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Introduction

1. | have been appointed by the SDC to conduct a hearing and make a Recommendation on PC69

to the Operative SDP.

2. The hearing was held at the Tai Tapu Community Centre on Monday 22 November 2021 through
to Friday 26 November 2021 inclusive. The Applicant filed its closing submissions on 15
December 2021. The hearing was formally closed on 4 February 2022. (L

(dk ence pro&D
1S been upl

SDC’s plan change site at www.selwyn.govt.nz/pc69. | refer

submissions and other documents, when addressing the partictlar issues d? statutor 0
provisions. | have carefully considered all of the documegts$ ence a nissions Q
reaching my Recommendation. . %
" Y.Q ‘((\\

4, PCG69 is a private plan change initiate eston Indu velopments

approximately 190 hectares of %1 diately adj the souther & ndary of Lincoln

3. | have not included a specific summary of all of the documents conside

and submissions made. All of that information is publicly availabl

imited to rezone

Township from Rural (Outer Plai ree différent gs. As ied the three zones were
Living Z, Living X and Bus?l (Local Centre) chan‘g ted included amendment
to the Township Volu dix 37 to e full ODP. ndment was sought to Rule
4.1.1 (Township Volum ntroduc%d 14(B) seﬁ@mum finished floor levels for the
Living X Zone.

5. The ODP iRiended to e an overQ um density of 12hh/ha providing for the
olds.

shmeng of appr r@ 2,000 new hou
Qmendment to .32 (Towr&,:

e dwelling(s from g coln Sewerage Treatment Plant was also sought. Any
onseque endmen@ Iso sought.
Q . PC6@ formall y SDC on 4 December 2020. By letter of 10 December 2020 SDC

@ further |;f D n in accordance with clause 23 of Schedule 1 of the RMA. Following

olume) excluding the ODP area from the required 150

eceipt of th information, by way of an amended request, PC69 was accepted for public
notifical C under clause 25(2)(b) of Schedule 1 to the RMA on 24 March 2021.

8. It icly notified on 28 April 2021. On SDC becoming aware of a minor error in the public
the request was re-notified to avoid potential issues, with the period for receiving

submissions extended until 10 June 2021.
9. 255 submissions were received. The period for further submissions closed on 8 September 2021

and a total of 7 further submissions were lodged by that date. Mr Boyes advised that a late
submission had been received from Ann Judson Farr (PC69-0263) on 18 June 2021. Mr Boyes

advised that submission was included in those notified as part of the Summary of Submissions
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https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/property-And-building/planning/strategies-and-plans/selwyn-district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-69,-rezone-186-hectares-of-rural-outer-plains-to-living-x,-living-z-and-business-1-zones,-lincoln

which allowed for further submissions to be made. The delegation as to whether to accept the
late submission sits with me. | accept Mr Boyes’ advice that while it was clearly late, no party
would be unfairly prejudiced by accepting the submission. It raises similar issues to those raised
in many other submissions and it was, as noted, included in the Summary. | confirm that having
considered the relevant matters it is appropriate, pursuant to s37A, to extend the period to accept

that submission.

10. By the commencement of the hearing, a number of amendments to the ODP h&ad Been proposed
These were introduced by Ms Appleyard in opening, and largely respond(b

the submissions. Q
@ ’\
11.  Mr Philips summarised the amendments in his evidence.! Very m%way of sur@, these \
entail: V ’\O
- st@en D

as an SMA and corresponding amendm

ers rals

floor levels no longer required and d

o Two additional Business 1 zon@tre in the ea&@d Weste of the site;

. ODRP layer diagrams as pr%deleted ith
-y . . ’
. Additional Wordw© e ODP tex«rther detail ment outcomes envisaged,

le ODP somated text relied on;

including:

- N@Iicit definiti@SMA and s@CAr management requirements;
- Qecognmon %@network us required as pre-requisite to development
Q& occurnr\\

nt for fro % rades of Springs Road and Collins Road;

%E %&ognm n ucational facilities potentially being provided following a needs

assess

Mogg e ;:It recognition of waterbodies and freshwater ecosystems and measures

&O ect and enhance;
ments to the ODP plan were summarised as including:

@Q Enlargement and amendments to the reserve corridor adjacent to Springs Creek and
the heritage setting of Chudleigh;

- Amended road, pedestrian and cycle connections to adjacent residential land and
deletion of road link to/through Liffey Springs;

! Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 4 November 2021 at para [26]
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- Gateway, roundabout and signals treatments on Springs Road at key intersections;

- Additional pedestrian and cycling routes and green links through PC69 including
east-west and north-south connections linking to adjacent land and existing

pedestrian and cycling facilities; and
- Two additional Business 1 zones.
12. A number of further changes were made during the course of the hearing wi %}I version of

\
Q).§

the ODP and requested changes being provided with Ms Appleyard’s rff .

Site Visit

13. lundertook my site visit on 2 December 2021. | was escortw Bruce Va We |n|t|al 0
looked around the Homestead area, and particularly t N nd pond northern e
of the site. Mr Greenslade was at the site. He i some00f atures ar,
Homestead. | advised him that | would undert sité visit wit assrst

14. |spent some time on the site. | walked along boundary Whariki ;&vrsron | walked
along to a viewing platform which ha%constructe i hariki oven the spring and
pond in that location. (L Q

ns Road tt@re it becomes a metal road.

f the sge g some fenced springs. | then

15. |traversed the surroundin s. | drove algng

| was able to observe @ eastern
went along the weste tage of th

ollin drove along Verdeco Boulevard

through the V d ark subdivij | then dro Southfreld Drive into Te Whariki and |

was able t road in and a f the roads which connect to it. | was able
0 vie W schooLa ete Drrve

went t AIIendaI nd throu wastewater pond where | met SDC contractors. |

ed the srt d and t onto the roof of the pump building where it was possible to

toR ive bacl@ uthfield Drive to Edward Street and along Ellesmere Road to Moirs
@ | could Q oirs Lane as far as the bridge and gate and was able to observe the

en returned through Edward Street and Gerald Street to the roundabout at

OLincoIn wetl%
& SpringsRoad and then through Prebbleton to the motorway.

17. It e ull site inspection but | considered that helpful in identifying a number of the matters
>

The Site and Surrounding Environment

serve l& nds and st ter treatment areas in Te Whariki. | also went along Liffey
% Sprrng Drive,drove paﬁx ious parks and open areas bordering the waterways. | also drove

in evidence and submissions.

18. The area of the land affected by PC69 comprises approximately 190 hectares. It is bounded by
the Te Whariki and Verdeco Park subdivisions to the north, Collins Road to the south, an

ephemeral waterway known as the Western Boundary Drain to the west and the Ararira/LIl River
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to the east. 170 hectares of the site is located to the east of Springs Road at 1491 Springs Road.

The site has frontage and access to and from Springs Road and Collins Road. Springs Road is

an arterial road which provides access to Ellesmere Junction Road, Gerald Street and through to

Christchurch. The site also has access to Moirs Lane which is currently an unformed legal road

linking to Ellesmere Road.

19. The site comprises predominantly a dairy farm. It includes the Springs’ O’Callaghan Farmhouse

known as Chudleigh and includes properties at 1521 and 1543 Springs Rom% and 208

Collins Road. (P
20. The owner/occupiers of 208 Collins Road M & A Wright (P ave

\

su ed in

opposition. The property owner at 36 Collins Road, Theresa Kort (FS PC69:0268), is a

John and Leslie Greenslade (PC69-0163); and Me slade

N\

further submitter. As identified by Mr Boyes, the current ov&?fthe main p r@
all submitted in support, being Gordon Hope (PC69- N me@
).

21. Interms of the surrounding environment, | t Mt Boyes’ de
of his s42A Report. Mr Boyes identified the Retable feature the nort

plan change area including reserv d stormwater

Plant which is designated inghe SD DC 153

e site hav,
(PC69-0 !

jorvat parag@Z] —[31]
n

boundary of the

atment areaQ iated with the
adjoining Te Whariki residential % nt aast SDC@O ewage Treatment

X\

cription of the

22.  Mr Phillips concurred yes’ desc@t%and noied%‘ ore detailed des
site and surrounding nment is@wi prm@ e landscape and visual impact

assessment a@as Appendi@ot e s32 @ included with the Request.
Statutory Frame @ 6
D

requirements

ts decision in_L* ay.2 Tw pdated to reflect changes to the RMA in 2009 in the
ironm @ decision@ ial Vineyards.3

23. &onment C \x provide@rehensive summary of the mandatory
D Ty w
2

functi r s31 and to achieve the purpose of the RMA;*

*
. The @al r quiremer\@
Q @The distri;t Q\aange) should accord with and assist the local authority to carry out its

& (b) @preparing the district plan (change) the territorial authority must give

effect to any

tional Policy Statement, a National Planning Standard, the New Zealand Coastal Policy

@ Statement and the operative Regional Policy Statement;

2 Long Bay — Okura Great Park Society Inc v North Shore City Council A078/08
3 Colonial Vineyards Limited v Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55
4s74(1)(a) and (b) of the RMA

5s75(3)(a), (ba) and (c) of the RMA
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(c)  When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall:
0] Have regard to any proposed Regional Policy Statement;®
(i)  Give effect to any operative Regional Policy Statement;”

(d)  The district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an operative Regional Plan for any
matter specified in s30(1) or a Water Conservation Order,® and must hayve regard to any

proposed Regional Plan on any matter of regional significance;®

(e)  The territorial authority must also have regard to any releva (Lment pl &d
strategies under other Acts, and must take into account a% plannin aen ’\
recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with a territorial |ty, ot Qtthat its c)\
contents has a bearing on the resource managem ue of the dls

) The policies are to implement the objective Ies aroto\ ;ent the @Q
() The plan change shall have regard t al or poter@ts on the@hment of

activities including, in part|cular any adyerse effects.1

ethod (mcludm@ rule) Qamined having regard to

—

25.  Section 32 requires that:

(@) Each proposed poli

its efficiency apd™effeetiveness, a Whether it ost appropriate method for
achieving the Q s of the . takmg i ount the benefits and costs of the
propose%es and met , and the rlsk o or not acting if there is uncertain or
ins

icient i mation;®
i ntal Stan les, and the proposed rule imposes a greater
n whether the greater prohibition or restriction is

(c) Th | es of th al (here the stated purpose of the proposal) are to be the most
Q @roprlate way i€ve the purpose of the RMA;13

The provigio C69 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the SDP

&O and th@ se of the proposal.1*

8 s74(2)(a)(i) of the RMA

7s75(3)(c) of the RMA

8 s75(4) of the RMA

9 574(2)(a)(ii) of the RMA

10 574(2)(b)(i) and s74(2A) of the RMA
1 s75(1)(b) and (c) of the RMA

12 576(3) of the RMA

13 532(1)(a)

14 532(1)(b)
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Assessment of Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment, Matters Raised in Submissions,

Matters Necessary to be Considered

26. Mr Boyes identified and addressed the key matters either raised by submitters, or necessary to

be considered in ensuring that SDC’s statutory functions and responsibilities are fulfilled, at

paragraph [46] of the s42A Report. He identified those matters as:

(@) Land Suitability (Geotech, Land Contamination, Versatile Soils and Flo

O(’L/W
(b)  Aquatic Ecology; (L

(c) Infrastructure Servicing (Water, Wastewater and Stormwater);

(d) Reverse Sensitivity;

(e) Open Space Reserves; Q} . 66
) Urban Design, Urban Form, Density racter ®\

(g)  Transportation/Traffic; and

(h)  Other Matters (Effects on (&:b%y Facili
27. Mr Boyes also identified i agraph [296] af his

that stage, to not o atisfied tha would, ¢

environment. O\

ater Table);

@‘.

28. Mr Ph|II|p W|th th ch take oyes, structured his evidence to address:

(a)Qe p posal scription O

Assessmen ues in dmg se raised by submitters and in the Officers’ Report;

(d) S|derat| natives, costs and benefits.

Q (c) Sta& alysis, |Wrelevant statutory documents; and

aillips d that his evidence attempted to minimise repetition of the Officers’ Report

nd instead {6 @? s on points of difference. He advised that if a matter was not specifically dealt

W|th in vidence, it could be assumed that there was no dispute with the position set out in

s’ Report.15

30. Recommendatlon adopts a similar structure.

15 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 4 November 2021 at para [14]
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Land Suitability (Geotech, Land Contamination, Versatile Soils and Flooding/Water Table)

31. Mr Boyes considered there to be five primary matters to consider under this topic. These were

identified as:
(@) Geotechnical considerations;

(b)  Land contamination;

(c)  Versatile soils; (£L
(d)  Flooding; and (LQ

(e)  Groundwater table/springs.6

32. The Request included a geotechnical assess repared by \is Thompson offey
Services (NZ) Limited. This was peer re Mr lan Cahon of @eot onsulting
Limited on behalf of SDC. Mr McCahgiss peefyreview so urther infor and an updated

geotechnical assessment was prowide @ 28 Janua . This was r reviewed by Mr
McCahon. He concluded, on the'basisef the in m rowded@he bulk of the area was
deemed to be equivalent with’'some sma of TQZ rther peer review stated:
No geotechnicds that %sne be for use in terms of RMA
section 106 haveé identified. rall and conclusions appear to
be appr for the Plan Ck nge rea, andth |onal information now included

in the re emhances con e inth

33. ItconeludedWy statlng.“l @that further ng is essential at subdivision consent stage”.1’

hris hompso ed eV|den Qttended the hearing. Mr Chris Thompson'’s evidence

brief z;n Iy bas n his report which he did not repeat. He advised the site
mvesUga& prelimin iguefaction assessment indicates that the site is predominantly
TC21-li

r geotetx azards (static settlement, erosion, slippage and inundation) were

Q Q °b€~®

He oted th ce of potentially organic soils in the low-lying eastern portion of the site

ith appropriate future engineering design.

rmwater detention basins or similar greenspace, and as a result of that usage
Qa buildings are unlikely. He considered that the risk would be assessed further once the

ncrea of static settlement in that area. He noted that it was likely that area would be
used f

@a bdivision development plan was confirmed, but did not anticipate this to be limiting of
evelopment (for example, roads or footpaths and house sites) in that area with appropriate

geotechnical design and construction.

16 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at para [48]
17 Geotechnical Report Peer Review 20 November 2020 and 22 February 2021 attached as Appendix A to s42A Report
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36. Overall, he concluded the site was geotechnically suitable for plan change and future subdivision,

and that further investigations and designs would be carried out at the subdivision consent stage.

37. During discussions at the hearing, Mr Chris Thompson explained some of the more technical
aspects of the geotechnical report. He discussed his experience with similar artesian conditions
including at Casebrook. We discussed lateral spread but he was satisfied that would not be an
issue given what he considered to be a low liquefaction risk. He advised that there were small

amounts of liquefaction in the September quakes but confirmed his view that niost of the site was
TC1 with some TC2 at various locations. He also discussed the Te Whariki subdivigion and sogme
of the difficulties that had been experienced there in relation to roa@ ages 3 @{
particular. Overall he was satisfied that there were no s106 matt% Q 0%
Findings V ‘\O QC)

38. On the basis of the evidence of Mr Chris Thomp \e pesr %@arried outo
McMahon, | am satisfied that there are no geot alkeonsiderati wouldgmp the
rezoning of the plan change area.

Land Contamination Q E @ O&

39. The Request included a Prelimir%& Investiga ile) prep@y Coffey Services (NZ)

ntly

Limited. This was subQ eer revie y Mr’S Gardner of the CRC's

>

Contaminated Land Team he initial peefreview req ther information to identify
potential HAIL activitss the @an e area’. dated PSI was provided on 21
December 202% O

40. The peer thiCh was@i ed as A to the s42A Report, concluded that the
updated PSl'Wwas adequ %1 ad been undertaken in accordance with the Contaminated Land

&\ent Guid%%&and 5. Idvised that the updated PSI had largely addressed
ing

ny remaini

n
vious concer
v ddre@sequent I@&Qrt&
by

stions regarding potential risks to human health would

*
41" As n r Boye minated soils are managed under the National Environmental
Q or Asse@n anaging Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (NESCS).
T pplies at subdigsion or change in use. Again as noted by Mr Boyes, the NESCS requires

Detailed vestigation (DSI) to be carried out when the use of the land changes or is

& propos@be subdivided to identify the extent of the contaminants, and any Remedial Action
Plsb Validation Reports are prepared if required.

g

Q

42.  On the basis of the information provided in the Request (updated) and Mr Gardner’s peer review,
| accept Mr Boyes’ evidence that any risk to people’s health and wellbeing can be effectively

managed under the NESCS and that there is nothing at this stage which indicates the land is
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unsuitable for development as a result of known HAIL activity undertaken within the plan change

area.
Versatile Soils
43.  Versatile soils was a matter raised in a large number of the submissions.

44. The land within PC69 includes Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 LUC soils. The s32 evaluation

(Attachment 5 to the Request) addressed the loss of agricultural prod
[98] — [101]. It identified that there would be a loss in versatile soils Eu th

considered to be significant when assessed in the context of the wi
the District generally.18

*
45. It further noted that the LUC classifications only for Wf the 0ve® versati\Q
characterisation. It advised that one-third of the Re XWas char @ms havin@
ated

njjingparagraphs

ntum was{not

e
ed by
high bypass flow will improve water quality.v raits we sidered t
characterisation of the Request are rsatility.?® Overall it\¢oncluded t ile the proposal

would result in the loss of so soils_an @ iated agric | production, any
ficant o@etable. Q

The Evidence E\
Q ’
46. Ms McCusker, Envi ent w provide Nnce on this issue on behalf of the

LOon
usker holds anr of Agri
itute of Pri@ Managem

farmefs in th Selwynois% Her experienc ludes helping farmers manage poorly drained
ils toeduce nutri \&and se off and improving farm sustainability.

rz
McCu ke@ that s eviewed and considered information on the quality of the
al

soil drainage, whilst the entirety of the Request d a higher s pass row@
that the avoidance or reduced use (i.e. grazing, | tion) of poorlydr soils @
la e overall

corresponding effects would pot be

Applicant. Ms cience degree and is a member of the

New Zeal nearly 30 years experience working with

produgti determined by the Landcare Research S-map database, soil

4
soils for agkic
Q‘ information provided b’ ctromagnetic (EM) survey, auger and soil inspection, and LUC
Q She con %

t she had visited the site and undertook field observations.
408he advised% M survey had been carried out by Agri-Optics on 18-19 July 2014 and this
& provideyinforrffation for 79% of the property at 1491 Springs Road. She explained that the EM
surv. % sures and maps the variability in apparent electrical conductivity within the soil profile
sensors and that those readings GPS to an accuracy of 2 cm and provide comprehensive

on soil characteristics, including soil texture and moisture.

49.  She advised that the remainder of the soils on the property (21%, 38 ha) were assessed using S-

map and a visual/physical inspection using a soil auger taken by Aaron Stafford in 2014 as part

18 Attachment 5: s32 Evaluation at para [99]
19 Attachment 5: s32 Evaluation at para [100]
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of a Lincoln University research project. She advised that during the auger and soil inspection
mapping, course distinct soil mottles were identified in a number of samples and these provided

additional evidence that the soils are regularly waterlogged.?°

50. Interms of the EM and physical mapping, she advised that the area of Templeton soils is 4.6 ha
or 2% of the property. She advised that the S-map shows 11 ha of Templeton soils, however
approximately 5 ha of those had been disturbed by quarrying. She advised that the remaining

98% of the soils at the property are imperfectly or poorly drained with the most détailed mapping

showing 83.1 ha (43%) has poorly drained soils that are vulnerable to rlagging and

severe limitation for agricultural production, and 105.3 ha (55%) was li makanw ﬁt

is imperfectly drained and with areas of wet or waterlogged soil Wd in July, ’\
N

provided limitations for agricultural use.

‘ O
51. For reasons outlined in her evidence, she considere \VC map@tkely to mQ
ds

least accurate source of soil information particul farm had oil m@
provided by EM mapping, auger and visual ob

52.  Ms McCusker discussed the farm enviro nt” plan for operty eferred to her
discussions with Mr and Mrs Greensl@of rm the pro She adw@ confirmed they
actively manage and mitigate ig€sues t aris rming p drained soils that are

vulnerable to phosphorus | chlng runoff, @nt loss aI %actlon Ms McCusker

provided her report as an a ment to her evidence which s e areas identified as poorly
drained. Ms McCusk’e that Greensta onflrmed that those areas were
very rarely cultivated soO not guitab crops soils must be carefully managed for

dairy farming

etness. SHe advised that ﬁ ul management involves use of direct
drilling an 0

ods to avc®| compact6
of pudying.?
QMCC sker ad \at the cu&;rming operation creates a risk of sediment, faecal

winter crops are grown to avoid the risk

orms ag us rung drains and creeks that flow into the Ararira/LIl River, which
has poor I|ty and into Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere). She noted that the property
was | ed within the e Waihora Phosphorus Zone so needs to manage soil Olsen P

hate ferws o reduce phosphorus runoff and leaching.

She c0n5|de glven only 4.6 ha of the property’s soils were classified as having medium
50|I water holdi capaC|ty are moderately well drained, and suitable for multiple land uses, they
represa very small part of the proposed development area. She advised that the most
versatil® soils in the Selwyn Te Waihora catchment are those that are classified as deep soils

f the catchment soils), followed by soils that have a medium water holding capacity and are
moderately well drained and therefore suitable for multiple land uses with very few limitations.

She advised that there are approximately 95,690 ha (34%) of the medium soils in the catchment.

20 Evidence of Katherine McCusker 4 November 2021 at para [11]
2L Evidence of Katherine McCusker 4 November 2021 at para [16]
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The 4.6 ha within that category was equivalent to 0.005% of medium soils in the Selwyn Te

Waihora catchment.

55. Inresponse to the submitters, she agreed that the loss of highly productive land is a concern but
considered that most of those submissions referenced the pNPS-HPL and that the submitters had
based their concerns on the SDC’s Baseline Assessment and LUC maps of the area. Those
identified 34 ha of the land as Class 1 but detailed information available showed that there was

in fact only 4.6 ha of highly productive land that was not limited by poor or ifnpérfectly drained

soils. She considered PC69 would represent a minor loss of the over and Cla
versatile soils.

5 0\
Submitter Evidence (L Q
‘ O
56. As noted, the loss of versatile/productive soils was a ntified % € numb
rOVd néer}

submissions (circa 120). The issue also featured in VQW\ ewdgnc d by sub
i \eviden e. | ;;

57. In my first Minute?? | made directions in relatio the pre-proyi ed in
those directions was a direction that any S% who int
provide briefs of evidence to the SD electronic form

to call eXpert nce must

ater than T, 11 November
2021. Professor Keith C Camerg so lodged a@er submission on
submission PC69-0067 (Roger Mclie

$6920037), ant@
iSSi - ghen),@e a wntter@ Associate Professor
Almond had been reque y submitter Dr Ti Cuwa 0232) to provide expert

commentary on his s iom. He pro a stateme |dence in accordance with my

directions which incI@onfirma@t nd agreed to comply with the

Environment Code of C ct for Exper es. Submitter Sam Bridgman-Smith
%ontgomery.

(PC69-00 d a lette ofessor
58. the importanc @DIC I will |der all of the evidence provided whether it is strictly

nt exper e ewde% submitters with expertise but who could not be said
stnctly in nt and thi@se submitters with knowledge of the soils and their use in the

2 Sub EV|denc

59. I hat a nu subm|tters attending the hearing commented on versatile/productive soils
&th in the fol@ paragraphs | summarise the evidence of those who had a focus on that issue.
. Mr en has been a Lincoln resident for almost 50 years. Prior to moving to Lincoln he

i 0 cropping farm in Killinchy on Wakanui soils. He disagreed with a number of matters
%d by Ms McCusker. He considered the mottles referred to by Ms McCusker were a legacy
of past soil forming factors that occurred in the previous 10,000 to 3,000 years. He noted that the
area of land was waterlogged due to the high lake level but since European settlement the lake

had been lowered and a drainage network installed which made the Wakanui soil highly versatile

22 Minute No 1 23 September 2021
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0

61.

62.

64.

and some of the best cropping soils in Canterbury. He advised that one of the paddocks on the
site that was mapped as Wakanui had been planted in maize which would not germinate if the
soil was waterlogged and colder. He noted that most of the soils on the east coast of the North
Island and the South Island are summer dry, winter wet. He noted a number of other farms on
the Flaxton (less well drained) soil including the vegetable cropping farm on Collins Road. He
believed saying the Wakanui and Flaxton soils are not suitable was “like saying to the market

gardeners in Marshlands that their soil is unsuitable for growing vegetables”.

Associate Professor Timothy Curran, who holds a PhD in Botany from rsity of
England and a BSc (Hons) from the University of New South Wales, s submissi e

is an Associate Professor of Ecology at Lincoln University. Ass ssor C out

his “expert credentials” but advised he was appearing as a submfgrbhe origi osal. In
terms of versatile soils, he noted that the evidence w le be prov Associﬁ
Professor Peter Almond but he advised that he woul (Xt at PC69 esult in t)—%

of amuch greater area of versatile soils than the 4 uggested b usker H d
cumulative loss of the “finite and important res " to housin ment @ dered
this resulted in a substantial reduction in th | to gro hlghl lands in

the District (or to use some of those | for nservatiogland e ologlcal tlon).

He identified several studies doc ting the lo |Ie soils t hout New Zealand. He

provided an example of the”"Our LaRd 2021’ Mfig, d ment id that between 2002 and

2019 there was a 540/ se in the amolnt of hlghly land made unavailable to

agriculture because i @ house o also |denf that report spoke of the area of

south-west Ch hurch as bein ne of¥the six key€ ’ nationwide where highly productive
at

soil had been | rban devel t. Heid there were other areas within Selwyn

where urb%nsmn co r without i |@ ng on highly productive soils.

oc e Professor x holds r of Science (Hons) from Massey University and a
in Soll SC|en Llnco xlty Prior to his employment at Lincoln University, he
ed fo ﬁ il Bureau &New Zealand Forest Service as a soil surveyor. Associate

rofessor adwse @had read and was familiar with the Environment Court’'s Code
(@ t for Expert es and agreed to comply with it. He summarised the essence of

ce as hgl tdhe S-map provided quality assured and accurate soil information;

m LUC n was obsolete; an evaluation of LUC using S-map data provided for this

earln ki Whenua Landcare Research indicates approximately 12 ha of Class 2 soils
(mode well-drained Templeton soils), 88 ha of Class 2W land (imperfectly drained Wakanui

8 ha of Class 3W land (poorly drained Flaxton, Temuka and Tai Tapu soils). He

% ered that the whole of the PC69 area includes land that would be considered under the

S-HPL as highly productive.

He also confirmed the analysis that he had undertaken of the frequency of cultivation on the dairy
farm within the boundaries of PC69 and adjacent area based on Google Earth imagery. He
advised that the dairy farm paddock on Wakanui soils were cultivated up to three times in the ten

years between February 2011 and 2020, and the market garden area on Wakanui soils was
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cultivated 16 times. He remained of the view that PC69 would lead to a loss of at least 100 ha of
highly productive land being moderately well and imperfectly drained Templeton and Wakanui
soils. He provided sequential Google Earth imagery showing cultivation events from 2008 to
2020.

65. He concluded that in a “technocratic” sense, and from empirical evidence, highly productive soils
occur in the area bounded by PC69. There are areas of poor draining soil that present problems
for intensive agriculture He considered the areas of highly versatile lost if P%e approved

ranges from 80 ha to 100 ha with the uncertainty reflected in the precision % nt soil m

Professor Cameron

66. Emeritus Professor Cameron holds a PhD in Soil Sciencefrom R (}g Uwv (1981: 0

and a Bachelor of Science in Soil Science from Aberdeex ity, K e holds,t

position of Emeritus Professor of Soil Science at Li | rS|ty‘Pr%‘ ameron @
refer to the Code of Conduct, and that is appro giugn that he |ttear6;®med
his opinion that the area of highly productivedandin PC69 is gr t 4.6 hay, He confirmed
his opinion that the cumulative effect of losin

is highly pr and ar@énd Lincoln is very
significant. He provided a marked @rm n of the solil dat s McCusker's

evidence, Figure 2A, and circled a of ¢ |ghly productive and largely on the

western part of the site. ave e ples of the importance g i soil and provided an
article which referenced ric Watson fgom Wakanw hburton breaking his own
Guinness World Rec hé high ’% wheatb 7 398 tonnes per hectare. He
considered that SCI ¢ evid nce ed estal t the soils to the west of Springs
Road represe X|mately 5 of highly r
67. Interms of the land to the% prings Ro |dent|f|ed an area of Wakanui soils that could
ural

r drained usi feld@ung and advised that the existing drainage dip along
orthern edge @ s Road ne& PC69 area could be improved to enhance drainage.
Iso adyi r
allow for Ix Itlvated tock and machinery. He was very clear that the area of highly
:Q~ produ and ver |Is including both Templeton and Wakanui soils, cover 98 ha and

d great@ % of the land area of PC69. He noted that in terms of cumulative
e

m draj could be improved to increase soil aeration and therefore

, in the ars alone, 400 ha of highly productive land had been lost to housing

& round Llnc e adwsed that the approval of PC69 would increase the loss of highly productive

land ar@saﬂ e soils around Lincoln by 25%.

rldgman -Smith, a local market gardener, appeared. He advised that he was appalled

proposed idea to subdivide 190 ha from the south of Lincoln primarily due to the loss of

high quality soil. He noted that the soil that he uses to grow crops is superb. He considered that
the proposed subdivision would “permanently deprive future generations the opportunity to grow
food in some of the best soils in the country”. He considered that Lincoln had a “huge asset” in
the “wonderful soils” and a prime opportunity to generate more wealth year after year by providing
the Canterbury region with horticultural produce. Mr Bridgman-Smith produced a letter from
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69.

70.

71.

Professor Montgomery from the Earth and Space Sciences Department of the University of
Washington. Professor Montgomery addressed the importance of fertile soils on a global basis,
and noted the Our Land 2021 report from the MfE that only 15% of the country’s land was “good

for food production”.

Mr Terence Hughes spoke on behalf of submitters B & V Gemmell (PC69-0098) and Patricia
Coffin (PC69-0171). He commenced the presentation by advising that after reading preliminary
presentations there were four issues where, while they may not have any é@se, were of

considerable importance in relation to this issue. | note Mr Hughes holds inf@himal sciepce
from Lincoln University and an M.AgSc from Massey University, i purport e
independent expert evidence. In the presentation he stated that a soils mQ ost

of the area historically developed with impeded drainage, the advenwof hydrauli ers and 0
*
improvements to drainage and irrigation had largely rethial restric agricultuQ

land use of those soils. 6

. O
Assessment \ O
The evidence is clear that the PC69 site doesW@Corporate ver§atile“er highly pggductive soils. The
issue of how much was in dispute. M%us er considered it%o be 4.6 h sociate Professor

Almond identified that there wer% poor diai @il that pr ntgems for intensive
agriculture. He estimated befween nd 100 ?@;hly versati ould be lost. Emeritus
Professor Cameron consi the area to approximatel§ nd greater than 50% of the
land area of PC69. O Q * %
N\
On balance, | @r the area oﬁatile soils is iderably greater than the 4.6 ha identified
by Ms Mcﬁ ertainly@ ay be ntensification on large parts of the land,
0

Road, if ind uch could be undertaken under the regional

particylarly t@ the east‘ of

p a&ﬂramework.% rts of th are poorly or imperfectly draining soils. The land is
ever being pr% ly farme sent. As Professor Cameron advised in his oral

e

ence, dainyfa

is a ve@@uctive use of land.

ident hat it ism that it signals the Government’s intentions in respect to protecting
t

properly noted that it did not have substantial weight at this point in

@E There wa&nsiderabﬁe c@sion in the submissions in relation to the pNPS-HPL. Mr Boyes

@ productivﬁ

hat there was limited guidance as to how the outcomes sought therein are

for fut ban development to meet housing objectives. He considered that PC69 would

Qtime. He als%
& o be bi ancedafith the NPS-UD in terms of prioritising the versatile soils over the pressing need

73.

r sent a moderate loss to the overall Class 1 and 2 versatile soil resource within the Region
at was mitigated to some extent by the soils being heavier and more poorly drained
compared to other areas containing such soils around Lincoln, including those to the north-west

which had recently been developed for urban purposes.

It was his view that the land use classification of the soils making up the plan change area was

not sufficient to lead to a conclusion that it was not suitable for residential development. He
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considered it to be one of the considerations when evaluating benefits, costs and risks at local,

regional and national level of allowing PC69.

74. In his summary report produced at the hearing, Mr Boyes advised that notwithstanding that there
is contention as to whether it is 4.6 ha to 80 ha minimum loss of versatile soils, it was appropriate

to describe the soils of the site as an important natural resource.

igh addresses

75. For completeness, | note that Mr Phillips advised that he was reliant on t vidence of Ms
McCusker in respect of this matter, and accounting for her summary state t

those submissions, he preferred her evidence and maintained the opini loss of anyesoil

resources to the proposal would be acceptable and should not pr

76. Having considered all of the evidence and submissions, it is clear th deveIQp@Qhe PC69

rezoning.

>

land will result in the loss of an area of versatile/producti of berg .bhato 8?0

consider it more likely to be at the higher end of tha

) uch sgilsa mportant ratur
epatters whij tob e and

carefully considered in the overall consideration 8§ what is the

resource. | agree with Mr Boyes the loss is on

propriateyzoning for this

land. | do not consider that the loss of those@ils 1s, of itsel ient to render the rezoning of

o o O
<<"1/ O Q

the land inappropriate.

77. Flooding was again ap dentified in rge number 5 Issions. The concerns with
flooding were both fro & bsent pe e, and fror%\ te change perspective.

78. The Request ir% an Infrastr@ Asses m@ red by Inovo Projects. This included a
stormwate t design r@wepared b ironmental Limited.

2\

79. éaged Mr Mo'\x nkin imited to review aspects of the information provided
nthe Request. T iew included whether Tonkin & Taylor considered there to be impediments
othe dev e the land he water table and/or flood risk.

i Tonkin & Ta @)ctober 2021 was provided as an appendix to the s42A Report. It

I's repaft.o
Q advis@at Mr Méxded a site walkover accompanied by Mr Van Duyn from the Carter

, Mr MCL% Inovo Projects, and Mr Boyes. The report concluded that some areas
e

ly to be suitable for urban development and some areas were not suitable

Owithin the sit%
& for urbaw, devétopment in its present form, having regard to the potential for inundation. It
“-b

con at some areas considered unsuitable for development may be made suitable for

opment by appropriate earthworks. The report expressed concerns in relation to modelling

ufficiency of the information provided.
Applicant’s Evidence

81. Mr O'Neill provided evidence on flooding/stormwater at the hearing. In his summary Mr O’Neill

advised that a number of concerns had been identified through his review of the stormwater and
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82.

83.

84.

85.

87.

flood assessments carried out in preparation for the PC69 application. He noted that a number

of those concerns had also been raised by submitters in the s42A Report.

One of the concerns related to the appropriateness of the modelling relied on. It was Mr O’Neill's
opinion that the SDC flood hazard model which had been relied on for the stormwater and flood
assessments was not fit for the purpose of delineating flood extents across much of the PC69
area. He considered such activities to be outside the intended scope of the model construction.
It remained however a valuable source of flood information and indicative ar@ooding and

overland flow.

Mr O’Neill advised that he could not support the proposed Living ) I noted th t@ow
been removed from the PC69 ODP and additional wording had been jadéled to ensué

Development within the ODP area shall be desig
floodplain filling and this may dictate subdiv

minimum floor levels and mitigation to avoid 0 ﬂooc#N\ d partFO
Overall Mr O’Neill was of the view that a mare, detailed and vaIi@e—specifi@lling was
y

required to appropriately locate the SMA infrastructure, to predict%j depths across
the plan change site, and to assess n@m ptions fo @areas st inundation and
assess appropriate floor levels for ffu deve Qithin the site. He outlined what he
considered the modelling woftld rfe%addres nd would need porate new topography

climate change predictions

from the subdivisions to rth of the plan€hange area, a

including rainfall and @ e tide pr% : 0\6

He concluded % developm@the Living @w the ODP was appropriate subject to

further m i i i prior to ivision to appropriately locate the SMAs,
igs and ass mitigation options. It was his view that it was

iate for that i cout prior to the consent application for subdivision
tage and prior to sent EIM for stormwater discharge with CRC. He noted that

the cons & thority

t osed development met stormwater objectives and does not
. * : : o .
result dverse effect parties. It was therefore his view that further modelling was not
in the deci Xg at the plan change stage.

pp
w ugh prop nges to %P, those applications would be required to demonstrate to

Os42A Report%g

Mr Mo ter reviewing Mr O’Neill’s evidence (and that of other relevant experts), agreed with
M?l s view that the necessary modelling may be undertaken to inform the subdivision

% t application. He noted Mr O’Neill's advice that the proposed Living Z area would be
IoCated above the 4 m RL contour and that the SMAs should be located between the 3.5 m RL
and the 4 m RL contour.

Mr Morris considered that while Mr O’Neill’'s advice about the proposed extent of the Living Z
Zone and the SMAs were not supported by modelling, his conclusions seemed reasonable as

long as the site is appropriately engineered. Modelling would be required to determine
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appropriate engineering. He noted that the modelling and design work is likely to be iterative to
arrive at an appropriate solution which may involve excavation and filling, compensatory and/or

attenuation storage, and conveyance design.

88. Mr Morris agreed with Mr O’Neill's view that the previously proposed Living X area was not
appropriate. Mr Morris was satisfied that suitable engineering solutions existed to adequately

construct the development.

satisfied that suitable engineering solutions exist to adequately cons
Boyes noted that further assessment would be required prior to S|0n proc he ,\
relied on Mr Morris’ advice that feasible options/solutions are avalla appro prl velop \

O

89. In his summary Mr Boyes noted that Mr Morris had assessed the AppIic evidlefice and was
velopmen r

this land. ‘ Q
Submitter Evidence Q~ ‘ 6 0
90. A number of submitters raised concerns in re to climate Ioodln hleen
Liberty (K Liberty) (PC69-0220), while ackn ing she a expe “explained
that her background included close statistical S atlstlcal g and analytic
arguments. She considered that restlmate ects of clima ange and flooding
in the proposed area, primarily due t use ofloutd data an estlmatlon of risk. She
described this as one for mate changeden 0
91. KlLiberty noted the @ ntlaIIy d elopme\ WhICh she considered tacitly
i I a plication mOr s to underestimating issues relating

acknowledged flaws in the orig
to stormwater a oding. 2d the si n@ changes that were required to meet the
requiremen e RFl a spond to su@rs

92. iberty addresse &\Ieill’s e\& hich she summarised as stating that there are no
dels that are tly up-tgsdate

ate c%n ooding in osed 190 ha site during the development period and into

d robust to provide solid estimates of the impacts of

oted Lha roposed that flooding and stormwater issues be considered at

the future
Q each of sub% mitted for approval. She described that attitude as indicating an

on that ge issues would somehow be solved. K Liberty considered that the

6 had p data that climate change is already here. She considered it relevant that
southern stages of Te Whariki along what would be part of the northern border

onstrugtion
of PC d already been delayed due to the need to mitigate a number of unexpected

@ er issues.
o O

orrie (PC69-0187) provided evidence in relation to her submission. Ms Borrie was pleased
to see that the Living X Zone had been removed but she still had concerns regarding potential
flooding within parts of the remaining residential area. She expressed concern that some of the
experts indicated they had not done in-depth investigation into the suitability of various aspects
of the site for the intended purposes but that such would come at the subdivision consent stage.

She advised that flooding is recognised in the area noting that the LI and LIl Streams are linked
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94.

95.

96.

97.

i3k, be idepti%
inappropr&\
X2

98

99.

to Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere and that waterbody was subject to fluctuating lake levels as well
as sporadic mechanical opening of the lake to the sea. She also noted there was an issue of sea

level rise resulting from climate change

Ms Britta Liberty (PC69-0219) spoke to the Verdeco Park Community (PC69-0217) submission.
She advised she was representing over 100 adults and their children in opposition to PC69 for
various reasons including the ability of the land to cope during flooding events. Again Ms Britta
Liberty expressed concern in relation to the lack of stormwater modelling and mcaﬁon asto

finished site levels or planned earthworks. (L K
ater table 'n@ of

Charles and Tania Hefer (PC69-0121) expressed concern about

the proposed development area. It was their evidence that buildin

table is 0.2 m below surface level is not beneficial for cow resilience poses th

community to natural disasters. They also addressed % ues in re@x\o insurar@
N
N

B and V Gemmell, T Coffin, and T and M Hugh ised that

expeji ving
in the vicinity of the area a portion of the landwasrone to floo h had be@cerbated
by restricted flows in the LIl River in moder%ersisten infall. They Weére concerned that
the extent to which the potential fc@din was inc&y the ;@5 development
remained unclear although mitigm ing f(Gms is sourd.

Ms Appleyard in her sub hat the i flooding was a matter of

rs. She athised that tpe @nt, on the advice of Mr O'Neill,
has not pursued the X Zone on he p i oding risks, and that Mr O’Neill
otherwise con@that it was priate to lea ore site-specific flood modelling to the

concern to a number

subdivisio the dev ‘as is practice”. Ms Appleyard submitted that
approach approp‘ria i he plan ¢ process is at a much higher level than the

design stage\\ ft&@iA provides consent authorities with sufficient ability
o geclin subdivis@ sent if the&' significant risk from natural hazards (i.e. should that
I

art of urther modelling that might make development otherwise

Disc@ and Fi%\

. Th;ls clearl important issue. Indeed the management of significant risks from natural
&Oazard is a r of national importance (s6(h)). It is to be recognised and provided for. The

eviden the Applicant, and particularly the evidence of Mr O’Neill, was, and as to be expected

fr expert witness, frank in relation to the lack of reliable modelling. Mr O’Neill was clear in

Q& dence that he could not support the Living X Zone, and as noted above, that is no longer
ng pursued. In my view that is clearly appropriate.

In discussions with Mr O’Neill, he advised me that there were two flooding mechanisms. That in
the eastern part of the site was essentially because it was in a floodplain. For the remainder of

the site, it was more a conveyance issue. He also identified that the SDC model could potentially
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over-estimate flooding and overland flow paths. That was one of the reasons why Mr O’Neill

considered that the full modelling and assessment could be undertaken at subdivision stage.

100. In my discussions with Mr O’Neill, |1 explored the risk in terms of the remainder of the site,
excluding the Living X Zone. He noted that a number of the channels that appeared on the site
were related to the breakouts from the Waimakariri River. He noted that the model identified the
breakouts including 1:200 and 1:500 year. He noted that the western area of the site was the
highest part but there was a drain along that. He agreed there was a degree of ungertainty in that
area but advised that there were considerably more options there for comp(ib

than there are in the eastern site.

nd mitig

101. | queried whether leaving the detailed assessment to subdivision st as approphiate’ In his C}

degree
mmgatr

view, with a plan change he was looking at whether or n the issues cou

confidence, be dealt with. He considered there were sj | ore opti

the removal of the Living X area. He was confide e hrgher ny surf

issues could be resolved and mitigated with issues partie§. " O , he
considered that apart from the Living X are i ad been r , any @rs could

be appropriately managed.

102. He confirmed that in his view there bfficie i f@lion for himg

to b;satisfied that while

more work needs to be e, are sufficient Jcontrols in placeto ensure that proper
assessment would occur o subdivision.qHe confirmed % bdivision consent could be
granted without the s@te disc *nt from was at that stage when issues
would be proper, addre ed

103. Mr Boyes ultiafately sati the ba @ Morris’ evidence in particular, that there

were asil%ms/sol [ ilable to ap%ately develop this land. Mr Phillips, in reliance

0 vidence of [ i site to be suitable for development consistent with
heramended zom%ed in Pmdmg the removal of the Living X zoning.

ave co% all of the |nf m ion provided by the submitters, the expert evidence on behalf

Q~ of the Applicamt, and the evidence provided by the reporting officers. In my view it would

be e I mappro@ ezone land for residential development unless there was a degree of

ty that floo

consentlng that both the future residents of the site, and those who could potentially

ues can be appropriately addressed through the subdivision and other

e affeGted byadisplacement, can be properly protected. Ultimately the relevant experts were
satisfi there were adequate methods for avoiding, mitigating or remedying flood hazard.

Qience was acknowledged by Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips.

105. erall, | am satisfied that | have sufficient information to consider the flood hazard in so far as it
is relevant at this stage. On the basis of the expert evidence in particular, | am satisfied that the
flood hazard has been properly considered, that there are available methods for avoiding,
remedying or mitigating the flood hazard, and that it will be subject to full scrutiny through both

stormwater discharge consenting and subdivision.
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Groundwater Table/Springs

106. The Infrastructure Report attached as Appendix A to the Request identified that the CRC GIS
database shows 12 wells within the plan change site. It noted that the highest measured depth
to groundwater in shallow wells near the site varies between 0.2 and 0.42 m below ground level.
The report noted that the groundwater table level will influence the depth of stormwater
management systems, particularly in the lower lying land on the eastern portion of the site where
the groundwater levels are influenced by the water level in the Ararira/LIl R(vMentlfled a

number of artesian springs and associated land drains were located acro

107. Mr Boyes identified that high groundwater level can introduce diffj % comple |@|ng
construction and can influence the strength and durability of variou rastructure ssets over

their lifetime. ‘
108. Ms van der Westhuizen, a Development Engi %%C, prow@
identi t Jsues

Memorandum which was attached as Appendi

terms ofyVerdgco Park,

with the neighbouring subdivisions (Te Wh
she noted that was situated in a historically vegy wet area w prone tﬁding due to the
presence of overland flows, springs a%ﬂn drains, ané\those factors,
varying soil profiles throughout the Su sion, @o a comp m. In terms of Te
Whariki, the Memorandum ntlfled re had been ongoing red ﬁhe pavement structure

needed and there was an ded defects li

d with radically

bility period fo?

109. The s42A Report atta report pre @ b nk|n & Taylor of 14 October 2021.
This also add springs/hig undwater I ted that the springs illustrated in the

ODP app cated in own as oposed reserve location and/or set aside

or stogymwal managem ted ground evels change over time and it is not clear that
&tlons on th gn with | verage or high water levels, and that some springs
&em rge in pa et years&ppear in dry years. Mr Morris’ report identified the
ulties an y that highhgroundwater levels can introduce during construction and can

appropri of dwellings; reserves and stormwater management infrastructure;

riate cut @n activities; suitable drainage. It also recorded that the high groundwater

in Iuence% gth and of various infrastructure assets. The report acknowledged,
: in prigeiple oundwat\ s may be addressed by appropriate design and construction
& able had prayi construction stage challenges to the adjacent Te Whariki development.

AppI|C®V|dence

110. @ ndrick provided evidence for the Applicant on the two key potential hydrological effects in
tion to spring flows resulting from the rezoning being:

(@) The potential for a decrease in groundwater recharge contributing to spring flow due to the

increase in impervious areas;
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(b)  The potential for redirecting/short-circuiting groundwater flow paths away from springs as

a result of hardfill, drains and service trenches.

111. Overall, he concluded that the change in groundwater recharge due to the subdivision
development contributing to spring flow as a result of the plan change was relatively small and
unlikely to be an issue of concern. He considered it likely that the groundwater recharge from the
current rural development footprint was relatively small and in turn the changes to that recharge

due to developing of the site were likely to result in only minor changes in sprifig flow.

112. He identified potential issues including the potential to redirect/short-cj fl aths awa &n
the springs as a result of the construction of drains, service tre % S

and s He ,\
discussed and provided, as an example, service trenches being backfillegrwith grave ardfill \
which he advised can be much more permeable than§the surrounding % In thos 0
circumstances, if shallow groundwater is intercepted, wasapr e | ground Q
water aw@ eendric

at constructi doIo r able

install ine the
ite. Heé%the changes to

flow path lowering the groundwater pressure and/o
that he understood from the evidence of Mr McL¢ 'ﬂ

to avoid those potential issues. He reco C
groundwater level range and maximu roundwater Ieve@

the ODP text which include:

(@) Arequirementto und ak%rled gr dw er Ievel i ation across the site; and
by A requirement onstructroh% sures to at shallow groundwater is not
diverted away f natural fl r thos here the shallow groundwater is

likely to Pe i cepted by etrenches fill areas. Those include measures to

add |aI Ioss flow du tration of the confining layer.
113. M@rrc recom me add to the ODP text under waterbodies and freshwater
stemswo add th | g wordr mcIudes groundwater level, spring water level and
ing flow mo He advr that would enable the collection of data which could be used

dentrf t approprrat m agement measures to avoid adverse hydrological effects.
114. Over conclu ential hydrological effects in relation to spring flows was the key
ﬂ consrd ue can be mitigated through the appropriate design and construction
0

f Uhdergrou ﬁ es. He concluded that appropriate mitigation measures are available to

nsure SPrin
in area q 3

oped areas and the springs is proposed. This further reduces the risk of any potential

% e hydrological effects on spring flows.

s are not adversely affected. He noted the updated ODP avoids development

hallow groundwater and a significantly increased buffer distance of 100 m between

115. Mr McLeod addressed the prevention of the interception of groundwater from a civil engineering
perspective. He advised that service trenches and hardfill areas constructed as part of urban
development can be much more permeable than the surrounding soils and that can result in
interception of groundwater and therefore reduce spring flows. He identified that penetration of

the confining layer and/or interception of groundwater, particularly in areas of high groundwater
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116.

