District Council. I am therefore familiar with the district and the planning 

provisions that apply.   

1.2 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court 

Practice Note (dated 1 December 2014) and I agree to comply with it.  My qualifications as 

an expert are set out above. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence 

are within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me 

that might alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed.   

Report Scope 

1.3 I have been asked by Selwyn District Council to assess Plan Change 48 (PC48), the relief 

sought by submitters, and to prepare a report making recommendations to the Hearing 

Commissioner.  In this regard, it is important to emphasise that the Commissioner is in no 

way bound by my recommendations and will be forming their own view on the merit of the 

plan change and the changes sought by submitters having considered all the evidence 

before them.   

1.4 In preparing this report I have: 

(a) Reviewed the plan change request as notified;  

(b) Read and assessed all the submissions received on the plan change request;  

(c) Visited the site and surrounding neighbourhood;  

(d) Considered the statutory framework and other relevant planning documents; and 

(e) Relied where necessary on the peer reviews provided by Council staff in relation to 

this plan change.  

1.5 This report effectively acts as an audit of the detailed application and supporting information 

lodged with the plan change request prepared by Avanzar Consulting Ltd on behalf of the 

Applicant.  A full copy of the plan change request, submission, summary of submissions and 

other relevant documentation can be found at 

https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-48-

living-2-corner-of-creyke-road-and-telegraph-road 

1.6 On that basis this report and assessment seeks to provide as little repetition as possible, 

and will adopt those parts of the application where referred to.  If a matter is not specifically 

Attachment A:  Changes Requested to the Selwyn District Plan 

Attachment B: Submission summary and Officer’s recommendations 

Attachment C: Relevant Objectives, Policies and Rules 

Attachment D: Darfield and Kirwee Wastewater Working Party recommendations to 
Council Meeting – 8 February 2017. 

https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-48-living-2-corner-of-creyke-road-and-telegraph-road
https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-48-living-2-corner-of-creyke-road-and-telegraph-road
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dealt with in this report, it can be assumed that there is no particular dispute with the position 

set out in the plan change document.   

2 BACKGROUND  

Application and site context  

2.1 The site subject to the plan change request (the application site) is held by three landowners. 

The first ownership is a 7.9436ha block owned by Judith Pascoe and located on the corner 

of Telegraph and Creyke Roads (physical address: 193 Creyke Road). The second 

ownership is a 4.4786ha block owned by Craig Dye and Sandra Lyttle and located to the 

north of the Pascoe block along Telegraph Road (physical address: 1878 Telegraph Road). 

The third ownership is a 1.072ha block owned by Benjamin and Emily Bloomfield and adjoins 

the Pascoe block along Creyke Road (physical address is 223 Creyke Road). 

2.2 The total land area subject to the plan change request is some 13.5ha contained in three 

separate certificates of title (attached as Appendix 1 to the Application); being legally 

described as Lot 2 DP 56120 and Lot 2 DP 391581 (Pascoe land), Lot 1 DP 56120 (Dye and 

Lyttle land) and  Lot 1 DP 391581 (Benjamin and Bloomfield land). The Titles contain no 

encumbrances that would otherwise preclude further development in accordance with the 

plan change request. A locality plan is illustrated in Figure 1 below.     

2.3 The applicant’s Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) includes a description of the 

site and its immediate surroundings in Section 2 on pages 8 and 11. I consider that this 

description is accurate and it should be read in conjunction with this report. In summary, 

each of the properties contains a dwelling and associated garden areas. The remainder of 

the site is made up of grazing paddocks and a hazelnut orchard is located on the Dye/Lyttle 

Block. 

2.4 The site is located approximately 1.5 km from the centre of Darfield Township. The 

immediate surrounding area is made up of Living 1 zoned land (minimum allotment size 

650m²) adjoining the northwest boundary of the site, Living 2A zoned land (average 

allotment size of 1ha) adjoining the site to the northeast, Living 2A deferred land across 

Telegraph Road, and Outer Plains Rural zoned land (minimum allotment size 20ha) located 

across Creyke Road from the site to the south.  

 
Figure 1: PC48 Site Location 

PC 48 Site 
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2.5 The Darfield Gun Club (the Gun Club) operates from a rural zoned property to the south 

west of the site, diagonally across the intersection of Telegraph and Creyke Roads. 

Planning History 

2.6 Section 4 of the Application outlines the recent planning history of the site. In summary, the 

site was originally part of Plan Change 24 (PC24, approved 2013) which sought to rezone 

the block of land subject to this plan change request to Living 2A, Living 1 and Business 

zones. The subject site was excluded from PC24 due to uncertainties about adverse noise 

effects generated from the neighbouring Gun Club and the potential for reverse sensitivity 

effects to arise. The final PC24 ODP is now contained in Appendix 41 of the townships 

volume of the District Plan 

2.7 The site currently has a Living 2A (Deferred) zoning, as illustrated on planning maps 73 and 

77 of the District Plan. Part B4 ‘Growth of Townhips’ sets out the preferred growth options 

for Darfield.  This states: 

The development of large areas of land on the periphery of the Township will be 
deferred pending an upgraded water supply, the incorporation of outline 
development plans, and measures to address reverse sensitivity effects. The 
ultimate development of land in the deferred zones may ultimately also be subject 
to review in respect to effluent treatment required. 

2.8 These matters form the basis for the assessment set out in the proceeding sections of this 

report.   

The Proposal 

2.9 PC 48 seeks to rezone the site to Living 2 which provides for average lot sizes of 5000sqm 

and to rely on the existing Living 2 zone rules framework, with amendments being limited to 

site specific matters. The latter are proposed to manage adverse noise effects from the 

Darfield Gun Club; located on the southern quadrant formed by the Creyke Road and 

Telegraph Road intersection. To facilitate this outcome the plan change seeks to insert a 

new Outline Development Plan (ODP) into the District Plan to cover the application site.  This 

ODP will guide the subsequent subdivision of the land by way of resource consent.The ODP 

proposed for the site, attached as Appendix 2 to the application, provides for a 2ha lot at the 

point of the site closest (in the apex formed by Creyke Road and Telegraph Road) to the 

gun club and a 1ha lot adjacent this 2ha lot, to front Telegraph Road. These larger allotments 

would contain two of the three existing dwellings on the site. 

2.10 The request proposes a change to operative policy B4.3.28 in the District Plan as follows 

(new wording shown in bold and underlined):-  

Policy B4.3.28  

To provide for mixed densities in the Living X Zone, and rural residential development 

around the township in the Living 2A (Deferred) Zone to a minimum average area of 

1ha, in the Living 2 Zone identified on Appendix 41A – Creyke Road Outline 

Development Plan to a minimum average of 0.5ha, and in the Living 2A1 Zone to a 

minimum average area of 2ha, subject to the following:  

 That all new allotments are able to be serviced with a reticulated potable water 

supply:  

 That outline development plans have been incorporated into the Plan for the 

coordinated development of four identified areas of land in the Living 2A Zone, 

the Living X Zone and part of the Living 2 Zone to address roading, reserve, 

and pedestrian/cycle linkages;  
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 Where applicable, provision has been made to address any reverse sensitivity 

Issues 

2.11 The proposed Plan Change also includes amendments to planning maps 73 and 77 (both 

sheets 1 & 2) to reflect a change in zone from Living 2A Def to Living 2.  The proposed Plan 

Change relies on the existing objectives and with the exception of the proposed amendment 

to Policy B4.3.28 set out above, the existing policies for the Living 2 zone but proposes five 

new rules which will specifically relate to development within the land subject to the Plan 

Change (Township Volume, Part C – Living Zone Rules – Subdivision).  The proposed 

changes to the District Plan are included in Attachment A.   

2.12 The Plan Change request was formally received by Council on 13 June 2016.  Since 

lodgement the application has been reviewed in terms of the adequacy of the information 

provided and a Request for Further Information was issued. Further to this, the plan change 

was modified under Schedule 1, Clause 24 of the RMA and relevant technical reports 

(Transport Assessment, Acoustic Assessment etc.) updated accordingly. The final revised 

proposal was received on 25 July 2016. A report to the Meeting of the Selwyn District Council 

dated 24 August 2016 resolved to accept the request for notification pursuant to Clause 

25(2)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991.  The application was then publicly notified 

for submissions, with the closing date being 11 October 2016. The submissions were then 

summarised and open to further submissions, closing on 16 November 2016.  

2.13 A total of two submissions were received, of which one was in part support (but requested 

changes) from Mr Craig Dye and Mrs Sandra Lyttle and one was opposed from the 

Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB). All submissions were received within the 

prescribed statutory timeframes. A summary of the submissions and my Officer’s 

recommendation is attached as Attachment B.   

2.14 Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle did not raise concerns about the appropriateness of rezoning the site 

in principle, with their concerns instead focussing on design aspects of the proposal relating 

to roading connections and the preservation of their existing use rights.  

2.15 The CDHB submission raises concerns about the continued installation of septic tank 

systems in and around Darfield and contends that the proposal will increase the risk of 

groundwater contamination and exposure of the public to pathogens if the septic tank 

systems fail. 

2.16 As such, the higher level assessment of the proposal against the strategic planning 

framework is undertaken in Section 4 below, with site-specific issues raised by submitters 

considered in Section 5.   

3 STATUTORY PLANNING FRAMEWORK  

Statutory Principles 

3.1 The matters that must be considered in preparing a change to the District Plan are set out 

in section 74 of the RMA.  Amongst other things, section 74 requires the local authority to:   

 comply with its functions under section 31; 

 consider alternatives, benefits and costs under section 32;  

 ensure the necessary matters are stated in the contents of the district plan under 

section 75; and  

 have regard to the overall purpose and principles set out in Part 2, including the 

Matters of National Importance (section 6), the Other Matters (section 7) that 
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require particular regard to be had in achieving the purpose, and the Treaty of 

Waitangi (section 8)   

3.2 It is noted that in a general sense, the purpose of the ‘Act’ is already reflected in the operative 

District Plan’s objectives and policies as they have already been through the above statutory 

tests and are now unchallenged.  Furthermore, PC48 does not seek to amend these 

objectives and only one site specific amendment is sought to a single policy.  The 

fundamental question for consideration is therefore whether the re-zoning of the land subject 

to the Plan Change request more effectively meets the objectives and policies of the District 

Plan than retaining the deferred status.    

3.3 When preparing a plan or considering a plan change the Council:  

 must give effect to the operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (section 

75(3)(c)); 

 any management plans and strategies prepared under other Acts (section 

74(2)(b)(i)); 

 must not take into account trade competition (section 74(3));  

 must take account of the Mahaanui: Iwi Management Plan 2013 (section 74(2A)); 

and 

 shall have regard to the extent to which the plan is consistent with the plans of 

adjacent territorial authorities (section 74(2)(c)). 

3.4 Consideration of the appropriateness of rezoning the subject land and the associated Plan 

amendments must therefore give effect to the operative Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (‘CRPS’).   

3.5 There are not considered to be any directly relevant provisions in the District Plans of 

neighbouring territorial authorities that are affected by PC48.  Matters of cross-boundary 

interest are limited to managing the co-ordinated urban growth of Greater Christchurch 

through the CRPS and the statutory directions contained in the Land Use Recovery Plan 

(‘LURP’).  These statutory planning documents cover the UDS area, which does not extend 

to Darfield.  

3.6 As stated above, with the exception of one proposed amendment to Policy B4.3.28, PC48 

does not seek to make any changes to the settled objectives and policies of the District Plan.  

The Council is therefore required to simply consider whether the proposed changes to the 

Plan’s rules and zoning pattern better achieve the District Plan’s Objectives, and thereby 

Part 2, than the operative provisions.  

3.7 The process for making a plan change request and how this is to be processed is set out in 

the 1st Schedule of the RMA.  PC48 has reached the point where the request has been 

accepted for notification, and submissions and further submissions have closed.  A hearing 

is now required (Clause 8B) and a decision be made on the Plan Change and the associated 

submissions (Clause 10).  

4 STATUTORY ANALYSIS  
 

4.1 In considering the contents of District Plans, Councils must give effect to any operative 

Regional Policy Statement (section 75 (3) (c)), and have regard to any management plan or 

strategy prepared under other Acts, including the Local Government Act (section 74 

(2)(b)(i)).  