117.

118.

or in close proximity to identified springs, can be avoided during construction by various methods.
These included: ensuring service trenches are kept shallow; backfill excavated trenches using
low permeability soils or constructing ‘water-stops’ at intervals to prevent short-circuiting of the
groundwater; using directional drilling or mole-ploughing for laying of pipelines and cables; using
low pressure pumped sewer systems to avoid deep excavation; using open swales or partially
drowned piped systems to avoid deep trenches for stormwater drainage; and incorporating

service crossings into bridge or culvert design.

He advised that the types of design and construction methodologies h h(dhussed re
becoming common practice in areas of Christchurch that have similar ditions

groundwater and springs. Q
@ler scienc,
developme QQ

Ms Aitchison-Earl’s evidence on behalf of CCC and CRCWSM the gfg

issues relative to the proposed plan change, includin

excavation and construction which could lead to charge afidginCfeased st
discharge on the local groundwater and spring conclusi x:e that eI nt of
the site would potentially result in: reduce low; impa recharge ndwater;

potential for contaminants entering th such as etals and rocarbons); that

there was a high risk of groundw. mlnatlon i vent of a le m any reticulated

network developed on the site which raised c m arding e drinking water should
faecal contamination occurn)f’'and that'the hrgher water t QPCGQ site presented a
challenge for the pr idential zon even with a d network, due to the likely
direct contact with gr erin so% \

At the hearin dvised tha agreed wi aspects of the groundwater evidence

presented. eed with ndr|ck S e at the head springs will most likely receive
out5|deoof@ 9 site, to th rth west. It was however her opinion that the
kely be @ ed by the development on the PC69 site as well as

er springs outsr C69 t te to the Ararira/LIl.

rechafge fro

ingS\further east

She advrs\ was littl @atron on the total discharge from the springs but that gauging
in Oc of 1983 mdm\‘ t Springs Creek is a major contributor to the flow in the Ararira/LII
t

the geochemistry of the headwater springs of the Ararira/LIl River

also a
sessed b@‘t and Hanson (2017) who concluded that the springs ‘skimmed off’ the local
a

&Ohallow gro@ er which was more contaminated in nutrients compared to deeper

120.

ground&, making the headwater springs a significant source of nitrate to the stream.

M ison-Earl’'s experience was that shallow groundwater and artesian conditions can pose

nges for construction, dewatering, future earthworks, stormwater discharges and
wastewater infrastructure if it is rezoned for development. One of the matters she considered to
be of particular concern was whether any earthworks or construction penetrate the confining layer
and create an artificial spring. This would lessen discharge to existing streams which may have
ecosystems and values associated with them. She provided an example in the Styx catchment

which had an area with similar bubbling artesian springs where Cone Penetration Testing (CPT)
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near the Main North Road and bridge piling penetrated the confining layer allowing groundwater
to discharge to the surface. She advised that the CPT example was extremely hard to remediate,

involving several attempts by various drilling companies to redrill and grout the casing.

121. Mr Veendrick, in his summary in response, agreed with Ms Aitchison-Earl's description of
groundwater and the springs which was consistent with his description of hydrology. He agreed
that there is potential for earthworks or construction to penetrate the confining layer, intercepting
shallow groundwater (and water-bearing layers) and diverting flow away fro‘tﬂng springs.

ea

However he considered that risk was reduced by avoiding development i n part ofgthe

site (below 4 m RL contour) where groundwater is close to the surfa d increa e

buffer distance from 30 m to 100 m between the developed areas @ndit rings. O as ¢
his opinion that the potential for redirecting shallow groundwater flmy from spri could be 0
adequately mitigated through appropriate design and congtriictionyof underg? rvices, a@
that the identification of those areas would be infor y roundwat el monitoring

had recommended. ’\% O
122. He also agreed that dewatering has the potew mporarily @rounx ressure and
ay

affect flow to springs. It was his view that be requi areas with\gelatively shallow
groundwater which were relatively o%he springs those situat@a typical approach
a

would be to discharge the water to surfac te re the s s naturally discharge to
resulting in no net loss of floW. He agreed that in S imp%rvi s decreasing the amount

of local land surface reghaggewas a potential effect of the re @ut confirmed his opinion that
2charge @Jtl to spr?r@ as a result of the plan change is

the change in ground

e
relatively smal unlikely to be“an issu& due to th@ larger spring recharge area coming
via groundwaterthroéighflow fro @ orth-WEt.Q

As&ent nd Findiﬂ® E
123. €In germs of the hy@f the site@ription, and issues relating to high groundwater and

ntial inmaQ springs d the benefit of thorough expert evidence from Mr Veendrick
and Ms A& arl. lal e benefit of expert evidence and commentary from Mr Morris
and r@:Le d particm elation to construction methodologies to avoid potential issues.

Q 124, was co%ﬂe commonality between those witnesses in relation to the high

O;roundwater% importance of the springs. There was also agreement that there is potential
or earti orks<ef construction to penetrate the confining layer, intercepting shallow groundwater

and di flow away from existing springs.

125. @ was also agreement that a potential effect of the rezoning was the increase in impervious
as decreasing the amount of local land surface recharge. Mr Veendrick considered that the

change in groundwater recharge contributing to spring flows as a result of the plan change would

be relatively small and unlikely to be an issue due to the much larger spring recharge area coming

in via the groundwater throughflow from the north-west. As noted, Ms Aitchison-Earl, while

acknowledging the throughflow from the north-west, remained concerned.
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126. Ultimately, the real issue between the Applicant’s evidence and Ms Aitchison -Earl was whether
the risk of adverse hydrological effects could be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. Mr
Veendrick, informed by Mr McLeod’s evidence, considered that construction methodologies were

available to avoid the potential adverse hydrological effects.

127. Overall he considered that the potential hydrological effects could be mitigated through
appropriate design and construction of underground services. He noted the updated ODP which

avoids development in areas of shallow groundwater and provides for a sigiificantly increased
buffer distance of 100 m between the development areas and the springs(} &

128. Ms Aitchison-Earl accepted that there are engineering solutions the iss e@ by o
reference to the event in the Styx catchment, she advised that while did man tovfix it, it 0

took some time. Ms Aitchison-Earl accepted the appropriat%of the additb@ding on tb

ODRP in relation to springs. She also acknowledged th N tigation g progral
would provide more information. She considered the tbacks eficial bugsi
depend on what could be done within those seQ. \ O

129. During discussions with Mr Morris, he was supgortive of the ing and inyéstigation process.
He considered that would enable iss%be roperly i&and mo@a y addressed at
the subdivision stage. Mr Mor edt h@/ere techpically Teasible solutions to
address the issues identifieg, inm those Qutlined by Mr V @ and Mr McLeod. He
confirmed that interferenc h groundwg‘om trenchinﬁ issue but considered that

good design and ec ntractor portani i@ ssing that. He advised that
measures to addiess diverSion fr mg were t@ y feasible.

130. Overall, 0 and havi &ered th ce in relation to hydrology and the related

engin erir%nce,‘thgams can b@erly considered and addressed through the

iSi . \ neering nce was clear that there are technically feasible

\\ &ant to the ODP prior to and through the hearing, in

propri ans for ensuring that adverse effects on groundwater and

investigation and monitoring will provide important and relevant

@—\nd construction of the ultimate subdivision. | am satisfied on the
i

131. % equest included an assessment of the aquatic ecology of the site prepared by Mr Taylor of
atic Ecology Limited (AEL). That was peer reviewed by Dr Burrell of Instream Consulting
Limited for SDC.

132. As noted by Mr Boyes, the potential impact of residential development of the PC69 site on the
waterways both within and downstream of the plan change area was a concern raised in a number

of submissions in opposition. He identified that the two key submitter concerns from an ecological
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perspective were the direct impact of habitat loss and the indirect impact of habitat fragmentation,

the latter of which he considered to be a significant issue in urban environments.
Applicant’s Evidence

133. Mr Taylor’'s primary brief of evidence went into some detail in response to the s42A Report and
Dr Burrell's peer review. He noted the initial report was a desktop analysis, with further survey
work to follow. He considered it clear from the desktop study that there were odies in the
proposed development area which required further investigation and th msensmve to

catchment change. He advised that the “conservative statement” qu oyes Was
the desktop report without the later field work which was und January ,\
reflected the unknown nature of the wetlands identified from the a%agery at th@ C)\
*
134. Mr Taylor addressed setbacks. He agreed with Dr Burre ent that & ible buff rQ

difficult to state without detailed information on soil, and ve | He advis

detailed local information would become avarl EE (res sen this
lanti

information would be integrated into a w anagemen , udrng g plans,
species lists appropriate for the soil, and ce green s undarle ere determined,

ecological buffers and setbacks coul rther advised.

135. Mr Taylor's evidence addre ed%me detall, th rther ste had been undertaken
following the Request. H irmed that in Feb 2021¢A jt d every spring location in
the site indicated on Maps.

136. He provided, igure 1 to his ewidence, the drstrr f ground -verified Canterbury Maps
spring loc or%arnmg w etlan t rs overlard on the ODP. Figure 1 also
included ri eas whr epresenta @ the principal spring fields. He confirmed the

-truthifg exe strated he wetlands fell into two large areas of planned green

und the rs of Sp eek, where a recreational reserve is proposed, and
site neardthe headwaters of the waterways draining to Collins Road, and

w reser ormwater/re er area further east. He advised that the ODP had been revised
Q~ to avoid clea onflrctst)el@ developments and verified spring locations.
Q 137. @@to DrB @ry as to why the MfE wetland delineation guidelines were not used
¢ A 3 > . . S " .

he advised that a principal objective, in addition to ground-truthing the

wetla
&Ooca’uo of th tlands, was to check for the presence or absence of endangered Canterbury

mudfis there was therefore a degree of focus at fishing as many of the wetlands as possible.
In Q e concluded that the wetlands were easy to identify due to the sharp boundary between
% d vegetation and hydrophytes. He also advised that if a future wetland delineation confirms
ural wetlands on-site, a buffer of 100 m must exist between the wetland delineation terminus

and any buildings or planned earthworks and/or reserve boundary. He agreed with Dr Burrell that
wetland delineation needs to occur for the purpose of pegging the green space boundaries. With
the springs and wetlands being clustered together, he was confident those boundaries could be

adjusted, if necessary, to accommodate the delineated wetland boundaries and their buffers.
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138. With the recent changes to the ODP he was satisfied that the ground-truthed springs and
waterways fall into proposed green space, stormwater or flood management areas, with a few
exceptions. He noted that with those springs near or just outside the boundary of the reserves it
was now proposed to have setbacks extended well beyond the SDP minimum to an offset of
100 m from the ecological transect delineation of where the wetland ceases as determined by the
recent MfE guidelines. He noted that many of the wetlands away from the reserve boundaries

would have buffers well in excess of 100 m, particularly in the FMA near the LIl River.

139. He further considered that with environmental monitoring, native plantifg fto port ripagian
instream ecology and the maintenance of groundwater influx, it shoulde toimp, te
somewhat degraded state of the spring wetlands in the developmgnt Q ’\
N
140. Ms Drummond was engaged by the Applicant to comment dg the potential miti ‘ptmns th 0
can be provided to minimise impacts of the proposed Mnge to d water Q
spring heads and wetland habitat associated wit i &

advised that agricultural land use had resulted i ly modified si x ions. @m that
i t

Springs Creek and isolated spring heads ha ncedto e low from

the spring heads channelised to drain the landiwith minim ining nativ: arian vegetation.
resulted in @ st wetland extent

in the eastern low-lying area being €leared for@ he consij d the spring heads and

She advised that drainage of the | nculture

associated riparian veget that%has wetlal racterlsn |re a suitable buffer for
ecological protection. Qwe he conside hat when c ast and current agricultural
land use at the site, a ke tial deve t had the pﬁ& result in a net ecological benefit

to aquatic ecol al values.
141. She noted chieve in e wetlan nd values, increased biodiversity values,
and pfovid tential for i ed f||trat|0n of mlnants to downgradient waterbodies (LIl and

ora/Lake EIIE een updated to provide for

Larger @ tances e space) to spring heads, Springs Creek and channelised

s @ved away from the flood-prone eastern boundary and spring field, as had
sed in the evidence of Mr O'Neill.

Q (b) @eased w%\erve land in the eastern low-lying area of the site; and
SMA
en

142. To urther controls on maintaining and enhancing the current ecological values of aquatic
tiges, an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) is included as a requirement within the ODP
@She advised that the EMP would require an assessment to be undertaken. That would need

to address plans for spring head restoration, Springs Creek riparian management, aquatic buffer
distances, waterway crossing management, wetland delineation following MfE guidelines and
wetland restoration and enhancement options within the proposed space. Ongoing maintenance

and monitoring would also be required.
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143. Ms Drummond agreed that the springs within the site are of high ecological value and need to be
protected as part of the plan change. She also agreed with Dr Burrell that the spring flows are
highly sensitive to urban development but considered that with careful design at the time of
subdivision, including mitigation in areas of shallow groundwater to avoid redirecting groundwater
flow paths away from the springs, and appropriate setback distances for earthworks and
development, the ecological values in the springs can be maintained. She considered that with
the modifications now included in the amended ODP, the proposed land use change provided an

opportunity to restore the current condition of the waterways, springs and associated wetlands

located on the site, which were within an active dairy and sheep farmin e t|

144. She advised that further discussions with Dr Burrell since her pr enc
had resulted in the proposed update to the ODP regarding spring h etback was now
proposed that a 100 m setback from the spring heads ve\ y would b\ Q
Ss42A Report .

145. Dr Burrell summarised the ecological value @ues, and ¢ d ODP.
He considered that overall the changes provigé€ greater protéctiofsto all wa& ies on the site
and he was broadly supportive of tb@(e articularl ported the pesed buffer zones
between waterbodies and earth uildi @. bnsidered m buffer zone from

the Site. He al Qat would effectively join

springs to be appropriate gi the sighificance
up the springs into two_lal spring zon and this prov opportumty to protect and
enhance the ecologlc S tag provun@ r overall ecological benefit. He
made some mingg sug d chagges.
146. While ove % pleas &a positi @es to the proposed ODP, he had some
re5|d | conCerns regar entlal cons n impacts on springs and regarding how
would be

Burrell ad the evi ce\of Ms Aitchison-Earl raising concerns about shallow
*
undw% s and the I@f groundwater monitoring. Based on her evidence, he was
Q~ unclearjust w shallow @jwater levels are on the site and therefore the risk and practicality
Q of mitigatihg effectw\gineering methods.
rreII ad Qp

otential mitigation measures and overall advised that he was “not sure”
hat the, high | of confidence that the development could avoid adverse effects had been
reacheb noted that was a matter for the relevant groundwater and engineering experts to

%mber of submitters also raised concerns with effects on aquatic ecology and wider effects on
waterways including from sedimentation. Mr Rennie, the Chair of the Waihora Ellesmere Trust,
spoke both to the Trust’s submission and in his individual capacity. That submission identified
the LI (Liffey) Creek and Ararira/Lll River as tributaries to Lake Ellesmere/Te Waihora, as are the
springs, streams and drains flowing into them. The submission expressed a concern that changes

in nature of the land use in the catchment affects the ecological health of these tributaries and the
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waterbodies into which they flow. It identified the potential for adverse effects including
sedimentation, contaminants, light and noise, on the environment within and beyond the area
covered by PC69 were of a scale that the Trust was concerned it may well adversely affect the
fauna and flora and other species that are important to ecological health of the tributaries and the
lake itself.

150. Susan and John Prendergast identified the presence of Long Fin Eel and Inanga in the existing
waterways. Associate Professor Curran expressed a concern in relation to t%of the ability

to undertake ecological restoration. (L

Assessment and Findings

151. Itis clear from the ecological evidence that the springs withi he site are of hwh aI value,
es

There was significant agreement between the ecologlst sprlngs

ite ar Q
high ecological value and need to be protected as pa n chang ummond @
that the spring flows are highly sensitive to urh VE pment bu a\ redw'@/®reful

design at time of subdivision, including mitigatioRjto avoid re in@ ground ay from
springs and appropriate setback distances fo orks a pment, cologlcal values
of the spring can be maintained. m ond expresslyvagreed WI urrells original

@f wetlan nd rings but only in so

assessment that PC69 would reduceit Iue a
far as that related to the origigally sulsfiitted ODR. In her opinion

odifications now included
in the proposed plan chan rovides an opportunity for nef al betterment compared to

the current condltlon ent of th S, sprmgs ouated wetlands.
152. | consider the (€o rison of the ntia rezon e existing agricultural use under the
rural zon| urse critj y asses In relation to the ecological matters, Ms
onment and opportunities this plan change

Drumgnond \dentified the d existing
&tor protecti anc eQr Burrell advised that if the development did not go
d, and the la med in |te% t agricultural use, given the already degraded state,
would ger@ atis, if t is no land use change, or potentially a purchase and change
t

owners d|ffere% would remain the same. In that context, he advised that it

was niably a value and use change protected and enhanced the springs, wetlands,

and the| | values.

1@2/” ennie aihora Ellesmere Trust submitted that restoration would have to be
ndertdken anyay. Dr Burrell advised that his understanding was that the various statutory
docum at have been approved were focused on protection but did not go so far as requiring

r ration. Mr Boyes confirmed that none of the statutory changes placed a requirement for
@ration on landowners.

154. | have carefully considered all of the ecological evidence which | consider to be thorough and
helpful. My site visit allowed me to view a number of the springs, particularly those around the
Homestead. | was also able to identify other springs from a distance.
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155. In my view, given the significance of the springs and their ecosystems, without the further work
which has been undertaken by the Applicant, and changes which have been made to the ODP,

this issue would have been a significant impediment to the rezoning sought.

156. The ODP specifically references Springs Creek and the potential for high ecological values to be
re-established at the site through restoration and enhancement. It lists protected reserve space,
native planting, naturalisation and instream enhancement of Springs Creek, the spring-fed drains
within the site and increased biodiversity connections within the wider catchfneht. It expressly
records that development shall protect and enhance this natural feature (rﬁ

a

and freshwater ecosystems within the ODP area and incorporate th
green and blue network.

waterbodies

s into t r
0%

157. The amended ODP includes specific measures to be ad(Wat the tim\' division 0
protect and enhance freshwater values and ecos i ding th ement fo

assessment by a suitably qualified and experience

oner te p esults o
groundwater level investigations across the sit to Specify co n meaglr s@sure
that shallow groundwater is not diverted awv natural flow p or th eag)/here the

ted by ser

shallow groundwater is likely to be intercep vice c and hardfifareas. This is to
include measures to address potenti of spring f o the penn of the confining

layer and shall avoid the pumping ofiwater into@ Water@es to mitigate flow loss
in springs.
. X
158. An EMP is to be prea n by % uaIifiedar@ixrienced practitioner which at a
on, S ifyj

minimum includes wetland”delineati specifyiff@ spging head restoration, Springs Creek

riparian man t, waterwi ossing ent and wetland restoration and

enhancem s,and s ion of sprj and untreated stormwater.

L 2

159. A buffer distan \ i cludemlythe most significant of which is the 100 m setback

arthworks an ildthgs from t g heads identified in Figure 1. The EMP is also to

de the ongOi intenan monitoring requirements to be implemented, and a riparian

planting psQ\ . @

160. The @ion ofa @ tion of the diversion of the Lincoln main drain is expressly addressed.

16t Overall, hav%gully considered the ecological evidence and related groundwater and

& ngineering nce, | consider that this rezoning provides for potentially significant benefits
from a

)

d consequential impacts on ecological values, | am satisfied on the evidence that those
i an be appropriately addressed at subdivision stage. When considering the most
ropriate options, leaving the zoning as is, and assuming the existing use continues, the

ogical perspective. While | acknowledge that there are some risks to groundwater

degraded state is likely to continue. The proposal, with the significant changes which have been
made to the ODP, provide, in my view, a significant opportunity to achieve a real and measurable
environmental gain in the protection and enhancement of the springs and waterways and their

ecological values.
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Infrastructure Servicing (Water, Wastewater and Stormwater)

162. A number of the submissions raised issues in relation to servicing. These included the adequacy
of the existing reticulated networks to service a development of this scale and the impacts on the
current users. Another issue of concern was that existing ratepayers would have to subsidise
infrastructure development required to accommodate the additional housing. On that latter issue,
Mr Boyes noted that upgrades will either need to be undertaken and funded by the developer, or
where they are necessitated by growth beyond just this site, there are mechmavallable to

SDC to recoup proportional costs from the developer, such as thr
contributions taken at the subdivision stage or through a developer

that the funding of any such infrastructure upgrades necessitated change an ’\
impediment to rezoning. 0 ()\

evelopment

He co

163. Mr Boyes also identified that CRC (PC69-0205) subm t 69 was i \ent with P Q
6.3.5(2) of the CRPS because water supply and pgrad requwe
the development, but such upgrades were d in SD oul
investigated by the Applicant until the su iofy stage. noted &/es that
submission went on to state that the I|cy 6.35s nsure th ew development
does not occur until provision for a mfrastru in place meag hat any proposed

or potential future upgrades to the SD, reticu e netwo hould not be relied on,
particularly in regard to anyervicin equireme will occ sequence

164. Mr Boyes’ opinion w’f ew d was net unt|I provision for appropriate
subdivision was _ig place d thatya sed or p uture upgrade should not be relied
on, then very wth wouldfbeNprovided fo vised that all development invariably

of upgra e existi rks In summary, he did not consider the
grades bel n |f|ed in the L be a barrier to rezoning the site as that did not
it from bein ken @; Mr Boyes considered that SDC was best placed to

sider the ade of the hree waters network to accommodate the scale of
?& W@ﬂ\ '° "
Appl| dence
Q 165. Leod prow in rastructure assessment accompanying the plan change request. In
hIS evidence sistent with his assessment, he advised:

jte can be developed with adequate "on-demand" potable water services to provide

0 e needs of future residential properties. This would be enhanced with the transfer of
@ existing water-take consents to SDC;

. Upgrades to the water reticulation network will improve resilience of the water supply in the

area,
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166.
167.

168.

QQ*

. New wastewater pump stations serving catchments west and east of Springs Road will be
required, with dedicated rising mains to the Allendale Road wastewater pump station from

where it is pumped to the Pines WWTP;

. The existing trunk network conveying wastewater to the Pines WWTP does not require

upgrades to service the plan change area;

. Power and communication network extension requirements would be d out prior to

subdivision occurring and there were no obvious reasons preventm nS|ons

terms of e

k can be Qted to
velopme wate

Mr McLeod addressed water, wastewater and stormwater in furth

considered the capacity upgrades to the existing Lincoln water ‘he

supply water for the proposed plan change area, |nclud|ng tential 0
supply bore(s) within or near to the plan change site. a Med that \ take cons Q

could be transferred to the SDC, subject to the EC , to @ss |sfy|ng n e
supply demand from the proposed developmen entified that con ther

parts of the Lincoln supply network could b ined at sub n e5|gn s

In terms of wastewater, he advised th ority'of the plan e area ca V|ced by gravity
wastewater network d|scharg|n o ated at the tern and eastern
boundaries of the site. Thos WhICh d not b@ serv ed by grawt r, could utilise the local
pressure sewer to dlscha to the gravity, net orri @ He confirmed that direct

connection from new, |on would be required for the

ultimate development tewa N etwork in Springs Road could be
used as a dISC oint for initi ges of dev

Mr McLeocw some ti @ssmg stor He advised that conveyance and treatment
&ama aged catchme eing areas east and west of Springs Road, with the
astern tchmen urther spli ch and south of Springs Creek. He advised that low

meabllltx of across t of the site was not conducive to discharge of water to ground
and ther proposed d ch rge for each catchment would ultimately be to the Ararira/LIl

River. cussed‘ As proposed at the downstream end of each catchment with

xenuatlon proposed to be provided in accordance with the Westlands

t r treatm®

aterways wde

&Q—Ie refegred @e conceptual design of SMAs provided by E2 Environmental Limited which

170.

detaile esign philosophy for the SMAs and presented conceptual sizing of first flush basins
% 20 mm of rainfall in each catchment, treatment wetlands to treat the first flush. He
@ d that the wetland treatment areas of the SMA can be located in the area between the 20%
P and 2% AEP flood levels provided that flooding over the wetland basin level is less than

0.5 m in depth, is from existing floodwaters and is ponded water only.

Mr O’Neill noted that a site-specific discharge consent for the development would be required.
Prior to the lodging of that discharge consent application, specific flood modelling would need to

be undertaken to identify the appropriate locations in the SMA infrastructure. He advised that no
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subdivision consent can be granted until there is a stormwater discharge consent in place and he
therefore considered that there were sufficient controls in place to require modelling to be carried

out as part of the subdivision master planning work prior to lodgement of any subdivision consent.
s42A Report

171. Mr England, in his summary at the hearing, advised that the amended ODP which provides for
an SMA and a stormwater wetland/reserve and the removal of the proposed X Zone led to
him being comfortable that the stormwater management process propom Appllcant is

appropriate for the site. He considered there was a viable means to tormwater

the plan change area but recommended that a stormwater conse or ,\
to resource consent being applied for from SDC. C)\
172. In terms of water supply, Mr England described the cur In wat ;; the exiin

bores, and noted that several other wells were plaf illed but%‘ operation
limit the rat \.take

England discussed the water take consents 7 a

based on a range of controls. He advised Qmaxmum water supply
network is limited to 1,345,544 m3/per annu e advise ver the hree years the
maximum supply demand was 5, 883@ etres per &973 254 etres per year.
He advised that this meant consent city

wth was
173. He advised that in responsé&t ccelerated gr Qaullcmo d been used to plan future
water infrastructure fg “ er of wate lies mglu coln. He advised that Lincoln
was expected to see cant gro r the ne X rs and capacity upgrades were

proposed to hat growth luding additi ater sources, storage and pipeline

infrastruct V|sed t cently 2021-31 LTP included budget for further
devel unded cap ades on th oln water supply.

ncerned \\m townsx s the consented allocation will be put under pressure
to ensure t h was appropriately integrated with the provision of infrastructure, priority
water & needed to e ven to those areas already zoned for development within the
Q~ Lincoln gro boundary. |s plan change area is outside the “Lincoln growth boundary”, he
cons that ¢ water should vest in SDC. He noted that in the RFI response the

nt confirmmemsting consents for water extraction were held and that the Applicant

as willing t the options at a further stage in the future, likely during subdivision design

&Ostage

175. M? d was satisfied that if the existing consents were vested in SDC, sufficient water would
I

V

176. Mr England also addressed wastewater. He advised that wastewater from Lincoln is piped to the
Pines WWTP and that SDC had consulted on the expansion of that facility as part of the 2021-22

ilable to service the plan change area.

LTP. He advised that the Pines WWTP was designed to be progressively upgraded to
accommodate 60,000 person equivalents (PE) of incoming flows, and the current connected

population equivalent was approximately 42,000 — 45,000, with additional connections from
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Darfield and Leeston planned for the next 3-4 years. He advised that the upgrades are necessary
to provide for additional treatment beyond 60,000 PE, and are planned and budgeted for within
the 2021-31 LTP. He also discussed the wastewater conveyance noting that there was limited
capacity within the existing Lincoln wastewater pipe network to accommodate proposed flows and
a direct connection to the Allendale Lane pumping station would be required for the ultimate

development.

177. In Mr England’s summary presented at the hearing, he again discussed the Pings WWTP. He
advised that the plan change area can be accommodated within the % ture growth

upgrades. Q @

178. Mr Langman was concerned that approving PC69 could undermine timely del@f other
land already identified for planned urban development withifithe PIB that woti @ liant on triQ

remaining infrastructure capacity in the Pines WWTP We as up@ are com%
and the full range of consents are obtained.?3 .\% O
Analysis and Findings on Infrastructure ; < ’

179. | have carefully considered the exgert eviche whi s "been previ in relation to
infrastructure. | have received c atable assistan he withesse the Applicant and
from Mr England. | have also consid the cor@a edbya n@of submitters in relation
to funding and potential imé on them and,the munity r direct impacts on them.

180. | am satisfied that t no im@ur const?@vich would render the rezoning
inappropriate. re are feasible Options‘available fo@ ructure provision to the land. Some
of those wj iregfurther u % and co e@ support the upgrades. Stormwater is a

subject E%derable e and is of some complexity arising from the

t

matter whi

na of the’ site. ° hat thergsis, a viable means for the treatment and disposal of

ormwater. The x hat will af,c e need to be worked through in both obtaining the
essary stor %

*
1% Water sm&\amd the infr e to provide that will again be a matter which can be worked
throu y’v‘- subdivisio X r England was very clear that the water take consents on the site
d Be transfer . SDC’s RFI requested further information in relation to the water
: 8. It advi@
& cil’s current consent capacity to abstract water may limit the ability to service

velopment. Please advise if there are any resource consents for water
Qs raction within the plan change area and if these will be transferred to Council.

onsent, through the subdivision process.

182. @RFI response identified three consents to take and use water. One of those was to take and
use water from Springs Creek for spray irrigation. That is a take from surface water. The
response to the request advised that that could not be transferred and would be surrendered if

the plan change is successful. It also identified CRC001158 to take and use water and

2 Statement of Evidence of Marcus Hayden Langman on behalf of CRC and CCC 11 November 2021 at para [110]
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CRC152245 again to take and use water, and both from bores. The response advised that the
consents to take groundwater for irrigation purposes could possibly be transferred to SDC, and
the Applicant is willing to discuss the options at a further state [sic] in the future, likely during

subdivision design stage.

183. The transfer of those consents was not a matter which was referenced in the amended ODP nor
in Ms Appleyard’s closing submissions. Mr England, during discussions at the hearing, provided
examples of transfers of consents including one at West Melton which was pdrtially for farm use

and partially for irrigation. He advised that there were no difficulties with thal
surrender was required. If the consents were transferred they wo k new bo r

England advised they had taken over farming bores in the past D(L ence is ate ’%

bores to be drilled.

dnop

184. | have some concerns with incorporating such a provisi ODP if r\% teered b Q
G

Applicant. The groundwater consents are in the r JC and reen
presently farm the land. The transfer is depend r proces grven Game
site, that is not an issue. On the basis of M 's eviden nsrde te that a
reference be incorporated into the OD for tRe two grou onsents o not consider it
appropriate to include what is pres srdered to rface Water

185. In terms of wastewater, and?partic y the P| TP I h iscissed the capacity and
upgrading of the Pines W with Mr Englaikd at a numbe? @ hearings. | again took the

opportunity to explori the % effects«of ous plan changes which were
en i

proposed and ther had bg orated i |nk|ng on whether or not this plan

change could iced. He ' quite care t that. He advised that the nature of
o not allﬁ and all create demand at the same time.

herg”is a bifof lead tm use of the nat

subdivisio size is th
f the developments. He is very confident that

rocesses un y whic @ nse to a question from me he described as planned

unded, capa Id be gj He also advised that some of the increases in capacity

w:e aIre% efway, inclu installation of a third clarifier.
QW ssed issues | to risk of the upgrading. He identified the consenting risk and

n the c process if shortages of labour or building material were to arise. In

tuation h he considered those issues would also impact on development and

&Qonstructlon rs slowmg development down.

Mr B iscussions at the hearing advised that he had no concerns in relation to the likelihood
of ®btaifing consents in the future, albeit there can be no guarantee. He advised there had been
r@ tous expansion and he also noted that SDC is moving from a ‘just in time’ approach to an
approach of ‘getting ahead of the game’. He noted the land was already there so there was no
risk in the need to acquire further land, there were existing consents, the plant was in existence
and was of a modular form. Further, he noted that Mr England had not identified any concerns
and that expansion consents had previously been sought and obtained. He had no reason to

believe that the same situation would not apply moving forward.
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188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

Reve

Mr Langman expressed concerns regarding the undermining of the timely delivery of other land
already identified for urban growth. If that were so, then of course that would be a matter of some
concern. However | was not provided with any evidence as to where that has or may occur. |
have very clear evidence from Mr England, which was fully explored with him in discussions, that

he is satisfied that there will be sufficient capacity.

Mr Langman also raised the “complicating factor” that the RM (Enabling Housing Supply and
Other Matters) Amendment Bill was before the House which, should it proceed(in its current form,
could have a considerable impact on the uptake of infrastructure capacity%

| spoke to Mr England about the Amendment Bill. He advised tha
a shock”. It could add more demand. He advised that it was uncleat

likely to be but acknowledged that it could potentially be andgsue. ‘\O

I note that | raised this issue by way of a general \e vari‘ou% plan chan@

Selwyn following the passing of the Bill. |'s infermation a k\ mpa @ the

possibility of reopening hearings. Inresponsgto that | received bér of Mem@ncluding

from Mr Wakefield on behalf of CRC and CC?ifﬁnately Id that it w ot a matter which
ecified pr

I needed to reopen hearings on given ocesSior tealing wit ication through

a variation. | also note that the Act @bling @a evidenc heg from Mr Carter in
terms of costs of building 2 ahd 3-st@gey apartments as compar single level dwellings, and
from Mr Sellars and Mr Jo n terms of demand for that tyﬁ elopment, the impact of the

Act is difficult to anticis oted% variatiww\@xfor plan changes such as this.

Overall, | con%:t the issumelation to \@ of infrastructure have been properly

addresse i s of th% aters i mture, its provision is not an impediment to
idénce that it

1 issu @ sensitivi
subject to 0Om sgtb

QO

th%i/n nd there‘is % act on any planned development.
enstivity \ \O

Y

rily relates to the request that the plan change area is not
the Lincoln WWTP. Rule 4.9.32 of the SDP provides:

Q@oack fro@x Sewerage Treatment Plant

elling in the Living 1A and Living Z Zone at Lincoln shall be setback
less than 150 metres from the boundary of the area designated for the

123.

4.9.32
&O t coln Sewage Treatment Plant, as identified on Planning Maps 122 and

194.

onse to the request for further information, an odour assessment prepared by Golder &
ociates was provided. That recorded that since 2013 all wastewater is now pumped to the
Pines WWTP at Rolleston, and the current sequential batch reactor (SBR) tanks and oxidation
ponds are only available for emergency wastewater storage events. The information stated that

in such events the dilution would be some 2 to 3.5 times greater than normal municipal

24 Statement of Evidence of Marcus Hayden Langman on behalf of CRC and CCC 11 November 2021 at para [111]

Page 40



wastewater and the storage would only be a matter of hours. The assessment stated that it was
expected that there would be less than minor odour effects from the use of the tanks as short-

term wastewater treatment in high rainfall events.

195. This issue was specifically addressed in five of the submissions lodged. These were:
PC69-0072.006 Olivia and Ben Thompson; PC69-0102.004 Jeanette Tucker; PC69-0121.004
Tania and Charles Hefer; PC69-0131.011 Canterbury District Health Board; and PC69-0187.001

Nancy Borrie. (L
196. In the Officers’ Report, Mr Boyes advised that Mr England did not % he PC6:&a

developed so as to allow sensitive residential activity within the tbac It hat
CRC210644 only permitted the discharge of treated wastewater u 31 March @ut the
treatment plant was still designated and SDC may ne to reactlvate x@t functio %

sometime in the future. He advised that this could in

such a scenario wastewater in a non-diluted state .

provided the odour effects assessment for tQ' " Report x wit cmsmn

reached by Golder regarding adverse eﬁect? the site bv@emg nh@he event
g a f d|Iuted%ewater but that

that the designated site is only being emporary

other scenarios whereby untreat Water coul etained on v te had not been
considered, including the failure astewatér | fr cture eIQere in the network.

197. This became somewhat 0 issue during hearing. Iﬁ mary, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen
properly advised that centl %‘urthermf . This was logged information
on pond use for a Wo yea whi as provi r England on 22 November 2021.
She adwsed t peared tha ond was operational capacity rather than only
for emerg , With 11 jons within s where wastewater was discharged into

wsed t or to recmft of information she had not understood the pond

that Way \

|euwe;1 sponde st she could to that information. She noted that given the

oadlng, |t& S|dere that the pond would go anaerobic and therefore was unlikely

to resuitin long-term charges due to its use. She noted however that a low level of

Q lo our ma xurmg and just after periods where the pond is receiving undiluted
ﬁwater that ds the pond’s available oxygen. The odour potential would be reduced by

he recently ed aerators which can provide additional oxygen to assist in meeting BODs

& deman he considered that given the events logged are typical in both frequency and volume

of pected to occur, that is one week in the 17 months where the expected natural DO

pond would be exceeded, a small setback distance to the houses from the pond edge in
@rder of 50 m may be appropriate to avoid localised odour at house locations. She advised
that, depending on the level of aeration, such may not be required and that if the aerators provide
sufficient oxygen in combination with the expected natural oxygen level, then short-term odour
effects are expected to be minimised to the extent that a setback distance may not be required.

She advised that prior to determining whether a setback is required, and if so, what distance this
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should be, it would be useful to understand the expected future use of the pond and the frequency

of various events.

199. Mr Van Kekem provided the peer review on behalf of SDC. Again Mr Van Kekem’s peer review
was prepared before the further information became available. He agreed with Ms
Nieuwenhuijsen’s original evidence that the potential for offensive or objectionable odour effects
to occur in PC69 as a result of the peak wet weather event as described in the Golder letter to be
negligible and furthermore, the potential for offensive or objectionable odo(&cts from an

emergency temporary wastewater storage event occurring within the 150 % ich ext{

into PC69 to be low.
200. In fairness to the Applicant, the submitters and the expert withesse dV|sed tha W mor %

than happy for the air quality matters to be addressed after opportumty h rowded f

the parties to fully assess the new evidence. | was a Appleya here had Q
discussions between Mr England and the Applicant had a\rrl n agree ﬁ
which, so far as it concerns the planning docu for a ack frdm'th e of

the pond, together with a no complaints co Iy|ng withig 15 m oft @he pond.

I understand there were other agree ents rea ed in relati sentrng a otentlal upgrade

of the plant, but these were not pu as matters inCluded in t @

201. Mr Bender was satisfied t m setb k w approp Q provided a summary
statement where he outlin s understanding that the Linc® @P previously operated as a
sewage treatment pI incoln %Jle C40. aéxred the 150 m setback to any
dwelling to prevent reve sensrt on the p, future developments. He advised
his understan s that sinc@ the Linc

WWTP for t but that@mcoln WW,
or stofgge of untr wastewater du

water had been pumped to the Pines
ontinued to be used to accommodate the

high rainfall events and failure of wastewater

eferredytoghe mation ed on 21 November 2021 regarding actual usage rates of the

%nd fro e ater ove rage and that 11 events were identified where the pond had

been d to"divert w r between March 2020 and October 2021. He agreed with Ms

ijsen’s w idence that provided the Lincoln WWTP is maintained in an aerobic
O

he effect r generated from the site will have an acceptable level of effects off-site

Oand that thls be the case for most discharges of wastewater to the Lincoln WWTP. He
& also a there was a potential for odour to be released from the deposit of fresh wastewater
to t and that a setback should be applied to avoid reverse sensitivity effects. He noted

e 150 m setback was established for the pond when it was a fully functional wastewater

@ment plant. Given the SDC’s current use of the Lincoln WWTP which was intermittent and
represented significant reductions in wastewater volumes, he agreed that a reduction in the

original setback distance was reasonable and that the 100 m setback would be sufficient to avoid

nuisance levels of odour on future land uses and therefore avoid reverse sensitivity effects.
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203. Mr Boyes, in his original report, identified a concern with the protection of the Lincoln WWTP
which was informed by the need for SDC to apply for new regional consents in relation to that
plant, including an odour discharge consent. He noted those consents would require amendment
should PC69 proceed in order to accommodate the additional buffer storage requirement. He
was concerned that a change in the receiving environment had the potential to impact on how
those consents were processed. He noted the amended proposal would reduce the development

impacts of the current rule and that Mr England acknowledged that the use of the Lincoln WWTP

Bender’s satisfaction with the proposed changes resulting in acceptable l&@vels of'\dour. O

he considered that the changes proposed were sufficient to protect

forms part of the Pines WWTP, which he considered to be a strat% under t @ %
cti

his view, the amended proposal accorded with the relevant obje andpol uded in 0
both the CRPS and the SDP in this regard. \

204. | issued a Minute on 30 November 2021 whi rded that th %ement be Q
|ng an@ y for
day 8¢Dece 2021. |

Applicant and SDC officers was in no way minative an

submitters to provide their comments in w ; .

received a response from Ms Hefe cordEg a stro jeCtion to position that a
contractually agreed covenant ¢ %the wastewater i8sue and co ed the offering of
the covenant in itself to be an ackn gment 00 m setba@s not go far enough to
resolve the problem. M r considered, wa a health issue and was

awater odou
concerned in reIatlon lance on a plaints co%x.
*

and SDC but ed/to have the

205. Mr Manmeet Sj dwsed that h&yas néttral on th ent reached between the Applicant
% bing m er ered

e 1;0 m setba rred to by Ms%BOrrie relates to the previous operation of the

e

now thatt water i eat and disposed of at the Pines;

v x ffuture @at creates an adverse odour effect beyond the boundary this

uire co r discharge to air noting that expert evidence was presented by

Q the A @xd Mr Singh that supported a significant lesser setback and even
uestlon er a setback was needed at all.

& e submitte t there was no evidence to confirm that a setback of greater than 50 m was

nece % relation to the future operation. While acknowledging that further information about

:E e of the pond may clarify the setback required, SDC had not articulated how future use

stewater pI aII odouge were of the opinion that the setback can be reduced

pond might result in greater odour effects or require a greater setback.

207. Ms Borrie expressed a concern that the decision to reduce the minimum setback to 100 m from
the edge of the pond at the Lincoln WWTP was made rather rapidly and there was no opportunity
to see what scientific criteria or public health factors were taken into account. She advised that

she still had very serious concerns regarding the wisdom of reducing the 150 m setback from the
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boundary of the area designated for the Lincoln WWTP as shown on the SDP to 100 m from the
edge of the pond. Ms Borrie was concerned that if there were complaints regarding odour
requiring upgrades or alterations then the cost would be borne by the Lincoln ratepayers and was
also concerned about an absence of evidence regarding the prevailing wind direction which she
considered would indicate that 30+% of the time the wind would be blowing over land at the

southern edge.

Discussion and Findings on the setback from the Lincoln WWTP (L

208. | have carefully considered this issue and the evidence and submissj %The agree&tt
between SDC and the Applicant is not of course binding on me. Bg and, and i @ﬂly ,\
Mr Bender, were satisfied that the 100 m setback from the edge of t ond was aénate in \
relation to the PC69 land and the present and intended us the Lincoln W 0 0

209. | consider Mr Boyes’ summary on this issue was ac eraII I a I d that the@

setback, supported by the no complaints cove ropriate. t es fo @ tion
of that important infrastructure without i |mp ecessary r t| s on the \devel@pment of

the PC69 site. | record that my recommen n n that re tes onl the PC69 site. |

» o> O
Other Reverse Sensitivity Iss es Q
e

/i‘

address Mr Singh’s submission subs

210. A number of submltt concerns rding potent' \ e sensitivity. Lance Roper
(PC69-0210) was co ed that he south would remain rural and would
continue to be k|ng farm al Ereve e sensmv cts were likely to arise. He sought

amendme o e plan chan ude a 40 etatlon buffer, fencing and bunding along
Collins Ro eresa @I (PC69-02 @ her further submission queried whether a
nt or caveat placed onahomes to ensure there is no objection to agricultural

|ng plac ghbourin& ty. M & A Wright (PC69-0239), the owners and

upiers of 20 %Road opposed PC69 including due to their operation of a business from
% es use of and equipment that may make noise during the day that
Q~ reS|dent|aI I|ke If the plan change request was granted, they sought a
Q subs setba the three sides of the property to keep housing development and

ﬂ ts further fr ir rural and business activities (amongst other matters).

20 did nat rec ny ewdence in relation to this particular aspect, other than of a very general
& nature properties on the other side of Collins Road, given the intervention of the road
co@ consider the reverse sensitivity effects are likely to be minimal. In relation to those

@ ties on the plan change site, | anticipate that such matters can be addressed through the

division process, likely by direct negotiation. | do not consider the risk of reverse sensitivity

effects on rural use are such that they need to be more specifically addressed at the rezoning

stage and are not an impediment to its rezoning.
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Open Space Reserves

212.

213.

214.

215.

216.

A number of submitters raised concerns in relation to a shortage of recreational open space and

in particular sports playing fields within Lincoln.

The landscape and urban design assessment attached as Appendix E to the Request considered
that a larger recreational reserve for active sports was not required because of the close proximity

of the Lincoln University fields and Lincoln Domain and Events Centre.

I heard from several submitters who addressed the issue and provided_eVidence*of the capdcity
issues they experienced within Lincoln, and addressing some of the as jons which a@

to underline the view that a larger recreational reserve for active sport§ was not requitedN\L ynette

a e\
the aquatic centre. Q~ . %6

Mr Alistair Ross (PC69-0161) submitted that t was No proyisi r new sports ©r school

facilities. He submitted that PC69 appears t using exi infrastru€ture. oted that

Lincoln Domain is very busy and rug nd netball clubs @retat capacity m own estimation
and there was no infrastructure fo allin Lincol most other sports

or sports I
required travel to Rolleston op alrea sy roa@p ing for sp@th expanding Rolleston

and West Melton.

0\‘ >
Mr Ross spoke aboussues @nded t ng. He indicated a real concern
that many of t eenspaces wergat a district level @nd fequire a car to reach them. He noted
that in terms of incoln Uni orts fields was not a public space and was not easily

reached fr t of Lin advised t @ 3quests to Lincoln University to make football

ctices is a . He congidered the dependence on district level facilities such as the

fiel vailable had ‘x;%d down everal times. He advised that Lincoln Domain and
Qms ntre are ent faciliti Qre well used but finding space and time for team

g

issues.

2 Wposed&\ﬁ Ross Parl@eet Lincoln’s needs would only further exacerbate road safety

*
217. co Par:@ty submission (PC69-0217) which represented 84 members of the

ity raised issues in relation to amenities and sought a requirement that the

The s

C m

ers Tania and Charles Hefer (PC69-0121) raised a general concern in relation to

Verdeco Par
&Oievelo r co ted to upgrading current amenities including public parks and playgrounds.
:

218.

facilities including a dog park, communal facilities (recreational areas), commercial

s and similar. They noted that the ODP did not make provision for any of those facilities.

Mr Tyler Watson (PC69-0223) again submitted in relation to services and infrastructure. The
submission was that the sheer size and scale of the intended subdivision meant that the current
infrastructure will be insufficient to service it. It advised that the concerns relate not only to the
immediate infrastructure but also the need to increase capacity required for things such as sports

fields and various other facilities. If not declined, he sought that it be amended to include space
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and Ronald Beazer (PC69-0252) submitted that the playing/sports fie swerqalr capacit 0
and this could be compared with Rolleston which had o W sports & and exte Q



for a new primary school, early childhood centres, sports fields and skate park. Mr Watson

attended the hearing and provided helpful evidence.

219. Mr Rykers provided a supplementary report on greenspace/reserve provisions.?> Having
reviewed the ODP and having read the supporting information, in particular the landscape and
urban design assessment, the ecological assessment and the Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited

statement, he made a number of comments:

. There is an extensive network of greenspace indicated on the O (hbcludes four
reserve areas located within a 500 m radius for most residen |?dbsistent '&e
adopted distribution standard for neighbourhood reserves. Qved sizes ® n ,\
3,000 m2 and 6,000 m? would be sufficiently large enough to a modate @essary \

recreation space; ‘\O QC)
ide vxat %o

. Noted additional greenspace linkages indica 8 @ protec
nity to p istin

r
springs on the site and this provided 3 G‘- , g d to
enhance the ecological, recreation cultural values ite by naturalising those
features. It also provided the opportunity’to mtegrate& aces withpthe walking/cycling

movement which was a desira@come; : O
. The greenspaces hav bee(nLed to p@ connection@urrounding greenspace
and ensure continu kages; * O
. ’ \ .
. Reserve in the@n part prpportun\ evelop a playground which could
also helg'to service deman the ‘adjacent V@o Park subdivision. Mr Rykers agreed
with la ape and sign asEs@t that a larger recreation reserve for active

tew that SDC had already planned to provide

sport n trequir% as also of
*
&ficient Iandxﬁ ality to n@urojected demand for sports activities over the next
30years. %@ ed that mmi' , including modelling of sports park demand against

Q the a‘ddw pUIatio@d through this development, indicates there would be more

v tha&\ te land withip the catchment to service the proposed development.

*

20. ask@at Mr R %ﬂhe hearing. The first issue | spoke to Mr Rykers about was the
Q : @ bility of th@ versity sports fields. | noted that a number of submitters had raised
the "difficulty ywi and that access to those grounds was almost impossible. Mr Rykers
&Oadvise hat Ingis experience there were difficulties in getting to use the University’s sports
grounthere had been numerous discussions with Lincoln University over the years on the

potential for sharing facilities. He advised there has been some community use of the grounds.

4

ised when the SDC does modelling on sports park demand they do not take into account

%

Lincoln University. The modelling excludes both the University and school grounds because of

the limited availability.

2 542A Report 28 October 2021, Appendix H
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221.

222.

223.