Land Use Recovery Plan/Te Mahere Whakahouman Tāone (‘LURP’) and the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’) 
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4.2 The CRPS, became operative on 15 January 2013.  The CRPS provides an overview of the 

main resource management issues facing the region, and lists objectives, policies and 

methods that seek to achieve the integrated management of natural and physical resources 

of Canterbury.  

4.3 The PC48 site is outside the geographic area that is subject to the LURP and any 

development of land is therefore not subject to the statutory directions contained within it 

(and also Chapter 6 of the CRPS).  This includes the development of the Rural Residential 

Strategy prepared by the Selwyn District Council and adopted on 25 June 2014 (RRS14).  

The adopted Rural Residential Strategy sets out the preliminary locations and requirements 

for managing rural residential activities within the portion of the District that is subject to 

Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.  On that basis it has no application 

with regards to PC48, it being outside the area subject to LURP provisions.  

4.4 In terms of the remaining CRPS Chapters, those of most relevant to the assessment of PC48 

include: 

 Chapter 4 – Provision for Ngai Tahu and their Relationship with Resources; and  

 Chapter 5 – Land Use Infrastructure.  

4.5 The full text of the Objectives and Policies referred to below is included as Attachment C.   

Chapter 4 - Provision for Ngai Tahu and their Relationship with Resources 

4.6 Chapter 4 does not contain any specific objectives and policies.  The matters set out therein 

are effectively implemented by the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013, which will be 

considered later in this section.   

Chapter 5 – Land Use Infrastructure; and 

4.7 The plan change request states that the proposal has been designed to ensure that 

appropriate infrastructure can be in place to support the development.  

4.8 Objective 5.2.1 seeks to ensure that development is located and designed so that it 

achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and around existing urban 

areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth; and enables people and 

communities, including future generations, to provide for their social, economic and cultural 

well-being and health and safety. 

4.9 Policy 5.3.1 relates to ‘regional growth’ and specifically the wider region, being that area 

outside the LURP boundary.  The focus is on ensuring that both urban growth and rural 

residential growth are attached to existing urban areas and promotes a co-ordinated pattern 

of development.  

4.10 The site is located approximately 1.5 km from the centre of Darfield Township. The 

immediate surrounding area is made up of Living 1 zoned land (minimum allotment size 

650m²) adjoining the northwest boundary of the site, which extends to the Darfield Township. 

4.11 The Urban Design Assessment submitted as part of the Application (Appendix 3) concludes 

that: 

(t)he pattern for development of the subject site has been largely set by the 
Appendix 41 ODP and Planting Concept Plan for the larger area. This Plan 
Change will complete the framework for residential development in Area 3.  

Site specific features, i.e. the existing residential properties, tree planting and 
the water race can be readily incorporated in the subdivision design. 

A slightly higher density of development than envisaged when the District Plan 
was prepared can be readily accommodated. Zoning the land Living 2 would 
have the advantages of providing more choice of allotment size in this area; a 
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more gradual transition from rural to urban and make more efficient use of land 
and infrastructure. 

4.12 The Council’s Urban Designer, Ms Gabi Wolfer has reviewed the application and has 

advised via email on 1 February 2017 that she concurs with the Urban Design Assessment 

provided and has no concerns from an urban design perspective with proposed PC48. I 

agree with the applicant that proposal is consistent with this Objective and Policy. 

4.13 Policy 5.3.3 relates to substantial developments.  Given the size of this site and the number 

of allotments that could be realised I do consider that it falls into the category of substantial.   

4.14 Policies 5.3.5 and 5.3.6 relate to servicing development for potable water, sewage and 

stormwater disposal. In the case of Darfield it is well known that there is no reticulated 

sewerage system.  The submission of the CDHB raises concerns regarding the continued 

development of Darfield without sewerage reticulation being in place (discussed further 

below).   

4.15 Policy 5.3.7 requires that development that would adversely affect the strategic land 

transport network be avoided.  Policy 5.3.8 seeks to promote the integration of land use and 

transport by encouraging the use of transport modes with low adverse effects, and the safe, 

efficient and effective use of transport infrastructure. It also requires the avoidance or 

mitigation of conflicts between incompatible activities. The approved Outline Development 

Plan for Plan Change 24 shows a new primary access on Telegraph Road between this site 

and the existing edge the current urban area. The secondary road shown on proposed PC48 

is consistent with the location and alignment of secondary roads shown in Appendix 41 of 

the Selwyn District Plan. Connectivity is also a assessment matter required to be addressed 

at the time of subsequent subdivision of the land subject to PC48. 

4.16 Policies 5.3.11 and 5.3.12 relate to protecting both existing rural based infrastructure and 

natural and physical resources that are valued for primary production.  In this regard the 

retention of the existing Council water race through the property, as already set out in the 

ODP, is imperative.  It is noted that the proximity of this land to the Darfield town centre will 

mean that it comes under increasing urban pressure and this could make traditional farming 

of the property more challenging.   

4.17 The submission received from Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle raises concerns about the potential 
impact of proposed PC48 on their existing horticultural and agricultural activities and this 
matter is discussed in more detail below.  

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (‘LWRP’) 

4.18 The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan was publicly notified on the 11th August 

2012.  Decisions on submissions have been made, and it was made partially operative on 

15 September 2015.  The purpose of the LWRP is to identify the resource management 

outcomes for managing land and water in the Canterbury region,.   

4.19 The ability of the land affected by PC48 to be efficiently serviced in terms of water, waste 

water, and stormwater has been considered by Avanzar Consulting Ltd as part of the 

application, and specifically in the Infrastructure Servicing Report attached as Appendix 7 to 

the plan change documentation.  This information has been peer reviewed by Murray 

England on behalf of the SDC, who advised via email on 26 May 2016 that he was happy 

from a servicing perspective with the proposal.  There is adequate capacity in the water 

supply network to supply the proposed PC48 site.  

4.20 The site does not contain any springs or other natural water features, although a water race 

runs along the Telegraph Road property boundary within the site.  Stormwater is able to be 

disposed of to ground, given the low site coverage and discharge rates of rural residential 

properties.  The detailed design of the stormwater system will form part of the subsequent 
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subdivision process and will be assessed via any associated resource consents from the 

Canterbury Regional Council.  

4.21 The township of Darfield has no reticulated wastewater system.  Individual properties are 

served by on-site wastewater treatment and discharge systems.  A report was presented at 

the Council Meeting on 8 February 2017 recommending that the 2017/18 Selwyn District 

Council Annual Plan should signal the intent to progress consideration of a reticulated 

scheme, in some form, for Darfield and Kirwee. A copy of this report is contained in 

Appendix D. This is a matter raised in the submission of CDHB.  It is considered to some 

extent the matters raised in that submission are of a general nature applying to development 

in Darfield generally.  In any case the matters raised will be the subject of any subsequent 

consents required for onsite wastewater treatment and disposal.   

4.22 Overall it is considered that the proposal can be efficiently and effectively serviced in a 

manner that maintains water quality and quantity and is consistent with the outcomes sought 

by the NRRP and LWRP. 

Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 

4.23 Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (M.IMP) is an expression of kaitiakitanga and 

rangatiratanga.  It is a manawhenua planning document reflecting the collective efforts of six 

Papatipu Rūnanga.  

4.24 The M.IMP enables external agencies to understand issues of significance to tāngata 

whenua, and how those issues can be resolved in a manner consistent with cultural values 

and interests including embracing the practice of ki uta ki tai, which recognises:  

i. the connection between land, groundwater, surface water and coastal waters; and 

ii. the holistic nature of traditional resource management. 

4.25 Councils must take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an Iwi 

authority and lodged with the Council (section 74(2A)(a)).  The relevant document for the 

Selwyn District is the Mahaanui iwi Management Plan 2013 (M.IMP).  This document sets 

out the aspirations of local iwi and in particular seeks the maintenance and enhancement of 

water quantity and quality, the promotion of indigenous biodiversity and mahinga kai species, 

and the protection of sites with identified waahi tapu or waahi taonga value.   

4.26 Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd (MKT) is a resource and environmental management advisory 

company established in 2007 by the six Canterbury Rūnanga to assist and improve the 

recognition and protection of tāngata whenua values in their takiwā. MKT provided 

comments on the proposal on 21 April 2016, which is attached as Appendix 12 to the 

application. Their comments included a number of recommendations which are summarised 

on Page 35 of the Application and draws on the key matters set out in the Iwi Management 

Plan. The consistency of the plan change in relation to these key matters is discussed in 

more detail below. 

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil 

to Protect Human Health (NES)  

4.27 As this is an application for a zone change and not the actual use of the site, the NES does 

not strictly apply.  The land owner will be required to address the NES requirements either 

as a result of subsequent subdivision or building consent stage, which depending upon the 

nature of any future proposed activity, may either satisfy the permitted activity requirements 

or require resource consent under the NES.  

4.28 The plan change application included a preliminary site investigation prepared by Pattle 

Delamore Partners Limited (PDP), dated 18 March 2016.  The report notes that: 
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“no HAIL activities have been identified as having occurred/be occurring at 
the site. Therefore, no further environmental investigations are considered to 
be necessary for the rezoning of the site. In addition, the NES is considered 
to not be applicable for any future subdivision of land, land use change or soil 
disturbance activities at the site.1” 

4.29 I accept the conclusions of the PDP report and therefore, no further environmental 

investigations are considered to be necessary for the rezoning of the site..  

Selwyn District Plan 

4.30 The District Plan is divided into two volumes – Rural and Townships.  Rural residential 

typologies have always fallen into something of a gap between the two volumes in that they 

are neither wholly rural nor wholly urban.   

4.31 The Council has been proactively seeking to update the District Plan to more fully address 

rural residential development, first through PC17, which sought to introduce an amended 

objective, policy and rule framework and rezone specific blocks of land for rural residential 

development.  PC17 was then superseded by PC32, which also sought to introduce an 

amended objective, policy and rule framework.  However it left rezoning of specific blocks to 

later private plan change applications.  PC32 has lapsed due to two years having passed 

since the submission period closed without a hearing being held.  The reason for the delay 

in progressing to a hearing was the fluid nature of the higher level policy framework 

contained in the CRPS, with this framework having only recently been settled through the 

Gazetting of the LURP, confirmation of Chapter 6 to the CRPS, and the subsequent 

development of the RRS14.  

4.32 LURP Action 18 (viii) required the SDC to update the District Plan to ensure it actively 

manages rural residential development.  However, the resulting Rural Residential Strategy 

2014 (RRS14) document only applies within the area affected by the LURP (former UDS 

area incorporating ‘Greater Christchurch’).  This does not includes the land affected by 

PC48.   

4.33 The objectives and policies of the Rural Volume of the Plan aim to maintain a very low 

density of dwellings, set amongst a productive rural landscape (Objective B4.1.1-B4.1.3). 

In essence the Rural Volume objectives and policies support the environmental outcomes 

anticipated by retaining the status quo zoning of Rural Outer Plains.  Given that PC48 is a 

plan change, rather than a resource consent, the rural objectives and policies are only of 

limited assistance in determining whether the Rural Outer Plains or proposed Living 2 zoning 

better meets the Plan’s objectives and policies.  

4.34 PC48 promotes a Living Zone, rather than Rural, to facilitate rural residential development.  

Therefore, the Plan provisions dealing with urban growth are of most relevance.  These 

provisions are contained primarily within the ‘Quality of the Environment’ and ‘Growth of 

Townships’ sections of the Township Volume of the District Plan.  