We also discussed what the submitters considered to be a lack of sporting facilities in Lincoln
itself. We discussed the concern that for most sporting activities that they wanted to undertake
with their children they had to drive out of Lincoln. Mr Rykers advised that in Lincoln itself Lincoln
Domain was pretty much at capacity although there had been some recent changes. He noted
that in terms of netball, all of the teams in Selwyn had had their games at Lincoln Domain but
more recently, with the opening of the Selwyn Sports Centre, the competition was now split

between Lincoln and the Selwyn Sports Centre. He was aware that there was an issue in relation
to space for football and cricket and training for rugby in Lincoln. %

He advised that SDC had just recently approved a purchase of Iand the do
5.6 ha block that extends from the Lincoln Events Centre out t Road
provide additional space for active sports. He also advised that S pur 22 ha in

Birches Road on the periphery of Prebbleton and around WUte drlvef oln and
the rail trail. That is to serve the Lincoln and Prebb x unities as% expand

first stage of that has been developed. FootbaIQ ely to be on%& elkey users @ d

two more cricket pitches.

He advised that SDC had been plann Wh for a able perio@hof time since the
Open Space Strategy 2015 and h tive in pu Iand He a it was very much
on a catchment basis rather tharba township b wsed th regards to Lincoln, they
look at Lincoln, Prebbletongdnd Broadlands. H d the p y underlying the strategy
was to create sports ’Qts activities in terms of the

g more efficient way of deliv
sporting infrastructure @ dvised t a rsport§ s in Foster Park in Rolleston and

that SDC own ha on the ad/LeV| corner which has been specifically
purchased as tion and C ity sparts . He advised the guideline for the model

was 3 ha p?o head of |on which @ e high end of the national benchmarking. He
that the I

Illng inclyded the PC69 growth. He confirmed that most of the
orts field fundln develo ntributions.
us&o@mgs

Overalihconsider that ves incorporated into the ODP are appropriate. The combination
the reserves with waterways provides, in my view, a real opportunity

Q |0n of a@
efits in t onnectivity, recreational use, and riparian planting.

227.

&the O? do%nable playgrounds and similar, particularly in the area to the west of Springs
Roa.dQ

226.

s of the sports field issue, it is clear from some of the submitters’ evidence that there are
ues with capacity of playing fields and similar in the Lincoln area. Lincoln University fields are

not generally available. | note Mr Rykers has advised that they are not included in the model.

The extension to the Domain discussed by Mr Rykers will help, in my view, in addressing the
capacity concerns expressed by the submitters. The approach taken by SDC, which is in essence

a catchment approach for recreational purposes, is one which it has applied for some time. Mr
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Rykers was clear on the benefits in terms of that approach. In any event, consideration of the
appropriateness or otherwise of that approach is a matter which is well outside my jurisdiction in
relation to PC69. | am satisfied that further provision does not need to be made for a sports field
within the PC69 area.

Urban Design, Urban Form, Density and Character

228. A large number of submissions (circa 80) raised concerns with PC69 relati o scale of the

growth and what was seen as a change to the village atmosphere ing L|ncoln
Township.

*

229. The Request included an updated urban design assessment pre@ novo Pr?mﬁed %
and DCM Urban Design Limited and a landscape assessment prep d by DC@) Desig 0
Limited. b

230. Mr Nicholson provided an urban design and la heanng re t d 26 Oct

He also attended the hearing and provided an u ed summar hols @ report
advised that he had drawn strategic direct| the NP the CRP$ and DP. He

ir ct|0n5| documents as

discussed what he considered to be € relevant poI|C|e
well as Our Space which had bee O @ by the GC @ rategy to gu nd use decisions.
He also identified the LSP 08 n that t vas intend acilitate the integrated
growth of Lincoln Townsh to accomm d@ ddltlona Q%useholds He advised
that the LSP mforme ﬁ opment of ies of asso DPs in the SDP and provided

pproach @ I gro coIn He noted that the PC69 site
sits outside th field priority s identified i P and the SDP.

an integrated and stral

231. Mr Nichols descrlb In, notmg‘ had expanded rapidly since the Canterbury
uakes n2 %&dered entre of Lincoln to be located along Gerald Street

et eemthe New %ermarke tmestern end and the Town Centre at the eastern end.

icho d that th n Township included approximately 2,900 houses with a

Q~ population \,OO regde@ 20. He noted that PC69 proposes an additional 2,000 houses
WhIC Id incre of Lincoln by 169% to 4,900. He did not consider large-scale

Q @ ent to artly bad but noted it was not incremental and the scale of development
wo poten% t the character of Lincoln which in his view, made it more important that it

ontrlb est
would be Mo

allow alternative growth options to be assessed and discussed with the community to

@Ee agreed and coherent outcomes.?’

greed and coherent overall result.?6 He considered urban growth of that scale

re appropriately addressed through a comprehensive spatial planning exercise in

233. Mr Nicholson’s original report raised concerns about walkability/accessibility and connectivity.

26 Urban Design and Landscape Hearing Report Hugh Anthony Nicholson 26 October 2021 at [8.3]
27 Urban Design and Landscape Hearing Report Hugh Anthony Nicholson 26 October 2021 at [8.6]
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234. Mr Nicholson helpfully reviewed the summary of submissions and further submissions. He
identified some of the submissions but advised that the listed submissions were intended as
examples only and should not be regarded as a comprehensive list. In terms of loss of identity
and change in character, he advised that was another common theme in submissions particularly
with submitters mentioning the loss of the village feel or small town character. He expressed a
concern that changes of the scale proposed were likely to threaten the perception that local
people had of their own town through disruption of existing urban patterns and introduction of new

elements.

235. He identified that a number of submissions were concerned that PC d to in

reliance on vehicle travel and again identified example submissio(sL aragrap He 0\
ivate \

considered there would likely be an increased reliance on pri hicles tG ss public 0

services and community infrastructure, and commuter tl’l[\WlStChurCh Q

Applicant’s Evidence
236. Mr Compton-Moen provided a comprehensi ment of evi relat|on rb n deS|gn
and landscape.?® V

237. Mr Compton-Moen addressed X|st|n Qform athure growth. He

summarised the significant rowt incoln own over the (20 years with the ‘gap’

between the University an own Centre long Beifig filledy or, @ d'by the development of the

New World commerci d Te Wharikiy, He noted th n population was estimated at
8,920 in June 2021 w pared t0' @ ulation oﬁ 001 and an estimated population
m

of 2,720 in 20 was the p tion used in ent of the LSP 2008.
238. Mr ComptoR:-Mo heIpfuI arised eac@e eight current ODPs including a summary of
theifpresent State o ent.?®

msed plan change area to naturally extend the existing
, Verdeco Park and Liffey Springs to the south of the Lincoln

being at the edge of existing residential settlement, the

239 Compton |dered
w denti @ent atTe
% Townshla% consgier
contl n of resid llings at a similar density was likely to be seen as an anticipated
Q enS|0n %ared to the broader context.30

Q n relation to %ctivity and walkability, Mr Compton-Moen considered those to be key principles
& of the with a hierarchy of street types and connections provided throughout the area. He
advj t the aim of the movement network was to provide a range of modal options for

idents, to reduce car dependency for short local trips while recognising private vehicle use is

%ssary for longer trips. He advised that the ODP encourages connectivity using the shared

pedestrian and cycle network throughout the plan change area, linking to existing networks within

28 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021
29 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [13]
30 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [14]
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241.

242.

243.

246.

Te Whariki to provide quick and easy access to Lincoln Town Centre, the University and New

World. He provided as Figure 3 a diagram intending to illustrate that.

In his evidence he advised that the ODP design intentionally does not provide vehicle access to
the north to promote a greater range of active modal options for residents, reducing car
dependency for shorter trips, but recognising private vehicle use is necessary for longer trips.
During discussions, he agreed the use of the word ‘intentionally’ may be a bit of an overstatement.
He remained of the view that it was beneficial and that overall the plan chang(ve outcomes

of Policy 4.2.10 of the SDP being close to schools, shops (currentl% posed)

recreational facilities. He noted that medical facilities are located withi Centre

otherwise establish within the proposed Business 1 Zones or Z Zon
resource consent.3! :

E

Mr Compton-Moen confirmed that he was supportive a hou3| |ty, notin :Q

it was a minimum and a positive change from th rewousl d in th

Living Z Zone. He acknowledged that the re@g uld resu |ce but
considered it to be acceptable, and to a lar anticipat

Mr Compton-Moen addressed the gr@d ue netwo design. He t was likely the

spaces would be connected to fofm nuou twork lin h to the LII.3® He
advised that the green netwgrk prop@sed buildston th eX|st|n rk through Te Whariki and
the Springs Creek corridor

&

He confirmed that an additional faur nei urhood r were proposed and the majority of
residents wou jthina 5 mi alk or 500 s of the spaces. He noted a linking to
existing re evelopm rough gre

rovide a greefy strip runnrng he eastern half of the plan

change area which h dered w e amemt ge number of future residents.

&ton -Moen @d the | pe character effects noting the modification of
acter from a tlral to a more suburban character where infrastructure

amenme a oncentr He advised the higher density development is to be

oncentr ds the the site with lower density dwellings towards the boundary

allowipgyfor b e and gr orks to provide a buffer between the existing rural and proposed
and type X

He consider xisting amenity would be enhanced and retained through planting and

corrido

develo ent reen corridors along Springs Creek and LIl River, and the blue and green
hanced amenity and connectivity and enabled access to areas currently not

ac SS

Compton Moen addressed the mitigation measures proposed. He summarised these in his

paragraph [35]. They included: diversity of house and lot size and location of density; retention

31 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [23]
32 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [25]
33 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [26]
34 Statement of Evidence of David Compton-Moen (Urban Design and Landscape) 4 November 2021 at para [29]
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and protection of heritage and cultural elements including the Homestead and Springs Creek from
inappropriate development; creating streets with a high level of amenity and encouraging the use
of low impact design techniques including grass swales and detention basins similar to those at
Te Whariki; well-connected walking and cycling network combining with green/blue network;
provision of a quantity of greenspace and facilities appropriate for future population; and providing
landscape, green corridor setbacks and hydrological requirements along either side of Springs

rom natural

Creek and LIl River which could be used for amenity, stormwater and recreation purposes. He
advised that any design should ensure untreated stormwater is kept se %

waterways prior to treatment and provide sufficient space near waterways an nds to e

habitat protection as well as providing access.

.

247. Mr Compton-Moen responded to the s42A Report. He agreed with(Lcholson veloping C}
Lincoln South may benefit from a more comprehen WI plannln ise but Q
considered there was no evidence that that would re x rent urbar%gn outcome.
advised that one of the advantages with this pr as that the® s large, ¢
and primarily in single ownership, allowing for a integrated rent ap@ verall
he considered that Lincoln South provides ated de t with sidential,

business, community and utilities tha eett require 0f"B4.3.59. &nsidered it had
good levels of walkability throughgli nd the t

ional neighb od centres would
be within a walking distance for all r nts wn@ Q
248. Interms of connectiwt ained of the view that it was tely addressed. In terms of

the "loss of small sem own cha@ onsidér such a loss was a perceived loss
e

based on inta s and dlﬁlcuItE a but tha@ ber of aspects likely to contribute to

that chara ter be affected @
249 he copcluded that ms of creating Qunctioning urban environments as per Policy 1
S-UD, the O resse@ the SDC'’s objectives and policies in B4: Growth of
nships to ens |gh lev ity, connectivity and accessibility, and in that regard he
idere @)sal was nt with the NPS-UD.

steth was eh v the Applicant to provide a peer review of the urban design
Q t prepal x Compton-Moen. She provided a brief of evidence focused on
S relatlng ban form of Lincoln, urban growth, and walkability. She advised that it

id not cons e urban form implications for Greater Christchurch
&1 She d strategic directions and agreed with Mr Nicholson’s description at paragraphs [5.2]
@f the strategic directions with regard to the NPS-UD, the CRPS, the need for high quality
ctlons including walking, cycling and public transport and environmental sustainability, and
to ensure that the growth of existing townships has a compact form and a high level of connectivity
both within the development and with adjoining land areas (SDP). She also considered the NZ
Urban Design Protocol 2005 and the LSP 2008. She considered that all bar one of the documents

provide direction on overarching urban design matters such as density, urban form and

walkability, sustainability, etc, but they were generic in nature and apply to all urban residential
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development at either national, regional or district level. The only document she considered
provided more specific and local information with regard to urban spatial structure and form was
the LSP.

252. Ms Lauenstein described the development of Lincoln from its start as a small settlement centred
around a high amenity environment provided by the Liffey Stream serviced by a small rural
community. She noted that with the introduction of the University campus it quickly grew into a
township with a centre growing westward towards Gerald Street. She cor@&j it was the

nd

University and its land based rural focus that has given Lincoln its identity iey

landscape setting.3®
Q 5 0\
253. She advised that the ongoing expansion extended Lincoln mostly e north-e@st and C)\

south-east with the Town Centre expansion lagging som@ehmd and stern ed
remaining largely unchanged due to the influence N ersity/Lar%ﬁesearc@
underlying land ownership structures. She conside rted to.cr@ ightly in6
urban form. Q Q\

254. She advised that the LSP 2008 introduced bigger visio incoln pr%g evelopment

via ODP areas and a more cohesive @ns lidated fo O
255. Ms Lauenstein addressed th cuw%an gro@;coln notin@he Landcare Research
ur i

t dential | n and the urban form of

d slighily ive and unconsolidated in that

picturesgue

and University lands wer vailable for

Lincoln would therefoge aify less com '

area.3® She considerspatially iversity c \ including its residential facilities, is
starting to forn’%stern edge& township Qost recent development at Te Whariki
and Verd connect iversity 't%township resulting in it becoming a closer
and r:(%ed edu ility.

A

*
ed that g@\he north@rches Road was possible and had been the direction

256.

Qrowth for t S years b%ome stage the distance to the township will make this less
*

2 %table. % vised that @ame had occurred along the eastern edge of Lincoln in

Ararira Springs to the south-east, where development is nearly

Rosemerryn,\iffey Spei
reacr@—ue full emxe structure plan area. Again, further development in that direction

become I% le due to increasing distances to the Town Centre.

&QNith regard @solidated urban form, she considered PC69 to be a logical sequence of urban

develo t for Lincoln which fitted within the overall direction of growth initiated by the LSP

®

N

growth of the township westward towards Gerald Street makes the southern extension

o

@ ownship a very feasible option as the distances between PC69 and the Town Centre are
sonably short.37

35 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein (Urban Design) 4 November 2021 at para [22]
36 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein (Urban Design) 4 November 2021 at para [29]
37 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein (Urban Design) 4 November 2021 at para [33]
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258. She considered the timing of PC69 to be appropriate within the context of the urban growth rate
which has accelerated post earthquakes and to some extent superseded the planned sequence

of growth as anticipated by the structure plan in 2009.

259. She considered PC69 gave careful consideration to the movement hierarchy, spatial layout,
existing and proposed green and blue networks, and heritage protection to ensure development

retains an open character akin to the existing environment of Lincoln.

260. In terms of the benefits of larger ODPs, Ms Lauenstein considered t ea creates

certainty around location and availability of additional commerC|aI S, amty arou
pedestrian and cycle network integrated with a high amenity gree certai t@ .
the status and protection of the local springs and waterways by integratigg them @Ily and

261. Ms Lauenstein addressed well-functioning urban e S W|th|n ontex S

N by gthre aIIer

avoided \creatihg future

carefully into the wider green network.38 \

considered the density was appropriate and sity was

commercial nodes and several green spagces. §\She consi

impediments to connectivity and urban gr orted w nctlonlng urban

environments in accordance with t e Weigh t organising of

residential layout around a strond(p n an cused gr ne ork which was very
much in character with Linc In tepms of confectivity, walkabili ccessibility, she noted

the residential layout arou

considered that would urage the active 6ra odes and create a less car
dominated envitgpment=and that, ther re sever pedestnan and cycle links to Te

ges further t@ n Centre which are approximately 1.2

strong pexn and cycllﬁ d green network, and she

Whariki and vi and green §

to 2.5 km @
262. S nsidered the <\ Te and Verdeco do not offer possibilities for vehicular

ections enco C69 to utili limitation to its benefit by responding with a different

lopmegpt to the ional subdivision. She considered lack of direct vehicular

%nnectw north to sitive aspect, promoting alternative active modes of transport

Q~ WhICh such a are very appropriate. That hierarchy would create a better living
Q nt than S\nated one

Ms Lauenstej the key issues raised by the submissions were identified by Mr Nicholson.

mn termSyof chafige of character, she advised that taken in its ‘purity’ the introduction of new

elemeré/ays introduces change, and change always disrupts. It was her opinion that not all

dis@n is necessarily negative and if that was taken to its natural conclusion it would preclude
@evelopment that introduced change. It was her view that the discussion is not one of should
there be development occurring but a discussion about development location, character, scale of

development and planning mechanisms and implementation.3°

38 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein (Urban Design) 4 November 2021 at para [39]
3 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein (Urban Design) 4 November 2021 at para [54]
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264. Ms Lauenstein’s evidence addressed the key urban design matters. In terms of scale and
character, Ms Lauenstein was of the view that village character and high amenity are not a result
of specific density or lot sizes and are only loosely linked to the actual size of the township. Ms
Lauenstein discussed the factors contributing to the specific character of townships and
considered PC69 built on the existing landscape characteristics by taking cues from several key
elements that are already existing and using those to create a connected green and blue network

providing for green spaces and high amenity green pedestrian and cycle links. The linkages and

reserves contributed to the sense of openness and small town feel, village t character as well

as contributing to a well-functioning urban environment. She considered sted in Iiﬂz

the township with the University and that it would be perceived as extensic@t
*
township by wrapping around the southern boundary of Te Whariki and deco. Q %
. O
265. She advised that while PC69 does alter the size of the re 'Weas of the@ip it did
c f

significantly impact on the character of the Town Ce% al destin@. In term&
. W

scale, she considered both the scale and the | single ownét re key v@
enabling a more integrated and coherent appr providing cedal relati faracter,
connectivity and other matters. v &

266. She considered the potential to o @ due to th&e could@wrcome by good

staging which was common pragticé for larger e agreedWwjth Mr Nicholson and Mr
ing its back on Springs

Compton-Moen in relatio e concern aboutyth evelgp
Road. The need for sle ed environmeRts and direct &ﬁ Springs Road should be
considered from the @ at th ins rét

oadlsﬁ\ oad intersection onward. She
p

considered thi Id introduce a'more uan street s@ ith stronger affinity with the adjacent
residential pro ie @

summary preswt@:the hearing,
n and agrea\m'nprovehe internal layout but that differences of opinion in
bilit

267. Inh auenstein advised that she had met with Mr

tion to connectivj d acc mained. She identified that the other non-ODP related
ts of di @nt relate exmost appropriate planning mechanism and visual amenity
for existin&\ uture’rewglong the southern boundary of the Verdeco and Te Whariki
deve@ents. \
Q 268. uenstein%&me time discussing the concepts of accessibility and connectivity,
&Odvising th essibility translates to community services and educational, commercial,

comm and recreational facilities being accessible within the plan change area and within the

To e and wider township. She noted the NPS-UD did not state accessibility needed to

@' car and indeed to the contrary, highlighted the importance of accessibility by active
S

port modes such as walking and cycling.

269. In relation to connectivity, she again explained that was the physical connection between daily
frequented destinations within the plan change site and outside. Again, connectivity is to be

provided by all modes of transport but it is often mistaken as vehicular or road connectivity.
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270.

271.

272.

273.

274.

K

In terms of walkability and cyclability, she noted this was often reduced to mere distance travelled,

but she advised it was much more complex than that and set out a number of relevant factors.

She advised of her view that PC69 takes a different approach to almost all residential
environments in New Zealand which are designed for the private vehicle as it prioritised cycling
and pedestrian activity. She considered that the PC69 site lends itself to the prioritisation of
cycling and pedestrian activity and that the inconvenience to car travel by having to use an indirect
route via Springs Road to the Town Centre was beneficial. She again notedmsupport the

new community the plan change area also provided local commercial ce approp
scale which were located within a maximum of a 500 m radius from an I| in PC69

it could accommodate a future primary school, early Iearnlng% nd othepaj ant 0%

community facilities if required.

As to the most appropriate mechanism, plan change or, ateglc Sp% nning exe Q
0
aco

or structure plan, she advised that structure plans Iuable.to%
direction and spatial structure and they can ide vision and buij

rm the

it ntity.

She advised that they are most effective w hange is reguited and gote olleston
was a good example of where the structure plan had creat new vision and'direction with large
green spaces, a new high school commun|ty jes complete nging the spatial

structure of the town.

major change in direc hat was

She did not consider this t the case in Li In as the LSP @ iew never really provided a
. The un g spatial structure of Lincoln had

@ ‘

always been dominatedwy’naturalfeatu he roadi oaches and the clear hierarchy and
importance of in road and Up Centre.

n the,context of L|ncoln ange such 69 was in her view a logical extension of the

e plan and a owth on for the township following the existing underlying

ial layout. Sh ered the crepancy is the extent of growth anticipated by the
inal struct& She w; concerned that under the current circumstances with the
need for nd the tj es to undertake larger strategic exercises such as a structure

plan, ere a plan C ppropriate. From an urban design perspective, she considered it

Il the |n 0 eeded to a detailed level, facilitating well informed decisions and

ng the be@ a faster process.

r Nichalson firmed at the hearing he was supportive of improvements to the internal layout
of th @The differences of opinion remained regarding the levels of external connectivity to
INownship and accessibility to community services and he was supportive of the additional
ercial areas, the establishment of a reduced speed limit through direct property access onto
Springs Road, the replacement of the Living X with a wetland reserve which would enhance the
ecological values and mahinga kai values, and the inclusion of a continuous east-west primary
road to the west of Springs Road and a third north-south primary road extending from Collins

Road to the east of Springs Road.
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276. He remained concerned about walkability which he considered would be poor although assisted
by the local shops for everyday use. Most of the existing public facilities would be more than
1.2 km from the northern boundary and he considered it unlikely that most people would walk
from PC69 to access existing services regularly. He acknowledged that public services and
facilities would be relatively easily accessible by bicycle but that vehicle access would not be

simple or direct.

277. He explained that good accessibility does not necessarily correspond with go nnectivity and
remained of the opinion that the proposed street network in the ODP foﬁu

have poor connectivity with the existing Lincoln street network. He depéd an ac

area w

level of connectivity for PC69 would provide nine connections atf@p ter 400 als
including four primary street connections. He advised that changes of th€ scale png in PC69

*
were not necessarily ‘bad’ but they are likely to threaten Vnon that |
t

elements including buildings, spaces and social ’

Submitter Evidence @ O

278. | discussed with a number of subm'%hei concerns tion to t Liberty for the
Verdeco Park Community (PC69 cribe In charac emi-rural town with
growth but people still kno ach r and it Rad that small-to QMr Hope (PC69-0050)
discussed the village conc He describedjit as an EngI| ot a New Zealand one. He
referred to the Oxford D ohary defini %age saym than a hamlet but smaller than
a town. He not the Webster Dj tlon efined |t een 100 and a few thousand. He

feel had ady gone. (PC69 0238) discussed a number of

oncerne he presﬁ of congestion and similar in Gerald Street
ward ‘Street. W T atson (PC69- ) again had a range of concerns but noted the
|n the f % that he has lived there, there had been considerable

In as | g |t ral identity.

Ms MacL 0123) in L|ffey Springs. She discussed a number of issues that she
d|s ssed th ral towns in Selwyn and that they are villages with people retiring
luding f e identified that SDC had the lowest crime rate in New Zealand and
Lincoln s% her neighbours, and knew many of the staff at the New World by name.
OShe was co terms of scale. She talked about caps on the houses being built. She was
very co@e that the growth of the town would impact on the character. She considered the

d history of the town are important. Ms Judson Farr (PC69-0263) discussed the

ch
i ch of the Liffey Springs environment and applauded SDC for creating a very special
(&ve. She was considerably relieved to find the linkage had been removed.

280. Mr Page (PC69-0075) again had a number of issues and three main ones. He advised that one
of the fundamental concerns was the lifestyle and wellbeing of the residents in Verdeco and Te

Whariki could be impacted on. There could be amenity issues.
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281. Ms Painter (PC69-0122) raised a number of issues including liveability. She referred to Our
Space and that “Lincoln develops while retaining its village and university character” with a focus
on primary production. They discussed the changes they had seen in Lincoln over the years.
They advised that the general tenor of the ODP with amenity and open space planning addressed
was acceptable. They considered that if this was being proposed in Rolleston they would not

object at all. It is the impact external to the ODP area.

Assessment and Findings

282. | have spent some time recording the expert evidence, and a se he view &
submitters, as this is obviously an important issue. | acknowledge ns expres
residents in relation to the village character and its loss. There has a S|gn|f|c t growth in
Lincoln over the last 15 years in particular. As Mr N|ch on sa|d durmg‘ i ions at t
hearing, Lincoln is a very different place today than it rs ago a be a diff
place if PC69 goes ahead. He did not conside necess a nega Q

acknowledged some of the people in Lincoln watlld see that as a n ut the |II hers
who consider it to be positive. Again in di , Mr Nicholgo dwsed hat not see
anything particularly in the strateglc documents which id ieththe protec of Lincoln or its

character and also noted that the nt|C|pated

283. | have carefully considered issuesfin relationyto a hange of arising from the scale

of the proposal. The scal , particularly for long-term

f the proposal\does raise is§ &
residents of Lincoln, |ff|cul In my v re are a number of factors in
relation to PC69which™wilf"assistyin a @

|ng thos | note that the development will
occur over a ef of years. rter has a@ at the practicalities of development in
d similar in essence imposed a de facto

terms of s y Iabour@a lity, ma
cappifig at afpund 250G a % at minimise immediate impacts of scale. The location of

69 s, in my wew\&am. It have direct impacts on the character of the Town

w NICh0| jor conc ded connectivity and accessibility. He considered that PC69

prow str ng conn way of pedestrian and cycling connections across the northern
Q He d|d@~ er consider it was reasonable to expect that everybody would walk
Ie for ex oung families may have difficulties in getting to the Town Centre. Mr

icholson a |scussed the changes that had been made to the ODP. He considered the
& inclusi f the park and ride area was a real benefit, as were the additional commercial areas.
ment of the Living X with the reserve and SMA was a positive and the continuous
@ est road to the west of Springs Road and additional primary road to the east of Springs

d

. He considered all of those to be positive.

285. Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen both saw urban design benefits from the difficulties to
connect through neighbouring subdivisions for motor vehicles. Ms Lauenstein considered this led

to PC69 not being focused on the dominant use of motor vehicles.
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286. | acknowledge Mr Nicholson'’s concerns in relation to connectivity. Focusing on vehicular access,
| accept that the current roading network does create some issues in terms of connectivity due to
the layout of the subdivisions to the north. However, the changes to the ODP, including the two
additional commercial areas, address that concern to some degree. While that may perhaps be
a matter of accessibility, in my view it remains very relevant that the cycling and pedestrian
network is comprehensive and provides significant benefits in terms of the layout and integration

with reserves and similar.

287. As to the appropriate process for facilitating growth, again | discussed tha\@&:holson nd

Ms Lauenstein in particular. They agreed there were benefits with sp rategic

of growth. Mr Nicholson was of the view that there were other option wth in Li

could be properly explored. Ms Lauenstein did not share that viewp(anLarly giv niversity
and its landholdings and the landholdings of the Crown re W\ltutes (A ﬁh ManaQ
Whenua (Landcare Research), and Plant and Foo X er view a@e sharedq
Compton-Moen, that PC69 was a natural exten Lincoln ana‘ ome frorr@ al
planning process was likely to be the same

288. There is no disagreement between t Ia ers or the lagdseape/urban |gn W|tnesses in
relation to the values of a spatial pl ess. | ag t a spatial p g process would
provide greater opportunities in®te of con ra of altern s and is generally the
appropriate way to addres terms ft@lcular pl e however, | do not have

a concern that PC69 will-de ine the direction of growth for I° . There are issues in relation

to the University and @ hoIdmgﬁ wn R& @nstitutes that do have an impact
on the directio uture growth e

289. The site h phyS|ca ection to t g township of some 3 km in length on the
site’sghorthe bound n the nature e site, its location and its surrounds, | do not
rezoning thi &would ues in terms of precedent, to the degree that such

relevant on a @hang ore ple this plan change does not anticipate, or rely on

er gr @ south o to enhance its connectivity or compactness. Given the

ature of t osal and on, and in the context of the clear evidence in terms of demand

and L@F‘ty shortfall In | do not consider it is necessary or indeed appropriate to await
e of a ncertam, strategic planning process.

2@ acknowled here will be landscape and visual effects on those who reside in Verdeco,
& and po |aII 0 a lesser degree those in Te Whariki. | acknowledge there will be appreciable

ch residents of Lincoln. | also accept that connectivity by way of motor vehicles is not
ﬁfocus on walkability and cycling is however appropriate. From a wider landscape and
(& n design perspective, in my view the ODP provides real opportunities for enhancement of
waterways, spring protection and similar. Those matters obviously are important from an
ecological perspective but also, in my view, contribute to the potentially positive landscape and

urban design outcomes.
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291. Overall, | consider that the matters in relation to urban design, urban form, density, character and
potential landscape effects have all been appropriately addressed through the Applicant's
evidence and the iterative and responsive approach taken to the ODP. In my view that ODP will
ensure that good environmental outcomes can be achieved through a good and comprehensive
urban design. It will be well connected to the existing township through the comprehensive
walking and cycling network and the commercial areas which enable the day-to-day needs of
residents to be met.

Transportation/Traffic Effects on Roading Network (ib K
292. A large number of the submissions raised concerns in relation toaffic effeé@ase ,\

were summarised by Mr Boyes as including:

‘ O
(&) The existing safety issues at various intersections meact (%Qal traffi Q
existing safety levels; . % 6
(b)  The general increase in traffic in and aro Lincoln, andhe \Jlting irrgct?);safety
and congestion around the Town Cen% he existj imary and% ols;
(c)  The existing roads are too n already co@ , and not aiate for increased
traffic; % ( Q
(d)  The impact of incres commuter traffic on Springs ﬁx ugh Lincoln and Ellesmere
Road heading towardg Halswe ck of zﬁ@a t of such effects;
(e) The cos%grading ro@cluding poﬁ@ﬁ’sts to the existing ratepayers;

) Lack ovision % uate wal nd cycling connections to Allendale Lane,

*
&uthf Id Dri\\\ iffey Spr'@rive to get to Ararira School; and
It did not j @

ublic tr p&d/or should provide public transport.

? *
@ | accept t)&& accurat ry of the issues raised in the submissions.
*
Q 94. Ti: @st inclu egrated Transport Assessment (ITA) prepared by Mr Fuller of Novo

Limited whichjidentified a number of capacity issues. He assessed traffic generation to be
On the order%, 0 vehicle movements per hour in the peak hours and 14,000 vehicle
& movemEs perday.

295. As@d out by Mr Boyes, the ITA made reference to, and in places put some weight on, the
ial

@ﬂ for a southern bypass which was shown on the movement and connectivity ODP. Mr
azey advised that SDC had undertaken a feasibility assessment of that link in 2014 and
determined that it did not warrant further investigation due to a number of factors. Mr Mazey
concluded that the bypass was not a viable option and any suggestion that it might proceed was

misinformed.
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296. Mr Collins prepared a peer review of the ITA and associated transportation matters.*® The key

matters he identified were:

. Safety and efficiency effects of PC69 on the Lincoln transport network, and what

intersection and road upgrades are required to support it;

. Connectivity of the ODP within the site, and to the adjacent existing and future transport

network; and

. Consideration of the Rolleston Structure Plan. (ib K
%Iogy us ing ’\

peak hour travel effects on the Lincoln transport network and was cong€rned gham ay have C)\
e

been a reasonably significant under-prediction in the pﬂw particuia(:\
t I

297. Mr Collins’ peer review identified a number of concerns about th

am peak.

He considered the traffic distribution for PC69 0 nsistent ilar residen
*
development zones within Lincoln and may re affect th\%orma @itlcal
intersections such as Springs Road/Ellesmere JunCtion Road/Gerald et. < ,
298. The peer review expressed concerpsin reliion to th rvof assumgptions informing the

ra
assessment of the Springs Road/ Junction rald Street ection.

299. He concluded there had ansuff ent consi@v of the g f PC69 on Springs Road
*
et.

between Lincoln and P n and betweeR,PC69 and Ger

* %
300. The peer review identi umbgr of &)SS es anc)N everal recommendations. It noted
that PC69 w be Well-cﬁted to the ding urban environments and would
ings Ro llesmer 0 connect with the existing Lincoln urban

primarily r

areaAs a fesult of that er review re d that PC69 would have poor connectivity to
: urban area& ower a%@i public transport usage. Overall, the peer review
cluded that the%ssment f poteRtial transport effects had not been adequately considered
?ﬁ Mr C@nable to@ PC69 at that stage.

Appli@l’sE dence ¢ @
Q 301. @ith's evid Qéed modelling only. The interpretation of the modelling was left to Mr
Fuller.

en
He Q\at his evidence largely responded to matters raised by Mr Collins. He

cceptegd that thére had been an error in the evening peak model, explained his use of Springs

Road/ Road intersection as a proxy, and confirmed that he had revisited several
as@ons and updated the modelling. Overall he considered the updated modelling addressed

chnical concerns raised by Mr Collins and that the modelling had been undertaken in line
with best practices and appropriately demonstrated the effects of the plan change on the Lincoln

transport network.

40 s42A Report 28 October 2021, Appendix J
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302.

303.

304.

At the hearing, Mr Smith advised that he had been asked to undertake a modelling sensitivity test
which explored the impact of changing the PC69 trip rates per household using rates based on
surveys collected in November 2021 in Lincoln. He advised the trip rates were 0.6 trips per
household in the morning peak hour (8-9am) and 0.82 trips per household in the evening peak
hour (5-6pm). The appendix to Mr Smith’s summary included several corrections including a
corrected Table 4.3 which was the intersection performance at key intersections in the morning
peak.

Mr Smith explained several of the matters identified in his evidence. | dl%%th Mr S&
t

the ODP changes. He considered that they did not impact on the mod rms of t

access which was now proposed, he advised that would result i eed limj \
not believe that would have an effect on the modelling as he cor:% that th \
really occur until it got to the roundabout near to the |ty We dISC

matters including the growth and reliance on Chris adwsed

taken the modelling may be conservatively high Q of potentla n the Spri @' Oad

corridor.

Mr Fuller identified what he understood to b %nresolv trﬁmau etween himself

and Mr Collins. He listed these in ry of eV|den d addressed each

of them in turn. In terms of traffi ion ral irmed prepared on the basis
of residential development génerating’0.7 vehlclmments p ﬁ g per hour in the am and
pm peaks. He noted t traffic assessments, includin
adopted a rate of 0.9 ‘ per dw@ur M

were undertak Millstream DriVeg in LIREOIN to vali use of a trip rate of 0.7 vehicles per
dwelling in the%ours He a@ they rtaken on 10, 15 and 16 November 2021
for two ho%ach o] rifing and ev\&peaks. The results of that indicated that the
amﬂtra ic gen (%Wlthm th pe of the original assessment although the traffic

nera for the |s hlgher\ essed.

ndertaken in Rolleston, had

plained the traffic surveys which

capa nd he conS| e acceptable. He noted that the modelling of the pm peak led to

I decrea rk performance which he considered to still be acceptable and noted

|onal traf II|ng which had been undertaken, he noted that indicated
Q~ that in the ak no int or access operates worse than Level of Service D which is in

0 mterse t s predicted to operate worse than Level of Service D. He considered there
as sufficie acity in Springs Road south of Gerald Street to accommodate the plan change

and for, ide roads and accesses to operate satisfactorily.

306. % dressed the effects through the Prebbleton corridor. He noted that a range of traffic
ro

307.

vements were proposed within Prebbleton. He considered that indicated that schemes were
already in place to promote Shands Road as an alternate road to Springs Road which in turn will

be traffic calmed.

He considered that the traffic capacity on the Shands Road and Springs Road corridors through

Prebbleton would be taken up as a result of any further growth in Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton
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and Leeston. He noted that any growth in those locations would contribute to traffic on this
corridor. He considered the diminished capacity of those corridors over time as a function of
growth in this part of the District generally, rather than PC69. It was his view that addressing the
traffic capacity through the corridor would be required irrespective of PC69. He noted that
development contributions from PC69 would contribute funding towards the infrastructure
upgrades required. He also advised that the volumes of traffic from PC69 through that corridor

would progressively increase as development occurred meaning that SDC would have time to

investigate and implement solutions. He noted the residents of PC69 would®haye he ability to

choose viable alternative routes (Ellesmere Road and State Highway 75 ongestu\
308. Mr Fuller considered that the plan change had sufficient acces Walkrng

to/from the main commercial area at Vernon Drive noting that th% use 0 oIIard

Crescent, Papatohora Drive and Kaitorete Drive as well a Wed path on Road.

advised that the Moirs Lane extension would also ability to Jimmy Q

Terrace along with the path along the northern s oundary\ﬁ nel pedes 5 and

cyclists towards the linkages to Te Whariki wher y lead towar strng cgmmeicial area.

He considered that the internal transportnet ided go néctions o the hewsSing within

the subdivision, community services the p posed co cial centres en spaces. He

considered that access to jobs i rch, RoIIe Lincoln ar leved through the

connections to the wider roading ne k. He ¢onsider&d that the hange layout provided

the potential for passengef transport. In terms lack of @ e*connections between the
e

plan change site and g ing residential\areas to th did not consider that was
critical from a transpo pectrve it ieduces |I|ty from a traffic perspective, it
encourages trips walklng an cI|ng whllst the potential for vehicles to rat-run

through th re5|den opment II he was satisfied that the site provided
acceptable nsport Irnk
r Full address |ng and x f infrastructure projects and overall considered that
transport re accep ject to the identified road upgrades.

Q~ Submltter& ms

of sub Xed issues with traffic, particularly in relation to the local network,

s Road a d Street. Ms Liberty discussed the difficulties with crossing Springs Road

nd explaln e changes they had sought were necessary. A number of submitters also

& addresmoncerns about Gerald Street with difficulties in both congestion at times and crossing
imes. Submitters advised that concerns had been raised on many occasions and

i Qments in terms of crossing facilities and similar had not been undertaken along Gerald
(&at. CCC raised concerns in relation to impact on the wider network and Christchurch City.

s42A Report — Evidence at Hearing

311. Mr Mazey, while he did not provide a written report, attended the hearing to discuss those

concerns. He advised that one of the issues was that Gerald Street had a dual role. It provided
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312.

313.

for the township but also served as an arterial route. He advised that progress had been made
to adopt a Lincoln upgrade which would be comprehensive and was looking at approximately a
$20 million investment. This would include a 30 km/hr zone, upgrades of the roading, traffic
calming and similar. He advised that the comprehensive approach had been undertaken and
while that will have real benefits, it does mean that piecemeal changes are not included in the
interim. In terms of other roads where issues have been raised around safety, he noted that the
speed limits had largely been reduced from the 100 km/hr down to 80 and there had been some

upgrades and improvements. He advised there were three key upgrades planhed for Gerald

Street from one end to the other. The plan was to create cycle spaces a ould aI
dedicated cycle lanes from the township through to the University. Th e traffi

also incorporated as part of the comprehensive approach. That o owde b sing
areas and slowing the traffic down was very much focused on prowd g safeg r people

to walk and cycle. He advised they were trying to juggle \ |or|t|es

Mr Mazey discussed the works and the focus o s Road and Road in Q
In terms of Prebbleton and Springs Road, he no at was very con d and @ been
undertaken basically to divert traffic away f bleton os R to s Shands

Road and further works would be und%e Shands Road ir’the futub
Mr Collins in his updated summ Ckl d th Q been a@er of discussions and a
ve

number of matters had beepfresol rought ce andt iscussions. He addressed
the matters he conS|d ain in contenti In terms of eak vehicle trip generation,
he advised that this ¢ \ he addre elther up delllng for the am peak using a

than 1,400 veh

0.82 veh/hr/dwgfling trip rate, or a\dw II| cap shou Iaced on PC69 generating ho more
calculated j'eap to nd 1,710 dwellings.

314. In&ﬁ E effects on ebbleton arteri e noted that Mr Fuller and he agreed that there

capacity |s m the SK‘@oad and Springs Road corridors through Prebbleton
r He considered the effects of PC69 on Shands
t. He considered it was more appropriate for SDC to

uld all current chang
d/Sp to be si

oordlnat pgrade corridors as capacity issues are as a result of multiple plan

chan ut he que K hether SDC could reasonably be expected to fund and deliver
v pgra %d ed that the earlier delivery of the Moirs Lane connection may help
some e QShands Road/Springs Road but he was unable to comment without further

the eff

ssess ent, the degree that may act as a pressure release for the Prebbleton arterial, nor
%n the Ellesmere Road/State Highway 75 corridor.

315. (& orded that Mr Fuller and he agreed that the form of the northern intersection of PC69 with
n

gs Road, either as a roundabout or traffic signals, should be determined as part of the
subdivision application and liaising with the SDC’s Transportation Manager. He remained
concerned in relation to transport links between PC69 and the surrounding urban areas which
were due to the existing urban forms of adjacent land. He considered PC69 would have less than
optimal connectivity to Lincoln for all transport users which would result in lower resilience and

lower active and public transport usage. He considered this was not a critical flaw in itself but
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should be considered in conjunction with other concerns he had highlighted. Mr Collins advised
that most of his concerns in relation to timing and responsibility for infrastructure upgrades had
largely been addressed, as had his concerns in relation to costs of any possible road connection
to Te Whariki.

316. Mr Collins confirmed that he was satisfied with the modelling for the pm peak but remained
concerned in relation to the am peak period. He discussed the survey undertaken and did not
consider it provided robust evidence as to what trip rates should be required duelto small survey
size, unknown effect of COVID-19 Level 2 on current travel patterns, al elihgbd that PE69
would have a higher commuting profile compared with the existin@%

residential growth outstripping local employment growth. (L

al area 0
A
317. As to the concerns Mr Collins had expressed in reIatior%afety and e?f'c@ effects f 0
pedestrians on Springs Road south of Gerald Street, h N e had be@essed thr :
the changes to the ODP. .\%

318. He remained concerned about the effects o @bleton art@e calcula@ demand
h

generated by PC69 in the am peak directigef would be 8 r represénting 25% of the
proportion of total future demand. @is d that the“tgtalvdemand Rolleston plan
changes and PC69 would be 160 fto % o capadity. He did not agree that capacity

improvements would be required forgPrebbleto

ctive of P as’PC69 has a significant
effect on the capacity exceedance. Given P§69’s ocation 8f the FDAs identified in the

CRPS he questioned r| was for SDE t
or reallocate committe@=fundin %

to addr
Prebbleton. ed that an ative rout d by the Moirs Lane/Ellesmere Road

ected to increase expenditure

anticipated traffic growth through

ther assessment he was unable to address

that pfoperly§ He idemifi@ iming of upgradeés should be revised to be upon formation of a
nnestion to Moirs % \O

s. Those issues are relevant not only from a potential effects

w ussiona S 0\'
@ I considert&\ranspo ti@ues identified by the submitters and addressed in the evidence to
be o@ the cri&

@ctive buhﬁ m the perspective of well-functioning urban environments. The

Otransportatioa arise both from the scale of PC69 and its vehicle generation, and the limits
& on inteeition d connectivity from a vehicular perspective to the adjacent subdivisions,

particu Te Whariki.

320. @ plicant accepted that a number of transport network upgrades would be required prior to
upation of houses within the plan change area. It made a number of changes to the ODP to

address those issues.

321. In her closing submissions, Ms Appleyard submitted that the Applicant had struck an appropriate

balance in this case by recognising that infrastructure upgrades are likely to be required prior to
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development and providing certainty through the ODP text as to how this would be achieved.*!
In addition to the changes to the ODP text, and again as explained by Ms Appleyard in her reply,
these included bringing forward the requirement to upgrade Ellesmere Road which is now
required upon formation of a connection to Moirs Lane and which must occur prior to the
occupation of more than 1,354 households, and establishing a proposed park and ride facility to

cater for at least 75 cars.

322. The other relevant changes to the ODP text included: (L

. The provision of a maximum 1,710 households beyond which %d be re &n
association with any resource consent application; (} % ,\
. There are now three small local commercial centres i the eastern and wes g@ rts of th 0
ODP area. The ODP specifically records that t ork is t or extens b
to existing public transport routes/new route; . % :é
t\vate pr@ is to be

. Along Springs Road and Collins Road direétvehicular ac
provided; &

. Traffic upgrades requrred odate grow traffic from DP area and the
nature of those works, the timi equrrerﬁsﬁl antrcrpat@rng responsibilities are
set out in Table 1. upgrades are co ensn;e

323. | have carefully consi Il of the e ence atters raised in the submissions
and by submlt resen |ng Th I traffic gq d by PC69 will have impacts on the
transportation s and on nts of

in% those accessing its facilities such as
of the issues raised, particularly those relating

Lincoln Un % SDC is addfe srng anu
ald S hat is we&der ay.

ODP rec@w xpvork upgrades are required to accommodate growth in
ic fr D area and cIearIy the nature of those works, the timing requirements
d the ed fundr

ensu there is n

sibility. | record that the word ‘anticipated’ was included to

with the plan change provisions moving into matters properly

under ~ cal Bovernment Act.
atters suc Springs Road/Ellesmere Junction Road/Gerald Street traffic signals, which
& have b of oncern for some time, are now to be addressed prior to occupation of any

within the ODP area with the anticipated funding mechanism being a private

p r agreement. Again the connection with Moirs Lane and Ellesmere Road seal widening
of Edward Street are anticipated to be developer funded and there is a limitation of 1,354
households being occupied prior to the completion of that work. Pedestrian and cycle crossing
on Springs Road located on the Lincoln University Road frontage also must be undertaken prior

to any occupation of households and again are developer funded. That will go some way to

41 Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of Applicant 15 December 2021 at para [39]
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326.

327.

Other Matters (Effects on Community Facilities and Environmen

addressing the concerns expressed by a number of submitters, and particularly those in Verdeco
Park, in relation to the difficulties in crossing that road and will again encourage active transport

modes.

In terms of Greater Christchurch and particularly effects in Christchurch City, | consider that with
distance and with dispersal once traffic gets into Christchurch, the effects will be considerably

less than minor. Mr Collins addressed that issue in discussions.

But for the changes that the Applicant has proposed and incorporated int % | am of the
view that the transportation issues would have been a significant impegiment zoning. (&n
5 o} en

those changes and the benefits that they provide, | am satisfi S ncerns a@
appropriately addressed.

328.

329.

332.

>

A number of submitters raised issues in relatio t
addressed the issues in relation to the reserves ect of the sp earlier.< ,

Schooling E @

A number of submitters raised is§ue %ation c@m, includimg the pressure on existing

schools and the lack of proyiSion fofya new scheol site within t elopment area. Amongst

those submitters was the Mihistry of Education (P069-024’3\J submitted that the school
e

network planning and ent in Ly ifkecent ye r%i en guided by SDC advice on

e current sch etwork wégenerally designed to accommodate

any developm outside of thas. Its @ on advised that consultation had not
b

occurred al ested that@ onl

y be
and gSufficie provisiﬁn@ made to_acc odate additional school children, including
endigents to the \\ \O

Or

future develop t and

if the Applicant consults with the Ministry

hillips,ad t there dialogue with representatives of the Ministry of Education
and in his& e recor e understood the Ministry sought a new assessment matter
*
being'® \
QlZ.lA.lO er, following consultation with the Ministry for Education, any land

ig/required to be provided for education purposes within Outline
% evelopment Plan Area 9.

Mr P i@s supportive of that assessment matter. He noted it would provide for consideration
need for education facilities in the block, informed by the Ministry, at the time of subdivision
%ent. He also advised that the ODP narrative otherwise provides for consideration of school
needs and section B2.3 of the SDP provides extensively for community facilities, including

schools.

Mr Phillips noted that the Ministry also sought additional wording within Policy B4.3.63 to refer to

the potential provision of educational facilities within the ODP area for PC69. He did not oppose

Page 66

effects on & ity facilitieog



that but nor did he consider it was necessary, noting that the wording contained within the ODP
itself and policy support for new community facilities including educational facilities is already
provided for in section B2.3 of the SDP.#?

333. The Ministry of Education did not appear at the hearing. It provided a letter dated 18 November
2021 which was tabled at the hearing. That tabled letter advised the Ministry had reviewed the
s42A Report and the evidence submitted on behalf of the Applicant. It identified a nhumber of
matters it wished to have addressed. It supported the amended wording (hODP text to

provide for new educational facilities in the PC69 site if required an sion of
assessment matter 12.1.4.106. It still requested additional wording t
0\
Evaluation and Finding
334. This is a matter which has been raised in a number O\Vnges a N;ne thaté

specifically addressed by a number of submitters o

335. | have considered all of the submissions and the'eyidence. e chan sm y the
Applicant are appropriate. In relation to the for the i POI|c 4.3. read:
Outline Development Plan

e Potential provisio fe@nal fac(es)
— while perhaps not , IS appr . It reinfo \Qmportance of the potential
provision of educatlo ities. Gi le of th@change, and the potential impact
on educanona@as it assure@th prowsmn h will be assessed.

Medical / ppieg / Emer e rvices
.
u r of submissN alse@rn that the Lincoln medical centre was already over-
@n ate

336. r
scribed and ot ad eet the needs of the existing population. Other
|ssmg e need &dditional supermarket and adequate shopping areas. The

impact on ncy ser also raised.