4.35 Objective B3.4.1 seeks that “the District’s townships are pleasant places to live and work 

in”, and Objective B3.4.2 seeks that “a variety of activities are provided for in townships, 

while maintaining the character and amenity values of each zone”.  Objective B4.1.1 seeks 

that “a range of living environments is provided for in townships, while maintaining the overall 

‘spacious’ character of Living zones”.  These objectives are all rather high level, and are 

supported by similar high level Policies B3.4.1-B3.4.3. The proposed Plan Change sits 

reasonably comfortably against these provisions in that it will assist in providing a diversity 

and choice of living environments, with the living zone rule package delivering a rural 

residential living environment that is spacious and of high amenity, subject to the parameters 
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set out in the applicable ODP.  In this regard it is only the site-specific detail matters relating 

to the proposed ODP for the PC48 site that remain outstanding (discussed further below), 

4.36 The provision of new urban growth areas is guided by Policy B4.1.3, which aims:  

“…Elsewhere in the District to allow, where appropriate, the development of low 
density living environments in locations in and around the edge of townships where 
they will achieve the following: 

 A compact township shape; 

 Consistent with preferred growth options for townships; 

 Maintains the distinction between rural areas and townships; 

 Maintains a separation between townships and Christchurch City boundary; 

 Avoid the coalescence of townships with each other; 

 Reduce the exposure to reverse sensitivity effects; 

 Maintain the sustainability of the land, soil and water resource; 

 Efficient and cost-effective operation and provision of infrastructure” 

4.37 Similar outcomes are sought through ‘Residential and Business Development’ Objectives 

B4.3.2 and B4.3.4 which require that:  

For townships outside the Greater Christchurch area , new residential or business 
development adjoins existing townships at compatible urban densities or at a low 
density around townships to achieve a compact township shape which is consistent 
with the preferred growth direction for townships and other provisions in the Plan. 
(Objective B4.3.2) 

New areas for residential or business development support the timely, efficient and 
integrated provision of infrastructure, including appropriate transport and movement 
networks through a coordinated and phased development approach. (Objective 
B4.3.4) 

4.38 Policy B4.1.10 seeks to ensure that an appropriate balance between buildings and open 

space is achieved to maintain the spacious character of the District, Policy B4.1.11 

encourages new residential areas to be designed to maintain or enhance the aesthetic 

values of the township, including: 

 Retaining existing trees, bush or other natural features on the site; and 

 Landscaping public spaces.  

4.39 Policy B4.3.1 sets out to ensure that new rural residential development such as that 

proposed takes place in accordance with an Outline Development Plan incorporated into the 

District Plan.  PC48 would meet this outcome. 

4.40 Policy B4.3.2 “…requires any land rezoned for new residential or business development to 

adjoin, along at least one boundary, an existing Living or business zone in a township, except 

that low density living environments need not adjoin a boundary provided they are located 

in a manner that achieves a compact township shape”.  The immediate surrounding area is 

made up of Living 1 zoned land (minimum allotment size 650m²) adjoining the northwest 

boundary of the site, Living 2A zoned land (average allotment size of 1ha) adjoining the site 

to the northeast. 

4.41 Policy B4.3.3 seeks to “avoid zoning patterns that leave land zoned Rural surrounded on 

three or more boundaries with land zoned Living or Business”.  Policy B4.3.6 seeks to 

“encourage townships to expand in a compact shape where practical”.  Policy B4.3.8 sets 

out the matters each ODP shall include: 

- Principal through roads, connection and integration with the surrounding road  
networks, relevant infrastructure services and areas for possible future 
development;  

- Any land to be set aside for 
- community facilities or schools; 
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- parks and land required for recreation or reserves; 
- any land to be set aside for business activities; 
- the distribution of different residential densities; 
- land required for the integrated management of water systems, 

including stormwater treatment, secondary flow paths, retention and 
drainage paths; 

- land reserved or otherwise set aside from development for 
environmental or landscape protection or enhancement; and 

- land reserved or otherwise set aside from development for any other 
reason, and the reasons for its protection. 

- Demonstrate how each ODP area will achieve a minimum net density of at 
least 10 lots or household units per hectare; 

- Identify any cultural (including Te Taumutu Runanga values), natural, and 
historic or heritage features and values and show how they are to be 
enhanced or maintained; 

- Indicate how required infrastructure will be provided and how it will be funded; 
- Set out the phasing and co-ordination of subdivision and development in line 

with the phasing shown on the Planning Maps and Appendices; 
- Demonstrate how effective provision is made for a range of transport options, 

including public transport systems, pedestrian walkways and cycleways, both 
within and adjoining the ODP area; 

- Show how other potential adverse effects on and/or from nearby existing or 
designated strategic infrastructure (including requirements for designations, or 
planned infrastructure) will be avoided, remedied or appropriately mititgated; 

- Show how other potential adverse effects on the environment, the protection 
and enhancement of surface and groundwater quality, are to be avoided, 
remedied or mitigated; 

- Include any other information which is relevant to an understanding of the 
development and its proposed zoning; and 

- Demonstrate that the design will minimise any reverse sensitivity effects. 

4.42 Not all these matters are relevant to PC48, for example the reference to 10 allotments or 

households per hectare relates to a higher [residential] density of development.  

Notwithstanding, the list above illustrates that an ODP should be used to inform future 

development, and should be more than simply lines on a map.  It is considered that the ODP 

for PC48 would address the previous potential reverse sensitivity effects arising from noise 

generated from the Darfield Gun Club. The other key matters identified in the ODP for PC48 

are considered to be consistent with PC24 (adopted June 2013). The ODP includes roading 

connections with on-road cycle opportunities as anticipated under PC24, and which provide 

a logical connection from Telegraph Road to the Living 2A land to the east of the site. I 

therefore consider the proposal to be consistent with this policy. 

4.43 The Townships Volume of the District Plan also sets out specific policies for individual 

townships.  Policy B4.3.24 seeks to “encourage the provision of large residential allotments 

within the Living 2 Zones”. Policy B4.3.28 is to provide for rural residential development 

around the Darfield township in the Living 2A (Deferred ) Zone to a minimum average area 

of 1ha, subject to the following: 

 That all new allotments are able to serviced with a reticulated potable water 
supply; 

 That outline development plans have been incorporated into the Plan for the 
coordinated development of four identified areas of land in the Living 2A 
Zone…addressing roading, reserve and pedestrian/cycle linkages; 

 Where applicable, provision has been made to address reverse sensitivity 
issues.   

4.44 The ODP includes three areas of proposed density, which will provide for a minimum 

average allotment size of 5,000m2. As part of the proposed Plan Change, a minor 

amendment to Policy B4.3.28 is sought to enable development across the PC48 site to the 
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living 2 zone densities, rather than the prescribed 1ha average density for the Living 2A 

(deferred) zone. This Darfield specific policy implements a number of objectives including 

B4.3.1, B4.3.2 and B4.3.4 which generally seek to ensure development occurs adjoining 

existing townships in a compact form and provides for the integrated development of 

infrastructure including roading. I am not convinced that this change is necessary as the 

rezoning means that it is Policy B4.3.24 that is the relevant consideration. Once rezoned 

policy B4.3.28 will not be applicable to the application site and therefore I do not consider 

the requested change is necessary.  

4.45 The servicing requirements have been considered by Mr Murray England who has not raised 

any concerns with the proposal.   

4.46 It is noted that the Applicant’s Plan Change request assesses various other objectives and 

policies found in the District Plan.  It is considered that these are either not particularly 

relevant or there is general agreement with the views expressed therein.   

4.47 In summary, as set out in the discussion above, it is considered that proposed PC48 would 

achieve a compact township shape due to the proximity of the plan change area to the centre 

of Darfield and would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the Township Volume 

related to Growth of Townships and Residential Development. For these reasons, it is 

considered that the rezoning request represents an efficient and effective method for 

achieving the Plan’s operative objective and policy framework.   

5 SUBMISSIONS 

5.1 Attachment B provides a summary of submissions and includes the recommendations to 

the Commissioner on each submission.  

5.2 This section provides an assessment of the submission points received and a summary of 

the comments from Council staff to inform this Officer’s Report. 

5.3 As noted earlier, the site currently has a Living 2A (Deferred) zoning. Part B4 ‘Growth of 

Townhips’ sets out the preferred growth options for Darfield.  This states: 

The development of large areas of land on the periphery of the Township will be 
deferred pending an upgraded water supply, the incorporation of outline development 
plans, and measures to address reverse sensitivity effects. The ultimate development 
of land in the deferred zones may ultimately also be subject to review in respect to 
effluent treatment required. 

5.4 In light of the above, the key matters either raised by submitters, or necessary to be 

considered in ensuring that the Council’s statutory functions and responsibilities are fulfilled 

are:   

 Reverse Sensitivity; 

 Connectivity to Adjoining Land;  

 Servicing - Water Quality and Quantity;  

 Cultural Matters; and 

 Other Matters 

5.5 This assessment incorporates the conclusions of the assessments made by Council Officers 

to inform the overall recommendations of this report and to make a determination on the 

relief sought by the submitters. 

Reverse Sensitivity 
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5.6 In their submission Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle raise concerns about potential reverse sensitivity 

effects arising from PC48 on their existing horticultural and agricultural activities, which 

includes an operational hazelnut orchard, the keeping of pets and livestock and the grazing 

of livestock. 

5.7 I note that the viability of legitimately established rural activities can be reduced where they 

adjoin rural residential nodes through amenity conflicts, where new land owners moving into 

an established environment have differing expectations of what land use activities are 

appropriate. In this instance, the submitters land forms part of the plan change area and 

adjoins Living 1 zoned land to the north and Living 2a zoned land to the east, therefore the 

establishment of residential development within close proximity of their site is already 

provided for within the District Plan. Given the size of the submitters’ site, intensive farming 

activities that are likely to create nuisance effects to urban residents are unlikely to establish 

on the edge of one of the District’s larger townships.While activities such as spraying of 

horticultural land can create potential reverse sensitivity issues, I note that there are industry 

standards around matters such as this, which are designed to reduce any potential reverse 

sensitiy effects. I also note that the proposed ODP requires that provision shall be made for 

land to be set aside for a future road connection adjacent to the boundary of the Dye/Lyttle 

property. I consider the land set aside for the roading connection will provide an appropriate 

mitigating buffer distance between potential new dwellings and the sources of the offending 

existing activities on Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle’s land.  

5.8 With reference to the Gun Club, paragraph 8.8 of the Application outlines the discussions 

that have been held with the Gun Club since the site was excluded from PC24 in 2013 due 

to potential reverse sensitivity effects. The Gun Club did not submit on the proposal and the 

Applicant has advised that the Gun Club are ”satisfied that the proposed new noise rules will 

provide sufficient mitigation to avoid the potential to give rise to reverse sensitivity effects. 

The proposed covenant also provides the Gun Club with confidence that activities on their 

site will not be impeded by development of the subject site”. Having considered the 

conclusions of the Acoustic Assessment from a planning perspective and the mitigation 

proposed, I consider that potential reverse sensitivity effects on the Gun Club have been 

adequately mitigated. 

Connectivity to Adjoining Land 

5.9 The submission of Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle raise concerns about the proposed location of the 

secondary road from Telegraph Road. They consider that a more appropriate location for 

the road would be on the north west boundary of their property at 1878 Telegraph Road. I 

note that the location of the proposed secondary road is consistent with the alignment of the 

‘indicative potential future road’ shown approved as part of PC24, shown in figure 2 below.  
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Figure 2: Appendix 41 SDP.  ODP – Area 3, Darfield 

5.10 A road on the north west boundary of 1878 Telegraph Road as suggested by the submitter 

would not align with the secondary road already included on the ODP as part of PC24. 

Therefore, I consider that the current location of the secondary road is a more appropriate 

planning outcome. I further note that from a transport safety and efficiency perspective, the 

Council’s Asset Manager Transportation, Mr Andrew Mazey favours a straight alignment of 

this road through the PC24 land through the application site to Telegraph Road.   

5.11 Another of the concerns raised by these submitters is that “the existing, well established, 

belt of eucalyptus trees would need to be removed”. As the subject belt of trees is located 

on the submitter’s land, I note that these could not be removed without their permission. 

They therefore have the ability to control if and when the trees would be removed and can 

therefore avoid any potential effects from the removal of the subject trees if they wish. 

5.12 The submission of Mr Dye and Mrs Lyttle also states that the proposed positioning of the 

road in very close proximity to their current driveway, garage and dwelling would have 

amenity effects (including noise) associated with the traffic movements and would have 

significant impact on the current enjoyment of their property. As stated above, this alignment 

was effectively decided at the time of PC24.  The development of the land subject to PC24 

and PC48 will inevitably result in changes to the current rural character of the area due to 

the increase in residential density.  The existing rule framework requires that the road be 

constructed to facilitate the development of the adjacanet land for residential purposes.  

Notwithstanding, I note that approximately half of the proposed secondary road is located 

on the submitters land. The road can therefore not be constructed without their permission. 