37. Mri@onsmer community facilities and amenities identified by the submitters were

tters whq be addressed directly through the plan change. He noted that any
evelopmen from PC69 would occur in stages and that would provide an opportunity
& for suc rvic to be provided in a more timely manner. He noted that if there was demand for
local shopping needs, the market will typically seek opportunities to meet this

e was concerned that the commercial area proposed by PC69 was small. He noted it was put
forward on the basis that it would not result in retail distribution effects on the existing Town Centre

but he was concerned it did not provide sufficient opportunity for development of a local centre to

42 Summary of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 24 November 2021 at para [14]
43 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at para [178]
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339.

340.

341.

meet the convenience needs of the new community. He also noted that the Applicant’s
submission on the PDP included specific provision for a supermarket. The addition of two further

commercial areas addressed Mr Boyes’ concerns.
Discussion and Findings

The growth enabled by PC69 will undoubtedly have impacts on community facilities in terms of
increased demand. | accept Mr Boyes’ evidence report in relation to matter. The
development of PC69 in stages does provide an opportunity for services t p dinamore

timely manner. | also accept that given that demand, the market will

to meet it. The two additional commercial areas will allow for 3

potentially day-care centres, medical centres, convenience stores ang similar, al me of

those will require resource consent. \V

k opportunities
D facilitiei i@ing

Environmental Quality Q~ . %6 0
As identified by Mr Boyes, a number of sume \ pa ;e

change would have on the amenity or enviro

raised conceifhs ut the plan
quality s roundi@e :

Mr Boyes summarised those as inclug@

é’

o Increase in noise, dust’and heaVy traffic d nstructlo the adverse health effects
arising; \

. The impact the ang ma@ orfthe r cter of the area generally, or more
specific he rural out f houses w, purchased for their semi-rural views,
|ncI otentra his ma property prices and enjoyment of those

Q Pallution an‘&\mnaﬂono Qays quality of potable water, rubbish, and health and

safegl

E . Incr density @‘rg in increased crime.

342.

f noise, avy traffic during construction, | am satisfied that such matters can
dressed u specmc assessment at the time of subdivision, including through the NZ
tand for ruction noise, management of dust in accordance with the CRC requirements,

and thr subdivision consent conditions addressing construction phase.

s of the impact on rural character generally and on the houses from Verdeco in particular,
% addressed that in the paragraphs addressing the urban design matters. | accept that those
properties, and to a lesser degree those in the Te Whariki subdivision, will have a change of
outlook. The outlook will change from an open rural to a more compartmentalised residential.

Appropriate mitigation steps can be incorporated at subdivision stage.
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344. Mr Boyes in his s42A Report and in discussions was of the view that property owners who are on
the edge of a township cannot expect their views to remain protected. | acknowledge that and
acknowledge that some of the submitters who appeared had gone through a due diligence
process and were reassured by the planning framework that those views would remain. However,
plans change. A district plan has, in theory, a life of approximately ten years prior to review. In
terms of property prices, | prefer the approach of focusing on the environmental effects as it is

those which, ultimately, will lead to an impact on property prices, if any.

345. Matters such as pollution and contamination of waterways, quality of pot{ﬂrubbish nd

health and safety are all matters which can be addressed through the proces

the stormwater discharge will require CRC consent and matters % tent|a 0%

contamination of waterways will be addressed through that process

w Idon erthat {&Q

ed declin mber o

346. Inrelation to the increased density resulting in an incre

issue. | note Ms Carrick’s submission (PC69- 025

including the lack of current policing in Selwyn a ~

stirrodnding ar atth di f the
further 2,000 unplanned households would v e stress to erfun e

Submission of Mr Manmeet Singh (PC69

347. Mr Singh is a landowner in endal e. He as s t, under ?P rezoning of his land
together with that of any n uring or oth an s app ing for sound resource
&propemes were adjacent to the

management reason ission on noted tha%
north-eastern bound e PC69 ingh

entirety or to tt—%rt needed to de or integ
urban resi jal eIopmem ice his
Lane He salight the rez e propert|

e approval of PC69 either in its

ess and other infrastructure to enable
and all the listed properties in Allendale

e Allendale Lane to Living Z and amendment

C69 ODP t he lan to include a road link to Liffey Spring Drive. The

ission expre ht that P wed it.
hom d pert VI nce on Mr Singh’s behalf. He advised the purpose of the
submrssron s two oki ensure that the PC69 ODP included provision for a future road
that a futur nection with the Allendale properties, and to support the deletion of
m setb incoln WWTP. He advised that would severely restrict development
otential on daIe Lane land and he considered both parts of the relief to be within scope
Opf the s ml as it supported the entire proposal which includes removing the setback line.

349. 9% ph [15] of his evidence, Mr Thomson advised that he had not commented further on
@ oning of the Allendale Lane properties because he considered it to be beyond scope and

on the plan change. Nor did he comment on the merits of PC69. Mr Thomson's evidence

and answers to questions at the hearing focused on the access to the Allendale Lane properties

by the road link across Liffey Stream and into Liffey Spring Drive. In relation to the road link, Mr
Thomson was concerned about the removal of the access to the Allendale Lane site. He advised

that as part of his submission to the PDP, Mr Singh commissioned a report on the effects that the
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350.

351.

&

A

353.

proposed residential development in Allendale Lane would have on the road network, particularly
on Allendale Lane, Liffey Spring Drive and Southfield Drive. He did not provide that to support
the submission on this plan change because he did not consider it to be relevant in assessing the
merits. He did note that it was technically feasible for all traffic to enter and exit the Allendale
Lane site using Allendale Lane as an alternative route in and out of the proposed PC69
development. He did not agree with the removal of the indicative road and requested it be

reinstated.

The other issue related to the 150 m setback provided in Rule C4.9.32. % n provided a

supplementary statement on that. He noted that the setback would i

other parties and it should not be imposed unless the expert conflrm
essential.

Ms Nieuwenhuijsen considered that even with the n n she ha ed on th

of the pond, that may not be needed or may b s Nieu en qwt
addressed this issue by way of summary statean ndersto e Ap nt
had agreed a setback distance for PC69 of housing a s side agre relating

e pond &She noted that

they were acceptable for both of t es She that those ents were made

ificant

to complaint covenants and SDC'’s fut e congent appllc

prior to any updated odour effects ags sment e recent gAfgrmation on current pond

use and despite those agyeements”between nd the t for PC69, her opinion

remained that a lessepsse k may be priate. She that any setback distance

@ f the po@su jcient iff t n to fully understand the current
and expected f pon use is nat curreftly availab ieuwenhuijsen was of the view that
on current nfo atign, a 150 m s @ k was got Q‘: ted to be required for the Allendale Lane

land and a tial futur k distance @ Is land can be based on the avoiding reverse

% effects, any sidegagreements that are made independent to these
sess \

; USSIO& mgs 0\0
As n , Mr

homsor ed that due to scope issues he would not comment upon the

depends on the actua

| conside hthere are scope issues. In any event, apart from Ms Nieuwenhuijsen’s

Thomson's evidence, | received no evidence in relation to any other effects including traffic
eneration o ilar. Inthe context of an ODP which has been through considerable amendment,
and Wm very specifically focused on the land within its boundaries, and the wider potential

development, | do not have sufficient information to recommend the land be rezoned.

eff
@cumstances, | recommend that Mr Singh’s submission be rejected.

In terms of the setback from the WWTP, in addition to potential scope issues given the specific
nature of the Request, | do not consider | have sufficient information to determine the
appropriateness or otherwise of that setback for the Allendale Lane land. As Ms Nieuwenhuijsen
properly advised, while she is of the view that it is not necessary on the current usage, further

assessment would be required. Whether the 150 m setback is appropriate, a 100 m setback is
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appropriate, or whether a reduced or indeed no setback, are matters which can be addressed in

a more specific request should that eventuate.

354. In terms of the connection through Liffey Springs, that is no longer being sought. The indicative
roading network does enable consideration of a potential connection through to the Allendale

Lane properties.

Conclusion On Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment, Matters Raised in Su sions, Matters

Necessary to be Considered

355. Having considered all of the submissions, the evidence, reports an o ~ ments pr
consider that a number of the specific concerns raised have been appfopriately addrgss y the %
Applicant, in so far as they are relevant at this stage. | co S|der overall the A as be\b< ’

responsive to the issues raised and the changes to the OB explan are posi

and in my view necessary. | consider they assist in (@ ing a nu‘mb%‘ concerns s
em

by submitters and by the reporting officers. Iac edge that ther K S are
not able to be fully avoided and these includg,the Y@ss of versati ilspand potential changes to
Lincoln’s character and the traffic environfgént as a re the sca&a the proposed

development. As Mr Boyes stated ifl hissupdated conclusi and reco tions, they are
the inevitable consequence of al t rowthgi L per se. this particular location, |

rve and setbacks, and

consider that the amendments with thé proposed stormwater we

the other matters addreSS| e ecological Management, a
Statutory Analysis 0\6

s of coun ils as*Set out in s31 of the RMA at paragraph [183] of

y of su C has ctions of the establishment, implementation and review of

objectlve S and m 0 achieve integrated management of the effects of the use,

devel ent r protectl d and associated natural and physical resources of the District;*

shment‘ tation and review of objectives, policies and methods to ensure that

s sufficie e opment capacity in respect of housing and business land to meet the

xpected de s of the District;*> and the control of any actual or potential effects of the use,
develo t or protection of land, including for the specified purposes.4¢

358. MrBoyes referred to the general framework related assessment provided with the application but
é oncerned that the matters identified in relation to matters | have addressed in the preceding

paragraphs raised some significant concerns around the ability of PC69 as put forward to

4“4 s31(1)(a)
4 s31(1)(aa)
% 531(1)(b)
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adequately consider and control the actual or potential adverse effects of the proposed
development. At that stage, he considered it remained to be seen whether changes to the ODP
and additional measures would be better able to address the identified issues and provide the
opportunity for the plan change to be granted.4” At the conclusion of the hearing, in light of the
changes to the ODP and additional measures, Mr Boyes recommended the plan change could

be approved.

359. Mr Phillips considered, given his conclusion that the adverse effects of the mal would be

acceptable and accounting for the adoption of the existing district pl
amended ODP (as the key regulatory methods for achieving mtegrated ent of th s

of the proposal), the plan change would accord with the stated fu% he auth 31 0%

ns an

of the RMA. 0
360. Overall, having considered the evidence, and having e prim ts and rel Q

matters earlier in this Recommendation, | consider dlstrlcspl accord

assist the SDC to carry out its functions under achieve ose o The

adoption of the Living Z rules, and the ODP i | nable an te the t y actual

and potential effects of the use, develg : ent'er protecho@

361. In relation to s31(1)(aa), | will ad ssue .&» etail in my subsequent discussions on
the NPS-UD in particular. é

O
Part 2 Matters Q * %\
*
362. As noted by oyes, pursuantyto s;;l)(b) any@w es to the district plan must be in
accordancg_with th pI’OVISI RMAE yes considered that notwithstanding the

notification PDP, t se of the as currently reflected in the objectives and
p Qf the’ SDP v&\ did not@ to change.
363. identified th re oft rea was such that matters of national importance were
vant. w e listed a

: Q ' €) preservatlon atural character of wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins

Q vantly) protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use and

deveIop
&O(c) :E pr%mn of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats;

)Qe maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area,

@ lakes and rivers;

) The protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development;

and

47 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at para [185
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364.

365.

366.

367.

368.

369.

Q@

371.

D

(h)  The management of significant risks from natural hazards.

In terms of s6(a), | have addressed this issue in my earlier discussions particularly in relation to
the springs and the various waterways on the site. In my view, the preservation of the natural
character of the wetlands and the waterways and their margins is better met by this proposal.
There has been considerable thought and emphasis put into their preservation and indeed

enhancement of those wetlands, springs and waterways.

In terms of s6(c), again given the nature of the plan change area, and its u e osal assists
in the protection of significant indigenous vegetation and 5|gn|f|cant gain, the
areas, setbacks, and riparian plantings will protect and potentially hose habi a

marine area, lakes and rivers, again in my view in so evant the» prgpoOsal, and:t

reserves network, will at least maintain and indeed e pubI| g’'to the rivers,a

other waterways. QO
In relation to s6(f) and the protection of h ritage advi th e Springs

O’Callaghan farmhouse (Chudleigh) ch as constr arfound 1 ot listed as a

heritage item in the SDP or by H Zealand wever |dent as such within the

PDP. Mr Boyes considered that the ntion o the I r site areQnd Chudleigh accounts
for its heritage values and jAgs, including he us sprin ee with Mr Boyes’ opinion
that the retention oft ﬁ. on a lar i a

heritage from inapproptiate udeVISIO

Given my findings relatlon ing adéf earher and in light of the geotechnical

evidence, | tISer ded propo dresses the management of significant risks
fro&ral azard \

e& s7 matters. These were identified by Mr Boyes as the

al and physical resources (s7(b)), the efficiency of the end

accords nd the protection of historic

deve

ve had parti rd tot

|ent developmen
use of &s?(ba})
main ce and
(1)) ‘“§

ntenance and enhancement of amenity values (s7(c)), the

t of the quality of the environment (s7(f)) and the effects of climate

een addressed in my earlier consideration of the effects and other matters

raised bmissions and my subsequent assessment under the NPS-UD in particular. | note Mr

C(MQ evidence addressed s7(b) in particular. He addressed that from the viewpoint of
[

ic efficiency.

Mr Boyes, in his s42A Report, expressed concern in relation to the creation of large residential
development without a corresponding increase in local employment and access to services and

the resulting further increase in the existing pattern of commuter travel from Lincoln to other

48 542A Report 28 October 2021 at para [190]
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centres of employment (primarily being either Rolleston or Christchurch). He considered that had
impacts in terms of climate change, the efficiency and use of energy in addition to the traditionally
considered impacts on the road network in terms of both amenity values and traffic and safety
efficiency related effects. He considered that gave weight to the recommendations made by a
number of the submitters that the growth represented by PC69 would be better placed in an

existing urban growth area such as Christchurch City or Rolleston.

372. Ultimately, after considering the evidence presented, and the changes ma the ODP, Mr
Boyes was satisfied that those matters had been appropriately addressec(L

NPS-UD — Responsive Planning (L
373. An issue which has arisen in a number of the proposed,private pfan chwg@?atof the

relationship between the NPS-UD and the CRPS. I\ dressed

Recommendations including PC67 and PC73. To is€ the ISSL% aIIy the is e
whether the avoidance objective and policies in , and imp by Obj t.3.3
ined or whethRer the) NPS-UD

and Policy B4.3.1 of the SDP, mean that theyprop aI must be
responsive planning provisions offer a p%where& riate pl&mnges can be

In e

approved.

374. The CCC submission (PC69;0197) ressed@a lonship b the NPS-UD and the
CRPS. It recorded that th S seeks that urb

by PC69. It cited Obj.
Recovery! febuilding and develo ;ent are e@t within Greater Christchurch
through and use anstructure k that: .... 3. avoids urban
dev outside sting urbat or greenfield priority areas for
deve t, unles% sly provide -@ the CRPS.4°
375. &ed further ?N\ler the RiMA @ rict plans are required to give effect to any national

ional pelicy statement. If a proposed change to a district plan will, if

icy stateme
epted@ effect to aI policy statement, then a change should be sought to the
er

velopme ded in the area proposed
1 which préwvides:

RPS eith vance, or ame time. This submission further recorded that based on a

revie he PC6 tion, there had not been an accompanying plan change sought or

o the C ould rectify any inconsistency or conflict with Objective 6.2.1 of the

“Th hange 69 does not give effect to the CRPS and in our view must be
ecline ”.50

376. CR ission (PC69-0205) also identified Chapter 6. It submitted that the plan change site
i Qntified as a greenfield priority area for residential development and is located outside the
%shown on Map A. It submitted that the plan change request is therefore considered to be
inconsistent with Objective 6.2.1(3) which “avoids urban development outside of existing urban

areas or greenfield priority areas for development”, and Policy 6.3.1(4) to “ensure new urban

49 CCC Submission 10 June 2021 at para [18]
50 CCC Submission 10 June 2021 at para [20]
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activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas as shown on

Map A, unless otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS".

377. CRC sought the decline of the plan change in its entirety and “without prejudice” to that relief, if
the plan change was not declined it sought changes to the plan change to address issues raised

in its submission.

had also made submissions in opposition to PC67 and PC73. To avoid ug

378. Mr Wakefield provided legal submissions for both CCC and CRC. He noted CCC and CRC
y repeating

the legal submissions previously presented, Mr Wakefield advised t e submissions¥qad
been prepared only to respond to certain points made by Couns,

Applicant in\it§ |8gal
submissions on 22 November 2021. In all other respects, he relied on submissio@ﬂously

filed. V Q
379. Ms Appleyard in opening legal submissions identifi of the k % to dec@@
@

hearing was whether the plan change can be @

pved, despite N 6.2.

Appleyard was conscious that the topic hadsheemicovered at changejhearings but it

was repeated for completeness as this hearingghvolves “diff d potentially different counsel
(sic)”. A brief summary timeline of th ant plannin ents was @0 ed.

380. Ms Appleyard summarised t ques to be asked ow is the P be interpreted in light

of the NPS-UD where the ontains an ayoid y with ses @ 0 development outside Map
A, yet the later in time igher order, N contalns % e 6 and Policy 8 which requires
a responsive pIanning ach to out@tu ce ab\ cipated development.

381. Ms Apple ted that nterpr @ the word ‘avoid’ in the RPS inherently
prevents I\%ormes fr ifg responsi e way required by the NPS-UD, as it prevents
& even con merlts lan change that might otherwise add significantly to
evelopment cap contr|b x [I-functioning urban environments (the criteria for
%cy 8 NPS- e thesef outside of greenfield priority areas.5* Ms Appleyard submitted

t the r nt of the N S to be responsive to development capacity meeting certain
Q~ criteria even it is un&nti d or out-of-sequence was clearly intended to target exactly this
type ective [ S. She submitted that to say the ‘avoid’ policy in the CRPS prevents
elopments t outside of Map A would be to act in a manner contrary to the specific

&Odlrecnon of P 2

2. Ms Ap d submitted that in reconciling the inconsistency it would be necessary, as a matter
of@ ation, to attempt to try and reconcile the inconsistency between the two documents. If
% s not possible, she submitted that the NPS-UD, as the later in time document, and the
er order document, would have impliedly repealed (or amended) the meaning of ‘avoid’ in the
CRPS.%8

51 Legal Submissions on behalf of Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited 22 November 2021 at para [28]
52 Legal Submissions on behalf of Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited 22 November 2021 at para [29]
53 Legal Submissions on behalf of Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited 22 November 2021 at para [31]
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383. Ms Appleyard submitted that implied repeal of the objective in the CRPS should be a last resort.
She submitted that the two documents could be reconciled and read together and submitted that

it is highly relevant that:

(@ The NPS-UD provides a clear national level direction to enable development capacity and
is therefore a higher order document than the CRPS in terms of the resource management

hierarchy; and

(b)  The NPS-UD is the most recent in time planning document. Ms A ar mitted that
while PC1 to the CRPS did in part give effect to the NPS-UD‘II‘W ot in relati&o

Policy 8 where it was noted more work would be required to gi ffect to the re@ive ,\
planning framework established by the NPS-UD. Q \
V O O
NJV’ or “sof%\e nterpret:i@

2 ntil syc)—% the CRPS\ga'
e an ame the opj c@w the

CRPS). She submitted this could be done bygra alimited e iof onto the '@bjective where
a development could meet the NPS-UD b;%t adds signiicantly to d%pment capacity
and contributes to a well-functionin n environment objectiv@h CRPS should

therefore be read as meaning “e>€et%erwi for in the NIPS-
385. Ms Appleyard submitted f%

384. She submitted that in light of that, it was appropriate to “r
of ‘avoid’ in the CRPS to give effect to the NPS-UD @
effect to the NPS-UD, which she submitted wo

,avoid ...".

that SDC would e giving effectyto the NPS-UD “as soon as

CRC to p the %rit in the meantime to refuse to

practicable” if it was
consider requests for ing whicwe asis jdefice produced add significantly to
development @ 6 @

386. | note that unsel ¢ @kd onare pared by Mr Paul Rogers for the SDC dated
13&mb 2021.% noted i er plan change hearings, that Memorandum was not

reparetto specifi \ress the @ons on this Request. Rather, it addressed the wider

Qmissions Wi ?&se through the PDP hearings. Mr Rogers’ Memorandum included a
%cussio ¢ roial objegtivel of the NPS-UD which he considered to be influential if not

Q~ critical to theSWnterpretive e. He noted Objective 2 which states:
Q Q@mning deei }rove housing affordability by supporting competitive land and
developm%a kets.

& he M oranan goes on to note that the responsive planning provisions came into force
a

gai text of what is frequently described as a national housing supply crisis which impacts
affordability of housing nationally. Mr Rogers’ Memorandum records that if Simpson

son’s approach (to the matter before the Panel on the PDP) was correct, then effectively
within the Greater Christchurch area the responsive planning provisions in the NPS-UD would be
placed on hold until such time as the CRPS is reviewed, next scheduled for 2024. He considered
that given the NPS-UD seeks to ensure unanticipated and/or out-of-sequence developments are

considered responsively, provided they add significant land development capacity and contribute
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to well-functioning urban environments, the NPS-UD specifically recognises and provides for an

exception or legitimate departure from restrictive objectives such as Objective 6.2.1.

388. Ms Appleyard in her reply submissions identified that the approach taken to the plan change by
Counsel for CCC and CRC was more developed than it was at previous hearings. She

summarised what she understood the Councils’ position to be as:

(@  Theresponsive planning framework allows Councils to be responsive to changes such
as this one and SDC was responsive to the plan change when it acc processmg,
(b)  Despite this, SDC is bound to give effect to the CRPS and m s f e decllne

change as being outside Map A; and

(c) If SDC was minded to grant this plan change, it shc\Va change t @RPS 54
389. She submitted that interpretation would fall int Q&d catego as in
suggesting that SDC could accept the plan chaQor processin S thenﬁ\ﬁfrom
granting. She advised that was not Iogical arv ing having b omplete
waste of my, the Applicant’s and submitters’ titne and res@ ich coul be the intention
CRC had @tently ignored the
itted th ords to be directive that
en if” th Q@arrier such as what SDC

considers to be hard Map A. She Submitted thi strong statutory direction to
decision-makers to “k Q ng” eve hi constr h as the line in Map A.

Planning Evid @
390. Mr Boyes, &Pm llips @n man aII ad ed this issue from a planning perspective.

of Policy 8. Ms Appleyard submitt unsel for

“

important words within Policy 8 being “gven if".

local authorities are to behaVe jin a résponsive

conS|de as debat to whether Policy 8 of the NPS-UD “resolves” the

S|on betwe posal andithe av0|dance objectives and policies of the CRPS. He agreed

that Polic \ jded an o tunity to allow consideration of an out-of-sequence proposal that
% meets the sighificant c& a@reshold. He also advised that he would consider that as a higher
Q orde ment, D should be considered as providing an “opportunity” that would

0 @ ise be pr% y the CRPS and other planning documents. He considered that reflected
Oche central g@
& opportuE ies.

ips considered that any conflict was resolved by the NPS-UD Policy 8 as a higher order

nt objectives to facilitate greater opportunities for urban growth and housing

ore recent provision that is plainly worded to provide for eligible plan changes that are
uhanticipated or out-of-sequence.5®

54 Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of Applicant 15 December 2021 at para [21]
% Summary of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 24 November 2021 at para [27]
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393. Mr Langman again addressed Policy 8. In his view it was important to carefully consider the
wording of Policy 8 and Clause 3.8, and the language used to express the policy. He noted that
Policy 8 requires that policy decisions are “responsive to” plan changes, and that “particular
regard” is to be had to development capacity. He considered that required careful consideration
of a proposal, but did not override the much more directive duty under s75 of the RMA to ‘give
effect’ to higher order documents. He considered this to be important when considering the
requirement to give effect to both the NPS-UD and the CRPS. He advised that giving effect to
the NPS-UD means that, as per the wording of Clause 3.8(2), decision-maker§ need to have
particular regard to additional development capacity. However in doi o, they must

consider other relevant higher order policy direction which may requi ferent appro@
Langman addressed this issue in more detail in paragraphs [67] — §72 conside Q ible \
o

to read and apply the NPS-UD and the CRPS in a manner that does not creatg e@ onflict.
He considered the CRPS and its avoid framework in X to repr ethod
Avile]]

@ ' for app% lexibility t@
394. It was his opinion that no tension or confli betwee S-ub &QPS He

achieves the requirements of the NPS-UD, while al

for responsive decision-making.

considered reconciliation of the NPS-¢4B® POI| 8 based readin NPS-UD does
not absolve the need to comply ective ele@ f the CRPS. as his view that if
the Applicant was correct tha th;@a ten&@ t, then t@per approach would be

; 0 refer the @r o the Environment Court

under s82(2) which p lief where is a dlsag bout whether an RPS gives
effect to a National P@atement@ t co propriate to simply set aside the
directive provigio articularly @h MA pr &rocess that allows for determination

of a perce? or dISp
395. Aftgiidiscussing Ki , Mr La an recorded his view was that the action “being
sponsiye to plan % and “haﬂ5 icular regard to significant development capacity” in
NPS- UD nd Cla& fell within the less directive language set out in his
agrap \ is less difectiye than the action “to avoid” in the CRPS.

02 EvaI and F|nd|n

396. Q carefull | ered all of the matters raised in the legal submissions which | have

ummarised e, mformed by the relevant planning evidence. This is potentially a somewhat

& comple§e given that the District Plan must give effect to “any policy National Policy Statement
ny Regional Policy Statement”.

G

either to (i) seek an ame t to the CRP

397. @/ view there are a number of provisions in the NPS-UD which are particularly relevant to the
interpretation issue. As | have previously found, in my view the social context is relevant,
particularly when there is a focus, albeit not a complete focus, on housing affordability by supply.

Objective 2 seeks:

Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and
development markets.
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398. Policy 2 provides:

Tier 1, 2, and 3 local authorities, at all times, provide at least sufficient development
capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for business land over the short
term, medium term, and long term.

399. Objective 3 provides (relevantly):

businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an urb nviropment

Regional policy statements and district plans enable more people to live gf%and more
in which one or more of the following apply:

S N
(c) there is high demand for housing or for business la W area, r Q c)\

other areas within the urban environment.

400. | consider the text of Policy 8 is very clear. This proy

o
Local authority decisions affecting urb V|ronments ponsw
changes that would add significantly t ment cap n contnbu

functioning urban environments, even evelopm aC|ty is:

(@) unanticipated by RMA @documen . O
(b)  out-of-sequence with pl d land felease? Q

401. Subpart 2, Respon&d g of the NPS-UD - provides: O

3.8 Unaaticip oro -o&n e dev, N;

(1) _ ThiS clalise applies lan che t prowdes significant development

a plan or is not in sequence with

y that |s erwise e
anned Iand%
Q& Every Ioc ority m partlcular regard to the development capacity

provi e pIan c at development capacity:

Qould con a well-functioning urban environment; and

%E is Well cted along transport corridors; and
Q @ (c) ‘X criteria set under subclause (3); and

(3) |onal council must include criteria in its regional policy statement for
O mlnlng what plan changes will be treated, for the purpose of
& ementing Policy 8, as adding significantly to development capacity.
402. | n@ criteria referred to in 3.8(3) has not been included.

403. %nain of the view that Policy 8 specifically identifies responsiveness in the context of plan
changes. “Unanticipated” must be read to include circumstances where planning documents (and
here the CRPS is reflected in the SDP) contain avoidance objectives. Development in areas
outside those identified in Map A is clearly “unanticipated” and “out-of-sequence”. | consider there

is some merit in Ms Appleyard’s submissions in relation to the importance of the words “even if".
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404. | have carefully considered Mr Wakefield’s thorough submission. | do not accept that the
avoidance objective and policies in the CRPS, and the relevant objective and policies in the SDP
(Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1) mean that the proposal must be declined. | acknowledge
Mr Langman'’s evidence in relation to the directive nature of the wording in the CRPS as compared
to what Mr Langman described as falling within the “less directive” language set out in his
paragraph 71(d) and is less directive than the action “to avoid” expressed in the CRPS. | consider
that approach does not give sufficient regard to the hierarchy of documents. any event, the

wording such as “have particular regard to” and similar is directive. | am directed t ve particular
regard to, as in giving it a full and reasoned assessment, and | would be ur% eetmy dﬁ:
in that regard if | were to find that the avoidance provisions of the CR ence sto;@

from doing so. (L

*
405. The companion plan changes to the CRPS approach do Wy view find@PpOrt in
NPS-UD and would significantly curtail the ability of x esponsive@ 0
‘
406. Overall, it is my view, as | have previously foun in fight of;@: the hﬁij@ds in
n

>

the hierarchy of documents; that is the latt ime; that it wa ulgated i context of a

enables appropriate plan changes @ essed on thei rts, notwithng the avoidance

r
housing crisis; and after carefully cons':: ering ts text, its p S d other extual matters, it

objectives and policies of the CRPS.

ovisions of CR @of the CRPS irrelevant, nor

407. My findings in this regard ot render the X
ent capaci des, in essence, a ‘trump card'.

doesitlead to afindinig ificant,d
Chapter 6 of the,CRPS®el€arly remains mportan
Canterbury. B 0 otaccepttidance objethi

NPSé:«C::;‘ %’\\Ng \O

the overall planning framework for

d policies mean that this request must

408. PS-UBin some detail in his s42A Report.56

oyes add@ e
*
09% His summ&}paraggap@corded his view that the development would significantly add
to th@velopm nt X of Greater Christchurch, that there was a potential risk of
@ ply, and %c resulting from such undersupply on the efficient functioning of the
houSin

g mar% tweigh the risks associated with oversupply where that additional supply can

&Oe servg’ ed.
410. Mr utioned however that making a significant contribution towards housing capacity was

rt of the NPS-UD direction. He set out concerns he had as to whether the Applicant could

iciently address matters in order for the proposal to contribute to a well-functioning urban

environment as required by Policies 1 and 8. He considered that must occur before the threshold

is met for particular regard being given to the development capacity. In any event, he considered

a finding of significant development capacity does not in itself require approval of the plan change,

56 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at paras [194] — [226]
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rather it needs to be weighed up against other matters. These include the rationale as to why
development is directed to particular areas in the CRPS is relevant for determining the

appropriateness of the proposal.®’

411. Mr Phillips agreed with Mr Boyes’ summary statement in its entirety but in relation to the concerns
as to whether the proposal can contribute to well-functioning urban environments, it was his view
that the experts called for the Applicant had demonstrated how those issues would be addressed.
Mr Phillips provided, as Attachment 2, a tabular assessment of the relevant objéctiVies and policies
under the NPS-UD. He identified the principal issues he considered nes@‘e@deter d.

These were:
Q 5 0\
(@) Does Policy 8 apply, noting it and Subpart 2, Clause 3.8 pro or the cor@tion of c)\

oment capa%% 0
(i) Will the plan change contribute to @nctioning @lronme ts? :
Will development capaci gd b

proposals that are otherwise unanticipated or out-o uence SpeC|

0] Will the plan change add significantly ta -@

(iii) y the change be &)nnected along
transport corrldors'> O é
(b) Is there at least suffi ment c@ to meet ed’demand at all times as
required of coun Pollcy and here robust I on relied on to inform that
determination & red by

(c)  Further, %decision 0 proposal ated with infrastructure planning and

gic over um and , and responsive as required by Objective

Iso entlfled vant ques ther the proposal will be consistent with Objective 8
t New Zeal an enwths support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

I agree w& hillipg’ s Qof the principal issues. | will address the issues in a slightly
Q dlffer®der Q\
Will the

&Qme m

useholds proposed met the threshold for significance. Mr Boyes addressed this in
tail in his s42A Report.%® In summary, he considered that the proposed development
d add significantly to development capacity of Greater Christchurch, that there was a

ificantly to development capacity?

for both CCC (PC69-0197) and CRC (PC69-0205) raised the issue of whether

potential risk of undersupply, and the effects resulting from such undersupply on the efficient

functioning of the housing market outweigh the risks associated with oversupply where that

57 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at para [225]
58 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at paras [212] — [226]
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415.

416.

417.

418.

AO

additional supply can be serviced.>® Mr Boyes went on to address the other matters which “must
occur” before the threshold is met for particular regard being given to the development capacity
provided by PC69.

Mr Langman accepted Mr Boyes' assessment that the proposal provides for a quantum of
development that could be considered significant.® Again he went on to discuss other factors

which impact on significance.

hen V|ew

Mr Phillips considered it clear, based on the evidence of Messrs Co ehurst and
Colegrave, that the proposal would “add significantly to developmen

considered to add significant capacity for housing (in ter tum of here

any scale within a Greater Christchurch context.6? (}
Mr Langman in his summary presented at the hearing advised that WM@ ould be
reasons why PC69 should not be considered under « DO S|ve pIa |S|ons 62

Mr Copeland considered the additional housing elopment c nabled would

be significant, whether in the context of Lin% t a wid yh Distrigt Jeve e adwsed
that the development of approximat 000\dwellings ented aro of the existing
dwellings in the District. He advi e Applica Q etted that onc plan change was

approved development of up,to mwelllng would pprOX|ma cur over an eight year
g onto the Ket'in each of the eight years

period with an average of 250 dwellings co

(2023-2030 inclusive rence to m%owth Pla Selwyn District Memorandum
prepared by Mr Baird@ctober 20 r%hat that identifies Selwyn District
sufficiency of r%capacity of i — -13,

term (202 gainbyr, toMrB morandum, he noted that the plan change

reque:ts at @ctober 2021 ith the SD ided for a total of 10,230 additional dwellings,

the up to 2

Akehurst (& that th&j'ditional capacity provided by PC69 would help offset the
Q 420. Q rave con
meet current écted future shortfalls.

*
ited e% sidential ca@ in the face of uncertainty in estimates of both demand and
supply.®®

@t PC69 would provide a substantial direct boost in market supply to
Dlscusﬁnd Findings

421. ? s clear agreement between those providing expert economic evidence and planning

nce that the approximately 2,000 lots was providing significant development capacity. |

accept that evidence.

59 542A Report 28 October 2021 at para [225]

80 Statement of Evidence of Marcus Hayden Langman on behalf of CRC and CCC 11 November 2021 at para [74]
51 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 4 November 2021 at para [87]

52 Summary of Evidence of Marcus Hayden Langman 24 November 2021 at para [3(a)]

8 Summary of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 22 November 2021 at para [18]
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422. The ODP as attached to Mr Phillips’ evidence in chief contained some limitations in relation to the
occupation of dwellings across the area pending the upgrade to Springs Road/Gerald
Street/Ellesmere Junction Road intersection and that no more than 1,586 dwellings could be

occupied prior to the connection to Ellesmere Road (via Moirs Lane) being constructed.

423. The final proposed ODP provided for a maximum of 1,710 households beyond which an ITA shall
be required. The proposed ODP incorporated other matters such as the establishment of a park
and ride facility which is required prior to occupation of any households within thatpart of the ODP
area east of Springs Road. (b

424. | discussed with Mr Carter during the hearing the development prq, arter dis u@lhe ,\
limitations on construction works, including seasonal matters and ¢ ctor resourges:® Given c)\

the nature of the process, and that the restriction in relation Wport netwar des relat
to occupation rather than construction, | do not considegt dermine ighifi Q
capacity. The 1,710 household maximum beyond TA wilhb

view, significant.

Is there at |least sufficient development capacity to%xpected

425. Policy 2 requires Tier 1, 2 and thorltles es, to pro at least sufficient
development capacity to meet expec emandfor h g and forQustess over the short term,
medium term and long teiollcy 1(d) is t, andolm@ uch as possible, adverse
effects on, the compe tion of Ian&& develo‘p rkets

426. Clause 3.11 of PS-UD dlrect at when making O\JF changing plans, in ways that affect

the development of yrban enV| gl , loca S must:
nEse eviden tlcularly an nt HBAs, about land and development
markets sess the, ct of different regulatory and non-regulatory
Q OptIO an deveI nd their contribution to:
E i megtm@gquwements to provide at least sufficient development

in its region or district to meet expected demand for housing:

cap
Q 427. 2 provi every Tier 1, 2 and 3 local authority must provide at least sufficient
eveIopmen y

(a) | tmg and new urban areas; and

‘%Qr both standalone dwellings and attached dwellings; and
(¢)  Inthe short term, medium term and long term.

428. Sufficient development capacity is defined as:
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(&) Plan enabled — that is, in relation to the short term, zoned in an operative district plan; in
relation to medium term, zoned in an operative or proposed district plan; and in the long
term, zoned or identified for future urban use or intensification in an FDS; 4

(b) Infrastructure ready — in the short term development infrastructure is adequate to support
the development of the land; in the medium term, either there is adequate existing
development infrastructure or funding for adequate infrastructure to support development

is identified in a LTP; or, in the long term, identified in a local authofity's infrastructure

strategy; 65 (L
(c) Feasible and reasonably expected to be realised. (LQ
Applicant’s Evidence * O

0

Mr Jones described the Lincoln housing market. Mr Vover 20 %p nenceﬁQ

429.
estate specifically in the Selwyn District and S experlen g
subdivisions in the south and south-west of Cangérbury. He id t| nu r of Ivers for
people moving to Lincoln® He advised that is consi td be m m ccessible
from Christchurch than other towns i Sel n District K

430. He described the demand for re W land in gZincol “boomin d that it was the highest
it has ever been. He consigdé€regd this Was leading ted sect prlces in excess of 100%
over the last 12 month e Ngted that oveg the last 8- 10 y allest sections are the ones
which go first with bu>.k|ng mo for res S|tes around 400-500 m?2.

431. He considered driver to t@e spike” i e of residential land in Lincoln recently
is the Iack ility. He r@\hat while t emand for residential sections was evident

, b

ater Chris he market iIf®Eincoln is particularly frantic. It was practically
sSigle to get a \n Lincol @oint in time.

\

Q)
4 iscus d? er of fac advised that there was now simply not enough residential
h

and to ke m t curre ure demand. %8

33. He e@sed co \ation to increased prices, and advised that from his experience the

Iy neede @ oned in order to help stabilise prices in the area. He advised that where
I

and are zoned, builders, developers and home buyers do not feel as great

OS|gn|f|cant p%
& a press& to hase properties at any price. This provides certainty and confidence to those

part will help control price increases.

64 NPS-UD 2020 Part 3 — Subclause 1, Clause 3.4(1)

% NPS-UD 2020 Part 3 — Subclause 1, Clause 3.4(3)

5 Summary of Evidence of Chris Jones 22 November 2021 at para [4]
57 Summary of Evidence of Chris Jones 22 November 2021 at para [4.5]
% Summary of Evidence of Chris Jones 22 November 2021 at para [8]
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434. He also addressed the risks or problems from oversupply. He did not consider there were any.
It was his view it was preferable that there was an oversupply of appropriately zoned land at all

times so the market can determine when and if it is developed subject to demand.

435. Mr Sellars provided evidence on the current supply of residential sections in Lincoln and quantified
the current imbalance of supply and demand which he considered had resulted in recent
significant price escalations. Mr Sellars explained the research methodology. He advised that
the research team at Colliers Valuation has physically inspected on the grou d identified all
developed and undeveloped land in Lincoln to quantify the current numb@

sections available and completed research on residential section land Q Id oris ilable

for sale. He advised that all development land had been inspec; C
quantified together with a review of all plan changes natified. O
*
436. He advised that the average volume of vacant resid 'Wales in has fluctu Q
during the last ten years. He noted there was a low'g ales in 301@ was im

2013 an \ tling a e of
adyised thst in ere was

following the Canterbury earthquake sequence®§

at or around 227 sales per annum for the pe
a sharp increase in volume from 245 sales in 2019 to 349 s
building consents in Lincoln had n@followed asi trend line a number of sales.
He advised that there had be sharp inc€a eguilding ents in 2021 which he
considered was in line withghe expeéted lag be pea& vo@Qales in 2020.%°

437. Again Mr Sellars advit e ave %r‘]tial sale \incoln had followed a relatively
regular upward d frome2011 ugtil 20 d that th@ een an exponential growth well in
excess of 100% the prece@Z months.

438. Mr Szars a%ressed tlwe upply. He Qered the supply of vacant residential land had

f keep pace \&V going le demand and that in the Lincoln market there were
ifmally no vacan? s availab urchase. He advised that recent small releases of

v ions had r& n
Qﬁ He advised&x\tuncolﬂ h@panded significantly during the past ten years and it was now the

. advised thag the new dwelling

a signifi rice escalation.

seco@nst domiﬁ ship in Selwyn District in terms of residential land activity. In the five

of all Selwyn District vacant residential land transactions occurred in

@2016—2020, .

Lincoln with Qt activity being in Rolleston at 58.3%. He also noted that there was market

&Oeviden tha%shortage of available sections in Lincoln coupled with the increased prices has
resul ebyers looking further afield where there is both availability and cheaper section prices
in @s of Leeston and Southbridge.

440. @provided an analysis of the average vacant residential section sale price in Lincoln for the
period 2011-2021. In 2011 the average vacant residential section sale price was $204,664. His
table showed that that was reasonably consistent through to 2020 where the average was
$238,334, whereas in 2021 it was $520,000. Mr Sellars’ tables and graphs clearly illustrated what

8 Summary of Evidence of Gary Sellars 22 November 2021 at para [3]
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could be described as a reasonably flat growth between 2011 and 2020 with a sharp increase in
2021. He provided a price escalation comparison for Te Whariki between August-October 2020
and September-October 2021. It showed increases of what appeared to be directly comparable
sections by between 116% and 128%. He advised that price escalation had occurred between
85 and 95% in the Barton Fields subdivision and, even in a buoyant market, he considered that

provided clear evidence of constrained supply.

441. He provided a detailed assessment of Lincoln supply categorising vacant gections under the
headings ‘developed’, ‘under development’, ‘plan change application a%evelop
piecemeal’. He addressed the present subdivisions including S(LB&\rton

Greenstead, Rosemerryn, Te Whariki and Verdeco Park, and an potentia @1

those. He concluded that there was virtually no vacant re&den&mns in with the

ma diffi

to quantify what level of supply is required in order fo atlonal m exist but,no

that in his experience it was preferable that there versupply 0? iately zonQ at

*
only significant future supply potential available being VI e advised

all times so the market can determine when an is developedfin ctions upon
demand. He considered that the current I et in Lin &xm g unctional
market with virtually no current sup, or c ice with @etmve ractices being
adopted by vendors and extrem calation, 1@1 solution fo ch he saw as an

immediate increase in supply (L C)

: Q
442. During discussions at the ing, | explored With Mr Sellar K ors driving the demand side
@ sed the tive) easing @ lower interest rates and similar.
that the evant facto supply was in his view the principal
concern. 6

443. 1h Eree ecwo r Copeland, lehurst and Mr Colegrave. | will discuss the

NOMic beneflts/ci sequen& following paragraphs | address the supply/demand

of the equation. We

Mr Sellars ack edge

e
ol
440 Mr Copel dence i to this particular issue related to the population growth. He
noted tin 001 the') @on in the District was estimated to be 28,300 whereas the June
Q ate was \hich implied an increase of 160% over the period of 2001 to 2021,
%red too o'for New Zealand as a whole. He noted that the Statistics New Zealand
dium pop prOJectlons had the Selwyn District’'s population increasing to 106,500 in 2048
& being berage increase of 1.4% per annum over the period 2021 to 2048 compared to the
of growth for New Zealand of 0.7% per annum. He noted that the HCA stated that
basis of the recent growth in the District, the most appropriate population projection for
%yn was Statistics New Zealand’s high population projection which has the District's
population increasing to 126,700 in 2048 — i.e. an average rate of increase of 2% per annum,

nearly three times the average rate of growth for New Zealand as a whole.”

70 Statement of Evidence of Michael Copeland 4 November 2021 at para [38]
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445. Mr Akehurst set out his expertise and advised that he had particular experience in assessing
effects of growth on existing economies and on urban form and that he had carried out significant
work in assessing requirements for housing and business land to assist councils in setting
development and growth strategies and to meet their obligations under national directions,
including the NPS-UD 2016 and the NPS-UD 2020.7

446. He advised that Selwyn was one of the fastest growing local authority areas in New Zealand —
second only to Queenstown Lakes in percentage terms. He advised that in th t Christchurch
earthquake environment significant growth that might otherwise have gravi %
within Christchurch City had redirected to the Selwyn District to %se proxismi o

Christchurch, notably, Rolleston, Lincoln and Prebbleton. He @d at Sel tly ’\
accommodates 12% of the Greater Christchurch households and ov e next ?6 33% of \
total residential growth in Greater Christchurch will be ac od ed in Sel Q

447. Mr Akehurst explained the SCGM growth projectio Q~ % 0

448. Mr Akehurst addressed Mr Baird’s Memorapdumyand advise t e key d@ Selwyn
growth, as identified by Mr Baird in paragraphg41]; is intern tion (85&5w ich the vast
majority comes from Christchurch C|t ). The key r&up isy milies seeking
lower cost options than offered with tchu emainingwithin enS|bIe commuting
distance to the city.”® He a e\(&was cle@ recent hi %the growth in numbers

over the past nine years fal istics New Ze gh projections (2018-2021)

ds Iocat

was vital that the model relied
sonably anticipated growth futures.
ny of the five scenarios developed for

ignificantly undercounting future growth in

tto edium term Dy undersuppl capacity to meet that future urban growth and

meet their ob\&ms und -UD, as well as driving prices up.”™
on3|de;e uptake ceeded modelled growth by a significant margin, referring

sis he feasible capacity (of at most 4,578) would last 3.5 years before

to a Mem rmat|v Re Residential Capacity 2021 — Draft, 08/07/21, which he
appe as ppend|x Xj xcluded the FDAs around Rolleston that are not yet plan enabled.
: c tely exhaust ased on short term growth matching the average of the last five years

02017 2021) 3 per year. He also advised that the capacity currently identified in Lincoln
& some& dwellings in 2021) remains unchanged in the short, medium and long term (again

to the draft Memorandum from Formative). He considered this implied that there

(ﬁa no additional capacity currently to be provided to meet the strong growth anticipated.

"1 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [2]

72 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [17] citing ‘Housing Demand and Need in Greater
Christchurch’, prepared for Environment Canterbury, Livingston and Associates Ltd, July 2021

73 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [23]

74 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [24]

s Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [25]
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450. He advised that the recent residential demand in Lincoln had seen capacity drop from 3,020 in
2016 to 1,461 in 2021, or by more than half, or an average of over 300 sections annually. He
advised that SDC’s own Growth Planning Memorandum showed that in Lincoln, the deficit occurs
inside the medium term such that the area is undersupplied by more than 300 dwellings inside
ten years.”® He considered that the net result of that would be significant price rises as developers

will be able to charge more in the face of significant supply constraints.””

451. Mr Akehurst addressed the capacity estimates in the SCGM in some detail. explalned the
way the model works. He considered the SCGM provides an accurate ifiti ate off
development capacity, from which it is possible to eliminate parcels e zone t

available for development — such as designations, parks and resgrv pd land th ve ’\
geotechnical issues such as slope hazards, earthquake Ilquefactlc%s and o) Ques. He C)\
advised it provides a first-cut at capacity and as a basis Werual feas alysis 50
uptake such that SDC can arrive at a ‘reasonably & be realis paC|ty f|gu®

required under the NPS-UD. O
452. He considered there were issues with th es of cap clude del and
expressed a concern with those issue espe ally if they t the t|p stemic errors in

|dennﬂed

over-estimating capacity.”® Mr ber of ma of concern. He

considered it important that whendisgussing cap et urban h demand — as required
under the NPS-UD, that it i acity*within the ortlons n that are included in the
capacity assessment in referred t; Growth PI morandum and particularly
the statement that: ’

(5 am

The de@lc prmecho@w growth ig
Chri ur mostly milies. -
affor ousing se proximi ristchurch in a township setting. The
emand for houﬂn% as been obse in Selwyn indicates a strong preference
r stand alon The outc@s in the housing market shows that demand is
ly homog% d can b& hin the ‘one market’ of Selwyn’s townships.

of location decision-making of households is proximity to

keh | that a k@
Q~ work and Grea‘er@ urch urban extent had been set with that in mind, meaning that

perate as one large urban area. He considered that under the

driven by internal migration from
ilies are generally looking for

oting that Greater Christchurch is consistently defined by the local
rities a an environment, Darfield and Leeston did not qualify as part of the
hristc urch%n environment. He advised for example that Leeston and Darfield will appeal
& to ver rent markets and capacity provided in Lincoln (or more importantly not provided)
a@ substituted for capacity location at Leeston. The same reasoning applied to Darfield
% coln and they are very different markets due to distance from the urban edge. It was his
that this meant townships across Selwyn are definitely not one market.

6 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [30]
77 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [31]
8 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [38]
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454. Mr Akehurst then identified a number of concerns with the allocation methods and data issues at
parcel level. These included: inclusion of non-urban capacity measure of capacity; setbacks and
reserves being included; inclusion of developed sites as capacity; inclusion of non-residential
parcels; and development density assumptions. He concluded that given all of those issues, there
was potentially a significant overstating of capacity within the model as it currently stands. It was
his view that SDC should be seeking to encourage additional capacity provided by plan changes
such as PC69 in order to avoid residential price rises brought about by scarcity leading to a

deterioration in housing affordability.”®

455. Mr Colegrave provided comprehensive evidence in relation to SD %ent of
supply and demand. Table 1 in his evidence summarised the e a3|ble nd ¢
projected future demand for additional dwellings in Selwyn accordifig to the CA by

applying three different capacity scenarios. Scenario 1 ed Rolleston’ s

included the FDAs at 12.5hh/ha and Scenario 3 i x FDAs at /ha. Thaﬁ

identified that when the FDAs in Rolleston wer ed the Iate§ eveals a

shortfall in feasible district development capachr both the nd Ion@ With the
ving onl rm defi€its

FDAs included, medium term shortfall disap

456. While the latest dwelling supply/de res |mpI| ort term ne rOVIde additional
dwelling capacity to meet demand, oleg ered th ere several compelling
reasons why this is unlikel e the'Case. He at the c guirement set out in the
NPS-UD are minima, notsta s, and they t be achieved * @xes" Thus, even if a council

appears to have “su @ capacit ee deman oes not negate the benefits of

providing additigfal capacity. All thi gsb g equal, t erthe capacity provided, the greater
the degree of 1and garket com

and @ efficiently that market operates (for the
benefit of t r commupi
Xz,
Colegr

ave conside at SDC& tes of future dwelling demand appeared to be very

457.
servative. He that thegHCA umes short term demand for only 2,714 new dwellings

the eeWwears, an ium term demand for 8,541 over the next ten years (both
including mpetitiv rgins) which equated to run rates of about 900 dwellings over
the s term and \ he medium term. Mr Colegrave contrasted that with the latest
onsen @Ii ed by Statistics New Zealand which showed that nearly 1,800 new

t
gs wer éd in Selwyn during the 12 months ended June 2021 which is double the

& ssumed sh rate of only 900.
458. Mr @e provided, in his Figure 2, a graph comparing recent building consent volumes

t the HCA demand estimates. He considered that the HCA's forecast of short to medium
@future growth defied recent trends and this almost invariably understates the true extent of

future demand.®? He advised that not only does the HCA for Selwyn adopt inexplicably low

7 Statement of Evidence of Greg Akehurst 4 November 2021 at para [90
80 Statement of Evidence of Fraser Colegrave 4 November 2021 at para [27]
81 Statement of Evidence of Fraser Colegrave 4 November 2021 at para [32]

Page 89



estimates of demand (based on the latest Statistics New Zealand high population projection,
which the District is currently exceeding by quite some margin), but its estimates of feasible
capacity (to meet that demand) appear to be grossly overstated.®?2 Mr Colegrave then went

through the issues one by one.

459. Mr Colegrave also discussed the relationship between feasible capacity, which is reported in the
HCA, and likely market supply (which is ultimately tasked with meeting increased demand over
time). He considered feasible capacity to be an interesting metric but it shome confused

with market supply. He identified there were several reasons why feasiblefcapaci ay not farm

part of market supply, particularly over the short to medium term. uded d
intentions, tax implications, land banking and drip feeding, site cghstia operatlo city
and financing. Mr Colegrave presented a revised dwelling supply/d nd est| Ie which

he considered confirmed that when SDC'’s supply and d Vmates wer\ dto beto
reflect reality, there are significant shortfalls across eth frames ditional

needs to be identified and rezoned as soon as pgossibl€ (despite the of the HC t,
the likely prolonged supply shortfalls will place u pressure on ices whichu ines
affordability and limits the District’s strong g ential. &

460. He noted that Mr Baird’'s Growth %Report ideptifictha S|gn|f|cantfall in the Lincoln
submarket, including a medium termfshortfall of a ong ter rtfall of 3,806. He noted
that the shortfall of more t ,800'dwellings i@d over th r term was nearly double

the capacity of this plapsehafge and it is theYonly one m mcoln He considered that
there was clearly a ne @ dd|t|ona@ this I8 %
S42A Report %

461. Mr Baird's morandum Qber 2021 p@d helpful discussion of Selwyn’s capacity. He

at the SCG es vaca d potential infill capacity using parcel and building

ines and then he |str| site requirements (density) and bulk and location
|remer¢s ne pot apacity. The model can either show zoning capacity or a
modified t that adj ite requirements to a capacity based on recent take-up. He

Q~ noted id nGt count a sections for development but rather potential development. He
Q at the @m the 2021 LTP capacity modelling were presented to SDC in
ber 20204an owed a reduced capacity of around 4,000 potential dwellings in the three

&Oears from t Selwyn Capacity for Growth Model. He advised that the capacity was also

tested bmmercial feasibility both in terms of land development and dwelling development and
eveloper could be expected to make a sufficient return to entice them to undertake
velopment. 83

462. He discussed the land feasibility model which set a profit requirement at 23% based on the
average profits of the “Land Development and Subdivision” over the last three years. He
footnoted that to Statistics New Zealand (2021) Business Performance Benchmarker 2017-2019.

82 Statement of Evidence of Fraser Colegrave 4 November 2021 at para [33]
8 Ben Baird Memorandum 1 October 2021: Growth Planning in Selwyn District at para [57]
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The Memorandum advised in tabular form, based on the 2021 capacity assessment, that total
capacity was 12,208 (which included 5,756 from the FDA), and the demand 25,338 leaving a
shortfall of 13,130. The Memorandum recorded that the medium term shortfall could be met
through SDC's preferred response that is outlined in Our Space and the CRPS within the FDAs
once rezoned, and a further response would come through the district plan review and potential
intensification work. The medium term shortfall for Lincoln was recorded as 313 and in the long
term 3,806. This is based on a capacity of 1,468 and a demand of 5,267.

Submitter Evidence — CRC/CCC

463. Mr Langman considered that sufficient development capacity had ¢

een identifi o@eet

the housing demands over the medium term and the proposed housing pologles go far
enough to align with the housing needs stated in the 2021 CA. He conS|de 2021 HC 0
provided an assessment of expected housing dema |ency of ment c Q
through to 2051 in Table 3 showed that with the incl e FDAs i throug Q

1, there is sufficient development capacity (i e requir t|t|v rg ithin
Selwyn, Waimakariri and Christchurch, to xpected dem d a@’over the
medium term (i.e. 2021-2031). He aI note that should osed Re ce Management
(Enabling Housing Supply and Oth )Amend be enacted, ould significantly
impact the potential for intensifiGatign, capacn stlng u Weas and increase the

ability of existing areas to Qdem d through Iopmen
464. For completeness, grave a d hurst wox@\nef rebuttal to Mr Langman’s

evidence in relatign to capé C|ty 0
Dlscussmv gs t @
465. &s{}to me th the appl n of the higher growth scenario in the SCGM, the

r new d as mgnr&ﬁ xceeded SDC's predictions. This raises a real risk
DC not me |cy 2 of the NPS-UD or indeed fulfilling its function under s31(aa).
On the b the @pp Qewdence there does appear to be insufficient development

capa ithin tha%x elwyn District which constitutes the urban environment of Greater

r Boyes w@ummary of evidence presented at the hearing had concerns with what he
descrlbﬁ Mr Langman’s elevating the status of PC1. He advised that it was effectively limited
toi nly the FDA already identified through the Our Space process, and that submissions

Qking to add additional land were considered to be not on the plan change and therefore

‘&mined to be out of scope. As such there was no merit based assessment of any other land
beyond the already identified FDA. Mr Boyes was concerned that there was a potential risk of
undersupply arising from the areas identified in the CRPS. He considered that the effects

resulting from such undersupply on the efficient functioning of a competitive housing market,

84 Statement of Evidence of Marcus Hayden Langman on behalf of CRC and CCC 11 November 2021 at para [66]
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outweighed the risks associated with oversupply, where land can be adequately serviced and

meets the other statutory considerations.

468. While SDC and CRC have taken steps to address capacity through PC1, and that a number of
the FDAs identified in Rolleston are subject to plan change requests and recommendations have
been made, PC1 did not address land other than that already identified in Our Space. | also note

that other areas within it have been granted resource consent through the COVID-19 process.

469. | consider the Applicant’s evidence in relation to capacity/demand is con{t(n% indeed Mr

Baird’s Memorandum identifies shortfalls in the longer term. Q

470. While the lack of capacity is not the only driver for the price escala(ob,mcoln in ;Qi E , the %
NPS-UD focuses on supply and relies heavily on the ,competitive ope;atl and 0

development markets to achieve, at least, a move IOWWICE st% d uIt|

affordability.

471. Policy 8 of the NPS-UD sets out prérequisites fi t|C|pated out-of-sequence
developments. Both must be achi re the NP ows for a pr lan change to be

considered. They need to both: Q

(&) Add significantly Qopment capadity (WhICh I flnd’\ change does); and

Will the plan change contribute to well functioning urba

(b) Contrlbute to w tioning ur Vi nme
472. Policy 6 pr, |des when m nnlng that affect urban environments, decision-
makers are ave partl rd to the fo matters:
the pl ban bUI| t|C|pated by those RMA planning documents

that en eﬁt&tt ational Policy Statement
(b) th pIanned ur built form in those RMA planning documents may
ed S|gn i anges to an area, and those changes:
@ (i) ct from amenity values appreciated by some people but
% menity values appreciated by other people, communities, and
generations, including by providing increased and varied housing
O nsities and types; and
& (il.; are not, of themselves, an adverse effect
the benefits of urban development that are consistent with well-functioning
@ urban environments (as described in Policy 1)
(d)

any relevant contribution that will be made to meeting the requirements of this
National Policy Statement to provide or realise development capacity

(e) the likely current and future effects of climate change.
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473. Clause 3.8(2) specifies that for unanticipated or out-of-sequence developments that provide

474.

Q
&

476.

significant development capacity, particular regard to the development capacity is to be had if that

development capacity:

(@) Contributes to a well-functioning urban environment;

(b) Is well-connected along transport corridors; and

(c)  Meets the criteria set out in clause (3). No criteria has been set. (ib

Policy 1 directs that planning decisions contribute to well-functioning u%

a minimum:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Have or enable a variety of homes that:

Meet the needs, in terms of t r| and lo differentOQ
households; and * %

0

(ii)

Have or enable a variety of sites tifat are suitahlgf
in terms of location and %lze E

Enable Maori to express th Qural traditio

erent bu Ss sectors

O

Have good accessibility for-all pe en housing, jobs, community
services, naturapspace d open §pace ,mcludingb aytof public or active
transport; an

Support mitPas m sible adv cts on, the competitive
operatlo pd and de e marketx

eductlons i enhouse g ons; and

® %sment to I|@urrent and@ effects of climate change.

h|II|ps co

for this val

variet

arlety in

onventlona

prowdeé

ousing through terraced, multi-unit or smaller scale apartment style developments or

)(|) and (||)

&at the was achieved through the Living Z provisions which provide
the choj ed through the supply of up to 2,000 households — including
ho es, nee , price points and locations within the plan change area within
d within

@ r Christchurch market generally. He advised that the rules provided

esidential densities. The low and medium density areas would provide for
I% lone houses. In contrast the medium density comprehensive areas will

comprehensively designed and developed housing that offers smaller and more

%ther comprehensive housing forms. He noted the proposal enables the variety but other
by adopting the existing density rules, it did not specifically prescribe them. Mr Boyes also

considered that the proposal will enable a variety of homes to meet the needs of different

households. Mr Langman considered it did not go far enough in providing that variety.

Overall, | accept that PC69 does assist in providing a variety of homes in terms of type, price and

location of different households, particularly given that there is a significant amount of
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intensification occurring in Christchurch City itself. Location is one of the issues expressly
identified,

477. Mr Phillps considered that the proposal would enable Maori to express their cultural traditions and
norms, to the extent relevant to the site.

478. There is nothing specifically addressing that issue. The Request included a report from Mahaanui
Kurataiao Limited. That identified that subdivision and development can havecﬁe effects on
re

riinanga values but can also provide opportunity to enhance those values.

the setbacks from all waterbodies, creation of recreational reserv
contaminated land and creating stormwater management area p
waterways was a significant concern and considered that the the posed 10®lerway

setback was an appropriate mitigation measure when us conJunctron alrsatron Q

the waterways and riparian planting of indigenous, lo veget artrakr qu

the suitability of lots within the flood management have no emovedo
479. The ODP recognises the importance of natu ce waterbo@sprmgst manga whenua

and states that the specific measures des in regar aterbod nd fresh water

ecosystems will support the cultural as OC|ated wi DP are records that in

terms of earthworks, an aCCId very u@ il be i Iem in addition to

appropriate erosion and sedifment ¢ oIs to assist i mrtrgatrn@vhe potential effects on

*

wahi tapu and wahi taonga es generally \
0
Policy 1(b) O

480. | consider the three cal com eas né ;@sed meets Policy 1(b).

Poli 1(c)
481. s Mr Phrllrps hat 1( drwpecrfy what form the accessibility should take, it simply
S goo a e ity for al His assessment advised that in this context, the site had

very good ility givesms ximity to the Springs Road arterial route and the local roading
Q‘ netwi ovrsion for’ e transport modes; the variety of densities, commercial centres,
and re proxrmrty to schooling, and including good accessibility options by

publrc or ctr ransport

&QAS addressed Irer in this Recommendation, Mr Boyes considered the distance to employment
Q pities meant that active transport opportunities are not practicable for the majority of
? L

483. angman, in addressing Policy 1(c), and in relation to Policy 8, Clause 3.8 requires that
unanticipated or out-of-sequence plan changes must be well-connected along transport corridors.
Again he referred to the MfE guidance which states that ideally transport corridors should be
connected via a range of transport modes and proximate to amenities and services and, if

possible, people should not need to rely solely on private vehicles to travel to other urban areas,
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or to access essential services like employment, and health or community services. He noted it
states further that ideally, developments under this policy will be transit orientated with mixed land
uses and densities. Mr Langman considered that PC69 did not achieve Policy 1(a) or 1(c) or that

the plan change was currently well-connected to or along transport corridors.

484. Overall, | consider that 1(c) is met, albeit by a fine margin. The changes incorporated by the
Applicant which | have addressed earlier in this Recommendation assist, as far as possible, in
addressing the accessibility and connectivity issues. These changes mcI%e additional

commercial areas, and the requirement for a park and ride area to be est ternally he

green links and reserves and the pedestrian and cycling routes prow elr own

and certainly by cycling access to shopping and the University, an mploye ’\
is reasonably well facilitated. While the issue of the need for commu to Gre istchurch ()\
and/or Rolleston for employment opportunities remains, Li is Key Act|V|t and doQ
provide employment opportunities through Lincoln C Xe rch, the |ng com

aera, and similar. | have addressed the issues o ider transpof \ twork ear |s
Recommendation. Again, the changes propose sist in that regar

Policy 1(d)

485. | have addressed this issue in %discu n @ apacity Q arised the expert
S

evidence on that issue. |dert proposaljcan Clearly be

as much as possible, impai n the comp x operat|on of d development markets.
Policy 1(e) 6 0

486. The Applicant provided ewde@éMr Pa F@/. He addressed greenhouse gas (GHG)

upporting and limiting,

emissions existi e and futur icipated GHG emissions from the plan change.
He sider that idering bHG emissions of a proposed development or land
cycle emissions of the proposed development, and

geNit is appro% consider.
net change ions co red to the emissions arising from the current land use.

SE He also a&\that inth
a@ments ho
@ n evaluati
de opmen@as opposed to whether the development, in or of itself, actually reduces
OSHG eRissi

e addressed the GHG emissions from the farming operations, noting that they

of GHG emissions arising from housing related developments,

rily be based on how the development’s net life cycle emissions

issions before and after development) compared to alternative

thane emissions from livestock that is grazed on the land, manure and urine
, and the use of fertiliser. Primarily the gas emitted on farms is methane. He advised
% t was a short-lived GHG that had a global warming potential that was 28-36 times that of

on dioxide over a 100 year timeframe and 84 times over a 20 year period. He advised that
its potency and impact on global warming was reflected in the recent COP26 Climate Change
Summit where it produced a global pledge to reduce methane emissions 30% by 2030 compared
to 2020 levels.
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488.

489.

490.

KO

492,

He advised Overseer calculated emissions arising from the existing use of the land was 2,194
tonnes of CO2e per annum and that this excluded fossil fuels, electricity use and energy
associated with processing milk collected from the farm. He advised that was the equivalent of
8.3 million vehicle kilometres travelled using the average emission factor for New Zealand
vehicles as at 2020. He considered the conversion of the PC69 land from farming to residential

development supported a reduction in emissions.
In terms of the future anticipated GHG emissions, he noted that GHG emissio uld be emitted
during the construction of infrastructure and dwellings, and the occupati th ellings and
commercial buildings. They would also arise from travel related reside ﬁe
considered the infrastructure emissions with a minimum housm% f 12hh/

relatively emissions efficient. In terms of the dwellings, he noted theg€mbodie n relates

primarily to the energy used to create the building mat Wmlssmns functiono
dwelling size. He considered that those emissions e\n nimised b@ouraging @
n

efficiency, and new homes offer the potential ubs antlally nergy effig
existing homes. He identified the growing a ess of the I passu e ho , and
considered the PC69 sites to be ideal for th

In relation to travel, he advised th extremel to accurate del or predict the
level of travel related emissions aris rom t of a dev ent and how they may
compare to an equivalen# develo d that t osed site was located
approximately as cIos entre of Lincolf as other gre eas and the ODP had good
provision for travel b g and c hich he exb ouId result in a higher degree of

active mode tr He conS|de ame to be relativ eII served with amenities which he

would exp ctt ve as Linc ther de eI e anticipated the tenancies in the three
commercia ouId e self-sele ﬁ accounting for their likely desirability and
nlence o] nea ts, and t mltlgated the need for travel to further destinations.
als advised king frox will increase substantially in the future which

stannallyr % reque f cOmmuting.
He acce ommuting trips at least for the next ten years would occur
betw incoln and rch and Lincoln and Rolleston in passenger vehicles, but that he
ect a 5| partion of any commuter trips to be electric vehicles. He also expected

bI|c traEE t Options between Lincoln and Rolleston and Christchurch would improve in

esponge to r concentrations of residents in Lincoln if the plan change were enabled.

Submij idence

ngman noted that Mr Farrelly had not undertaken a comparison with CO2 generated by
vehicle trips. He considered it should be assumed that a greater proportion of residents in the
plan change area will be commuting as compared to the existing township of 39%. Mr Langman
considered that while increasing numbers of people are working from home and use of electric
vehicles could help reduce total emissions, these would not be consequent from the development

itself but rather derived from decisions made by private property owners. Mr Farrelly had given
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no evidence in relation to the proportion of working from home workers. Mr Langman referred to
an analysis that had been undertaken by Abley Limited in relation to the uptake of EVs and their
potential to significantly alter emissions. That was prepared by Dr Nadine Dodge in August 2021.

He summarised the points from that as including:

(@) Hybrid and plug-in vehicles only marginally reduce average emissions per kilometre and

only fully electric vehicles make a real difference;

(b)  Sales of full EVs are increasing but it still only represents a small pe(ﬁ the current

New Zealand fleet (half to one percent); \
g{/: : N

(c)  Unlike high performing comparator countries like Norway, age still signi@ more

expensive to buy than alternatives; V . O
(d)  New Zealanders hold on to cars much longer @arative co OQ
*
(e) Most used vehicles are imported from J and"EV regis \ in Jap arthere
near enough to allow sufficient quanv sed EVs téibeNmported int
and

() A 2030 best-case scenarigjwaoul e 12% t@ﬂcle fleet @@mprising EVs resulting in
a 12% reduction in t veragefemissionsyfactar for the v leet.

.@5

Zealand;

493. He noted that the recm hift plan ater Cmisg prepared by Waka Kotahi with

the GCP stated that la c untsC f GHG emissions.

494, Dr Anita for%69-0153 ed in o @. Dr Wreford holds a PhD in Agricultural
s? >

&

Economic m" Lincoln asters degree in Applied Science (Natural

—
<
—~

N

o

o

(*s)
~

R&‘ Manage o ) and a elors degree in Applied Science (Natural Resource
agement) (19m\ e is an @te Professor in the Agribusiness and Economics
earch gn@%n University. Dr Wreford recorded that she is a lead author on two
Wergove% Panel on C@e Change reports and was also an author on New Zealand’s

first National*€limate € isk Assessment (2019). Her submission was personal but was
the area of climate change and was motivated by her understanding

inforr@y her em
@urgency v@ climate change must be addressed.8%
&Qar Wreford c%ered that the world is facing a climate emergency, a truly existential threat and
&f

noted fects of climate change were being observed in Aotearoa New Zealand and
Canterhury.8 She considered to avoid dangerous levels of warming and its associated
ipmplications transformational change was required. She advised that in its final advice to

vernment, the Climate Change Commission recommends actions to reduce emissions from
existing and new urban areas and improve understanding of how changes to urban form and

function can reduce emissions. It was in that context that she expressed her concern that the

85 Statement in Opposition to Plan Change 69 Proposal 18 November 2021 at para [3]
86 Statement in Opposition to Plan Change 69 Proposal 18 November 2021 at para [4]
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development covering a large area and housing a large number of residents was not fit for

purpose with the main issues relating to the location of the development and the nature of it.

496. In terms of the location, she submitted this meant that most residents would commute to
Christchurch for work and identified that transport generates 17.6% of New Zealand'’s total GHG
emissions. She considered the public transport for Lincoln into Christchurch to be “barely viable”
for most people and addressed Mr Farrelly’'s evidence which she considered to be “highly
speculative” and without specific commitments from CRC regarding public tra%she was not

convinced the development would not contribute greatly to the region’s ssions. She
identified that there was land closer to Christchurch that had better ac lic trans r

Wreford was generally supportive of a greater range of hou(L ities in lsi but 0\
 w N\

considered there to be limited provision for low-carbon desig r eff|C|e Iversity 0
preservation and flood resilience in the development. | Vlthout re ts from
developer for sustainability requirements in buildin Ka d construé any d|sc ss
about future actions was speculative. ’\% O

497. Mr Farrelly responded to Mr Langman’s e\v dvising that h&yhad spgken r Jones
regarding the type of residents and he_did nog agree with Laggman’s w%at a far greater

proportion of the residents in the p ge area co to existing n residents would

be commuting.

498. He also advised that he ha nsidered the %@raphlcs of @ Lincoln residents to assess

the likely prevalence ing fro conswler% latively high percentage (60%)
were workers of a.type W h are bIet k from h

othere ﬁ@r Dodge, he considered that the timeframe

e context G emissions from PC69 given New Zealand

499. Inrelatlon man’s r
02
tial housing ' ed to hav, e cycle of 90 years. He also considered that the EV
%‘ e would be any wc@hose that have a regular commute and live in new
ing, aryj &w

tedto s nificant uptake of EVs.

030 wa argely |rreI
k

Q~ Discussion a Fmdmgs
Q 0. r Phillip @nat the NPS-UD is focused on New Zealand urban environments as

a whole whe @%mg GHG emissions rather than strictly mandating reductions on a site by
%ssessment of Objective 8, he considered the proposed provision of alternative

ite basis. In
transp des, connectivity and accessibility and the potential for servicing by public transport
LQ eductions in the GHG emissions. He noted that the objective seeks to support
@ ions rather than strictly to seek to reduce or require reductions.
501. He noted that the similar conclusion was reached by the Expert Consenting Panel for the

Faringdon South West and South East resource consents and by the Hearings Commissioners
determining the Ohinewai Rezoning (APL/Sleepyhead).

Page 98



502. Mr Boyes identified that an increase in commuter traffic would result in more people undertaking
trips, resulting in increased emissions. He identified that this was not an issue specific to just
PC69 when compared to other growth areas within the Selwyn District including Rolleston, West
Melton and Prebbleton. He noted that Lincoln was identified as a Key Activity Centre (KAC) with
the CRPS policy direction to focus growth in and around KACs as these are locations where

residents will have access to a range of services.

503. Overall | accept the evidence of Mr Phillips and Mr Boyes. The concerns r@giséd by CCC and
CRC are of course important and Mr Langman'’s evidence was helpful and ghokpu Mr Farr%s

expert evidence was also helpful but | acknowledge Dr Wreford's co without

requirements for sustainability requirements in the building desigf and™e
degree speculative. | note that there is nothing directly proposed by

Applicaj ecifically C)\
*
address GHG emissions or to encourage sustainable en w PC69 doe er proviQ
a comprehensive pedestrian and cycle network. It h xc rporated @( and ride@

and two additional local commercial areas. T appropria that are e
Applicant’s control. Mr Farrelly’s evidence in te of the meth tions was cl nd to
that degree, a change in land use from f 0 residegtiaf develop t upport a
reduction in emissions in that regard. Q O
Policy 1(e) — Resilient to likely cu¥re futur@chimate C e

504. As identified earlier in this ommendation,S number of sdik @ raised issues in relation to

the effects of climate . Mr Philli 0 ered that% e to climate change had been
achieved through,the [ayett of the site exclusio x residential development from low-

tentially su @ ible to the m of sea level rise and storm surges. Mr
p

ic

truction isftoa ¢

s of Profe Hulme and Kathleen Liberty. He advised

that g¥idencéwas derive coastal.climat tre.org which takes climate change predictions
implies a “batht el to th In data. He considered that to be a useful tool but
predictions We®ie at a global le and are indicative. He considered a more accurate

ipuhdationsp x@\ could beffia; y using the latest scientific predictions and data from the
Canterbu&\on. @
ox

el rise predictions specific for New Zealand had been identified by

05. Hegdidefitified that
for various,climate change scenarios and he considered the NIWA estimates to be the most
Oappropriate @Qﬁstimaﬁng the effects of sea level rise and the impacts of that on the PC69
& site. H vised t

hat the SDC model had taken climate change related sea level rise into account.

He hat any future modelling work for the site prior to subdivision would involve a review

@ latest available climate change, sea level rise, tidal impact and storm surge information and
wi

ould be appropriately applied.

506. With the changes that have been made, including the removal of development in the Living X

area, | am satisfied that the effects of climate change have been appropriately considered.

Page 99



507.

508.

5009.

510.

Q There is hig nd for
with at enV|ro

Conclusion on contribution to well-functioning urban environments

Overall, | consider that the proposal can broadly be considered as contributing to well-functioning
urban environments. There is certainly some tension with the requirement to be well-connected
along transport corridors. | agree with Mr Phillips that that provision appears to relate primarily to
arterial networks, rather than local. In the assessment of transportation issues, it was identified
that there are issues in the transport corridors but overall | accept that with the changes proposed
and the works being undertaken as addressed by Mr Mazey in relation to PrebBleton in particular,

and the additional connections available through Ellesmere Road, the sitefcould descnbe as

well-connected. Q
| confirm | have considered all of the objectives and policies of th %JD | do nojpr ose to

go into a detailed record of that consideration. That uId unneces
Recommendation. Most of the issues are addressed b
1 and my earlier assessment of the effects, matt Q&m subml

m
needing to be resolved. Q & Q
rms of Obje In termSyéf Objective 2, that

| largely agree with Mr Phillips’ assessment

_.,,
—
=5
@
3
E

is clearly addressed on the economic nce and c nge will h' ess constraints

in the residential land supply ma et creac) nd compgtition.
Objective 3 in terms of edablifig more people to in, and sinesses and community

services to be Iocate of an urb V|ronment one or more of the following

apply, being: O\
(@ Isingor r@entre z@er are '@ny employment opportunities;
he area is well‘s

y exist nf or ned public transport;

for business land in the area, relative to other areas

Mr Philli s a essme at L|ncoln Township, Rolleston Township and industrial centres,
rura erbury |stchurch City provided the employment opportunities. He

ledged tha s not well serviced by existing public transport but the proposed road
etworks an@and ride would enable bus services. Thatis however out of the Applicant’s
ands termiS of (c), that is an area where there is high demand for housing, relative to other

he urban environment, | agree that on the evidence of Mr Jones and Mr Sellars that
Q established. And as noted by Mr Phillips, that objective only requires one of (a) — (c) to
@ le to apply.
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National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM) and National

Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NES-F)

512. Mr Boyes summarised the key provisions and requirements of the NPS-FM and NES-F in his
report. He had concerns in relation to the consistency with the environmental policy and

guidelines set out in the NPS-FM in terms of protecting and enhancing wetlands and springs.

513. Mr Taylor addressed this in his evidence. He considered that with the amen ts to the ODP

those concerns had been addressed and the proposal would achieve consistenc h, and {e

effect to, the NPS-FM. Q
514. | have addressed those amendments and the relevant evidence e(rllv is Reco ;atlon

| accept Mr Phillips’ evidence that with those changes, the p oposal w achlexe ncy WI

at the time of any construction or site developme d are nota i he pro ose e oning.

and give effect to, the NPS-FM.
515. Both Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips agreed that theQ ents of the*@ould be d Q
rl t

| agree. v
o & S
516. The Request identified the evaﬁ:ujectives @ICIGS of t Q% as those contained in

Chapters 5 (entire region , 11,15, and . Table 1 of th ment at page 55 of the s32

pplicant’ s

assessment recorded

517. Mr Boyes con%that the Ap had identifi ost relevant provisions of the CRPS.
He agree assessr@ dertake Applicant apart from matters which he
addr se

518. Applicant’s s ssment a ges the Request is not consistent with Objectives

1 and 6 2 |dered t ension to be resolved by the NPS-UD.

@ Mr Boyes& g&e 6.2.1 was broader than simply specifying the locations for
futur n gro %eeks that recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within
Q rlstc % a land use and infrastructure framework that include protecting and
& uality of wat d groundwater aquifers and surface waterbodies; integrate strategic and other
infrast and services with land use development and optimises uses of existing

mf@ture. At the time of the s42A Report he considered the assessment of the issues and

@; s raised identified concerns relating to PC69's ability to achieve some of the aspects of
jective 6.2.1. He considered that further assessment and/or amendments may alleviate such

en ancing i % biodiversity and public space; maintaining or improving the quantity and

concerns.

520. He identified Policy 6.3.3 and considered its direction was still relevant including identification in
the ODPs of land required for community facilities or schools; demonstrate how effective provision

is made for a range of transport options. He identified relevant matters including demonstration
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of transport options, and showing how potential adverse effects on and/or from nearby existing or
designated strategic infrastructure will be avoided, remedied or appropriately mitigated. Mr Boyes
noted that those matters had been considered earlier in his report as they have in this

Recommendation.

521. He identified Objective 6.2.4 which seeks to prioritise the planning of transport infrastructure so
that it maximises integration with identified priority areas and new settlement patterns and
facilitates movement of people and goods and provision of services in Greater(Chtistchurch while
achieving a number of outcomes including reducing dependence on private tor vehi

reducing emissions and promoting the use of active and public transp d

0
522. Mr Boyes noted that Mr Collins had raised concerns regarding th%entatlon @mng of 0

certain roading upgrades on the wider network that would r quired to be pt\‘ rd in ord
to provide sufficient roading capacity to safely and eff I for the a traffic. At Q
time Mr Boyes expressed his understanding th inancial ical impedi

at t
which created some tension with that objectiveQ \ O

523. Mr Boyes also addressed Policy 6.3.5 which the reco Greater @firistchurch is to be
assisted by integration of land use opment with_iRfrastructure, a onsidered that
supported an outcome that P% roce r@ch time th ecessary roading
infrastructure was in placey” He simflarly |der@j olicy 6.3 Q relation to protecting
investment in existing infrasticture which uI apply to tﬁ n Sewage Treatment Plant
and its setback. Tha a also e ssed earl@ is Recommendation.

524. He identified ubm|SS|on lation to m@@ensity requirement of 15hh/ha but he

considere 2hh/ha istent w PS
525. &f rsatil noted th C submission referred to CRPS Policy 5.3.12
h seeks to m e\ rsatile s contrlbute to Canterbury’s overall rural productive
nomy. As CRC ini subm|SS|on that policy applies in the wider region (outside of

ater X rc )
526. Mr B@also ide t|f ter 15 and Objective 15.2.1 which seeks the maintenance of soil
“Malnt improvement of the quality of Canterbury’s soil to safeguard their

ma I thelr lif ing capacity, their health and their productive capacity”. Mr Boyes agreed
ith th pp%s assessment that any such loss was acceptable in the context of urban growth

& prioriti the fact that the soils within the subject land are subject to other limitations that
re@ eir productive capacity. He provided as Figure 11 a map of the soil drainage

cation showing that the land within the plan change area to the east was poorly drained

g '
%he remainder largely imperfectly drained.

527. Mr Boyes also identified Policy 9.3.2 in relation to the protection of areas of significant indigenous
vegetation and habitats of threatened and at risk indigenous species and Policy 9.3.1 which states
that the significance is to be determined by assessing representative, rarity or distinctive features,

diversity and pattern, and ecological context. He noted that Policy 9.3.4 included the requirement
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to promote ecological enhancement and restoration, and Policy 9.3.5 related specifically to

wetland protection and enhancement.

528. After considering all of the evidence presented at the hearing, and as a result of those, as reflected
in the amended ODP and accompanying test, he advised most of his concerns had been

alleviated.

529. Mr Phillips, in his evidence in chief, agreed with the Officer as to the releva ovisions in the
CRPS and the key issues in respect of those.

530. Mr Phillips considered that to the extent Mr Boyes was of the view I t or tensi S \

.
with the other CRPS provisions, that was largely reflective of theSconcerns regardi?o ution
of the issues/effects. He considered them to have been resolved. | eCti 0

relatiop t ive 6.2.
he considered the proposal would achieve consistency Wi objectiv N otect the
elements of natural and physical resources in Gre@hurca 87 %%s of PolicyN6.
and the directions in relation to ODPs, agai onsidered th n& t ma

addressed. He noted that it includes provisign forfgommunity f ies‘or schoolsy(whilg noting it

was not possible to explicitly identify land requig€ments), provi ra range%:nsport options,

and how potential adverse effects d/or from ne xisting o ignated strategic

infrastructure would be avoided, é@ﬁr ap rimitigated

531. In terms of Objective 6.2. h seeks the n of tran
based on Mr Fuller @. ation evid and Mg L xln’s and Mr Compton-Moen’s
evidence regarding vity, accy d the @on of active transport modes, he
considered th%sal to be ge lly consiste at objective. Similarly, he considered

v

the timing ment rel oading | ture upgrades as provided for in the ODP
would,ensurg consistency, icy 6.3.5t0 ate land use development with infrastructure.

tructure and land use,

L 2

532.

hillips agreed @y 6.3.5.2\@elevant. He also noted that Policy 6.3.5.3 seeks the

cient and effeweti nctionin%nfrastructure is maintained and the ability to maintain and
*
grade & structure is@ued. He agreed that those provisions were pertinent to the
Se

Lincoln e Trea e@nt but only in so far as it was lawfully existing or reasonably
Q envis@ to oper%

S Policy 5.3.12 and Objective 15.2.1 he considered the proposal did not

533, In rélation to
& onflictwith t provisions, based on Mr McCusker’s evidence. Interms of Polices 9.3.1, 9.3.2,
o:

T

0

9.34 5 addressing ecosystems, indigenous biodiversity and waterbodies, he considered

thelpr al was consistent with those.

534. %hillips recognised the tension with the objectives and policies in the CRPS that are directive
of greenfield growth and notwithstanding his view that that was resolved by the NPS-UD, he
considered the environmental results anticipated by Chapter 6 of the CRPS. He provided a brief

assessment of the environmental results anticipated by way of an attachment to his evidence. He

87 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 4 November 2021 at para [109.1]
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considered it was generally consistent with the key outcomes sought by Chapter 6 in respect of

urban growth. Overall, he considered the proposal gave effect to the CRPS.

535. MrLangman addressed the CRPS when discussing the substantive matters of concern regarding
PC69. Mr Langman noted PC69 was inconsistent with Objective 6.2.1 which seeks to achieve a
consolidated urban form and avoid unplanned expansion of urban areas. He considered that
complements Objective 6.2.2. On the basis of Mr Nicholson’s evidence, he considered that the
proposed development of the blocks comprising PC69 would constitute a sigfiifi¢ant increase in
the scale of the Lincoln Township, and that growth of this scale should b(%bd throu

comprehensive spatial exercise (if growth is deemed necessary and a over an

the greenfield priority areas for Lincoln). He also relied on Mr Nichio |dence [ ’\

connectivity. Overall he considered PC69 did not give effect to Obj e 6. 2 2. 6 C)\
536. Mr Langman addressed a number of other CRPS poli g Policy, ) wh|ch

to ensure that the nature, timing and sequencin Q&velopme rdlnate

development, funding, implementation and opQ ranspor er |nf He

noted that Policy 6.3.5(2)(e) states that this i to ensure pmentdoe cur until

the provision for appropriate infrastructure is | place He ed that P&G 3.5(2)(e) was

drafted to ensure that new develo vides for iate mfrastr and its provision

should be real and demonstrable is vieyr that ould be i ified and budgeted for in

a timely manner in an annudl plan oLTP unlesQ) be eV|d s being provided through

a developer agreeme | ilar third party a angement i agree that evidence merely
demonstrating feaS|bI tructure twas\ .

537. He referred to land’s con that ther dltlonal capacity for growth within the
existing w S but the nted aIIocﬁ Id be put under pressure. He noted the
priorigisation \of water all@ those with e Lincoln growth boundary and that existing

sents on the IT veste ould provide sufficient water. He again referred to
ngland’s eVId relat| tz&eyance of wastewater to the Pines WWTP is feasible,
agal |e Pollcy 6.3"5(3of the CRPS and applied it to the Lincoln pond. He also

addresse gland S e that he was satisfied the provision of stormwater management
Q for th@ is approprla:x ould need to be oversized for periodic consumption of the storage

r Langma owledged Mr England’s satisfaction that feasible options were available and
& proces in pace to deal with them through subdivision and engineering, but was unclear
ngland had looked at the cumulative impact of the planned or unplanned growth on
isting network on the basis that they could all potentially be approved and create demand

@1 already stretched network.

539. | have addressed this earlier in this Recommendation and my questioning of Mr England in that
regard. | have also advised that | have received no evidence in relation to the impact on other
planned development.
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540.

541.

542.

543.

Q.

&

545.

In terms of Objective 6.2.4 and its supporting Policies 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.5, he emphasised
Policy 6.3.4(2) which states that that is achieved by providing patterns of development “that
optimise use of existing network capacity and ensuring that, where possible, new building projects
support increased uptake of active and public transport, and provide opportunities for modal

choice”.

Mr Phillips spent some time in his summary of evidence and in discussions at the hearing

addressing Mr Langman’s evidence. He addressed the issue of reconciling tile GRPS and SDP
policy directive of growth. He addressed CRPS Objective 6.2.1. He re€orded {tiat this seeks
“Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater C B(L throug {d
use and infrastructure framework ...”. The emphasis is Mr Philfip onsider %ble
that the objective seeks to enable development through a framevghtc th %ectlves

el
he considered 11 are achieved by or are irrelevant to P. W& acknowl @hat confli
t

clearly arises with clause (3), “avoid urban develg ide of e x urban ar as
greenfield priority areas”. ’ O

In terms of Objective 6.2.2, he considered t to the fra k see e urban
form and settlement pattern in Greater hr| urch is ma provid fficient land for
rebuilding and recovery needs foundatl future qrow@nh an urban form

that achieves consolidation a sificati area d avoids unplanned
expansion of urban areasg..”, Agaifi the emph rPh|II|p onsidered the framework
here sought an urb 1 nd settleme at provides ; t land to meet needs. He

acknowledged that w3 ered by lich directi8 idance.

Mr Phillips coRsi that in s aS|de the ce directive and related policy, PC69

otherwise ies the relev rovisions PS and in Chapter 5 and 6 especially,

incl g th nticipatod nmental result those chapters.
oncluded by that he reM; of the view that PC69 gives effect to the CRPS. To
xtent t@a early co with the explicit avoidance directives, he considered that to

be temp e consi chieved with the other components of the provisions which

collectingly pr V|de afr k for land use and infrastructure and urban form and settlement
He stat imple terms, if the avoid constraint in the CRPS is set aside, he
ered PC |se satisfies the objectives, policies and outcomes anticipated by the

RPS 88

AnaIQS Finding

ue of whether or not PC69 gives effect to the CRPS is complicated by the strong avoidance
ect|ves and while | have concluded that they do not preclude the approval of PC69, | consider
those provisions, and the reasons underlying them, remain relevant. This was recognised by Mr
Boyes, Mr Phillips and Mr Langman.

8 Summary of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 24 November 2021 at para [26]
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546. The concerns that Mr Boyes had in relation to a number of the CRPS provisions, as recorded in
his s42A Report, were reflective of concerns regarding resolution of the issues/effects. | have
identified and addressed those earlier in this Recommendation and in light of the considerable
changes and additions to the ODP to address such matters, | am satisfied that they have been

appropriately addressed.

547. Inrelation to the policies relating to ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity and similar, | consider

PCG69, again in its final proposed form, is consistent with and will implement those& policies.

548. In terms of the objectives and policies seeking a compact form, | am

along its approximately 3 km northern boundary. PC69 could not b tlier. |

agree with Ms Lauenstein’s description of it wrapping arour@eig bourn&@isions
549. In relation to the objectives and policies addressi \t.lcture %%there is aQ
i

direction in relation to the need for integrated gement and ¢

consistent with and implements those. It directly adjoins the neig ubdivisioEs. tis

and

Clause 3.4 of the NPS-UD are similar.. Mr Rhilli ddressed t s me hisfevidence

and in his summary. He considered that spe€ific network i cture u;& s relied on by
PC69 were identified within the LTP %in S WWTP raee) or infr e strategy, and
g

that those documents otherwise fec the other ne a ucture in response
to development and funding of thi rough ment co %s when not otherwise
provided by the deveIoper

550. | found the analysis th h|II|ps un ara %of his summary to be helpful. Mr

Phillips conS|d redsthat the key i is ensurlng development could be integrated with
future |nfr Iannlng |ng de r Boyes agreed. He also agreed with Mr
Phillips that pragmat|c f " was reqw consideration of servicing of out-of-sequence

ment propos e Mr in response to questions from me, advised that he

Id describe th mmed Wor e Pines WWTP as planned and funded.
terms nsport |nfr ture in light of the significant changes made to the ODP in
Q~ relation to tr portatlon S, the|r timing, and their funding, | am satisfied those provisions
are cemsi ent wit ately give effect to the CRPS. | acknowledge there are issues with
ty of Shan and Springs Road.as they approach Prebbleton. The earlier delivery

Oof oirs Lan e the Ellesmere Road route more attractive, and the provision of the park
lity”to incentivise use of public transport (acknowledging that public transport

and ride, faci
uItimQt matter for CRC) assist in addressing those issues.

552 ‘& ion to the provisions relating to infrastructure protection, | am satisfied on the evidence that
the changes now proposed are sufficient to adequately protect the Lincoln WWTP and accept Mr
Boyes’ evidence that the amended proposal now accords with the relevant objectives in terms of
both the CRPS and the SDP in that regard.
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Overall Conclusion on CRPS

553. | have carefully considered all of the expert evidence, informed by the helpful evidence that the
lay submitters provided. | have also had the benefit of Mr Thomson’s planning evidence which

although focused on Mr Singh’s request, generated some useful discussion on wider issues.

554. Most of the effects and issues which give rise to a potential inconsistency with the relevant

objectives and policies of the CRPS have been addressed earlier in this Reco,

555. As noted, the Applicant has been responsive to issues raised and a n e rations CQZ
ODP were provided through the hearing process. | have conside c@ﬁ r the char@a
within scope and | consider that they are as they respond t atters fairly raised, in the ’§
submissions. There have been considerable changes in relation to rastrtg:tu@) ision an 0
timing. The concerns expressed by the Ministry of Ix» have N sidered b
referenced in the ODP. The issues in relation to w@& rings‘ar%bgways haveé
view been comprehensively addressed by the to the OD, \ C69 i@ real
a

opportunity for the protection and enhan ent, of those sjgnifi matter Interms of
transportation, there remains what Mr Boy%ibed as al conc% relation to the
impact on Shands Road and Springs@ | note from ey, Mr C@a d Mr Fuller that
works are being undertaken and fab that rO

556. Given the totality of those es and the vgnt capac@g will be provided by this
plan change, | am sa t t the plan eis co‘nsi \lt the relevant objectives and
policies of the CRPS, 6thegthan the IaI recti\@\

Our Space : > 6 @

557. Asi ntifiedEy Mr Boyg%ﬂ Space was p red to satisfy the requirements of the National
icy Statement o;\ Develo pacity for high growth councils to produce a future

t shows,there Will be sufficient feasible development capacity to support

elopment strat
sing aﬁx&@s growth over the medium (next 10 years) and long term (10 to 30

years). .

Q 558. T e compew of the land use framework outlined for Greater Christchurch in
th RP and @ esource management documents such as the CRPS and district plans.
Orhe introduc omment advises that the document considers how best to accommodate future

& housi @ business needs based on the comprehensive strategic planning framework that

alr ts for Greater Christchurch, being guided by the vision, principles and strategic goals
jshed under the UDS and informed by a capacity assessment and LTPs and infrastructure

tegies.

559. Mr Boyes described Our Space as being focused on how to best accommodate housing and

business land needs in a way which integrates with transport and other infrastructure provision,

89 542A Report 28 October 2021 at para [256]
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560.

561.

562.

563.

564.

565.

QQ*

566.

&O“

builds greater community resilience, and contributes to a sustainable future for Greater

Christchurch that meets the needs and aspirations of the communities.

It sets targets for housing development and outlines how any identified shortfall in capacity to
meet those targets will be met including through identification of areas for housing growth. As
noted by Mr Boyes, the Executive Summary records that the planning is intended to promote a
compact urban form, which provides for efficient transport and locates development in a manner

that takes into account climate change and sea level rise.

Mr Boyes noted that CCC, CRC and Waka Kotahi had raised the mal %stency wn&
settlement patterns and capacity established in Our Space. (}

Mr Boyes considered that the matters raised in Our Space are eff tlvely;h as those
discussed in his report in relation to the CRPS and those@) growt and capf

are potentially removed by the finding on PC69 in t cies 1 a e NPS-U

Mr Phillips agreed with that statement by Mr Boye§. He stated th\at Our@ luded
matters relating to infrastructure provision, ti funding e cons resolved
based on the evidence and the a men to the @ch stip infrastructure
improvements required for the d

Mr Langman, in his discussibns,on strategic plan on&derngegic planning exercises
such as the UDS, O and more tecently the Pa Greater Christchurch 2050
Strategic Framework, & er moreg te and ac @ mechanisms to galvanise wider
community en ment than stan process agreed strategic directions can then
be consist tlg%red ins @nd no s y plans which provide greater detail and
reflect loca stances 6

o

notég in Mr Baird’ randum& ce identified two key responses to growth in Greater
ristchurch rel tl®\he me long term capacity shortfalls identified: identify future

n de\@reas in Rangiora and Kaiapoi; and, to include a transitional policy
ot

change t erall shar h in line with the UDS 2007 to support the redevelopment of
the c@er the long Baird also summarised the future actions in Section 6.2.

6‘

O I COI’]SI he approach taken by Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips to Our Space is correct.
articularly t entification that the matters raised in relation to Our Space are effectively the

same ose raised by the CRPS. They have been addressed.

CLWR @ARP

567.

568.

Boyes advised that the establishment of activities within the plan change site will either need

to meet permitted activity conditions of those plans or be required to obtain a resource consent.

As noted by Dr Burrell, the CLWRP contains numerous policies, objectives and rules relating to

freshwater protection. Dr Burrell identified Policy 11.4.21 as an example which is to:
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Enable catchment restoration activities that protect springheads, protect, establish
or enhance plant riparian margins, create restore or enhance wetlands and target
removal of macrophytes or fine sediment from waterways.

569. While these matters would be addressed at the time of detailed development and necessary
consents, | have recorded elsewhere in this Recommendation that in my view PC69 as now

proposed enables potential restoration activity.

MIMP

570. The MIMP is a planning document which is recognised and has been I@SDC. P@&]t
[ .

to s74(2A) of the RMA, in considering this plan change, | must tal count. \
571. As noted earlier in this Recommendation, the application ingluded an ssessme@hQrelevan C)
provisions within the MIMP and provided the statement r\ anui Kur%ix imited.
572. In my view the matters raised have been appro ddressed iﬁx%ious C an
ODRP in relation to the protection and enhancement of the waterways wetlands.

Consistency with Plans of Adjacent TerrGAEhorities @ &

573. Mr Boyes identified that matters % ound ins are ouglined in Section A1.5 of the
Township Volume of the SDP” | agr ith Mr Bayes that there irectly relevant provisions
. o - *
uring territoriaRauthorities that cted by PC69.

*
574. | accept Mr Boyes’ vi t the cro@\d y int \%/e primarily been addressed and
managed thro% subregion roach of r&b growth across Greater Christchurch
through th m and r Oour Spb ent.%

.
Other M emen PIansK\%egies P ed Under Other Acts
575

in the district plans for

occurring across Greater Christchurch and Selwyn. The

text o u\ r Strategic ;@
Memorand dentifies us documents including the Greater Christchurch Urban
Q Dev. nt Stra :
576. m consider@ of the documents that he has identified. | have discussed Our Space
xOJreviou ly. %
7. Sel is Selwyn’s District Development Strategy. Mr Baird described it as providing an

%ing strategic framework for achieving sustainable growth across the District to the year
%. He advised that it was intended to guide the future development of the District and to inform

. Baird’'s Me @1 outlinxfie pected growth and current and future capacity in the

SDC'’s capital investment decisions. %!