Therefore, they can largely avoid any potential effects from the proposed road until such 

time as they wish to develop.  Alternatively, should the landowner to the south wish to 

develop sooner, the road could be moved slightly further south to avoid their land altogether, 

pending the Council’s assessment of whether such alignment is in accord with the approved 

ODP.  In any case, I consider that owing to the location of the submitters existing driveway 

access, the setback of the existing house, and the additional separation provided by the new 

road through the ODP that sufficient separation is provided in the context of the zoning that 

will apply.  Furthermore, the opportunity exists for additional mitigation in the form of fencing 

or planting to be provided within the submitters site to mitigate any amenity effects on current 

or future occupants. 
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Servicing – Water Quality and Quantity 

5.13 The CDHB submission raises concerns about the continued installation of septic tank 

systems in and around Darfield and contends that the proposal will increase the risk of 

groundwater contamination an exposure of the public to pathogens if the septic tank systems 

fail. 

5.14 In summary, the matters raised in the submission are considered to apply at a higher (i.e., 

Townships) level than the development sought through this plan change per se.  On the 

basis that the Council’s Asset Manager – Water Services is satisfied with the proposal, and 

that the necessary consents from Environment Canterbury will be required at the appropriate 

time in the development process, then it is considered that the servicing of PC48 can 

proceed as put forward.  

5.15 I note that the detailed design of the stormwater system will form part of the subsequent 

subdivision process and will be assessed via any associated resource consents from the 

Canterbury Regional Council. The design and consenting of these systems will necessarily 

take into account effects on water quality and quantity and ensure that the specific design 

delivers an acceptable outcome in this regard.   

5.16 Water supply is available through recent upgrades to the wider Darfield Township network.   

Cultural Matters 

5.17 The recommendations made by MKT are summarised on Page 35 of the Application and 

draws on the key matters set out in the Iwi Management Plan. Generally the 

recommendations are considered to apply at a higher (i.e., Townships) level than the 

development sought through this plan change per se. As previously discussed the Council’s 

Asset Manager is satisfied with the proposal, and that the necessary consents from 

Environment Canterbury will be required at the appropriate time in the development process. 

I also note that matters such as accidental discovery protocol conditions are now standard 

for any subdivision or land use applications involving earthworks. In considering the 

consistency of the plan change in relation to these key matters, I agree with the conclusions 

reached in the Applicant’s assessment in paragraphs 8.10-8.15.  

Other Matters 

5.18 Other relevant matters such as rural character, visual amenity, discharge of contaminants 

and increased living 2 zoned land have been assessed in the Application. The current ‘Living 

2A deferred’ zoning, anticipated the future development of the site for low density residential 

use to provide a buffer between more intensive residential development in Darfield and rural 

activities beyond the urban boundary. I agree with the conclusions reached on the other 

applicable assessment matters. 

6 PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN TEXT AMENDMENTS 

6.1 As outlined above, the requested changes to the District Plan are included in Attachment 

A.   

Township Volume – Policy B4.3.28 

6.2 As noted earlier, I am not convinced that the proposed amendments to Policy B4.3.28 are 

necessary as the rezoning means that it is Policy B4.3.24 that is the relevant consideration. 

Once rezoned policy B4.3.28 will not be applicable to the application site and therefore I do 

not consider the requested change is necessary. 

Township Volume - Subdivision Rules 
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6.3 Proposed Rule 12.1.3.16 in the subdivision rules for Darfield, which specifically references 

the land affected by the plan change. I note that Rule 12.1.3.16 already exists and therefore 

recommend that this be re-numbered as Rule 12.13.17. I consider this rule will assist plan 

users in identifying the existence of the ODP for the site, and will help ensure that 

development of the site complies with the provision of that ODP. 

Township Volume - Land Use Rules 

6.4 The Applicant has suggested the insertion of several new rules with associated rule 

numbers. The numbering suggested correlates to existing rules and therefore if the proposal 

is approved, consequential re-numbering will be required.  

6.5 To ensure greater consistency with the existing Plan format, I would recommend a new sub-

heading of rules be created and titled “Darfield” within section 4.9 ‘Buildings and Building 

Positon’.  

6.6 Proposed Rule 4.9.43 (which will need to be re-numbered) is a site specific rule seeks to 

restrict the erection of additional dwellings within the 60dB noise contour identified for PC48. 

I consider that the outcomes this rule seeks to achieve are consistent with the 

recommendations of the adopted Acoustic Assessment and will ensure that this part of the 

site is not developed for residential purposes, which could create reverse sensitivity noise 

effects for the Darfield Gun Club and a sub-standard quality living environment for future 

residents where appropriate noise mitigation cannot be achieved. Notwithstanding the fact 

that matters of discretion are likely to be focused on noise effects and therefore a restricted 

discretionary activity status could be appropriate, as the Applicant has requested a 

discretionary activity status and this has not been opposed by any submitters, I also consider 

that the proposed discretionary activity status is acceptable. This would also enable the 

Council to consider all matters associated with the establishment of a new dwelling within 

this noise contour.  

6.7 Proposed Rule 4.9.44 (which will need to be re-numbered) is a site-specific rule applicable 

to PC48, which would require additional mitigation to be incorporated into any additional 

dwellings erected outside the 60dB noise contour. I consider that the outcomes this rule 

seeks to achieve are consistent with the recommendations of the adopted Acoustic 

Assessment and will reduce any potential reverse sensitivity noise effects and provide future 

residents with appropriate on-site amenity. I agree with the Applicant that this proposed rule 

would be effective in ensuring that new residential development is not adversely effected by 

existing activities while also avoiding the opportunity for reverse sensitivity effects to occur. 

6.8 PC48 seeks to provide a new restricted discretionary activity rule for activities which do not 

comply with the rule they refer to as 4.9.44 with the Council’s discretion restricted to 

measures to avoid adverse amenity effects caused by noise generated at the Gun Club and 

potential reverse sensitivity noise effects. I agree that this rule would be effective in ensuring 

that new residential owners avoid or mitigate the potential conflict with noise generated from 

the Gun Club, and also enables Council to consider the site-specific features when 

assessing the likely adverse effects of noise. However, in order to achieve an appropriate 

formatting outcome and ensure ease of use of the plan for users, I consider that it would be 

more appropriate to include this rule and the associated matters discretion under the existing 

‘Restricted Discretionary Activities’ heading which begins at Rule 4.9.43 and that all 

consequential re-numbering be undertaken.  