90 s42A Report 28 October 2021 at para [269]
91 Ben Baird Memorandum 1 October 2021: Growth Planning in Selwyn District at para [25]
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578. Strategic Direction 1 seeks to ensure that there is enough zoned land to accommodate projected
household and business growth, while promoting consolidation and intensification within existing
townships. The Memorandum records that the drivers behind that approach have been to
manage urban sprawl, maintain a clear urban/rural interface and to minimise the loss of productive
farmland. He also identified the key objectives supporting the Strategic Direction as being
concentrating growth within the Greater Christchurch area, achieving efficiencies through the
integration of land use with infrastructure, and the maintenance of a compact urban form.%2 The
Memorandum outlines that the township network seeks growth relative to each [centre’s role in
the District. He noted the catchments overlap and consumers meet sﬁ% eir ‘baskg)sf
needs’ from different levels of the hierarchy, for example small proxim% ourhoo@
to large, often distant regional centres. He advised that the towns t r

seekstd'e age

self-sufficiency by minimising travel; concentrating growth in centre rom(;tin@ -location
of activities that benefits both consumer access andeMs expos & supporti
t

increasingly sustainable highly specialised business@ develo%%a range 0@
.

activities such as community facilities and civic ti which co t an pther

activities. %

579. The Strategic Directions include ats%.2 cgcentratio rBan expamsion, within Greater
Christchurch; integration of land frastructur
terms of sustainable urban gr Wt@ns and @ y of tow@, Rolleston is identified
as a District Centre with ar%ate population of 12{)O©h t functions as the primary

ingustrial bas e district. JeincC

population, commerci ic
Centre with an estimated pgpulation r 6,000 to

a range of resi%commercia@in strial activiti
Service anghRur nships® 6@

580. | n&lt Selwyn g@aﬂon tot oncentration of urban expansion within the Greater
ristchyrch area, % is state&
Ensifri sufficient &propriately zoned land is available to accommodate
up oo» of urba within Selwyn District over the next 20 years within
Rolle , Li

and compa an form (1.4). In

Is described as a Sub-District

tis to function independently with

s)while providing support to surrounding

ol

581. @ ument @to have to regard to and | have done so. A number of the matters
s ng}

icular in relation to infrastructure, development capacity and similar, have

a sed in j
O)een re specifically addressed elsewhere in this Recommendation.
Conside@bA
582. %3

Iternatives, Costs and Benefits — Section 32

roposal does not include any new objectives, or changes to the existing objectives, within
the SDP. The assessment required under s32(1)(a) relates to the extent to which the objectives
of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA. Assessment is

also required as to whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve

92 Ben Baird Memorandum 1 October 2021: Growth Planning in Selwyn District at para [27]
% Ben Baird Memorandum 1 October 2021: Growth Planning in Selwyn District at para [29]
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the objectives of both the proposal and the existing district plan objectives, having regard to the
efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions and having considered other reasonably practicable
options (s32(1)(b)).

583. The more general objective of the proposal, being the purpose of the proposal, is “to provide for
an extension of the adjoining existing urban residential area of Lincoln (with provision for some
associated local business services) in a manner that adds significantly to development capacity
and provides for increased competition and choice in residential land markets%

%ered that 69
®)

584. Mr Boyes addressed the s6 matters. At the time of his s42A Report

still had some work to do in relation to s6(a) in terms of the preserya prings ,\
and associated waterbodies from inappropriate subdivision, use and developme é(h) the \
management of significant risk from natural hazards, name he mundatlon cﬁ ern par

the site where lower density housing was proposed. Q

L 2

585. Mr Boyes considered that in considering the riateness of \ sal Qh the
e as

purpose of the RMA, it was relevant to consi he locatio e Site is out ofthe are

identified for urban development in the CRP ur Spac whether proposal results

in efficient use of natural and phyS|c urces in s7(b)s identified h S|cal resources

—~

include various infrastructure su spor and the oI ewage Treatment
Plant. It was his view that ouI meet tRe effigient use velopment of natural and
physical resources on the b that the 15 dwelling setba? Lincoln Sewage Treatment
Plant was mamtamed DU onI e efflcmnt ransport networks on the basis
that certain upgrade w ere oug ard whi h vised at present creates a funding

issue for SDC.

586. Otherwise h€"was satlsfl Qe pI’OVISIO rvices for the site could be achieved without
mising the a \ other Slt ere the SDC has anticipated development to be

opriately ser that in order to achieve the maintenance and
ncement@ ity valu )) and the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of
(s

Q~ the envm& (f)) c y issues raised by Mr Nicholson and Mr Collins need to be
: addre \

II|ps in his evi e expressed his opinion that in considering the appropriateness of the
roposal in the purpose of the RMA, logically, the conclusions as to consistency with
& he rel ﬁers in s6 and s7 of the RMA follows the findings on the relevant issues and
effects considered the tensions identified in the Officers Report with Part 2 matters had
be€p ra@solved on the basis of the evidence and amendments to the ODP and specifically
idered that the s6(a), (d), (e), (f) and (h) are relevant and the evidence confirms that they will
be appropriately recognised. Mr Phillips further considered that particular regard should be (and
has been) given to the matters in s7(b), (c), (d), (f) and (g).

94 32 Evaluation at para [115]
% Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Phillips 4 November 2021 at para [119]
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Operative Selwyn District Plan

588. Section 32(1)(b) requires the examination of whether the proposed plan change provisions are

589.
590.
591.
592.

593.

QQ*

596.

the most appropriate way to achieve the district plan objectives.

The s32 Evaluation provided a detailed assessment of the relevant objectives (and policies) of

the SDP. The assessment was provided in Table 1 which occupied almost six pages. It is

comprehensive.

Mr Boyes advised that there were several objectives and polrcre

development of the Lincoln Township itself and there were also obj

urban form and residential amenity generally.

He considered the existing direction in the SDP shxe
s he

appropriateness of the proposal at achieving the p

been prepared to give effect to the purpose of the

Mr Boyes referred to the statutory assessmeRt' ed with th
proposal would not be consistent with QObject
would not be within a priority area

He generally agreed that th sse{s:kn identi@ relevant

supporting policies and

d with the ass@ssment apart ?r
@ ructure |dent|&| I

integration of transpo

?’1/
0n5|dered essrng tQ
RMA, @at the pI@
&

\S

@t whj |ga)s that the
&Cy B4.3. f he development

ives, as well as a range of
ective B4.3.4 which seeks

development. Mr Boyes noted

that the objecti eeksthe provisi structur@ ertaken in an integrated way that is
coordinated ara;aed He co d at that @ he impacts of the traffic effects of the
to be brought forward, and the challenges

proposal, requrrem planned
%fa in dorng |ng regard tablished work and funding programme set out

raised cz \
hrllrpsa owledg &the proposal was out-of-se

therefore onsrv

infrasipagture upgrades

ted, as is sought by the objective.

quence and unanticipated and

jon of infrastructure but considered that the prerequisites for the

elopment set out in the ODP ensured that a ‘coordinated and

of Mr Phillips in that regard. | have addressed infrastructure provision at

5@ accept the %
& some Ieﬁth inthis Recommendation. | am satisfied that the provision of infrastructure has been

pro sidered and addressed, even though it seeks a
tructure. The significant changes in relation to timing

opment referred to earlier again assist in that finding.

responsive provision of that

, funding and restrictions on

In terms of Policy B1.1.8 Mr Boyes identified that in his report but made no particular comment.

He described it as encouraging residential development to occur in and around existing townships

to maintain a versatile soils resource.
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597.

598.

599.

600.

601.

602.

603.

6

O
A

605.

As identified by Mr Phillips, Policy B1.1.8 in fact seeks to avoid the rezoning of land which
contains versatile soils for new residential development, if land is appropriate for other activities,
and there are alternative areas that are suitable for development that do not contain versatile
soils. Mr Phillips, based on Ms McCusker’s evidence, considered the proposal was not in conflict
with the policy.

Policy B1.1.8 seems to be a reasonably directive policy in that it directs the rezoning of land for
new residential development is avoided if it is appropriate for other activities me are other

areas adjoining the township that are appropriate for new residential dev% hich d()t

contain versatile soils.

The explanation to the policy records that the RMA does not recogr%erse effec@tlvmes

on soils as having primacy over adverse effects on other of the enviro e

0|Is over turaI or D

provide for t \ ofc ture

generations. %
| was not advised of any other ar d]oEmg the t

a
residential development and w %t contain @

addressed other areas, |nclu:|ng Rolles t |s not e policy requires.

Objective B3.4.3 was I by Mr Boyges and Mr Ph |II|p eeks that reverse sensitivity
effects between acti e av0|d licy B2. 2 Iso noted. This seeks to avoid

potential reve sensmvny effis activities efficient development, use and

maintenan s. | hay sed that i earller in my Recommendation and | am
satisfied th% se sensj Q’ects have | appropriately addressed.

The RMA, the CRPS and the SDP do not place pridl

resources which allow people and their communi

ip” that ar priate for new

e soils. er of submitters

o
j e B3.4.4s that the ar nships achieves a compact form. Mr Boyes noted
t Mr Nichols % ised cernS¥about whether the proposal would achieve Objective

4 4 or iveB3.4 ks that urban growth provides a high level of connectivity.

A noted earlle Recommendation in relation to this particular plan change, |

at the e does achieve a compact urban form, albeit at the edge of the
e g townshi sider that a compact form is achieved here through the zoning and density
nd the exte@t the PC69 area adjoins the existing township boundary. As discussed with Mr

Nlcholsﬁd other witnesses, it appears to me that it fits into the existing township well. Overall
evidence of Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein in relation to this issue.

@ms of Objective B3.4.5, | consider that overall with the changes proposed there is a high
level of connectivity within the development and adjoining land areas and again | have addressed
that issue in my earlier discussion on urban design and transportation. While there are some

% SDC Baseline Assessment Versatile Soils (DW015)
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restrictions in vehicular connectivity through the Te Whariki subdivision, there is considerable

connectivity through the pedestrian and cycling network.

606. Interms of Objective B4.1.1, | consider the amended proposal would provide for a range of living
environments and will be a pleasant place to live. Given its particular location and attributes,
while there will be changes, or at least perceived changes, in terms of character, on the urban

design evidence of Ms Lauenstein in particular, | am satisfied that the contribution to character

and amenity can be met. (L

607. Objective B4.3.1 requires the expansion of townships to not adverse ural or physSical

resources. There are clearly heritage and ecological values but a;

| do not considedthe 4
proposal will adversely affect those. Indeed it provides an opportunity for main@e and 0
enhancement of those values.

608. | have considered all of the objectives and have re

submissions. Overall | am satisfied that PC6
relevant SDP objectives.
Benefits and Costs Q E & O&
609. The s32 Evaluation provided with%plicatio dentQand add@ the benefits and costs
of the plan change by identifying and”assessing tions, T re: Option 1 — Leave the

¢
Rezone t e (the prop Qion 3 — Apply for resource

area zoned Rural; Opfie
consents; Option 4 — @ or multip eteYplan che alternative locations.

610. Interms of Op\%we benefits/@\ages er Qd as maintenance of existing character
and amen?me or costsdrising from ange process, no additional demands on
infragtructure) and no € f@ versatile soil s es. The cost/disadvantage was described as

&ng market de \ for resi es in Lincoln (especially the south part of Lincoln).

6 Option2 i@ f benefi &osts of rezoning the site, the benefits and advantages were
%ntified@ asing th gility of allotments within Lincoln Township, economic benefits

Q~ to SD m larger ratiﬁ , economic benefit to landowner from development of the property,
Q i f high @e ential amenity for future residents, additional supply of housing to
a in avoid$| e rises resulting from otherwise suppressed housing supply. The
&Oﬂisadvantag@re listed as change in character and amenity of the site from rural to urban,

increa traffic generation in and around Lincoln Township, additional infrastructure capacity

re e provided at developer’s cost, and loss of low productivity rural land.

612. @ms of the benefits and costs of Option 3, these included ability to more fully assess the
proposal in terms of detailed information, SDC has the ability to place stricter controls on the
development through consent conditions, and if granted would allow a greater number of
allotments with associated efficiency of land development. The disadvantages were listed as the
need for consent beyond what is already permitted or consented, restricted timeframes in which

the land has to be developed and houses built, less flexibility to develop the land, possibly higher
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costs, difficulty of obtaining non-complying status subdivisions, change in character and amenity,

increased traffic, additional infrastructure costs, and loss of productivity.

613. In terms of Option 4, the benefits were identified as the same as that proposed in Option 2 but
with the additional distribution of growth to other locations. The disadvantages again were as for
Option 2, together with reduced economies of scale, fragmented/ad hoc development, and
inability to implement wider benefits including Lincoln south bypass, road network upgrades and

Springs Creek corridor enhancements, etc.

614. | accept that the s32 assessment has largely identified the relevant b s of the o &s
and | have considered that carefully. In terms of leaving the land i tzonrng é

ial \
benefit of that is that it may enable a more comprehensive assessm growth ne mcoln \
at a strategic level but overall while there are benefitsina s |aI lanning pr the conte
of this particular plan change in this particular location clear e in reI

demand/capacity issues, | do not consider that his plan would |

disable a future spatial planning process for Li nto aw
Economic Benefits/Costs v

615. Section 32(2) provides that |n he eff|C|e ffectlvene he provisions in

achieving the objectives, the assess t must identif d asses nefits and costs of the

environmental, economic, and cultural gffe at arean from the implementation
&%jmrc gro re antrcrpated and employment

of the provision, |nclu unities for
that are antrcrpated to ﬁ ided or r
616. In terms of eco benefits eland ide that residential development enabled by
the propos% change ring expe@, incomes and employment opportunities for
ﬂsme es a%ts withi e Selwyn District and elsewhere within Greater
Q rch. He \hat that Qed to the extent that the rezoning results in greater

all remde@ opment in the Selwyn District and Greater Christchurch.

if pr quantrfy the benefits and costs.?”

179 The econ& sts a‘e ssed with the main potential economic loss being the loss of
land @al prodycti :j

618. ted the i s in expenditure, incomes and employment, particularly during the

Oonstruction and the subsequent increase in population of the District. He advised they

were n themselves measures of improvements in economic welfare or economic wellbeing,

but ere a number of economic welfare benefits associated with the increased levels of

% ic activity and population including increased economies of scale, increased competition,
ced unemployment and underemployment, increased quality of central government provided

services.

97 $32(2)(a)(i) and (ii) and (b)
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619.

Conclusion on Benefits and Costs 6

620.

621.

622.

/((24
NPS

625.

Mr Colegrave also provided evidence in relation to the economic costs and benefits. Mr
Colegrave noted that the construction of the approximately 2,000 new homes would provide a
one-off economic stimulus. He noted that the impacts would include direct effects, indirect effects
which arise when businesses working directly on the project source goods and services from their
suppliers who may in turn need to source goods and services from their own suppliers etc,
induced effects from the share of additional wages and salaries generated by the project that are
directly spent in the local/regional economy. He considered that the future construction activity
enabled by the proposal would boost regional GDP by $430 million, includifg flow-on effects,
generate employment for 4,650 people years, and generate $220 million usehold |nc
Assuming a ten year construction period, these would translate to an npacts of $4%
on regional GDP, including flow-on effects, fulltime employment fos 4 e pIe and % nin

household income. . O

the

o_b

provision of additional capacity in an area ere is cle sufficiept ¢ to meet

Overall | accept that PC69 has a number o n part|c \e E:el

demand, and on the evidence of Mr C elan and Mr Col ill have |f|cant economic

benefits. Those go beyond benefi accrum veloper

Additionally, | consider that titere ar bstantla enefits relatln oposed protection and

enhancement of the spring tland and watérways. The redlj ption 1 were to be adopted

and the land remains @ S) that benegfi ely to acc

Additionally in %Jf costs, | ¢ er that they n properly addressed in the evidence
and in the tion. A f subm ed concerns in relation to financial burden
on the com nlty How costs wH&Iy be met by the developer either directly or
developme %tlons @ sets out quite clearly the anticipated funding

hanisms.

ccept Qare some a enlty costs which may be experienced by local residents
partlcular se neap o |te. There will also be the loss of versatile soils which | have

asse arller i mmendation.
tmg or

lam s ed that | have sufficient information before me to identify the risks associated with

t acting. They have been addressed and considered in this Recommendation.
ause 3.11 Using Evidence and Analysis

| have considered Clause 3.11 of the NPS-UD which provides local authorities must clearly
identify the resource management issues being managed, and use the evidence about land and
development markets, and the results of monitoring required by the NPS-UD to assess the impact

of different regulatory or non-regulatory options for urban development and their contribution.
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626. To the degree that is relevant to a private plan change such as this, | have used the HCA and the
evidence provided in relation to achieving a well-functioning urban environment, and the
requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity, which are the key resource
management issues.

Section 32AA

627. Section 32AA requires a further evaluation for any changes that have been m o the proposal
since the evaluation report was completed. (L
628. As is readily apparent, there have been a number of changes pro r@ge
*

e S|gn|f|c Q its in \
in tewns 0
in relation to natural hazards, particularly by the removal ng X Zo% Q
629. The other key changes have all been addressed Recommeﬁ@nd I do n
it necessary or appropriate to provide a fur full s32AA nt. hat hasS been

undertaken. &
Section 31 @ O® O
nawditional@xtial capagi choice and addressing

consider that %erall it can acﬁ integrated management of

‘

considered their benefits and costs. Overall, | consider the chan

terms of certainty, in addressing ecological matters, prowd certai

630. PC69 will certainly assist i
have bee orated.

Part 2 Matters % 6 @
rt 2

631. | have addressed the reg@a matt the body of this Recommendation. | have

co ered the apprtxe s7 and Gtters and overall | consider the proposal is the most
ppropriate way to the purp e RMA.

o) onclu‘g\o O
QQ 632. Inter fthe ultlmate e of the plan change and whether it achieves the purpose of the

nclud . That conclusion has been reached in consideration of all of the

m s that | h&]dressed in the body of this Recommendation and having had particular

Oegard to th ers required including the significant capacity enabled by the plan change. |

& consid t the provisions now addressing the ecological matters and waterways are a very
si% enefit as compared with leaving the land in its present rural zoning.

633. %all | conclude that PC69 in its amended form is the most appropriate way to achieve the
objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents, including the CRPS and the SDP. It
will provide considerable capacity. The effects identified by the submitters have been, in my view,
appropriately addressed. | conclude that approving PC69 is in accordance with the purpose and
principles of Part 2 of the RMA.

Page 117



Recommendation
634. For the reasons above, | recommend to the Selwyn District Council:

(1) Pursuant to Clause 10 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the
Council approves Plan Change 69 to the Selwyn District Plan as set out in Appendix

A.

(2) That for the reasons set out in the body of my Recommendation marised in
Appendix B, the Council either accept, accept in part or rejectjt submisst

identified in Appendix B. (L @

ey QQS\:Q\%%\QOOQ
Dated: 26 April 2022 v @ O&
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	Introduction
	1. I have been appointed by the SDC to conduct a hearing and make a Recommendation on PC69 to the Operative SDP.
	2. The hearing was held at the Tai Tapu Community Centre on Monday 22 November 2021 through to Friday 26 November 2021 inclusive.  The Applicant filed its closing submissions on 15 December 2021.  The hearing was formally closed on 4 February 2022.
	3. I have not included a specific summary of all of the documents considered, evidence provided and submissions made.  All of that information is publicly available and has been uploaded to SDC’s plan change site at www.selwyn.govt.nz/pc69.  I refer t...
	PC69
	4. PC69 is a private plan change initiated by Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited to rezone approximately 190 hectares of land immediately adjoining the southern boundary of Lincoln Township from Rural (Outer Plains) to three different zonings. ...
	5. The ODP was intended to achieve an overall minimum density of 12hh/ha providing for the establishment of approximately 2,000 new households.
	6. An amendment to Rule 4.9.32 (Township Volume) excluding the ODP area from the required 150 metre dwelling setback from the Lincoln Sewerage Treatment Plant was also sought.  Any consequential amendments were also sought.
	7. PC69 was formally received by SDC on 4 December 2020.  By letter of 10 December 2020 SDC sought further information in accordance with clause 23 of Schedule 1 of the RMA.  Following receipt of the further information, by way of an amended request, ...
	8. It was publicly notified on 28 April 2021.  On SDC becoming aware of a minor error in the public notice, the request was re-notified to avoid potential issues, with the period for receiving submissions extended until 10 June 2021.
	9. 255 submissions were received.  The period for further submissions closed on 8 September 2021 and a total of 7 further submissions were lodged by that date.  Mr Boyes advised that a late submission had been received from Ann Judson Farr (PC69-0263)...
	10. By the commencement of the hearing, a number of amendments to the ODP had been proposed.  These were introduced by Ms Appleyard in opening, and largely responded to matters raised in the submissions.
	11. Mr Philips summarised the amendments in his evidence.0F   Very much by way of summary, these entail:
	 Deletion of the proposed Living X Zone for the eastern part of the site which is now denoted as an SMA and corresponding amendment originally proposed to Rule 4.1.1 as minimum floor levels no longer required and deleted;
	 Two additional Business 1 zoned centres in the eastern and western parts of the site;
	 ODP layer diagrams as proposed deleted with a single ODP and associated text relied on;
	 Additional wording in the ODP text to further detail development outcomes envisaged, including:
	- More explicit definition of SMA and stormwater management requirements;
	- Recognition of road network upgrades required as pre-requisite to development occurring;
	- Requirement for frontage upgrades of Springs Road and Collins Road;
	- Recognition of new educational facilities potentially being provided following a needs assessment;
	- More explicit recognition of waterbodies and freshwater ecosystems and measures to protect and enhance;
	 Amendments to the ODP plan were summarised as including:
	- Enlargement and amendments to the reserve corridor adjacent to Springs Creek and the heritage setting of Chudleigh;
	- Amended road, pedestrian and cycle connections to adjacent residential land and deletion of road link to/through Liffey Springs;
	- Gateway, roundabout and signals treatments on Springs Road at key intersections;
	- Additional pedestrian and cycling routes and green links through PC69 including east-west and north-south connections linking to adjacent land and existing pedestrian and cycling facilities; and
	- Two additional Business 1 zones.
	12. A number of further changes were made during the course of the hearing with the final version of the ODP and requested changes being provided with Ms Appleyard’s reply.
	Site Visit
	13. I undertook my site visit on 2 December 2021.  I was escorted by Mr Bruce Van Duyn.  We initially looked around the Homestead area, and particularly the springs and ponds at the northern edge of the site.  Mr Greenslade was at the site.  He identi...
	14. I spent some time on the site.  I walked along the boundary of the Te Whāriki subdivision.  I walked along to a viewing platform which has been constructed in Te Whāriki overlooking the spring and pond in that location.
	15. I traversed the surrounding roads.  I drove along Collins Road to where it becomes a metal road.  I was able to observe the south-eastern corner of the site, including some fenced springs.  I then went along the western frontage of the site on Col...
	16. I went to Allendale Lane and through to the wastewater pond where I met SDC contractors.  I viewed the site, the pond and went onto the roof of the pump building where it was possible to observe the wetlands and stormwater treatment areas in Te Wh...
	17. It was a full site inspection but I considered that helpful in identifying a number of the matters raised in evidence and submissions.
	The Site and Surrounding Environment
	18. The area of the land affected by PC69 comprises approximately 190 hectares.  It is bounded by the Te Whāriki and Verdeco Park subdivisions to the north, Collins Road to the south, an ephemeral waterway known as the Western Boundary Drain to the we...
	19. The site comprises predominantly a dairy farm.  It includes the Springs’ O’Callaghan Farmhouse known as Chudleigh and includes properties at 1521 and 1543 Springs Road and 36 and 208 Collins Road.
	20. The owner/occupiers of 208 Collins Road M & A Wright (PC69-0239) have submitted in opposition.  The property owner at 36 Collins Road, Theresa Kortegast (FS PC69-0266), is a further submitter.  As identified by Mr Boyes, the current owners of the ...
	21. In terms of the surrounding environment, I adopt Mr Boyes’ description at paragraphs [22] – [31] of his s42A Report.  Mr Boyes identified the notable features along the northern boundary of the plan change area including reserves and stormwater tr...
	22. Mr Phillips concurred with Mr Boyes’ description and noted that a more detailed description of the site and surrounding environment is otherwise provided in the landscape and visual impact assessment attached as Appendix Eb to the s32 Report inclu...
	Statutory Framework
	23. The Environment Court has provided a comprehensive summary of the mandatory requirements in its decision in Long Bay.1F   This was updated to reflect changes to the RMA in 2009 in the Environment Court’s decision in Colonial Vineyards.2F
	24. The general requirements are:
	(a) The district plan (change) should accord with and assist the local authority to carry out its functions under s31 and to achieve the purpose of the RMA;3F
	(b) When preparing the district plan (change) the territorial authority must give effect to any National Policy Statement, a National Planning Standard, the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and the operative Regional Policy Statement;4F
	(c) When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall:
	(i) Have regard to any proposed Regional Policy Statement;5F
	(ii) Give effect to any operative Regional Policy Statement;6F
	(d) The district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an operative Regional Plan for any matter specified in s30(1) or a Water Conservation Order,7F  and must have regard to any proposed Regional Plan on any matter of regional significance;8F
	(e) The territorial authority must also have regard to any relevant management plans and strategies under other Acts, and must take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with a territorial authority, to ...
	(f) The policies are to implement the objectives, and the rules are to implement the policies;10F
	(g) The plan change shall have regard to the actual or potential effects on the environment of activities including, in particular, any adverse effects.11F
	25. Section 32 requires that:
	(a) Each proposed policy or method (including each rule) is to be examined, having regard to its efficiency and effectiveness, as to whether it is the most appropriate method for achieving the objectives of the district plan taking into account the be...
	(b) If a National Environmental Standard applies, and the proposed rule imposes a greater prohibition or restriction than that, then whether the greater prohibition or restriction is justified in the circumstances;
	(c) The objectives of the proposal (here the stated purpose of the proposal) are to be the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA;12F
	(d) The provisions in PC69 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the SDP and the purpose of the proposal.13F
	Assessment of Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment, Matters Raised in Submissions, Matters Necessary to be Considered
	26. Mr Boyes identified and addressed the key matters either raised by submitters, or necessary to be considered in ensuring that SDC’s statutory functions and responsibilities are fulfilled, at paragraph [46] of the s42A Report.  He identified those ...
	(a) Land Suitability (Geotech, Land Contamination, Versatile Soils and Flooding/Water Table);
	(b) Aquatic Ecology;
	(c) Infrastructure Servicing (Water, Wastewater and Stormwater);
	(d) Reverse Sensitivity;
	(e) Open Space Reserves;
	(f) Urban Design, Urban Form, Density and Character;
	(g) Transportation/Traffic; and
	(h) Other Matters (Effects on Community Facilities and Environmental Quality).
	27. Mr Boyes also identified, in paragraph [296] of his Report, the concerns he had which led him, at that stage, to not being satisfied that PC69 would contribute to a well-functioning urban environment.
	28. Mr Phillips, consistent with the approach taken by Mr Boyes, structured his evidence to address:
	(a) The proposal and site description;
	(b) Assessment of issues, including those raised by submitters and in the Officers’ Report;
	(c) Statutory analysis, including relevant statutory documents; and
	(d) Consideration of alternatives, costs and benefits.
	29. Mr Phillips also advised that his evidence attempted to minimise repetition of the Officers’ Report and instead to focus on points of difference.  He advised that if a matter was not specifically dealt with in the evidence, it could be assumed tha...
	30. This Recommendation adopts a similar structure.
	Land Suitability (Geotech, Land Contamination, Versatile Soils and Flooding/Water Table)

	31. Mr Boyes considered there to be five primary matters to consider under this topic.  These were identified as:
	(a) Geotechnical considerations;
	(b) Land contamination;
	(c) Versatile soils;
	(d) Flooding; and
	(e) Groundwater table/springs.15F
	Geotechnical Considerations

	32. The Request included a geotechnical assessment prepared by Mr Chris Thompson of Coffey Services (NZ) Limited.  This was peer reviewed by Mr Ian McCahon of Geotech Consulting Limited on behalf of SDC.  Mr McCahon’s peer review sought further inform...
	No geotechnical hazards that prevent this site being used for use in terms of RMA section 106 have been identified.  The overall soil model and conclusions appear to be appropriate for the Plan Change area, and the additional information now included ...
	33. It concluded by stating: “It is noted that further testing is essential at subdivision consent stage”.16F
	34. Mr Chris Thompson provided evidence and attended the hearing.  Mr Chris Thompson’s evidence was brief and was largely based on his report which he did not repeat.  He advised the site investigations and preliminary liquefaction assessment indicate...
	35. He noted the presence of potentially organic soils in the low-lying eastern portion of the site increases the risk of static settlement in that area.  He noted that it was likely that area would be used for stormwater detention basins or similar g...
	36. Overall, he concluded the site was geotechnically suitable for plan change and future subdivision, and that further investigations and designs would be carried out at the subdivision consent stage.
	37. During discussions at the hearing, Mr Chris Thompson explained some of the more technical aspects of the geotechnical report.  He discussed his experience with similar artesian conditions including at Casebrook.  We discussed lateral spread but he...
	Findings

	38. On the basis of the evidence of Mr Chris Thompson, and the peer review carried out by Mr McMahon, I am satisfied that there are no geotechnical considerations that would impact on the rezoning of the plan change area.
	Land Contamination

	39. The Request included a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) prepared by Coffey Services (NZ) Limited.  This was subsequently peer reviewed by Mr Stephen Gardner of the CRC’s Contaminated Land Team.  The initial peer review requested further inform...
	40. The peer review, which was provided as Appendix B to the s42A Report, concluded that the updated PSI was adequate and had been undertaken in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines 1 and 5.  It further advised that the updated ...
	41. As noted by Mr Boyes, contaminated soils are managed under the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (NESCS).  This applies at subdivision or change in use.  Again as noted by Mr Bo...
	Finding

	42. On the basis of the information provided in the Request (updated) and Mr Gardner’s peer review, I accept Mr Boyes’ evidence that any risk to people’s health and wellbeing can be effectively managed under the NESCS and that there is nothing at this...
	Versatile Soils

	43. Versatile soils was a matter raised in a large number of the submissions.
	44. The land within PC69 includes Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 LUC soils.  The s32 evaluation (Attachment 5 to the Request) addressed the loss of agricultural production in paragraphs [98] – [101].  It identified that there would be a loss in versatil...
	45. It further noted that the LUC classifications only form part of the overall soil versatility characterisation.  It advised that one-third of the Request area was characterised as having poor soil drainage, whilst the entirety of the Request area h...
	The Evidence

	46. Ms McCusker, an Environment Consultant, provided evidence on this issue on behalf of the Applicant.  Ms McCusker holds a Bachelor of Agricultural Science degree and is a member of the New Zealand Institute of Primary Management with nearly 30 year...
	47. Ms McCusker advised that she had reviewed and considered information on the quality of the soils for agricultural production as determined by the Landcare Research S-map database, soil information provided by an electromagnetic (EM) survey, auger ...
	48. She advised that an EM survey had been carried out by Agri-Optics on 18-19 July 2014 and this provided information for 79% of the property at 1491 Springs Road.  She explained that the EM survey measures and maps the variability in apparent electr...
	49. She advised that the remainder of the soils on the property (21%, 38 ha) were assessed using S-map and a visual/physical inspection using a soil auger taken by Aaron Stafford in 2014 as part of a Lincoln University research project.  She advised t...
	50. In terms of the EM and physical mapping, she advised that the area of Templeton soils is 4.6 ha or 2% of the property.  She advised that the S-map shows 11 ha of Templeton soils, however approximately 5 ha of those had been disturbed by quarrying....
	51. For reasons outlined in her evidence, she considered that the LUC mapping is likely to be the least accurate source of soil information particularly as the farm had detailed soil information provided by EM mapping, auger and visual observations.
	52. Ms McCusker discussed the farm environment plan for the property and referred to her discussions with Mr and Mrs Greenslade who farm the property.  She advised that confirmed they actively manage and mitigate issues that arise from farming poorly ...
	53. Ms McCusker advised that the current farming operation creates a risk of sediment, faecal coliforms and phosphorus runoff to the drains and creeks that flow into the Ararira/LII River, which has poor water quality and flows into Te Waihora (Lake E...
	54. She considered that given only 4.6 ha of the property’s soils were classified as having medium soil water holding capacity, are moderately well drained, and suitable for multiple land uses, they represented a very small part of the proposed develo...
	55. In response to the submitters, she agreed that the loss of highly productive land is a concern but considered that most of those submissions referenced the pNPS-HPL and that the submitters had based their concerns on the SDC’s Baseline Assessment ...
	Submitter Evidence

	56. As noted, the loss of versatile/productive soils was a matter identified in a large number of submissions (circa 120).  The issue also featured in much of the evidence provided by submitters.
	57. In my first Minute21F  I made directions in relation to the pre-provision of evidence.  Included in those directions was a direction that any submitter who intended to call expert evidence must provide briefs of evidence to the SDC in electronic f...
	58. Given the importance of this topic, I will consider all of the evidence provided whether it is strictly independent expert evidence, evidence from submitters with expertise but who could not be said to be strictly independent, and those submitters...
	Submitter Evidence at Hearing

	59. I note that a number of submitters attending the hearing commented on versatile/productive soils but in the following paragraphs I summarise the evidence of those who had a focus on that issue.
	60. Mr McLenaghen has been a Lincoln resident for almost 50 years.  Prior to moving to Lincoln he lived on a cropping farm in Killinchy on Wakanui soils.  He disagreed with a number of matters raised by Ms McCusker.  He considered the mottles referred...
	61. Associate Professor Timothy Curran, who holds a PhD in Botany from the University of New England and a BSc (Hons) from the University of New South Wales, spoke to his submission.  He is an Associate Professor of Ecology at Lincoln University.  Ass...
	62. He identified several studies documenting the loss of versatile soils throughout New Zealand.  He provided an example of the ‘Our Land 2021’ MfE document identifying that between 2002 and 2019 there was a 54% increase in the amount of highly produ...
	63. Associate Professor Almond holds a Bachelor of Science (Hons) from Massey University and a PhD in Soil Science from Lincoln University.  Prior to his employment at Lincoln University, he worked for DSIR Soil Bureau and the New Zealand Forest Servi...
	64. He also confirmed the analysis that he had undertaken of the frequency of cultivation on the dairy farm within the boundaries of PC69 and adjacent area based on Google Earth imagery.  He advised that the dairy farm paddock on Wakanui soils were cu...
	65. He concluded that in a “technocratic” sense, and from empirical evidence, highly productive soils occur in the area bounded by PC69.  There are areas of poor draining soil that present problems for intensive agriculture  He considered the areas of...
	Professor Cameron

	66. Emeritus Professor Cameron holds a PhD in Soil Science from Reading University, UK (1981) and a Bachelor of Science in Soil Science from Aberdeen University, UK (1977).  He holds the position of Emeritus Professor of Soil Science at Lincoln Univer...
	67. In terms of the land to the east of Springs Road, he identified an area of Wakanui soils that could be better drained using agricultural field draining and advised that the existing drainage dip along the northern edge of Collins Road next to the ...
	68. Mr Sam Bridgman-Smith, a local market gardener, appeared.  He advised that he was appalled at the proposed idea to subdivide 190 ha from the south of Lincoln primarily due to the loss of high quality soil.  He noted that the soil that he uses to g...
	69. Mr Terence Hughes spoke on behalf of submitters B & V Gemmell (PC69-0098) and Patricia Coffin (PC69-0171).  He commenced the presentation by advising that after reading preliminary presentations there were four issues where, while they may not hav...
	Assessment

	70. The evidence is clear that the PC69 site does incorporate versatile or highly productive soils.  The issue of how much was in dispute.  Ms McCusker considered it to be 4.6 ha.  Associate Professor Almond identified that there were areas of poor dr...
	71. On balance, I consider the area of versatile soils is considerably greater than the 4.6 ha identified by Ms McCusker.  Certainly there may be limits on intensification on large parts of the land, particularly to the east of Springs Road, if indeed...
	72. There was considerable discussion in the submissions in relation to the pNPS-HPL.  Mr Boyes identified that it is useful in that it signals the Government’s intentions in respect to protecting highly productive land but properly noted that it did ...
	73. It was his view that the land use classification of the soils making up the plan change area was not sufficient to lead to a conclusion that it was not suitable for residential development.  He considered it to be one of the considerations when ev...
	74. In his summary report produced at the hearing, Mr Boyes advised that notwithstanding that there is contention as to whether it is 4.6 ha to 80 ha minimum loss of versatile soils, it was appropriate to describe the soils of the site as an important...
	75. For completeness, I note that Mr Phillips advised that he was reliant on the evidence of Ms McCusker in respect of this matter, and accounting for her summary statement which addresses those submissions, he preferred her evidence and maintained th...
	76. Having considered all of the evidence and submissions, it is clear the development of the PC69 land will result in the loss of an area of versatile/productive soils of between 4.6 ha to 80 , I consider it more likely to be at the higher end of tha...
	Flooding

	77. Flooding was again an issue identified in a large number of submissions.  The concerns with flooding were both from a present perspective, and from a climate change perspective.
	78. The Request included an Infrastructure Assessment prepared by Inovo Projects.  This included a stormwater concept design report prepared by E2 Environmental Limited.
	79. SDC engaged Mr Morris of Tonkin & Taylor Limited to review aspects of the information provided in the Request.  The review included whether Tonkin & Taylor considered there to be impediments to the development of the land given the water table and...
	80. Tonkin & Taylor’s report of 14 October 2021 was provided as an appendix to the s42A Report.  It advised that Mr Morris attended a site walkover accompanied by Mr Van Duyn from the Carter Group, Mr McLeod from Inovo Projects, and Mr Boyes.  The rep...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	81. Mr O’Neill provided evidence on flooding/stormwater at the hearing.  In his summary Mr O’Neill advised that a number of concerns had been identified through his review of the stormwater and flood assessments carried out in preparation for the PC69...
	82. One of the concerns related to the appropriateness of the modelling relied on.  It was Mr O’Neill’s opinion that the SDC flood hazard model which had been relied on for the stormwater and flood assessments was not fit for the purpose of delineatin...
	83. Mr O’Neill advised that he could not support the proposed Living X Zone and noted that had now been removed from the PC69 ODP and additional wording had been added to ensure:
	Development within the ODP area shall be designed to account for the effects of floodplain filling and this may dictate subdivision construction methodology and minimum floor levels and mitigation to avoid effects from floodwater on third parties.
	84. Overall Mr O’Neill was of the view that a more detailed and validated site-specific modelling was required to appropriately locate the SMA infrastructure, to accurately predict flood depths across the plan change site, and to assess mitigation opt...
	85. He concluded that the development of the Living Z Zone in the ODP was appropriate subject to further modelling being carried out prior to subdivision to appropriately locate the SMAs, appropriate floor levels for dwellings and assessing mitigation...
	s42A Report

	86. Mr Morris, after reviewing Mr O’Neill’s evidence (and that of other relevant experts), agreed with Mr O’Neill’s view that the necessary modelling may be undertaken to inform the subdivision consent application.  He noted Mr O’Neill’s advice that t...
	87. Mr Morris considered that while Mr O’Neill’s advice about the proposed extent of the Living Z Zone and the SMAs were not supported by modelling, his conclusions seemed reasonable as long as the site is appropriately engineered.  Modelling would be...
	88. Mr Morris agreed with Mr O’Neill’s view that the previously proposed Living X area was not appropriate.  Mr Morris was satisfied that suitable engineering solutions existed to adequately construct the development.
	89. In his summary Mr Boyes noted that Mr Morris had assessed the Applicant’s evidence and was satisfied that suitable engineering solutions exist to adequately construct this development.  Mr Boyes noted that further assessment would be required prio...
	Submitter Evidence

	90. A number of submitters raised concerns in relation to climate change/flooding.  Ms Kathleen Liberty (K Liberty) (PC69-0220), while acknowledging she was not an expert witness, explained that her background included close analysis of statistical da...
	91. K Liberty noted the substantially altered development plan which she considered tacitly acknowledged the flaws in the original application in regards to underestimating issues relating to stormwater and flooding.  She noted the significant changes...
	92. K Liberty addressed Mr O’Neill’s evidence which she summarised as stating that there are no models that are sufficiently up-to-date and robust to provide solid estimates of the impacts of climate change on flooding in the proposed 190 ha site duri...
	93. Ms Borrie (PC69-0187) provided evidence in relation to her submission.  Ms Borrie was pleased to see that the Living X Zone had been removed but she still had concerns regarding potential flooding within parts of the remaining residential area.  S...
	94. Ms Britta Liberty (PC69-0219) spoke to the Verdeco Park Community (PC69-0217) submission.  She advised she was representing over 100 adults and their children in opposition to PC69 for various reasons including the ability of the land to cope duri...
	95. Charles and Tania Hefer (PC69-0121) expressed concern about the high water table in parts of the proposed development area.  It was their evidence that building in areas where the water table is 0.2 m below surface level is not beneficial for comm...
	96. B and V Gemmell, T Coffin, and T and M Hughes also advised that from their experience of living in the vicinity of the area a portion of the land was prone to flooding which had been exacerbated by restricted flows in the LII River in moderate but...
	97. Ms Appleyard in her submissions in reply identified that the issue of flooding was a matter of concern to a number of submitters.  She advised that the Applicant, on the advice of Mr O’Neill, has not pursued the Living X Zone based on the potentia...
	Discussion and Finding

	98. This is clearly an important issue.  Indeed the management of significant risks from natural hazards is a matter of national importance (s6(h)).  It is to be recognised and provided for.  The evidence for the Applicant, and particularly the eviden...
	99. In discussions with Mr O’Neill, he advised me that there were two flooding mechanisms.  That in the eastern part of the site was essentially because it was in a floodplain.  For the remainder of the site, it was more a conveyance issue.  He also i...
	100. In my discussions with Mr O’Neill, I explored the risk in terms of the remainder of the site, excluding the Living X Zone.  He noted that a number of the channels that appeared on the site were related to the breakouts from the Waimakariri River....
	101. I queried whether leaving the detailed assessment to subdivision stage was appropriate.  In his view, with a plan change he was looking at whether or not the issues could, with a degree of confidence, be dealt with.  He considered there were sign...
	102. He confirmed that in his view there was sufficient information for him to be satisfied that while more work needs to be done, there are sufficient controls in place to ensure that proper assessment would occur prior to subdivision.  He confirmed ...
	103. Mr Boyes was ultimately satisfied, on the basis of Mr Morris’ evidence in particular, that there were feasible options/solutions available to appropriately develop this land.  Mr Phillips, in reliance on the evidence of Mr O’Neill, considered the...
	104. I have considered all of the information provided by the  submitters, the expert evidence on behalf of the Applicant, and the expert evidence provided by the reporting officers.  In  my view it would be entirely inappropriate to rezone land for r...
	105. Overall, I am satisfied that I have sufficient information to consider the flood hazard in so far as it is relevant at this stage.  On the basis of the expert evidence in particular, I am satisfied that the flood hazard has been properly consider...
	Groundwater Table/Springs

	106. The Infrastructure Report attached as Appendix A to the Request identified that the CRC GIS database shows 12 wells within the plan change site.  It noted that the highest measured depth to groundwater in shallow wells near the site varies betwee...
	107. Mr Boyes identified that high groundwater level can introduce difficulties and complexity during construction and can influence the strength and durability of various infrastructure assets over their lifetime.
	108. Ms van der Westhuizen, a Development Engineering Manager with SDC, provided a Memorandum which was attached as Appendix D to the s42A Report.  She identified two issues with the neighbouring subdivisions (Te Whāriki and Verdeco Park).  In terms o...
	109. The s42A Report attached a report prepared by Mr Morris of Tonkin & Taylor of 14 October 2021.  This also addressed springs/high groundwater level.  It noted that the springs illustrated in the ODP appear to be located in areas shown as either pr...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	110. Mr Veendrick provided evidence for the Applicant on the two key potential hydrological effects in relation to spring flows resulting from the rezoning being:
	(a) The potential for a decrease in groundwater recharge contributing to spring flow due to the increase in impervious areas;
	(b) The potential for redirecting/short-circuiting groundwater flow paths away from springs as a result of hardfill, drains and service trenches.
	111. Overall, he concluded that the change in groundwater recharge due to the subdivision development contributing to spring flow as a result of the plan change was relatively small and unlikely to be an issue of concern.  He considered it likely that...
	112. He identified potential issues including the potential to redirect/short-circuit flow paths away from the springs as a result of the construction of drains, service trenches, roads and similar.  He discussed and provided, as an example, service t...
	(a) A requirement to undertake a detailed groundwater level investigation across the site; and
	(b) A requirement to specify construction measures to ensure that shallow groundwater is not diverted away from its natural flow path for those areas where the shallow groundwater is likely to be intercepted by service trenches and hardfill areas.  Th...
	113. Mr Veendrick recommended some additions to the ODP text under waterbodies and freshwater systems to add the following wording: “This includes groundwater level, spring water level and spring flow monitoring”.  He advised that would enable the col...
	114. Overall he concluded that potential hydrological effects in relation to spring flows was the key issue.  He considered that issue can be mitigated through the appropriate design and construction of underground services.  He concluded that appropr...
	115. Mr McLeod addressed the prevention of the interception of groundwater from a civil engineering perspective.  He advised that service trenches and hardfill areas constructed as part of urban development can be much more permeable than the surround...
	116. He advised that the types of design and construction methodologies he had discussed were becoming common practice in areas of Christchurch that have similar ground conditions with high groundwater and springs.
	117. Ms Aitchison-Earl’s evidence on behalf of CCC and CRC addressed the groundwater science issues relative to the proposed plan change, including the potential impacts of development from excavation and construction which could lead to reduced recha...
	118. At the hearing, she advised that she agreed with many aspects of the groundwater evidence presented.  She agreed with Mr Veendrick’s evidence that the head springs will most likely receive recharge from outside of the PC69 site, to the north-west...
	119. She advised there was little information on the total discharge from the springs but that gauging in October of 1983 indicates that Springs Creek is a major contributor to the flow in the Ararira/LII River.  She also advised that the geochemistry...
	120. Ms Aitchison-Earl’s experience was that shallow groundwater and artesian conditions can pose challenges for construction, dewatering, future earthworks, stormwater discharges and wastewater infrastructure if it is rezoned for development.  One of...
	121. Mr Veendrick, in his summary in response, agreed with Ms Aitchison-Earl’s description of groundwater and the springs which was consistent with his description of hydrology.  He agreed that there is potential for earthworks or construction to pene...
	122. He also agreed that dewatering has the potential to temporarily reduce groundwater pressure and affect flow to springs.  It was his view that may be required in areas with relatively shallow groundwater which were relatively close to the springs,...
	Assessment and Findings

	123. In terms of the hydrology of the site, its description, and issues relating to high groundwater and potential impact on the springs, I had the benefit of thorough expert evidence from Mr Veendrick and Ms Aitchison-Earl.  I also had the benefit of...
	124. There was considerable commonality between those witnesses in relation to the high groundwater and the importance of the springs.  There was also agreement that there is potential for earthworks or construction to penetrate the confining layer, i...
	125. There was also agreement that a potential effect of the rezoning was the increase in impervious areas decreasing the amount of local land surface recharge.  Mr Veendrick considered that the change in groundwater recharge contributing to spring fl...
	126. Ultimately, the real issue between the Applicant’s evidence and Ms Aitchison -Earl was whether the risk of adverse hydrological effects could be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated.  Mr Veendrick, informed by Mr McLeod’s evidence, consid...
	127. Overall he considered that the potential hydrological effects could be mitigated through appropriate design and construction of underground services.  He noted the updated ODP which avoids development in areas of shallow groundwater and provides ...
	128. Ms Aitchison-Earl accepted that there are engineering solutions to many of the issues but by reference to the event in the Styx catchment, she advised that while they did manage to fix it, it took some time.  Ms Aitchison-Earl accepted the approp...
	129. During discussions with Mr Morris, he was supportive of the modelling and investigation process.  He considered that would enable issues to be properly identified and more clearly addressed at the subdivision stage.  Mr Morris confirmed that ther...
	130. Overall, on balance, and having considered the evidence in relation to hydrology and the related engineering evidence, their concerns can be properly considered and addressed through the subdivision stage.  The engineering evidence was clear that...
	Aquatic/Freshwater Ecology

	131. The Request included an assessment of the aquatic ecology of the site prepared by Mr Taylor of Aquatic Ecology Limited (AEL).  That was peer reviewed by Dr Burrell of Instream Consulting Limited for SDC.
	132. As noted by Mr Boyes, the potential impact of residential development of the PC69 site on the waterways both within and downstream of the plan change area was a concern raised in a number of submissions in opposition.  He identified that the two ...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	133. Mr Taylor’s primary brief of evidence went into some detail in response to the s42A Report and Dr Burrell’s peer review.  He noted the initial report was a desktop analysis, with further survey work to follow.  He considered it clear from the des...
	134. Mr Taylor addressed setbacks.  He agreed with Dr Burrell’s statement that a defensible buffer is difficult to state without detailed information on soil, hydrology and vegetation.  He advised that detailed local information would become available...
	135. Mr Taylor’s evidence addressed, in some detail, the further steps that had been undertaken following the Request.  He confirmed that in February 2021 AEL visited every spring location in the site indicated on Canterbury Maps.
	136. He provided, as Figure 1 to his evidence, the distribution of ground-verified Canterbury Maps spring locations containing water or wetland indicators overlaid on the ODP.  Figure 1 also included ringed areas which were representative of the princ...
	137. In respect to Dr Burrell’s query as to why the MfE wetland delineation guidelines were not used for the wetland survey, he advised that a principal objective, in addition to ground-truthing the location of the wetlands, was to check for the prese...
	138. With the recent changes to the ODP he was satisfied that the ground-truthed springs and waterways fall into proposed green space, stormwater or flood management areas, with a few exceptions.  He noted that with those springs near or just outside ...
	139. He further considered that with environmental monitoring, native planting to support riparian instream ecology and the maintenance of groundwater influx, it should be possible to improve the somewhat degraded state of the spring wetlands in the d...
	140. Ms Drummond was engaged by the Applicant to comment on the potential mitigation options that can be provided to minimise impacts of the proposed land use change to spring-fed waterways, spring heads and wetland habitat associated with the springh...
	141. She noted that to achieve increased wetland extent and values, increased biodiversity values, and provide potential for increased filtration of contaminants to downgradient waterbodies (LII and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere), the ODP had been updated...
	(a) Larger buffer distances (reserve space) to spring heads, Springs Creek and channelised drains;
	(b) Increased wetland reserve land in the eastern low-lying area of the site; and
	(c) SMAs to be moved away from the flood-prone eastern boundary and spring field, as had been discussed in the evidence of Mr O’Neill.
	142. To provide further controls on maintaining and enhancing the current ecological values of aquatic features, an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) is included as a requirement within the ODP text.  She advised that the EMP would require an assessmen...
	143. Ms Drummond agreed that the springs within the site are of high ecological value and need to be protected as part of the plan change.  She also agreed with Dr Burrell that the spring flows are highly sensitive to urban development but considered ...
	144. She advised that further discussions with Dr Burrell since her primary evidence was submitted had resulted in the proposed update to the ODP regarding spring head setbacks and it was now proposed that a 100 m setback from the spring heads verifie...
	s42A Report

	145. Dr Burrell summarised the ecological values and issues, and commented on the updated ODP.  He considered that overall the changes provide greater protection to all waterbodies on the site and he was broadly supportive of them.  He particularly su...
	146. While overall he was pleased with the positive changes to the proposed ODP, he had some residual concerns regarding potential construction impacts on springs and regarding how wetlands would be managed.
	147. Dr Burrell addressed the evidence of Ms Aitchison-Earl raising concerns about shallow groundwater levels and the lack of groundwater monitoring.  Based on her evidence, he was unclear just how shallow groundwater levels are on the site and theref...
	148. Dr Burrell addressed potential mitigation measures and overall advised that he was “not sure” that the high level of confidence that the development could avoid adverse effects had been reached, but noted that was a matter for the relevant ground...
	149. A number of submitters also raised concerns with effects on aquatic ecology and wider effects on waterways including from sedimentation.  Mr Rennie, the Chair of the Waihora Ellesmere Trust, spoke both to the Trust’s submission and in his individ...
	150. Susan and John Prendergast identified the presence of Long Fin Eel and Inanga in the existing waterways.  Associate Professor Curran expressed a concern in relation to the loss of the ability to undertake ecological restoration.
	Assessment and Findings

	151. It is clear from the ecological evidence that the springs within the site are of high ecological value.  There was significant agreement between the ecologists that the springs within the site are of high ecological value and need to be protected...
	152. I consider the comparison of the potential rezoning with the existing agricultural use under the rural zoning is of course critical in my assessment.  In relation to the ecological matters, Ms Drummond identified the degraded existing environment...
	153. Mr Rennie for the Waihora Ellesmere Trust submitted that restoration would have to be undertaken anyway.  Dr Burrell advised that his understanding was that the various statutory documents that have been approved were focused on protection but di...
	154. I have carefully considered all of the ecological evidence which I consider to be thorough and helpful.  My site visit allowed me to view a number of the springs, particularly those around the Homestead.  I was also able to identify other springs...
	155. In my view, given the significance of the springs and their ecosystems, without the further work which has been undertaken by the Applicant, and changes which have been made to the ODP, this issue would have been a significant impediment to the r...
	156. The ODP specifically references Springs Creek and the potential for high ecological values to be re-established at the site through restoration and enhancement.  It lists protected reserve space, native planting, naturalisation and instream enhan...
	157. The amended ODP includes specific measures to be addressed at the time of subdivision to protect and enhance freshwater values and ecosystems including the requirement for an assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner to prov...
	158. An EMP is to be prepared again by a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner which at a minimum includes wetland delineation, plans specifying spring head restoration, Springs Creek riparian management, waterway crossing management and wet...
	159. Aquatic buffer distances are included, arguably the most significant of which is the 100 m setback for earthworks and buildings from the spring heads identified in Figure 1.  The EMP is also to include the ongoing maintenance and monitoring requi...
	160. The provision of a naturalisation of the diversion of the Lincoln main drain is expressly addressed.
	161. Overall, having carefully considered the ecological evidence and related groundwater and engineering evidence, I consider that this rezoning provides for potentially significant benefits from an ecological perspective.  While I acknowledge that t...
	Infrastructure Servicing (Water, Wastewater and Stormwater)

	162. A number of the submissions raised issues in relation to servicing.  These included the adequacy of the existing reticulated networks to service a development of this scale and the impacts on the current users.  Another issue of concern was that ...
	163. Mr Boyes also identified that CRC (PC69-0205) submitted that PC69 was inconsistent with Policy 6.3.5(2) of the CRPS because water supply and wastewater upgrades would be required to serve the development, but such upgrades were not included in SD...
	164. Mr Boyes’ opinion was that if new development was not to occur until provision for appropriate subdivision was in place, and that any proposed or potential future upgrade should not be relied on, then very little growth would be provided for.  He...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	165. Mr McLeod provided the infrastructure assessment accompanying the plan change request.  In his evidence, and consistent with his assessment, he advised:
	 The site can be developed with adequate "on-demand" potable water services to provide for the needs of future residential properties.  This would be enhanced with the transfer of existing water-take consents to SDC;
	 Upgrades to the water reticulation network will improve resilience of the water supply in the area;
	 New wastewater pump stations serving catchments west and east of Springs Road will be required, with dedicated rising mains to the Allendale Road wastewater pump station from where it is pumped to the Pines WWTP;
	 The existing trunk network conveying wastewater to the Pines WWTP does not require upgrades to service the plan change area;
	 Power and communication network extension requirements would be carried out prior to subdivision occurring and there were no obvious reasons preventing such extensions.
	166. Mr McLeod addressed water, wastewater and stormwater in further detail.  In terms of water, he considered the capacity upgrades to the existing Lincoln water network can be completed to supply water for the proposed plan change area, including po...
	167. In terms of wastewater, he advised the majority of the plan change area can be serviced by gravity wastewater network discharging to new pump stations located at the western and eastern boundaries of the site.  Those which could not be serviced b...
	168. Mr McLeod spent some time discussing stormwater.  He advised that conveyance and treatment would be managed within two catchments, being areas east and west of Springs Road, with the eastern catchment being further split into north and south of S...
	169. He referred to the conceptual design of SMAs provided by E2 Environmental Limited which detailed the design philosophy for the SMAs and presented conceptual sizing of first flush basins to retain 20 mm of rainfall in each catchment, treatment wet...
	170. Mr O’Neill noted that a site-specific discharge consent for the development would be required.  Prior to the lodging of that discharge consent application, specific flood modelling would need to be undertaken to identify the appropriate locations...
	s42A Report

	171. Mr England, in his summary at the hearing, advised that the amended ODP which provides for an SMA and a stormwater wetland/reserve and the removal of the proposed Living X Zone led to him being comfortable that the stormwater management process p...
	172. In terms of water supply, Mr England described the current Lincoln water supply, the existing bores, and noted that several other wells were planned or drilled but not yet operational.  Mr England discussed the water take consents held which limi...
	173. He advised that in response to accelerated growth, hydraulic models had been used to plan future water infrastructure for a number of water supplies including Lincoln.  He advised that Lincoln was expected to see significant growth over the next ...
	174. He was concerned that as the township grows the consented allocation will be put under pressure and to ensure that growth was appropriately integrated with the provision of infrastructure, priority of water allocation needed to be given to those ...
	175. Mr England was satisfied that if the existing consents were vested in SDC, sufficient water would be available to service the plan change area.
	176. Mr England also addressed wastewater.  He advised that wastewater from Lincoln is piped to the Pines WWTP and that SDC had consulted on the expansion of that facility as part of the 2021-22 LTP.  He advised that the Pines WWTP was designed to be ...
	177. In Mr England’s summary presented at the hearing, he again discussed the Pines WWTP.  He advised that the plan change area can be accommodated within the planned future growth upgrades.
	178. Mr Langman was concerned that approving PC69 could undermine the timely delivery of other land already identified for planned urban development within the PIB that would be reliant on the remaining infrastructure capacity in the Pines WWTP until ...
	Analysis and Findings on Infrastructure

	179. I have carefully considered the expert evidence which has been provided in relation to infrastructure.  I have received considerable assistance from the witnesses for the Applicant and from Mr England.  I have also considered the concerns raised ...
	180. I am satisfied that there are no infrastructural constraints which would render the rezoning inappropriate.  There are feasible options available for infrastructure provision to the land.  Some of those will require further upgrades and consents ...
	181. Water supply and the infrastructure to provide that will again be a matter which can be worked through at subdivision stage.  Mr England was very clear that the water take consents on the site should be transferred to SDC.  SDC’s RFI requested fu...
	Council’s current consent capacity to abstract water may limit the ability to service the development.  Please advise if there are any resource consents for water abstraction within the plan change area and if these will be transferred to Council.
	182. The RFI response identified three consents to take and use water.  One of those was to take and use water from Springs Creek for spray irrigation.  That is a take from surface water.  The response to the request advised that that could not be tra...
	183. The transfer of those consents was not a matter which was referenced in the amended ODP nor in Ms Appleyard’s closing submissions.  Mr England, during discussions at the hearing, provided examples of transfers of consents including one at West Me...
	184. I have some concerns with incorporating such a provision in an ODP if not volunteered by the Applicant.  The groundwater consents are in the name of Mr JC and Mrs LC Greenslade who presently farm the land.  The transfer is dependent on other proc...
	185. In terms of wastewater, and particularly the Pines WWTP, I have discussed the capacity and upgrading of the Pines WWTP with Mr England at a number of other hearings.  I again took the opportunity to explore with him the cumulative effects of the ...
	186. We discussed issues in relation to risk of the upgrading.  He identified the consenting risk and also risks in the construction process if shortages of labour or building material were to arise.  In that situation however, he considered those iss...
	187. Mr Boyes in discussions at the hearing advised that he had no concerns in relation to the likelihood of obtaining consents in the future, albeit there can be no guarantee.  He advised there had been previous expansion and he also noted that SDC i...
	188. Mr Langman expressed concerns regarding the undermining of the timely delivery of other land already identified for urban growth.  If that were so, then of course that would be a matter of some concern.  However I was not provided with any eviden...
	189. Mr Langman also raised the “complicating factor” that the RM (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Bill was before the House which, should it proceed in its current form, could have a considerable impact on the uptake of infrastru...
	190. I spoke to Mr England about the Amendment Bill.  He advised that the Bill has come as “a bit of a shock”.  It could add more demand.  He advised that it was unclear as to what the uptake was likely to be but acknowledged that it could potentially...
	191. I note that I raised this issue by way of a general Minute on the various private plan changes in Selwyn following the passing of the Bill.  I sought information as to the impact of it and the possibility of reopening hearings.  In response to th...
	192. Overall, I consider that the issues in relation to provision of infrastructure have been properly addressed and in terms of the Three Waters infrastructure, its provision is not an impediment to the rezoning and there is no evidence that it will ...
	Reverse Sensitivity

	193. The issue of reverse sensitivity primarily relates to the request that the plan change area is not subject to the 150 m setback from the Lincoln WWTP.  Rule 4.9.32 of the SDP provides:
	Setback from Lincoln Sewerage Treatment Plant
	4.9.32 Any dwelling in the Living 1A and Living Z Zone at Lincoln shall be setback not less than 150 metres from the boundary of the area designated for the Lincoln Sewage Treatment Plant, as identified on Planning Maps 122 and 123.
	194. In response to the request for further information, an odour assessment prepared by Golder & Associates was provided.  That recorded that since 2013 all wastewater is now pumped to the Pines WWTP at Rolleston, and the current sequential batch rea...
	195. This issue was specifically addressed in five of the submissions lodged.  These were: PC69-0072.006 Olivia and Ben Thompson; PC69-0102.004 Jeanette Tucker; PC69-0121.004 Tania and Charles Hefer; PC69-0131.011 Canterbury District Health Board; and...
	196. In the Officers’ Report, Mr Boyes advised that Mr England did not wish to see the PC69 area developed so as to allow sensitive residential activity within the 150 m setback.  It noted that CRC210644 only permitted the discharge of treated wastewa...
	197. This became somewhat of an issue during the hearing.  In her summary, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen properly advised that she had recently received further information.  This was logged information on pond use for the last two years which was provided by Mr ...
	198. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen responded as best she could to that information.  She noted that given the loading, it was considered unlikely that the pond would go anaerobic and therefore was unlikely to result in long-term odour discharges due to its use.  ...
	199. Mr Van Kekem provided the peer review on behalf of SDC.  Again Mr Van Kekem’s peer review was prepared before the further information became available.  He agreed with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen’s original evidence that the potential for offensive or obje...
	200. In fairness to the Applicant, the submitters and the expert witnesses, I advised that I was more than happy for the air quality matters to be addressed after the opportunity had been provided for the parties to fully assess the new evidence.  I w...
	201. Mr Bender was satisfied that the 100 m setback was appropriate.  He provided a summary statement where he outlined his understanding that the Lincoln WWTP previously operated as a sewage treatment plant for Lincoln and that Rule C4.9.32 required ...
	202. He referred to the information provided on 21 November 2021 regarding actual usage rates of the pond from wastewater overflow storage and that 11 events were identified where the pond had been used to divert wastewater between March 2020 and Octo...
	203. Mr Boyes, in his original report, identified a concern with the protection of the Lincoln WWTP which was informed by the need for SDC to apply for new regional consents in relation to that plant, including an odour discharge consent.  He noted th...
	204. I issued a Minute on 30 November 2021 which recorded that the agreement between the Applicant and SDC officers was in no way determinative and providing an opportunity for submitters to provide their comments in writing, by 5.00pm Wednesday 8 Dec...
	205. Mr Manmeet Singh advised that he was neutral on the agreement reached between the Applicant and SDC but wished to have the following matters considered:
	(a) The 150 m setback referred to by Ms Borrie relates to the previous operation of the wastewater plant and all odour experts were of the opinion that the setback can be reduced now that the wastewater is treated and disposed of at the Pines;
	(b) In respect of future activity that creates an adverse odour effect beyond the boundary this would require consent for discharge to air noting that expert evidence was presented by both the Applicant and Mr Singh that supported a significant lesser...
	206. He submitted that there was no evidence to confirm that a setback of greater than 50 m was necessary in relation to the future operation.  While acknowledging that further information about future use of the pond may clarify the setback required,...
	207. Ms Borrie expressed a concern that the decision to reduce the minimum setback to 100 m from the edge of the pond at the Lincoln WWTP was made rather rapidly and there was no opportunity to see what scientific criteria or public health factors wer...
	Discussion and Findings on the setback from the Lincoln WWTP

	208.  I have carefully considered this issue and the evidence and submissions on it.  The agreement between SDC and the Applicant is not of course binding on me.  Both Mr England, and importantly Mr Bender, were satisfied that the 100 m setback from t...
	209. I consider Mr Boyes’ summary on this issue was accurate.  Overall, I am satisfied that the 100 m setback, supported by the no complaints covenant, is appropriate.  It provides for the protection of that important infrastructure without imposing u...
	Other Reverse Sensitivity Issues

	210. A number of submitters raised concerns regarding potential reverse sensitivity.  Lance Roper (PC69-0210) was concerned that land to the south of PC69 would remain rural and would continue to be a working farm and reverse sensitivity effects were ...
	211. I did not receive any evidence in relation to this particular aspect, other than of a very general nature.  For properties on the other side of Collins Road, given the intervention of the road corridor, I consider the reverse sensitivity effects ...
	Open Space Reserves

	212. A number of submitters raised concerns in relation to a shortage of recreational open space and in particular sports playing fields within Lincoln.
	213. The landscape and urban design assessment attached as Appendix E to the Request considered that a larger recreational reserve for active sports was not required because of the close proximity of the Lincoln University fields and Lincoln Domain an...
	214. I heard from several submitters who addressed the issue and provided evidence of the capacity issues they experienced within Lincoln, and addressing some of the assumptions which appeared to underline the view that a larger recreational reserve f...
	215. Mr Alistair Ross (PC69-0161) submitted that there was no provision for new sports or school facilities.  He submitted that PC69 appears to rely on using existing infrastructure.  He noted that Lincoln Domain is very busy and rugby and netball clu...
	216. Mr Ross spoke about these issues when he attended the hearing.  He indicated a real concern that many of the greenspaces were at a district level and require a car to reach them.  He noted that in terms of the Lincoln University sports fields, th...
	217. The Verdeco Park Community submission (PC69-0217) which represented 84 members of the Verdeco Park community raised issues in relation to amenities and sought a requirement that the developer contributed to upgrading current amenities including p...
	218. Mr Tyler Watson (PC69-0223) again submitted in relation to services and infrastructure.  The submission was that the sheer size and scale of the intended subdivision meant that the current infrastructure will be insufficient to service it.  It ad...
	219. Mr Rykers provided a supplementary report on greenspace/reserve provisions.24F  Having reviewed the ODP and having read the supporting information, in particular the landscape and urban design assessment, the ecological assessment and the Mahaanu...
	 There is an extensive network of greenspace indicated on the ODP which includes four reserve areas located within a 500 m radius for most residents and consistent with the adopted distribution standard for neighbourhood reserves.  The indicated size...
	 Noted additional greenspace linkages indicated alongside waterways to protect natural springs on the site and this provided an opportunity to protect existing values and to enhance the ecological, recreation and cultural values of the site by natura...
	 The greenspaces have been located to provide a connection with surrounding greenspace and ensure continuous linkages;
	 Reserve in the western part provides an opportunity to develop a playground which could also help to service demand for the adjacent Verdeco Park subdivision.  Mr Rykers agreed with the landscape and urban design assessment that a larger recreation ...
	220. I asked that Mr Rykers attend the hearing.  The first issue I spoke to Mr Rykers about was the availability of the Lincoln University sports fields.  I noted that a number of submitters had raised the difficulty with that and that access to those...
	221. We also discussed what the submitters considered to be a lack of sporting facilities in Lincoln itself.  We discussed the concern that for most sporting activities that they wanted to undertake with their children they had to drive out of Lincoln...
	222. He advised that SDC had just recently approved a purchase of land adjoining the domain of a 5.6 ha block that extends from the Lincoln Events Centre out to Boundary Road.  This would provide additional space for active sports.  He also advised th...
	223. He advised that SDC had been planning for growth for a considerable period of time since the Open Space Strategy 2015 and had been active in purchasing land.  He advised it was very much on a catchment basis rather than a township basis.  He advi...
	Discussion and Findings

	224. Overall I consider that the reserves incorporated into the ODP are appropriate.  The combination of the location of a number of the reserves with waterways provides, in my view, a real opportunity for benefits in terms of connectivity, recreation...
	225. The ODP does enable playgrounds and similar, particularly in the area to the west of Springs Road.
	226. In terms of the sports field issue, it is clear from some of the submitters’ evidence that there are issues with capacity of playing fields and similar in the Lincoln area.  Lincoln University fields are not generally available.  I note Mr Rykers...
	227. The extension to the Domain discussed by Mr Rykers will help, in my view, in addressing the capacity concerns expressed by the submitters.  The approach taken by SDC, which is in essence a catchment approach for recreational purposes, is one whic...
	Urban Design, Urban Form, Density and Character

	228. A large number of submissions (circa 80) raised concerns with PC69 relating to scale of the growth and what was seen as a change to the village atmosphere of the existing Lincoln Township.
	229. The Request included an updated urban design assessment prepared by Inovo Projects Limited and DCM Urban Design Limited and a landscape assessment prepared by DCM Urban Design Limited.
	230. Mr Nicholson provided an urban design and landscape hearing report dated 26 October 2021.  He also attended the hearing and provided an updated summary.  Mr Nicholson’s original report advised that he had drawn strategic direction from the NPS-UD...
	231. Mr Nicholson then described Lincoln, noting that it had expanded rapidly since the Canterbury Earthquakes in 2010.  He considered the centre of Lincoln to be located along Gerald Street between the New World supermarket at the western end and the...
	232. Mr Nicholson advised that the Lincoln Township included approximately 2,900 houses with a population of 8,100 residents in 2020.  He noted that PC69 proposes an additional 2,000 houses which would increase the size of Lincoln by 169% to 4,900.  H...
	233. Mr Nicholson’s original report raised concerns about walkability/accessibility and connectivity.
	234. Mr Nicholson helpfully reviewed the summary of submissions and further submissions.  He identified some of the submissions but advised that the listed submissions were intended as examples only and should not be regarded as a comprehensive list. ...
	235. He identified that a number of submissions were concerned that PC69 would lead to increased reliance on vehicle travel and again identified example submissions in his paragraph [12.6].  He considered there would likely be an increased reliance on...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	236. Mr Compton-Moen provided a comprehensive statement of evidence in relation to urban design and landscape.27F
	237. Mr Compton-Moen addressed Lincoln’s existing ODPs, urban form and future growth.  He summarised the significant growth in Lincoln Township over the last 20 years with the ‘gap’ between the University and the Town Centre long being filled, or link...
	238. Mr Compton-Moen helpfully summarised each of the eight current ODPs including a summary of their present state of development.28F
	239. Mr Compton-Moen considered the proposed plan change area to naturally extend the existing residential development at Te Whāriki, Verdeco Park and Liffey Springs to the south of the Lincoln Township.  He considered that being at the edge of existi...
	240. In relation to connectivity and walkability, Mr Compton-Moen considered those to be key principles of the ODP with a hierarchy of street types and connections provided throughout the area.  He advised that the aim of the movement network was to p...
	241. In his evidence he advised that the ODP design intentionally does not provide vehicle access to the north to promote a greater range of active modal options for residents, reducing car dependency for shorter trips, but recognising private vehicle...
	242. Mr Compton-Moen confirmed that he was supportive of the 12hh/ha housing density, noting that it was a minimum and a positive change from the 10hh/ha previously proposed in the Lincoln Living Z Zone.  He acknowledged that the rezoning would result...
	243. Mr Compton-Moen addressed the green and blue network design.  He advised it was likely the spaces would be connected to form a continuous green network linking through to the LII.32F   He advised that the green network proposed builds on the exis...
	244. Mr Compton-Moen addressed the landscape character effects noting the modification of character from a more open and agricultural to a more suburban character where infrastructure and amenities are concentrated.  He advised the higher density deve...
	245. He considered the existing amenity would be enhanced and retained through planting and development of green corridors along Springs Creek and LII River, and the blue and green corridors enhanced amenity and connectivity and enabled access to area...
	246. Mr Compton-Moen addressed the mitigation measures proposed.  He summarised these in his paragraph [35].  They included: diversity of house and lot size and location of density; retention and protection of heritage and cultural elements including ...
	247. Mr Compton-Moen responded to the s42A Report.  He agreed with Mr Nicholson that developing Lincoln South may benefit from a more comprehensive spatial planning exercise but he considered there was no evidence that that would result in a different...
	248. In terms of connectivity, he remained of the view that it was appropriately addressed.  In terms of the ”loss of small semi-rural town character”, he considered that such a loss was a perceived loss based on intangibles and difficult to measure b...
	249. Overall he concluded that in terms of creating well-functioning urban environments as per Policy 1 of the NPS-UD, the ODP addresses each of the SDC’s objectives and policies in B4: Growth of Townships to ensure a high level of amenity, connectivi...
	250. Ms Lauenstein was engaged by the Applicant to provide a peer review of the urban design assessment prepared by Mr Compton-Moen.  She provided a brief of evidence focused on matters relating to the urban form of Lincoln, urban growth, and walkabil...
	251. She discussed strategic directions and agreed with Mr Nicholson’s description at paragraphs [5.2] to [5.10] of the strategic directions with regard to the NPS-UD, the CRPS, the need for high quality connections, including walking, cycling and pub...
	252. Ms Lauenstein described the development of Lincoln from its start as a small settlement centred around a high amenity environment provided by the Liffey Stream serviced by a small rural community.  She noted that with the introduction of the Univ...
	253. She advised that the ongoing expansion extended Lincoln mostly to the north-east, east and south-east with the Town Centre expansion lagging somewhat behind and the western edge remaining largely unchanged due to the influence of the University/L...
	254. She advised that the LSP 2008 introduced the bigger vision for Lincoln providing development via ODP areas and a more cohesive and consolidated form.
	255. Ms Lauenstein addressed the current urban growth in Lincoln noting that the Landcare Research and University lands were not available for future residential expansion and the urban form of Lincoln would therefore remain less compact and slightly ...
	256. She advised that growth to the north along Birches Road was possible and had been the direction of growth for the last 10 years but at some stage the distance to the township will make this less suitable.  She advised that the same had occurred a...
	257. With regard to consolidated urban form, she considered PC69 to be a logical sequence of urban development for Lincoln which fitted within the overall direction of growth initiated by the LSP 2008.  The growth of the township westward towards Gera...
	258. She considered the timing of PC69 to be appropriate within the context of the urban growth rate which has accelerated post earthquakes and to some extent superseded the planned sequence of growth as anticipated by the structure plan in 2009.
	259. She considered PC69 gave careful consideration to the movement hierarchy, spatial layout, existing and proposed green and blue networks, and heritage protection to ensure development retains an open character akin to the existing environment of L...
	260. In terms of the benefits of larger ODPs, Ms Lauenstein considered the larger area creates certainty around location and availability of additional commercial nodes, certainty around a pedestrian and cycle network integrated with a high amenity gr...
	261. Ms Lauenstein addressed well-functioning urban environments within the Lincoln context.  She considered the density was appropriate and that density was supported by three smaller commercial nodes and several green spaces.  She considered it avoi...
	262. She considered the fact that Te Whāriki and Verdeco do not offer possibilities for vehicular connections encouraged PC69 to utilise this limitation to its benefit by responding with a different development concept to the traditional subdivision. ...
	263. Ms Lauenstein noted the key issues raised by the submissions were identified by Mr Nicholson.  In terms of change of character, she advised that taken in its ‘purity’ the introduction of new elements always introduces change, and change always di...
	264. Ms Lauenstein’s evidence addressed the key urban design matters.  In terms of scale and character, Ms Lauenstein was of the view that village character and high amenity are not a result of specific density or lot sizes and are only loosely linked...
	265. She advised that while PC69 does alter the size of the residential areas of the township it did not significantly impact on the character of the Town Centre or any local destinations.  In terms of the scale, she considered both the scale and the ...
	266. She considered the potential to overwhelm due to the large scale could be overcome by good staging which was common practice for larger ODPs.  She agreed with Mr Nicholson and Mr Compton-Moen in relation to the concern about the development turni...
	267. In her summary presentation at the hearing, Ms Lauenstein advised that she had met with Mr Nicholson and agreed on improvements to the internal layout but that differences of opinion in relation to connectivity and accessibility remained.  She id...
	268. Ms Lauenstein spent some time discussing the concepts of accessibility and connectivity, advising that accessibility translates to community services and educational, commercial, communal and recreational facilities being accessible within the pl...
	269. In relation to connectivity, she again explained that was the physical connection between daily frequented destinations within the plan change site and outside.  Again, connectivity is to be provided by all modes of transport but it is often mist...
	270. In terms of walkability and cyclability, she noted this was often reduced to mere distance travelled, but she advised it was much more complex than that and set out a number of relevant factors.
	271. She advised of her view that PC69 takes a different approach to almost all residential environments in New Zealand which are designed for the private vehicle as it prioritised cycling and pedestrian activity.  She considered that the PC69 site le...
	272. As to the most appropriate mechanism, plan change or another strategic spatial planning exercise or structure plan, she advised that structure plans are a valuable tool to inform the strategic direction and spatial structure and they can identify...
	273. She did not consider this to be the case in Lincoln as the LSP in her view never really provided a major change in direction as that was not needed.  The underlying spatial structure of Lincoln had always been dominated by natural features, the r...
	274. In the context of Lincoln, a plan change such as PC69 was in her view a logical extension of the structure plan and a natural growth progression for the township following the existing underlying spatial layout.  She considered the only discrepan...
	275. Mr Nicholson confirmed at the hearing he was supportive of improvements to the internal layout of the ODP.  The differences of opinion remained regarding the levels of external connectivity to Lincoln Township and accessibility to community servi...
	276. He remained concerned about walkability which he considered would be poor although assisted by the local shops for everyday use.  Most of the existing public facilities would be more than 1.2 km from the northern boundary and he considered it unl...
	277. He explained that good accessibility does not necessarily correspond with good connectivity and remained of the opinion that the proposed street network in the ODP for the PC69 area would have poor connectivity with the existing Lincoln street ne...
	Submitter Evidence

	278. I discussed with a number of submitters their concerns in relation to this.  Ms Liberty for the Verdeco Park Community (PC69-0217) described the Lincoln character as a semi-rural town with growth but people still know each other and it had that s...
	279. Ms MacLeod (PC69-0123) resides in Liffey Springs.  She discussed a number of issues that she had.  She discussed the small rural towns in Selwyn and that they are villages with people retiring to them including farmers.  She identified that SDC h...
	280. Mr Page (PC69-0075) again had a number of issues and three main ones.  He advised that one of the fundamental concerns was the lifestyle and wellbeing of the residents in Verdeco and Te Whāriki could be impacted on.  There could be amenity issues.
	281. Ms Painter (PC69-0122) raised a number of issues including liveability.  She referred to Our Space and that “Lincoln develops while retaining its village and university character” with a focus on primary production.  They discussed the changes th...
	Assessment and Findings

	282. I have spent some time recording the expert evidence, and a selection of the views from submitters, as this is obviously an important issue.  I acknowledge the concerns expressed by the residents in relation to the village character and its loss....
	283. I have carefully considered the issues in relation to a change of character arising from the scale of the proposal.  The scale of the proposal does raise issues and, particularly for long-term residents of Lincoln, may be difficult to accept.  In...
	284. Mr Nicholson’s major concerns included connectivity and accessibility.  He considered that PC69 provides a strong connection by way of pedestrian and cycling connections across the northern boundary.  He did not however consider it was reasonable...
	285. Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen both saw urban design benefits from the difficulties to connect through neighbouring subdivisions for motor vehicles.  Ms Lauenstein considered this led to PC69 not being focused on the dominant use of motor vehi...
	286. I acknowledge Mr Nicholson’s concerns in relation to connectivity.  Focusing on vehicular access, I accept that the current roading network does create some issues in terms of connectivity due to the layout of the subdivisions to the north.  Howe...
	287. As to the appropriate process for facilitating growth, again I discussed that with Mr Nicholson and Ms Lauenstein in particular.  They agreed there were benefits with spatial and strategic planning of growth.  Mr Nicholson was of the view that th...
	288. There is no disagreement between the planners or the landscape/urban design witnesses in relation to the values of a spatial plan process.  I agree that a spatial planning process would provide greater opportunities in terms of consideration of a...
	289. The site has a direct physical connection to the existing township of some 3 km in length on the site’s northern boundary.  Given the nature of the site, its location and its surrounds, I do not consider rezoning this land would create issues in ...
	290. I acknowledge that there will be landscape and visual effects on those who reside in Verdeco, and potentially to a lesser degree those in Te Whāriki.  I acknowledge there will be appreciable changes for residents of Lincoln.  I also accept that c...
	291. Overall, I consider that the matters in relation to urban design, urban form, density, character and potential landscape effects have all been appropriately addressed through the Applicant’s evidence and the iterative and responsive approach take...
	Transportation/Traffic Effects on Roading Network

	292. A large number of the submissions raised concerns in relation to potential traffic effects.  These were summarised by Mr Boyes as including:
	(a) The existing safety issues at various intersections and the impact of additional traffic on existing safety levels;
	(b) The general increase in traffic in and around Lincoln, and the resulting impacts on safety and congestion around the Town Centre and the existing primary and high schools;
	(c) The existing roads are too narrow, or already congested, and not appropriate for increased traffic;
	(d) The impact of increased commuter traffic on Springs Road through Lincoln and Ellesmere Road heading towards Halswell and the lack of assessment of such effects;
	(e) The costs of upgrading roads, including potential costs to the existing ratepayers;
	(f) Lack of provision for adequate walking and cycling connections to Allendale Lane, Southfield Drive and/or Liffey Spring Drive to get to Ararira School; and
	(g) It did not include public transport and/or should provide public transport.
	293. I accept that is an accurate summary of the issues raised in the submissions.
	294. The Request included an Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) prepared by Mr Fuller of Novo Group Limited which identified a number of capacity issues.  He assessed traffic generation to be in the order of 1,400 vehicle movements per hour in the ...
	295. As pointed out by Mr Boyes, the ITA made reference to, and in places put some weight on, the potential for a southern bypass which was shown on the movement and connectivity ODP.  Mr Mazey advised that SDC had undertaken a feasibility assessment ...
	296. Mr Collins prepared a peer review of the ITA and associated transportation matters.39F   The key matters he identified were:
	 Safety and efficiency effects of PC69 on the Lincoln transport network, and what intersection and road upgrades are required to support it;
	 Connectivity of the ODP within the site, and to the adjacent existing and future transport network; and
	 Consideration of the Rolleston Structure Plan.
	297. Mr Collins’ peer review identified a number of concerns about the methodology used regarding peak hour travel effects on the Lincoln transport network and was concerned that there may have been a reasonably significant under-prediction in the pm ...
	298. The peer review expressed concern in relation to the rigor of assumptions informing the assessment of the Springs Road/Ellesmere Junction Road/Gerald Street intersection.
	299. He concluded there had been insufficient consideration of the effects of PC69 on Springs Road between Lincoln and Prebbleton and between PC69 and Gerald Street.
	300. The peer review identified a number of other issues and made several recommendations.  It noted that PC69 would not be well-connected to the surrounding urban environments and would primarily rely on Springs Road and Ellesmere Road to connect wit...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	301. Mr Smith’s evidence addressed modelling only.  The interpretation of the modelling was left to Mr Fuller.  He advised that his evidence largely responded to matters raised by Mr Collins.  He accepted that there had been an error in the evening pe...
	302. At the hearing, Mr Smith advised that he had been asked to undertake a modelling sensitivity test which explored the impact of changing the PC69 trip rates per household using rates based on surveys collected in November 2021 in Lincoln.  He advi...
	303. Mr Smith explained several of the matters identified in his evidence.  I discussed with Mr Smith the ODP changes.  He considered that they did not impact on the modelling.  In terms of the direct access which was now proposed, he advised that wou...
	304. Mr Fuller identified what he understood to be the unresolved transport matters between himself and Mr Collins.  He listed these in paragraph [2] of his summary of evidence and addressed each of them in turn.  In terms of traffic generation rates,...
	305. In terms of the additional traffic modelling which had been undertaken, he noted that indicated that in the am peak no intersection or access operates worse than Level of Service D which is in capacity and he considered to be acceptable.  He note...
	306. He addressed the effects through the Prebbleton corridor.  He noted that a range of traffic improvements were proposed within Prebbleton.  He considered that indicated that schemes were already in place to promote Shands Road as an alternate road...
	307. He considered that the traffic capacity on the Shands Road and Springs Road corridors through Prebbleton would be taken up as a result of any further growth in Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton and Leeston.  He noted that any growth in those locatio...
	308. Mr Fuller considered that the plan change had sufficient accessibility via walking and cycling to/from the main commercial area at Vernon Drive noting that those could use links to Hollard Crescent, Papatohora Drive and Kaitorete Drive as well as...
	309. Mr Fuller addressed the timing and funding of infrastructure projects and overall considered that the transport effects were acceptable, subject to the identified road upgrades.
	Submitter Concerns

	310. A number of submitters raised issues with traffic, particularly in relation to the local network, Springs Road and Gerald Street.  Ms Liberty discussed the difficulties with crossing Springs Road and explained why the changes they had sought were...
	s42A Report – Evidence at Hearing

	311. Mr Mazey, while he did not provide a written report, attended the hearing to discuss those concerns.  He advised that one of the issues was that Gerald Street had a dual role.  It provided for the township but also served as an arterial route.  H...
	312. Mr Mazey discussed the works and the focus on Springs Road and Shands Road in particular.  In terms of Prebbleton and Springs Road, he noted that was very congested and works had been undertaken basically to divert traffic away from Prebbleton an...
	313. Mr Collins in his updated summary identified that there had been a number of discussions and a number of matters had been resolved through the evidence and those discussions.  He addressed the matters he considered remain in contention.  In terms...
	314. In terms of the effects on the Prebbleton arterial, he noted that Mr Fuller and he agreed that there would be capacity issues from the Shands Road and Springs Road corridors through Prebbleton should all current plan changes proceed.  He consider...
	315. He recorded that Mr Fuller and he agreed that the form of the northern intersection of PC69 with Springs Road, either as a roundabout or traffic signals, should be determined as part of the subdivision application and liaising with the SDC’s Tran...
	316. Mr Collins confirmed that he was satisfied with the modelling for the pm peak but remained concerned in relation to the am peak period.  He discussed the survey undertaken and did not consider it provided robust evidence as to what trip rates sho...
	317. As to the concerns Mr Collins had expressed in relation to safety and efficiency effects for pedestrians on Springs Road south of Gerald Street, he noted those had been addressed through the changes to the ODP.
	318. He remained concerned about the effects on the Prebbleton arterials,  He calculated the demand generated by PC69 in the am peak direction would be 800 veh/hr representing 25% of the proportion of total future demand.  He advised that the total de...
	Discussion and Findings

	319. I consider the transportation issues identified by the submitters and addressed in the evidence to be one of the critical issues.  Those issues are relevant not only from a potential effects perspective but also from the perspective of well-funct...
	320. The Applicant accepted that a number of transport network upgrades would be required prior to occupation of houses within the plan change area.  It made a number of changes to the ODP to address those issues.
	321. In her closing submissions, Ms Appleyard submitted that the Applicant had struck an appropriate balance in this case by recognising that infrastructure upgrades are likely to be required prior to development and providing certainty through the OD...
	322. The other relevant changes to the ODP text included:
	 The provision of a maximum 1,710 households beyond which an ITA would be required in association with any resource consent application;
	 There are now three small local commercial centres in the eastern and western parts of the ODP area.  The ODP specifically records that the road network is to cater for extensions to existing public transport routes/new route;
	 Along Springs Road and Collins Road direct vehicular access to private properties is to be provided;
	 Traffic upgrades required to accommodate growth and traffic from the ODP area and the nature of those works, the timing requirements and anticipated funding responsibilities are set out in Table 1.  Those upgrades are comprehensive.
	323. I have carefully considered all of the expert evidence and the matters raised in the submissions and by submitters presenting.  The additional traffic generated by PC69 will have impacts on the transportation networks and on residents of Lincoln ...
	324. The ODP now records that transport network upgrades are required to accommodate growth in traffic from the ODP area and sets out clearly the nature of those works, the timing requirements and the anticipated funding responsibility.  I record that...
	325. Matters such as the Springs Road/Ellesmere Junction Road/Gerald Street traffic signals, which have been of concern for some time, are now to be addressed prior to occupation of any households within the ODP area with the anticipated funding mecha...
	326. In terms of Greater Christchurch and particularly effects in Christchurch City, I consider that with distance and with dispersal once traffic gets into Christchurch, the effects will be considerably less than minor.  Mr Collins addressed that iss...
	327. But for the changes that the Applicant has proposed and incorporated into the ODP, I am of the view that the transportation issues would have been a significant impediment to rezoning.  Given those changes and the benefits that they provide, I am...
	Other Matters (Effects on Community Facilities and Environmental Quality)

	328. A number of submitters raised issues in relation to the effects on community facilities.  I have addressed the issues in relation to the reserves aspect of the sports field earlier.
	Schooling

	329. A number of submitters raised issues in relation to schooling, including the pressure on existing schools and the lack of provision for a new school site within the development area.  Amongst those submitters was the Ministry of Education (PC69-0...
	330. Mr Phillips advised that there had been dialogue with representatives of the Ministry of Education and in his evidence recorded that he understood the Ministry sought a new assessment matter being:
	12.1.4.106  Whether, following consultation with the Ministry for Education, any land is required to be provided for education purposes within Outline Development Plan Area 9.
	331. Mr Phillps was supportive of that assessment matter.  He noted it would provide for consideration of the need for education facilities in the block, informed by the Ministry, at the time of subdivision consent.  He also advised that the ODP narra...
	332. Mr Phillips noted that the Ministry also sought additional wording within Policy B4.3.63 to refer to the potential provision of educational facilities within the ODP area for PC69.  He did not oppose that but nor did he consider it was necessary,...
	333. The Ministry of Education did not appear at the hearing.  It provided a letter dated 18 November 2021 which was tabled at the hearing.  That tabled letter advised the Ministry had reviewed the s42A Report and the evidence submitted on behalf of t...
	Evaluation and Finding

	334. This is a matter which has been raised in a number of plan changes and was one that was specifically addressed by a number of submitters on PC69.
	335. I have considered all of the submissions and the evidence.  In my view the changes made by the Applicant are appropriate.  In relation to the request for the addition to Policy B4.3.63 to read:
	Outline Development Plan Area 9
	 Potential provision of educational facilities;
	– while perhaps not necessary, is appropriate.  It reinforces the importance of the potential provision of educational facilities.  Given the scale of this plan change, and the potential impact on educational facilities, it assures that the provision ...
	Medical / Shopping / Emergency services

	336. A number of submissions also raised a concern that the Lincoln medical centre was already over-subscribed and could not adequately meet the needs of the existing population.  Other submissions raised the need for an additional supermarket and ade...
	337. Mr Boyes considered that the community facilities and amenities identified by the submitters were not matters which could be addressed directly through the plan change.  He noted that any development resulting from PC69 would occur in stages and ...
	338. He was concerned that the commercial area proposed by PC69 was small.  He noted it was put forward on the basis that it would not result in retail distribution effects on the existing Town Centre but he was concerned it did not provide sufficient...
	Discussion and Findings

	339. The growth enabled by PC69 will undoubtedly have impacts on community facilities in terms of increased demand.  I accept Mr Boyes’ evidence report in relation to this matter.  The development of PC69 in stages does provide an opportunity for serv...
	Environmental Quality

	340. As identified by Mr Boyes, a number of submitters raised concerns about the impact the plan change would have on the amenity or environmental quality of the surrounding areas.
	341. Mr Boyes summarised those as including:
	 Increase in noise, dust and heavy traffic during construction and the adverse health effects arising;
	 The impact the plan change may have on the rural character of the area generally, or more specifically on the rural outlook of houses which were purchased for their semi-rural views, including the potential impact this may have on property prices an...
	 Pollution and contamination of waterways, quality of potable water, rubbish, and health and safety; and
	 Increased density resulting in increased crime.
	342. In terms of noise, dust and heavy traffic during construction, I am satisfied that such matters can be addressed through specific assessment at the time of subdivision, including through the NZ Standard for construction noise, management of dust ...
	343. In terms of the impact on rural character generally and on the houses from Verdeco in particular, I have addressed that in the paragraphs addressing the urban design matters.  I accept that those properties, and to a lesser degree those in the Te...
	344. Mr Boyes in his s42A Report and in discussions was of the view that property owners who are on the edge of a township cannot expect their views to remain protected.  I acknowledge that and acknowledge that some of the submitters who appeared had ...
	345. Matters such as pollution and contamination of waterways, quality of potable water, rubbish and health and safety are all matters which can be addressed through the subdivision process.  I note the stormwater discharge will require CRC consent an...
	346. In relation to the increased density resulting in an increase in crime, I do not consider that a likely issue.  I note Ms Carrick’s submission (PC69-0250) requested decline for a number of reasons including the lack of current policing in Selwyn ...
	Submission of Mr Manmeet Singh (PC69-0191)

	347. Mr Singh is a landowner in Allendale Lane.  He has sought, under the PDP, rezoning of his land together with that of any neighbouring or other lands as appropriate including for sound resource management reasons.  His submission on PC69 noted tha...
	348. Mr Thomson provided expert evidence on Mr Singh’s behalf.  He advised the purpose of the submission was twofold: first to ensure that the PC69 ODP included provision for a future road that allows a future road connection with the Allendale proper...
	349. In paragraph [15] of his evidence, Mr Thomson advised that he had not commented further on the rezoning of the Allendale Lane properties because he considered it to be beyond scope and not on the plan change.  Nor did he comment on the merits of ...
	350. The other issue related to the 150 m setback provided in Rule C4.9.32.  Mr Thomson provided a supplementary statement on that.  He noted that the setback would impose significant costs for other parties and it should not be imposed unless the exp...
	351. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen considered that even with the new information she had received on the use of the pond, that may not be needed or may be lesser.  Ms Nieuwenhuijsen quite properly addressed this issue by way of summary statement.  She understood ...
	Discussions and Findings

	352. As noted, Mr Thomson accepted that due to scope issues he would not comment upon the rezoning.  I consider that there are scope issues.  In any event, apart from Ms Nieuwenhuijsen’s and Mr Thomson’s evidence, I received no evidence in relation to...
	353. In terms of the setback from the WWTP, in addition to potential scope issues given the specific nature of the Request, I do not consider I have sufficient information to determine the appropriateness or otherwise of that setback for the Allendale...
	354. In terms of the connection through Liffey Springs, that is no longer being sought.  The indicative roading network does enable consideration of a potential connection through to the Allendale Lane properties.
	Conclusion On Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment, Matters Raised in Submissions, Matters Necessary to be Considered

	355. Having considered all of the submissions, the evidence, reports and other documents provided, I consider that a number of the specific concerns raised have been appropriately addressed by the Applicant, in so far as they are relevant at this stag...
	Statutory Analysis
	Functions of Territorial Authorities

	356. Mr Boyes identified the functions of councils as set out in s31 of the RMA at paragraph [183] of his s42A Report.
	357. By way of summary, SDC has the functions of 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 ...
	358. Mr Boyes referred to the general framework related assessment provided with the application but was concerned that the matters identified in relation to matters I have addressed in the preceding paragraphs raised some significant concerns around ...
	359. Mr Phillips considered, given his conclusion that the adverse effects of the proposal would be acceptable and accounting for the adoption of the existing district plan provisions and the amended ODP (as the key regulatory methods for achieving in...
	360. Overall, having considered the evidence, and having addressed the primary effects and related matters earlier in this Recommendation, I consider that the district plan does accord with and assist the SDC to carry out its functions under s31 and t...
	361. In relation to s31(1)(aa), I will address that issue in more detail in my subsequent discussions on the NPS-UD in particular.
	Part 2 Matters