6.9 Similarly, PC48 seeks a new Discretionary Activity rule for activities that do not comply with 

the rule referred to as 4.9.43. For the same reasons as outlined in the preceding paragraph, 

I consider that it would be more appropriate to amend existing Rule 4.9.51, which includes 

all discretionary activities (or any consequential re-numbering that may be applied to it) to 

include any activity that does not comply with this subject rule. 
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Planning Maps 

6.10 The adoption of PC48 would require amendments to planning maps 73 and 77 (sheets 1 

and 2) to remove reference to the deferred status across the site.   

Appendices 

6.11 A new ODP would be included in the appendices to the Township Volume of the District 

Plan.  At the present time, this would be Appendix 41a.   

6.12 Plan Change 48 seeks to amend Appendix 25 of the District Plan, which contains the Outline 

Development Plan Areas 1-5 for Darfield, to incorporate the consequential amendments to 

the notations on the plan to reflect PC48. I consider this proposed amendment is appropriate. 

7 CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Matters to be considered 

7.1 Section 74 of the RMA sets out the matters that must be considered in preparing a change 

to the Plan.  Amongst other things, section 74 requires the local authority to:  

 comply with its functions under section 31 

 consider alternatives, benefits and costs under section 32 

 ensure the necessary matters are stated in the contents of the district plan under 

section 75  

 have regard to the overall purpose and principles set out in Part II, including the 

Matters of National Importance (section 6), the Other Matters (section 7) that require 

particular regard to be had in achieving the purpose, and the Treaty of Waitangi 

(section 8)   

7.2 It is noted that in a general sense, the purpose of the ‘Act’ is reflected in the current District 

Plan objectives and policies as they have already been through the statutory tests and are 

now unchallenged.  The operative provisions can likewise be deemed to be ‘giving effect to’ 

the higher order objectives and policies sought in the CRPS. 

Functions of territorial authorities and matters to be included in a district plan – 

section 31 and section 75 assessment 

7.3 Council’s functions under section 31 include the following: 

“(a)  the establishment, implementation and review of objectives, policies and 

methods to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, 

development or protection of land and associated natural and physical 

resources of the district…” 

7.4 The assessment and conclusions of this report establish that the PC48 framework 

incorporates appropriate methods to ensure any future land uses are appropriate and will 

result in a number of positive social, economic and environmental outcomes. 

7.5 The matters proposed in PC48 are all matters that fall within the ambit of the content of a 

district plan under section 75. 

Consideration of alternatives, benefits and costs - s32 assessment 

7.6 The Council has a duty under section 32 of the RMA to consider alternatives, benefits and 

costs of the proposed change. The section 32 analysis is a process whereby initial 

investigations, followed by the consideration of submissions at a hearing, all contribute to 

Council’s analysis of the costs and benefits of the amended provisions in its final decision 

making. 
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7.7 The proposal does not seek to amend any of the operative objectives and only one site 

specific amendment is proposed to a policy of the Plan. The section 32 consideration 

therefore turns on the Council being satisfied that the lifting of the deferred status proposed 

as part of PC48 is a more efficient and effective method of achieving the Plan’s objectives, 

and thereby Part 2 of the RMA, than the existing Living 2A Deferred Zone and associated 

rule package as it relates to the specific site in question.   

7.8 On the information presented as part of the plan change application and from the findings of 

the various Council Officers who have reviewed the application and the matters raised by 

submitters, I am satisfied that proposed PC48 can better achieve the Plans’ objectives than 

the existing provisions, and does give effect to the CRP.  

7.9 It is therefore recommended that the Plan Change be accepted, subject to the relatively 

minor amendments recommended above.  It is recommended that all the submissions be 

rejected or accepted in part, as set out in Attachment B.  
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Attachment B:  

Submission Summary and Officer’s Recommendations 

  



Proposed Plan Change 48 – 

Rezone the corner of Creyke Road and Telegraph Road from Living 2A Deferred to Living 2 

Recommendations on Submissions 

Submitter 
Number 

Submitter Submission Oppose/Support Relief Sought Officer 
Recommendation 

1 Craig Dye and 
Sandra Lyttle 

The proposed location and 
positioning of a road or accessway 
along the southeast boundary of 
1878 Telegraph Road is not suitable 
or justified. 
 
The indicative road will have 
adverse amenity effects associated 
with the traffic movements. 
 
The indicative road raises safety 
concerns with access to Telegraph 
Road. 
 
The proposal needs to preserve 
existing use rights and mitigate 
potential reverse sensitivity effects. 
 
Submitter raises a number of points 
wishing to be amended in Appendix 
1 of the submission. 

Support in part 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1) The submitter requests 
that the road location is 
moved to the North West 
Boundary of 1878 
Telegraph Road (Appendix 
2 of submission) 
 

2) The submitter wants to 
ensure the eucalyptus tree 
belt is retained 

 
3) Submitter seeks to ensure 

existing use of property for 
horticulture and 
agricultural is retained and 
protected 

 
4) Any dwellings to be erected 

adjacent to the submitters 
property will need to be 
appropriately separated 
from the submitters 
current horticultural and 
agricultural activities 

 

Reject 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Accept in part 
 
 
 
Accept in part 
 
 
 
 
 
Accept in part 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



5) The clarifying and 
correcting of information 
relating in particular to 
1878 Telegraph Road 
contained in the plan 
change application and 
associated appendices. 

Noted 

2 Canterbury 
District Health 
Board 

There is still no reticulated 
wastewater network, therefore it is 
the CDHB’s view that granting 
consent for a Plan Change 
Subdivision and changing zoning to 
Living Zone 2 to allow for residential 
development on this parcel of land 
will further exacerbate the issues 
inherent in an already inadequate 
wastewater disposal and treatment 
for a town of this size. 

Oppose The application be declined 
 

 

Reject 
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Attachment C:  

Relevant Objectives, Policies and Rules 
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Attachment D:  

Darfield and Kirwee Wastewater Working Party 
recommendations to Council Meeting – 8 February 2017. 


