	362. As noted by Mr Boyes, pursuant to s74(1)(b) any changes to the district plan must be in accordance with the provisions of the RMA.  Mr Boyes considered that notwithstanding the notification of the PDP, the purpose of the RMA was currently reflect...
	363. He identified that the nature of the PC69 area was such that matters of national importance were relevant.  These were listed as:
	(a) The preservation of the natural character of wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins (relevantly), and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use and development;
	(c)  The protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats;
	(d)  The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area, lakes and rivers;
	(f)  The protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and development; and
	(h)  The management of significant risks from natural hazards.
	364. In terms of s6(a), I have addressed this issue in my earlier discussions particularly in relation to the springs and the various waterways on the site.  In my view, the preservation of the natural character of the wetlands and the waterways and t...
	365. In terms of s6(c), again given the nature of the plan change area, and its use, the proposal assists in the protection of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats.  Again, the buffer areas, setbacks, and riparian plantings will ...
	366. In terms of s6(d) and the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area, lakes and rivers, again in my view in so far as relevant, the proposal, and the reserves network, will at least maintain and indeed will ...
	367. In relation to s6(f) and the protection of historic heritage, Mr Boyes advised that the Springs O’Callaghan farmhouse (Chudleigh) which was constructed around 1877 is not listed as a heritage item in the SDP or by Heritage New Zealand.  It is how...
	368. Given my findings in relation to flooding addressed earlier, and in light of the geotechnical evidence, I am satisfied the amended proposal addresses the management of significant risks from natural hazards.
	369. I have had particular regard to the relevant s7 matters.  These were identified by Mr Boyes as the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources (s7(b)), the efficiency of the end use of energy (s7(ba)), the maintenance and enha...
	370. They have largely been addressed in my earlier consideration of the effects and other matters raised in submissions and my subsequent assessment under the NPS-UD in particular.  I note Mr Copeland’s evidence addressed s7(b) in particular.  He add...
	371. Mr Boyes, in his s42A Report, expressed concern in relation to the creation of large residential development without a corresponding increase in local employment and access to services and the resulting further increase in the existing pattern of...
	372. Ultimately, after considering the evidence presented, and the changes made to the ODP, Mr Boyes was satisfied that those matters had been appropriately addressed.
	NPS-UD – Responsive Planning
	373. An issue which has arisen in a number of the proposed private plan changes is that of the relationship between the NPS-UD and the CRPS.  I have addressed this issue in earlier Recommendations including PC67 and PC73.  To summarise the issue, it i...
	374. The CCC submission (PC69-0197) addressed the relationship between the NPS-UD and the CRPS.  It recorded that the CRPS seeks that urban development is avoided in the area proposed by PC69.  It cited Objective 6.2.1 which provides:
	Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that: …. 3. avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas for development, unless expr...
	375. It submitted further that under the RMA, district plans are required to give effect to any national policy statement and regional policy statement.  If a proposed change to a district plan will, if accepted, fail to give effect to a regional poli...
	376. CRC’s submission (PC69-0205) also identified Chapter 6.  It submitted that the plan change site is not identified as a greenfield priority area for residential development and is located outside the PIB shown on Map A.  It submitted that the plan...
	377. CRC sought the decline of the plan change in its entirety and “without prejudice” to that relief, if the plan change was not declined it sought changes to the plan change to address issues raised in its submission.
	378. Mr Wakefield provided legal submissions for both CCC and CRC.  He noted that CCC and CRC had also made submissions in opposition to PC67 and PC73.  To avoid unnecessarily repeating the legal submissions previously presented, Mr Wakefield advised ...
	379. Ms Appleyard in opening legal submissions identified that one of the key issues to deciding this hearing was whether the plan change can be approved, despite Objective 6.2.1.3.  Again Ms Appleyard was conscious that the topic had been covered at ...
	380. Ms Appleyard summarised the question to be asked as: how is the RPS to be interpreted in light of the NPS-UD where the RPS contains an avoid policy with respect to development outside Map A, yet the later in time, and higher order, NPS-UD contain...
	381. Ms Appleyard submitted that a rigid interpretation of the word ‘avoid’ in the RPS inherently prevents local authorities from being responsive in the way required by the NPS-UD, as it prevents them from even considering the merits of a plan change...
	382. Ms Appleyard submitted that in reconciling the inconsistency it would be necessary, as a matter of interpretation, to attempt to try and reconcile the inconsistency between the two documents.  If that was not possible, she submitted that the NPS-...
	383. Ms Appleyard submitted that implied repeal of the objective in the CRPS should be a last resort.  She submitted that the two documents could be reconciled and read together and submitted that it is highly relevant that:
	(a) The NPS-UD provides a clear national level direction to enable development capacity and is therefore a higher order document than the CRPS in terms of the resource management hierarchy; and
	(b) The NPS-UD is the most recent in time planning document.  Ms Appleyard submitted that while PC1 to the CRPS did in part give effect to the NPS-UD this was not in relation to Policy 8 where it was noted more work would be required to give full effe...
	384. She submitted that in light of that, it was appropriate to “read down” or “soften” the interpretation of ‘avoid’ in the CRPS to give effect to the NPS-UD (at least until such time as the CRPS gave effect to the NPS-UD, which she submitted would r...
	385. Ms Appleyard submitted further that SDC would not be giving effect to the NPS-UD “as soon as practicable” if it was to wait for CRC to develop the criteria and in the meantime to refuse to consider requests for rezoning which on the basis of evid...
	386. I note that both Counsel commented on a report prepared by Mr Paul Rogers for the SDC dated 13 September 2021.  As I have noted in other plan change hearings, that Memorandum was not prepared to specifically address the submissions on this Reques...
	Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and development markets.
	387. The Memorandum goes on to note that the responsive planning provisions came into force against a context of what is frequently described as a national housing supply crisis which impacts upon affordability of housing nationally.  Mr Rogers’ Memor...
	388. Ms Appleyard in her reply submissions identified that the approach taken to the plan change by Counsel for CCC and CRC was more developed than it was at previous hearings.  She summarised what she understood the Councils’ position to be as:
	(a) The responsive planning framework allows Councils to be responsive to plan changes such as this one and SDC was responsive to the plan change when it accepted it for processing;
	(b) Despite this, SDC is bound to give effect to the CRPS and must therefore decline the plan change as being outside Map A; and
	(c) If SDC was minded to grant this plan change, it should seek a change to the CRPS.53F
	389. She submitted that interpretation would fall into the absurd category as it was in essence suggesting that SDC could accept the plan change for processing, but was then prevented from granting.  She advised that was not logical and would result i...
	Planning Evidence

	390. Mr Boyes, Mr Phillips and Mr Langman all addressed this issue from a planning perspective.
	391. Mr Boyes considered it was debatable as to whether Policy 8 of the NPS-UD “resolves” the tension between the proposal and the avoidance objectives and policies of the CRPS.  He agreed that Policy 8 provided an opportunity to allow consideration o...
	392. Mr Phillips considered that any conflict was resolved by the NPS-UD Policy 8 as a higher order and more recent provision that is plainly worded to provide for eligible plan changes that are unanticipated or out-of-sequence.54F
	393. Mr Langman again addressed Policy 8.  In his view it was important to carefully consider the wording of Policy 8 and Clause 3.8, and the language used to express the policy.  He noted that Policy 8 requires that policy decisions are “responsive t...
	394. It was his opinion that no tension or conflict exists between the NPS-UD and the CRPS.  He considered reconciliation of the NPS-UD Policy 8 based on a plain reading of the NPS-UD does not absolve the need to comply with the directive elements of ...
	395. After discussing King Salmon, Mr Langman recorded his view was that the action “being responsive to plan changes” and “having particular regard to significant development capacity” in the NPS-UD Policy 8 and Clause 3.8(2) fell within the less dir...
	Evaluation and Finding

	396. I have carefully considered all of the matters raised in the legal submissions which I have summarised above, informed by the relevant planning evidence.  This is potentially a somewhat complex issue given that the District Plan must give effect ...
	397. In my view there are a number of provisions in the NPS-UD which are particularly relevant to the interpretation issue.  As I have previously found, in my view the social context is relevant, particularly when there is a focus, albeit not a comple...
	Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and development markets.
	398. Policy 2 provides:
	Tier 1, 2, and 3 local authorities, at all times, provide at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for business land over the short term, medium term, and long term.
	399. Objective 3 provides (relevantly):
	Regional policy statements and district plans enable more people to live in, and more businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an urban environment in which one or more of the following apply:
	…
	(c) there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, relative to other areas within the urban environment.
	400. I consider the text of Policy 8 is very clear.  This provides:
	Local authority decisions affecting urban environments are responsive to plan changes that would add significantly to development capacity and contribute to well-functioning urban environments, even if the development capacity is:
	(a) unanticipated by RMA planning documents; or
	(b) out-of-sequence with planned land release.
	401. Subpart 2, Responsive Planning of the NPS-UD – provides:
	3.8  Unanticipated or out-of-sequence developments
	(1) This clause applies to a plan change that provides significant development capacity that is not otherwise enabled in a plan or is not in sequence with planned land release.
	(2) Every local authority must have particular regard to the development capacity provided by the plan change if that development capacity:
	(a) would contribute to a well-functioning urban environment; and
	(b) is well-connected along transport corridors; and
	(c) meets the criteria set under subclause (3); and
	(3) Every regional council must include criteria in its regional policy statement for determining what plan changes will be treated, for the purpose of implementing Policy 8, as adding significantly to development capacity.
	402. I note the criteria referred to in 3.8(3) has not been included.
	403. I remain of the view that Policy 8 specifically identifies responsiveness in the context of plan changes.  “Unanticipated” must be read to include circumstances where planning documents (and here the CRPS is reflected in the SDP) contain avoidanc...
	404. I have carefully considered Mr Wakefield’s thorough submission.  I do not accept that the avoidance objective and policies in the CRPS, and the relevant objective and policies in the SDP (Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1) mean that the proposal...
	405. The companion plan changes to the CRPS approach does not in my view find any support in the NPS-UD and would significantly curtail the ability of SDC to act responsively.
	406. Overall, it is my view, as I have previously found, that in light of the position the NPS-UD holds in the hierarchy of documents; that is the latter in time; that it was promulgated in the context of a housing crisis; and after carefully consider...
	407. My findings in this regard do not render the provisions of Chapter 6 of the CRPS irrelevant, nor does it lead to a finding that significant development capacity provides, in essence, a ‘trump card’.  Chapter 6 of the CRPS clearly remains an impor...
	NPS-UD – Assessment
	408. Mr Boyes addressed the NPS-UD in some detail in his s42A Report.55F
	409. His summary at paragraph [225] recorded his view that the development would significantly add to the development capacity of Greater Christchurch, that there was a potential risk of undersupply, and the effects resulting from such undersupply on ...
	410. Mr Boyes cautioned however that making a significant contribution towards housing capacity was only part of the NPS-UD direction.  He set out concerns he had as to whether the Applicant could sufficiently address matters in order for the proposal...
	411. Mr Phillips agreed with Mr Boyes’ summary statement in its entirety but in relation to the concerns as to whether the proposal can contribute to well-functioning urban environments, it was his view that the experts called for the Applicant had de...
	(a) Does Policy 8 apply, noting it and Subpart 2, Clause 3.8 provide for the consideration of proposals that are otherwise unanticipated or out-of-sequence.  Specifically:
	(i) Will the plan change add significantly to development capacity?
	(ii) Will the plan change contribute to well-functioning urban environments?
	(iii) Will development capacity enabled by the plan change be well-connected along transport corridors?
	(b) Is there at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand at all times as required of councils by Policy 2 and is there robust information relied on to inform that determination as required by Objective 7?
	(c) Further, can a decision on the proposal be integrated with infrastructure planning and funding, strategic over the medium and long term, and responsive as required by Objective 6?
	412. He also identified as a relevant question whether the proposal will be consistent with Objective 8 that New Zealand’s urban environments support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.
	413. I agree with Mr Phillips’ summary of the principal issues.  I will address the issues in a slightly different order.
	Will the plan change add significantly to development capacity?

	414. The submissions for both CCC (PC69-0197) and CRC (PC69-0205) raised the issue of whether the 2,000 households proposed met the threshold for significance.  Mr Boyes addressed this in some detail in his s42A Report.57F   In summary, he considered ...
	415. Mr Langman accepted Mr Boyes’ assessment that the proposal provides for a quantum of development that could be considered significant.59F   Again he went on to discuss other factors which impact on significance.
	416. Mr Phillips considered it clear, based on the evidence of Messrs Copeland, Akehurst and Colegrave, that the proposal would “add significantly to development capacity” when viewed at any scale within a Greater Christchurch context.60F
	417. Mr Langman in his summary presented at the hearing advised that while PC69 could be considered to add significant capacity for housing (in terms of quantum of dwellings), there were reasons why PC69 should not be considered under the responsive p...
	418. Mr Copeland considered the additional housing development capacity enabled by PC69 would be significant, whether in the context of Lincoln or at a wider Selwyn District level.  He advised that the development of approximately 2,000 dwellings repr...
	419. Mr Akehurst considered that the additional capacity provided by PC69 would help offset the limited existing residential capacity in the face of uncertainty in estimates of both demand and supply.62F
	420. Mr Colegrave considered that PC69 would provide a substantial direct boost in market supply to meet current and projected future shortfalls.
	Discussion and Findings

	421. There was clear agreement between those providing expert economic evidence and planning evidence that the approximately 2,000 lots was providing significant development capacity.  I accept that evidence.
	422. The ODP as attached to Mr Phillips’ evidence in chief contained some limitations in relation to the occupation of dwellings across the area pending the upgrade to Springs Road/Gerald Street/Ellesmere Junction Road intersection and that no more th...
	423. The final proposed ODP provided for a maximum of 1,710 households beyond which an ITA shall be required.  The proposed ODP incorporated other matters such as the establishment of a park and ride facility which is required prior to occupation of a...
	424. I discussed with Mr Carter during the hearing the development process.  Mr Carter discussed the limitations on construction works, including seasonal matters and contractor resources.  Given the nature of the process, and that the restriction in ...
	Is there at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand at all times?

	425. Policy 2 requires Tier 1, 2 and 3 local authorities, at all times, to provide at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for business over the short term, medium term and long term.  Policy 1(d) is to support...
	426. Clause 3.11 of the NPS-UD directs that when making plans, or changing plans, in ways that affect the development of urban environments, local authorities must:
	(b) use evidence, particularly any relevant HBAs, about land and development markets, … to assess the impact of different regulatory and non-regulatory options for urban development and their contribution to:
	…
	(ii)  meeting the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity.
	427. Clause 3.2 provides that every Tier 1, 2 and 3 local authority must provide at least sufficient development capacity in its region or district to meet expected demand for housing:
	(a) In existing and new urban areas; and
	(b) For both standalone dwellings and attached dwellings; and
	(c) In the short term, medium term and long term.
	428. Sufficient development capacity is defined as:
	(a) Plan enabled – that is, in relation to the short term, zoned in an operative district plan; in relation to medium term, zoned in an operative or proposed district plan; and in the long term, zoned or identified for future urban use or intensificat...
	(b) Infrastructure ready – in the short term development infrastructure is adequate to support the development of the land; in the medium term, either there is adequate existing development infrastructure or funding for adequate infrastructure to supp...
	(c) Feasible and reasonably expected to be realised.
	Applicant’s Evidence

	429. Mr Jones described the Lincoln housing market.  Mr Jones has over 20 years experience in real estate specifically in the Selwyn District and 12 years experience selling down residential subdivisions in the south and south-west of Canterbury.  He ...
	430. He described the demand for residential land in Lincoln as “booming” and that it was the highest it has ever been.  He considered this was leading to inflated section sale prices in excess of 100% over the last 12 months.  He noted that over the ...
	431. He considered the key driver to the “huge spike” in the value of residential land in Lincoln recently is the lack of availability.  He noted that while the high demand for residential sections was evident throughout Greater Christchurch, the mark...
	432. He discussed a number of factors and advised that there was now simply not enough residential land to keep up with current and future demand.67F
	433. He expressed concern in relation to increased prices, and advised that from his experience the land only needed to be zoned in order to help stabilise prices in the area.  He advised that where significant parcels of land are zoned, builders, dev...
	434. He also addressed the risks or problems from oversupply.  He did not consider there were any.  It was his view it was preferable that there was an oversupply of appropriately zoned land at all times so the market can determine when and if it is d...
	435. Mr Sellars provided evidence on the current supply of residential sections in Lincoln and quantified the current imbalance of supply and demand which he considered had resulted in recent significant price escalations.  Mr Sellars explained the re...
	436. He advised that the average volume of vacant residential section sales in Lincoln has fluctuated during the last ten years.  He noted there was a low of 55 sales in 2011 which was immediately following the Canterbury earthquake sequence, to 209 i...
	437. Again Mr Sellars advised that the average residential sale price in Lincoln had followed a relatively regular upward trend from 2011 until 2020 and that there had been an exponential growth well in excess of 100% during the preceding 12 months.
	438. Mr Sellars addressed the Lincoln supply.  He considered the supply of vacant residential land had failed to keep pace with the ongoing level of demand and that in the Lincoln market there were virtually no vacant sections available for purchase. ...
	439. He advised that Lincoln had expanded significantly during the past ten years and it was now the second-most dominant township in Selwyn District in terms of residential land activity.  In the five years 2016-2020, 26.1% of all Selwyn District vac...
	440. He provided an analysis of the average vacant residential section sale price in Lincoln for the period 2011-2021.  In 2011 the average vacant residential section sale price was $204,664.  His table showed that that was reasonably consistent throu...
	441. He provided a detailed assessment of Lincoln supply categorising vacant sections under the headings ‘developed’, ‘under development’, ‘plan change applications’ and ‘undeveloped – piecemeal’.  He addressed the present subdivisions including Flemi...
	442. During discussions at the hearing, I explored with Mr Sellars the factors driving the demand side of the equation.  We discussed the quantitative easing and the lower interest rates and similar.  Mr Sellars acknowledged that they were relevant fa...
	443. I heard from three economists, Mr Copeland, Mr Akehurst and Mr Colegrave.  I will discuss the economic benefits/costs subsequently.  In the following paragraphs I address the supply/demand issue.
	444. Mr Copeland’s evidence in relation to this particular issue related to the population growth.  He noted that in 2001 the population in the District was estimated to be 28,300 whereas the June 2021 estimate was 73,600 which implied an increase of ...
	445. Mr Akehurst set out his expertise and advised that he had particular experience in assessing effects of growth on existing economies and on urban form and that he had carried out significant work in assessing requirements for housing and business...
	446. He advised that Selwyn was one of the fastest growing local authority areas in New Zealand – second only to Queenstown Lakes in percentage terms.  He advised that in the post Christchurch earthquake environment significant growth that might other...
	447. Mr Akehurst explained the SCGM growth projections.
	448. Mr Akehurst addressed Mr Baird’s Memorandum and advised that the key driver for Selwyn growth, as identified by Mr Baird in paragraph [41], is internal migration (85%) of which the vast majority comes from Christchurch City (70%).  The key growth...
	449. He considered that the uptake had exceeded modelled growth by a significant margin, referring to a Memo from Formative to SDC Re Residential Capacity 2021 – Draft, 08/07/21, which he appended as Appendix 1.  He excluded the FDAs around Rolleston ...
	450. He advised that the recent residential demand in Lincoln had seen capacity drop from 3,020 in 2016 to 1,461 in 2021, or by more than half, or an average of over 300 sections annually.  He advised that SDC’s own Growth Planning Memorandum showed t...
	451. Mr Akehurst addressed the capacity estimates in the SCGM in some detail.  He explained the way the model works.  He considered the SCGM provides an accurate initial estimate of future development capacity, from which it is possible to eliminate p...
	452. He considered there were issues with the estimates of capacity included in the model and expressed a concern with those issues especially if they represent the tip of systemic errors in over-estimating capacity.77F   Mr Akehurst identified a numb...
	The demographic projections show growth is largely driven by internal migration from Christchurch, mostly young families. These families are generally looking for affordable housing within close proximity to Christchurch in a township setting.  The de...
	453. Mr Akehurst advised that a key driver of location decision-making of households is proximity to work and that the Greater Christchurch urban extent had been set with that in mind, meaning that townships within that extent operate as one large urb...
	454. Mr Akehurst then identified a number of concerns with the allocation methods and data issues at parcel level.  These included: inclusion of non-urban capacity measure of capacity; setbacks and reserves being included; inclusion of developed sites...
	455. Mr Colegrave provided comprehensive evidence in relation to SDC’s assessment of dwelling supply and demand.  Table 1 in his evidence summarised the estimated feasible capacity and projected future demand for additional dwellings in Selwyn accordi...
	456. While the latest dwelling supply/demand figures implied no short term need to provide additional dwelling capacity to meet demand, Mr Colegrave considered there were several compelling reasons why this is unlikely to be the case.  He noted that t...
	457. Mr Colegrave considered that SDC’s estimates of future dwelling demand appeared to be very conservative.  He noted that the HCA assumes short term demand for only 2,714 new dwellings over the next three years, and a medium term demand for 8,541 o...
	458. Mr Colegrave provided, in his Figure 2, a graph comparing recent building consent volumes against the HCA demand estimates.  He considered that the HCA’s forecast of short to medium term future growth defied recent trends and this almost invariab...
	459. Mr Colegrave also discussed the relationship between feasible capacity, which is reported in the HCA, and likely market supply (which is ultimately tasked with meeting increased demand over time).  He considered feasible capacity to be an interes...
	460. He noted that Mr Baird’s Growth Capacity Report identified a significant shortfall in the Lincoln submarket, including a medium term shortfall of 313 and a long term shortfall of 3,806.  He noted that the shortfall of more than 3,800 dwellings id...
	S42A Report

	461. Mr Baird’s Memorandum of 1 October 2021 provided helpful discussion of Selwyn’s capacity.  He noted that the SCGM identifies vacant and potential infill capacity using parcel and building outlines and then applies the district plan site requireme...
	462. He discussed the land feasibility model which set a profit requirement at 23% based on the average profits of the “Land Development and Subdivision” over the last three years.  He footnoted that to Statistics New Zealand (2021) Business Performan...
	Submitter Evidence – CRC/CCC

	463. Mr Langman considered that sufficient development capacity had already been identified to meet the housing demands over the medium term and the proposed housing typologies did not go far enough to align with the housing needs stated in the 2021 H...
	464. For completeness, Mr Colegrave and Mr Akehurst provided brief rebuttal to Mr Langman’s evidence in relation to capacity.
	Discussion and Findings

	465. It appears to me that despite the application of the higher growth scenario in the SCGM, the demand for new dwellings has significantly exceeded SDC’s predictions.  This raises a real risk of SDC not meeting Policy 2 of the NPS-UD or indeed fulfi...
	466. On the basis of the Applicant’s evidence, there does appear to be insufficient development capacity within that part of the Selwyn District which constitutes the urban environment of Greater Christchurch.
	467. Mr Boyes in his summary of evidence presented at the hearing had concerns with what he described as Mr Langman’s elevating the status of PC1.  He advised that it was effectively limited to include only the FDA already identified through the Our S...
	468. While SDC and CRC have taken steps to address capacity through PC1, and that a number of the FDAs identified in Rolleston are subject to plan change requests and recommendations have been made, PC1 did not address land other than that already ide...
	469. I consider the Applicant’s evidence in relation to capacity/demand is compelling and indeed Mr Baird’s Memorandum identifies shortfalls in the longer term.
	470. While the lack of capacity is not the only driver for the price escalation in Lincoln in particular, the NPS-UD focuses on supply and relies heavily on the competitive operation of land and development markets to achieve, at least, a move towards...
	Will the plan change contribute to well functioning urban environments?

	471. Policy 8 of the NPS-UD sets out two prerequisites for unanticipated or out-of-sequence developments.  Both must be achieved before the NPS-UD allows for a private plan change to be considered.  They need to both:
	(a) Add significantly to development capacity (which I find this plan change does); and
	(b) Contribute to well-functioning urban environments.
	472. Policy 6 provides that when making planning decisions that affect urban environments, decision-makers are to have particular regard to the following matters:
	(a) the planned urban built form anticipated by those RMA planning documents that have given effect to this National Policy Statement
	(b) that the planned urban built form in those RMA planning documents may involved significant changes to an area, and those changes:
	(i) may detract from amenity values appreciated by some people but improve amenity values appreciated by other people, communities, and future generations, including by providing increased and varied housing densities and types; and
	(ii)  are not, of themselves, an adverse effect
	(c) the benefits of urban development that are consistent with well-functioning urban environments (as described in Policy 1)
	(d) any relevant contribution that will be made to meeting the requirements of this National Policy Statement to provide or realise development capacity
	(e) the likely current and future effects of climate change.
	473. Clause 3.8(2) specifies that for unanticipated or out-of-sequence developments that provide significant development capacity, particular regard to the development capacity is to be had if that development capacity:
	(a) Contributes to a well-functioning urban environment;
	(b) Is well-connected along transport corridors; and
	(c) Meets the criteria set out in clause (3).  No criteria has been set.
	474. Policy 1 directs that planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments that, as a minimum:
	(a) Have or enable a variety of homes that:
	(i) Meet the needs, in terms of type, price, and location of different households; and
	(ii) Enable Māori to express their cultural traditions and norms; and
	(b) Have or enable a variety of sites that are suitable for different business sectors in terms of location and site size; and
	(c) Have good accessibility for all people between housing, jobs, community services, natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport; and
	(d) Support, and limit as much as possible adverse effects on, the competitive operation of land and development markets; and
	(e) Support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and
	(f) Are resilient to likely current and future effects of climate change.
	Policy 1(a)(i) and (ii)

	475. Mr Phillips considered that the variety was achieved through the Living Z provisions which provide for this variety and the choice afforded through the supply of up to 2,000 households – including variety of homes, needs, types, price points and ...
	476. Overall, I accept that PC69 does assist in providing a variety of homes in terms of type, price and location of different households, particularly given that there is a significant amount of intensification occurring in Christchurch City itself. ...
	477. Mr Phillps considered that the proposal would enable Māori to express their cultural traditions and norms, to the extent relevant to the site.
	478. There is nothing specifically addressing that issue.  The Request included a report from Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited.  That identified that subdivision and development can have adverse effects on rūnanga values but can also provide opportunity to ...
	479. The ODP recognises the importance of natural surface waterbodies and springs to mana whenua and states that the specific measures described in regards to waterbodies and fresh water ecosystems will support the cultural values associated with the ...
	Policy 1(b)

	480. I consider the three local commercial areas now proposed meets Policy 1(b).
	Policy 1(c)

	481. It was Mr Phillips’ opinion that 1(c) did not specify what form the accessibility should take, it simply seeks good accessibility for all people.  His assessment advised that in this context, the site had very good accessibility given its proximi...
	482. As addressed earlier in this Recommendation, Mr Boyes considered the distance to employment opportunities meant that active transport opportunities are not practicable for the majority of residents.
	483. Mr Langman, in addressing Policy 1(c), and in relation to Policy 8, Clause 3.8 requires that unanticipated or out-of-sequence plan changes must be well-connected along transport corridors.  Again he referred to the MfE guidance which states that ...
	484. Overall, I consider that 1(c) is met, albeit by a fine margin.  The changes incorporated by the Applicant which I have addressed earlier in this Recommendation assist, as far as possible, in addressing the accessibility and connectivity issues.  ...
	Policy 1(d)

	485. I have addressed this issue in my earlier discussions on capacity and summarised the expert evidence on that issue.  I consider this proposal can clearly be seen as supporting and limiting, as much as possible, impacts on the competitive operatio...
	Policy 1(e)

	486. The Applicant provided evidence from Mr Paul Farrelly.  He addressed greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the existing land use and future anticipated GHG emissions from the plan change.  He considered that when considering the GHG emissions of a ...
	487. He also advised that in the context of GHG emissions arising from housing related developments, the assessments should primarily be based on how the development’s net life cycle emissions (that is an evaluation of emissions before and after devel...
	488. He advised Overseer calculated emissions arising from the existing use of the land was 2,194 tonnes of CO2e per annum and that this excluded fossil fuels, electricity use and energy associated with processing milk collected from the farm.  He adv...
	489. In terms of the future anticipated GHG emissions, he noted that GHG emissions would be emitted during the construction of infrastructure and dwellings, and the occupation of the dwellings and commercial buildings.  They would also arise from trav...
	490. In relation to travel, he advised that it was extremely difficult to accurately model or predict the level of travel related emissions arising from the residents of a development and how they may compare to an equivalent development.  He noted th...
	491. He accepted that the majority of commuting trips at least for the next ten years would occur between Lincoln and Christchurch and Lincoln and Rolleston in passenger vehicles, but that he would expect a significant portion of any commuter trips to...
	Submitter Evidence

	492. Mr Langman noted that Mr Farrelly had not undertaken a comparison with CO2 generated by vehicle trips.  He considered it should be assumed that a greater proportion of residents in the plan change area will be commuting as compared to the existin...
	(a) Hybrid and plug-in vehicles only marginally reduce average emissions per kilometre and only fully electric vehicles make a real difference;
	(b) Sales of full EVs are increasing but it still only represents a small percentage of the current New Zealand fleet (half to one percent);
	(c) Unlike high performing comparator countries like Norway, EVs are still significantly more expensive to buy than alternatives;
	(d) New Zealanders hold on to cars much longer than comparative countries;
	(e) Most used vehicles are imported from Japan and EV registrations in Japan are nowhere near enough to allow sufficient quantities of used EVs to be imported into New Zealand; and
	(f) A 2030 best-case scenario would see 12% of the vehicle fleet comprising EVs resulting in a 12% reduction in the average emissions factor for the vehicle fleet.
	493. He noted that the recent mode shift plan for Greater Christchurch prepared by Waka Kotahi with the GCP stated that land transport currently accounts for 41% of GHG emissions.
	494. Dr Anita Wreford (PC69-0153) submitted in opposition.  Dr Wreford holds a PhD in Agricultural Economics from Lincoln University (2008), a Masters degree in Applied Science (Natural Resource Management) (2000) and a Bachelors degree in Applied Sci...
	495. Dr Wreford considered that the world is facing a climate emergency, a truly existential threat and noted that effects of climate change were being observed in Aotearoa New Zealand and Canterbury.85F   She considered to avoid dangerous levels of w...
	496. In terms of the location, she submitted this meant that most residents would commute to Christchurch for work and identified that transport generates 17.6% of New Zealand’s total GHG emissions.  She considered the public transport for Lincoln int...
	497. Mr Farrelly responded to Mr Langman’s evidence advising that he had spoken with Mr Jones regarding the type of residents and he did not agree with Mr Langman’s view that a far greater proportion of the residents in the plan change area compared t...
	498. He also advised that he had considered the demographics of existing Lincoln residents to assess the likely prevalence of working from home.  He considered a relatively high percentage (60%) were workers of a type which are able to work from home.
	499. In relation to Mr Langman’s reference to the report of Dr Dodge, he considered that the timeframe to 2030 was largely irrelevant in the context of GHG emissions from PC69 given New Zealand residential housing is considered to have a life cycle of...
	Discussion and Findings

	500. I accept Mr Phillips’ opinion that the NPS-UD is focused on New Zealand urban environments as a whole when addressing GHG emissions rather than strictly mandating reductions on a site by site basis.  In his assessment of Objective 8, he considere...
	501. He noted that the similar conclusion was reached by the Expert Consenting Panel for the Faringdon South West and South East resource consents and by the Hearings Commissioners determining the Ohinewai Rezoning (APL/Sleepyhead).
	502. Mr Boyes identified that an increase in commuter traffic would result in more people undertaking trips, resulting in increased emissions.  He identified that this was not an issue specific to just PC69 when compared to other growth areas within t...
	503. Overall I accept the evidence of Mr Phillips and Mr Boyes.  The concerns raised by CCC and CRC are of course important and Mr Langman’s evidence was helpful and thorough.  Mr Farrelly’s expert evidence was also helpful but I acknowledge Dr Wrefor...
	Policy 1(e) – Resilient to likely current and future effects of climate change

	504. As identified earlier in this Recommendation, a number of submitters raised issues in relation to the effects of climate change.  Mr Phillips considered that resilience to climate change had been achieved through the layout of the site and exclus...
	505. He identified that the sea level rise predictions specific for New Zealand had been identified by NIWA for various climate change scenarios and he considered the NIWA estimates to be the most appropriate basis for estimating the effects of sea le...
	506. With the changes that have been made, including the removal of development in the Living X area, I am satisfied that the effects of climate change have been appropriately considered.
	Conclusion on contribution to well-functioning urban environments

	507. Overall, I consider that the proposal can broadly be considered as contributing to well-functioning urban environments.  There is certainly some tension with the requirement to be well-connected along transport corridors.  I agree with Mr Phillip...
	508. I confirm I have considered all of the objectives and policies of the NPS-UD.  I do not propose to go into a detailed record of that consideration.  That would unnecessarily lengthen this Recommendation.  Most of the issues are addressed by analy...
	509. I largely agree with Mr Phillips’ assessment in terms of Objective 1.  In terms of Objective 2, that is clearly addressed on the economic evidence and the plan change will help address constraints in the residential land supply markets and increa...
	510. Objective 3 in terms of enabling more people to live in, and more businesses and community services to be located in, areas of an urban environment in which one or more of the following apply, being:
	(a) Is in or near a centre zone or other area with many employment opportunities;
	(b) The area is well serviced by existing or planned public transport;
	(c) There is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, relative to other areas within the urban environment.
	511. Mr Phillips’ assessment was that Lincoln Township, Rolleston Township and industrial centres, rural Canterbury and Christchurch City provided the employment opportunities.  He acknowledged that it was not well serviced by existing public transpor...
	National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM) and National Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NES-F)
	512. Mr Boyes summarised the key provisions and requirements of the NPS-FM and NES-F in his report.  He had concerns in relation to the consistency with the environmental policy and guidelines set out in the NPS-FM in terms of protecting and enhancing...
	513. Mr Taylor addressed this in his evidence.  He considered that with the amendments to the ODP those concerns had been addressed and the proposal would achieve consistency with, and give effect to, the NPS-FM.
	514. I have addressed those amendments and the relevant evidence earlier in this Recommendation.  I accept Mr Phillips’ evidence that with those changes, the proposal will achieve consistency with, and give effect to, the NPS-FM.
	515. Both Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips agreed that the requirements of the NES-F could be determined at the time of any construction or site development and are not a barrier to the proposed rezoning.  I agree.
	CRPS
	516. The Request identified the relevant objectives and policies of the CRPS as those contained in Chapters 5 (entire region), 6, 7, 11, 15, and 16.  Table 1 of the assessment at page 55 of the s32 assessment recorded the Applicant’s assessment.
	517. Mr Boyes considered that the Applicant had identified the most relevant provisions of the CRPS.  He agreed with the assessment undertaken by the Applicant apart from matters which he addressed.
	518. The Applicant’s s32 assessment acknowledges the Request is not consistent with Objectives 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 but considered the tension to be resolved by the NPS-UD.
	519. Mr Boyes considered that Objective 6.2.1 was broader than simply specifying the locations for future urban growth.  It also seeks that recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastruct...
	520. He identified Policy 6.3.3 and considered its direction was still relevant including identification in the ODPs of land required for community facilities or schools; demonstrate how effective provision is made for a range of transport options.  H...
	521. He identified Objective 6.2.4 which seeks to prioritise the planning of transport infrastructure so that it maximises integration with identified priority areas and new settlement patterns and facilitates movement of people and goods and provisio...
	522. Mr Boyes noted that Mr Collins had raised concerns regarding the implementation and timing of certain roading upgrades on the wider network that would be required to be put forward in order to provide sufficient roading capacity to safely and eff...
	523. Mr Boyes also addressed Policy 6.3.5 which directs the recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by integration of land use development with infrastructure, and he considered that supported an outcome that PC69 not proceed until such tim...
	524. He identified CCC’s submission in relation to minimum density requirement of 15hh/ha but he considered that the 12hh/ha was consistent with the CRPS.
	525. In terms of versatile soils, he noted that the CRC submission referred to CRPS Policy 5.3.12 which seeks to maintain versatile soils that contribute to Canterbury’s overall rural productive economy.  As noted by CRC in its submission, that policy...
	526. Mr Boyes also identified Chapter 15 and Objective 15.2.1 which seeks the maintenance of soil quality – “Maintenance and improvement of the quality of Canterbury’s soil to safeguard their mauri, their life supporting capacity, their health and the...
	527. Mr Boyes also identified Policy 9.3.2 in relation to the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and habitats of threatened and at risk indigenous species and Policy 9.3.1 which states that the significance is to be determined by...
	528. After considering all of the evidence presented at the hearing, and as a result of those, as reflected in the amended ODP and accompanying test, he advised most of his concerns had been alleviated.
	529. Mr Phillips, in his evidence in chief, agreed with the Officer as to the relevant provisions in the CRPS and the key issues in respect of those.
	530. Mr Phillips considered that to the extent Mr Boyes was of the view that conflict or tension exists with the other CRPS provisions, that was largely reflective of the concerns regarding resolution of the issues/effects.  He considered them to have...
	531. In terms of Objective 6.2.4 which seeks the integration of transport infrastructure and land use, based on Mr Fuller’s transportation evidence and Ms Lauenstein’s and Mr Compton-Moen’s evidence regarding connectivity, accessibility and the promot...
	532. Mr Phillips agreed that Policy 6.3.5.2.c. was relevant.  He also noted that Policy 6.3.5.3 seeks the efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure is maintained and the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is retained.  He ...
	533. In relation to the CRPS Policy 5.3.12 and Objective 15.2.1 he considered the proposal did not conflict with those provisions, based on Mr McCusker’s evidence.  In terms of Polices 9.3.1, 9.3.2, 9.3.4 and 9.3.5 addressing ecosystems, indigenous bi...
	534. Mr Phillips recognised the tension with the objectives and policies in the CRPS that are directive of greenfield growth and notwithstanding his view that that was resolved by the NPS-UD, he considered the environmental results anticipated by Chap...
	535. Mr Langman addressed the CRPS when discussing the substantive matters of concern regarding PC69.  Mr Langman noted PC69 was inconsistent with Objective 6.2.1 which seeks to achieve a consolidated urban form and avoid unplanned expansion of urban ...
	536. Mr Langman addressed a number of other CRPS policies including Policy 6.3.5(2) which seeks to ensure that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development is coordinated with the development, funding, implementation and operation of transport...
	537. He referred to Mr England’s conclusion that there was additional capacity for growth within the existing water takes but the consented allocation would be put under pressure.  He noted the prioritisation of water allocation to those within the Li...
	538. Mr Langman acknowledged Mr England’s satisfaction that feasible options were available and processes in place to deal with them through subdivision and engineering, but was unclear whether Mr England had looked at the cumulative impact of the pla...
	539. I have addressed this earlier in this Recommendation and my questioning of Mr England in that regard.  I have also advised that I have received no evidence in relation to the impact on other planned development.
	540. In terms of Objective 6.2.4 and its supporting Policies 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.5, he emphasised Policy 6.3.4(2) which states that that is achieved by providing patterns of development “that optimise use of existing network capacity and ensuring tha...
	541.  Mr Phillips spent some time in his summary of evidence and in discussions at the hearing addressing Mr Langman’s evidence.  He addressed the issue of reconciling the CRPS and SDP policy directive of growth.  He addressed CRPS Objective 6.2.1.  H...
	542. In terms of Objective 6.2.2, he considered that added to the framework seeking that: “The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is managed to provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs and set a foundation for f...
	543. Mr Phillips considered that in setting aside the avoidance directive and related policy, PC69 otherwise satisfies the relevant provisions of the CRPS and in Chapter 5 and 6 especially, including the anticipated environmental results for those cha...
	544. He concluded by advising that he remained of the view that PC69 gives effect to the CRPS.  To the extent that PC69 clearly conflicts with the explicit avoidance directives, he considered that to be tempered by the consistency achieved with the ot...
	Analysis and Finding

	545. The issue of whether or not PC69 gives effect to the CRPS is complicated by the strong avoidance objectives and while I have concluded that they do not preclude the approval of PC69, I consider those provisions, and the reasons underlying them, r...
	546. The concerns that Mr Boyes had in relation to a number of the CRPS provisions, as recorded in his s42A Report, were reflective of concerns regarding resolution of the issues/effects.  I have identified and addressed those earlier in this Recommen...
	547. In relation to the policies relating to ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity and similar, I consider PC69, again in its final proposed form, is consistent with and will implement those policies.
	548. In terms of the objectives and policies seeking a compact form, I am satisfied that PC69 is again consistent with and implements those.  It directly adjoins the neighbouring subdivisions.  That is along its approximately 3 km northern boundary.  ...
	549. In relation to the objectives and policies addressing infrastructure provision, there is a clear direction in relation to the need for integrated management and coordination. Objective 6 and Clause 3.4 of the NPS-UD  are similar..  Mr Phillips ad...
	550. I found the analysis that Mr Phillips undertook in paragraph [4.5] of his summary to be helpful.  Mr Phillips considered that the key issue is ensuring that the development could be integrated with future infrastructure planning and funding decis...
	551. In terms of the transport infrastructure, in light of the significant changes made to the ODP in relation to transportation matters, their timing, and their funding, I am satisfied those provisions are consistent with and ultimately give effect t...
	552. In relation to the provisions relating to infrastructure protection, I am satisfied on the evidence that the changes now proposed are sufficient to adequately protect the Lincoln WWTP and accept Mr Boyes’ evidence that the amended proposal now ac...
	Overall Conclusion on CRPS

	553. I have carefully considered all of the expert evidence, informed by the helpful evidence that the lay submitters provided.  I have also had the benefit of Mr Thomson’s planning evidence which although focused on Mr Singh’s request, generated some...
	554. Most of the effects and issues which give rise to a potential inconsistency with the relevant objectives and policies of the CRPS have been addressed earlier in this Recommendation.
	555. As noted, the Applicant has been responsive to issues raised and a number of iterations of the ODP were provided through the hearing process.  I have considered whether the changes are within scope and I consider that they are as they respond to ...
	556. Given the totality of those changes and the development capacity which will be provided by this plan change, I am satisfied that the plan change is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the CRPS, other than the locational direct...
	Our Space
	557. As identified by Mr Boyes,88F  Our Space was prepared to satisfy the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity for high growth councils to produce a future development strategy that shows there will be sufficient...
	558. The update comprised a review of the land use framework outlined for Greater Christchurch in the LURP and in key resource management documents such as the CRPS and district plans.  The introductory comment advises that the document considers how ...
	559. Mr Boyes described Our Space as being focused on how to best accommodate housing and business land needs in a way which integrates with transport and other infrastructure provision, builds greater community resilience, and contributes to a sustai...
	560. It sets targets for housing development and outlines how any identified shortfall in capacity to meet those targets will be met including through identification of areas for housing growth.  As noted by Mr Boyes, the Executive Summary records tha...
	561. Mr Boyes noted that CCC, CRC and Waka Kotahi had raised the matter of consistency with the settlement patterns and capacity established in Our Space.
	562. Mr Boyes considered that the matters raised in Our Space are effectively the same as those discussed in his report in relation to the CRPS and those relating to growth pattern and capacity are potentially removed by the finding on PC69 in terms o...
	563. Mr Phillips agreed with that statement by Mr Boyes.  He stated further that Our Space included matters relating to infrastructure provision, timing and funding, which he considered to be resolved based on the evidence and the amendments to the OD...
	564. Mr Langman, in his discussions on strategic planning, considered the strategic planning exercises such as the UDS, Our Space and more recently the Partnership’s Greater Christchurch 2050 Strategic Framework, can offer more integrated and accessib...
	565. As noted in Mr Baird’s Memorandum, Our Space identified two key responses to growth in Greater Christchurch relating to the medium and long term capacity shortfalls identified: identify future urban development areas in Rolleston, Rangiora and Ka...
	566. Overall, I consider that the approach taken by Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips to Our Space is correct.  Particularly their identification that the matters raised in relation to Our Space are effectively the same as those raised by the CRPS.  They have ...
	CLWRP and CARP
	567. Mr Boyes advised that the establishment of activities within the plan change site will either need to meet permitted activity conditions of those plans or be required to obtain a resource consent.
	568. As noted by Dr Burrell, the CLWRP contains numerous policies, objectives and rules relating to freshwater protection.  Dr Burrell identified Policy 11.4.21 as an example which is to:
	Enable catchment restoration activities that protect springheads, protect, establish or enhance plant riparian margins, create restore or enhance wetlands and target removal of macrophytes or fine sediment from waterways.
	569. While these matters would be addressed at the time of detailed development and necessary consents, I have recorded elsewhere in this Recommendation that in my view PC69 as now proposed enables potential restoration activity.
	MIMP
	570. The MIMP is a planning document which is recognised and has been lodged with SDC.  Pursuant to s74(2A) of the RMA, in considering this plan change, I must take it into account.
	571. As noted earlier in this Recommendation, the application included an assessment of the relevant provisions within the MIMP and provided the statement from Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited.
	572. In my view the matters raised have been appropriately addressed in the various changes to the ODP in relation to the protection and enhancement of the waterways and wetlands.
	Consistency with Plans of Adjacent Territorial Authorities
	573. Mr Boyes identified that matters of cross-boundary interests are outlined in Section A1.5 of the Township Volume of the SDP.  I agree with Mr Boyes that there are no directly relevant provisions in the district plans for neighbouring territorial ...
	574. I accept Mr Boyes’ view that the cross-boundary interests have primarily been addressed and managed through the subregional approach of managing growth across Greater Christchurch through the GCP forum and resultant Our Space document.89F
	Other Management Plans and Strategies Prepared Under Other Acts
	575. Mr Baird’s Memorandum outlined the expected growth and current and future capacity in the context of broader strategic planning occurring across Greater Christchurch and Selwyn.  The Memorandum identifies various documents including the Greater C...
	576. I have considered all of the documents that he has identified.  I have discussed Our Space previously.
	577. Selwyn 2031 is Selwyn’s District Development Strategy.  Mr Baird described it as providing an overarching strategic framework for achieving sustainable growth across the District to the year 2031.  He advised that it was intended to guide the fut...
	578. Strategic Direction 1 seeks to ensure that there is enough zoned land to accommodate projected household and business growth, while promoting consolidation and intensification within existing townships.  The Memorandum records that the drivers be...
	579. The Strategic Directions include at 1.2 concentration of urban expansion within Greater Christchurch; integration of land use and infrastructure (1.3); and compact urban form (1.4).  In terms of sustainable urban growth patterns and the hierarchy...
	580. I note that Selwyn 2031, in relation to the concentration of urban expansion within the Greater Christchurch area, the issue is stated as:
	Ensuring that sufficient and appropriately zoned land is available to accommodate up to 80% of urban growth within Selwyn District over the next 20 years within Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton and West Melton townships.
	581. It is a document which I am to have to regard to and I have done so.  A number of the matters addressed in it, in particular in relation to infrastructure, development capacity and similar, have been more specifically addressed elsewhere in this ...
	Consideration of Alternatives, Costs and Benefits – Section 32
	582. The proposal does not include any new objectives, or changes to the existing objectives, within the SDP.  The assessment required under s32(1)(a) relates to the extent to which the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achiev...
	583. The more general objective of the proposal, being the purpose of the proposal, is “to provide for an extension of the adjoining existing urban residential area of Lincoln (with provision for some associated local business services) in a manner th...
	584. Mr Boyes addressed the s6 matters.  At the time of his s42A Report, he considered that PC69 still had some work to do in relation to s6(a) in terms of the preservation of springs and wetlands and associated waterbodies from inappropriate subdivis...
	585. Mr Boyes considered that in considering the appropriateness of the proposal in achieving the purpose of the RMA, it was relevant to consider that the location of the site is outside of the areas identified for urban development in the CRPS and Ou...
	586. Otherwise he was satisfied that the provision of services for the site could be achieved without compromising the ability for other sites where the SDC has anticipated development to be appropriately serviced.  He considered that in order to achi...
	587. Mr Phillips in his evidence expressed his opinion that in considering the appropriateness of the proposal in achieving the purpose of the RMA, logically, the conclusions as to consistency with the relevant matters in s6 and s7 of the RMA follows ...
	Operative Selwyn District Plan
	588. Section 32(1)(b) requires the examination of whether the proposed plan change provisions are the most appropriate way to achieve the district plan objectives.
	589. The s32 Evaluation provided a detailed assessment of the relevant objectives (and policies) of the SDP.  The assessment was provided in Table 1 which occupied almost six pages.  It is comprehensive.
	590. Mr Boyes advised that there were several objectives and policies specific to the form and development of the Lincoln Township itself and there were also objectives and policies addressing urban form and residential amenity generally.
	591. He considered the existing direction in the SDP should be considered in assessing the appropriateness of the proposal at achieving the purpose of the RMA, given that the plan had been prepared to give effect to the purpose of the RMA.
	592. Mr Boyes referred to the statutory assessment provided with the Request which identifies that the proposal would not be consistent with Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1 as the development would not be within a priority area.
	593. He generally agreed that the assessment identified the relevant objectives, as well as a range of supporting policies and agreed with the assessment apart from Objective B4.3.4 which seeks integration of transport infrastructure and new residenti...
	594. Mr Phillips again acknowledged that the proposal was out-of-sequence and unanticipated and therefore seeks responsive provision of infrastructure but considered that the prerequisites for the infrastructure upgrades for development set out in the...
	595. I accept the evidence of Mr Phillips in that regard.  I have addressed infrastructure provision at some length in this Recommendation.  I am satisfied that the provision of infrastructure has been properly considered and addressed, even though it...
	596. In terms of Policy B1.1.8 Mr Boyes identified that in his report but made no particular comment.  He described it as encouraging residential development to occur in and around existing townships to maintain a versatile soils resource.
	597. As identified by Mr Phillips, Policy B1.1.8 in fact seeks to avoid the rezoning of land which contains versatile soils for new residential development, if land is appropriate for other activities, and there are alternative areas that are suitable...
	598. Policy B1.1.8 seems to be a reasonably directive policy in that it directs the rezoning of land for new residential development is avoided if it is appropriate for other activities and there are other areas adjoining the township that are appropr...
	599. The explanation to the policy records that the RMA does not recognise adverse effects of activities on soils as having primacy over adverse effects on other parts of the environment.
	600. The RMA, the CRPS and the SDP do not place primacy on soils over other natural or physical resources which allow people and their communities to provide for the needs of current and future generations.95F
	601. I was not advised of any other areas adjoining the township that are appropriate for new residential development and which do not contain versatile soils.  A number of submitters addressed other areas, including around Rolleston, but that is not ...
	602. Objective B3.4.3 was identified by Mr Boyes and Mr Phillips.  This seeks that reverse sensitivity effects between activities are avoided.  Policy B2.2.5 was also noted.  This seeks to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects of activities on t...
	603. Objective B3.4.4 seeks that the growth of townships achieves a compact form.  Mr Boyes noted that Mr Nicholson had raised concerns about whether the proposal would achieve Objective B3.4.4 or Objective B3.4.5 which seeks that urban growth provide...
	604. As I have noted earlier in this Recommendation, in relation to this particular plan change, I consider that the growth here does achieve a compact urban form, albeit at the edge of the existing township.  I consider that a compact form is achieve...
	605. In terms of Objective B3.4.5, I consider that overall with the changes proposed there is a high level of connectivity within the development and adjoining land areas and again I have addressed that issue in my earlier discussion on urban design a...
	606. In terms of Objective B4.1.1, I consider the amended proposal would provide for a range of living environments and will be a pleasant place to live.  Given its particular location and attributes, while there will be changes, or at least perceived...
	607. Objective B4.3.1 requires the expansion of townships to not adversely affect natural or physical resources.  There are clearly heritage and ecological values but as recorded I do not consider the proposal will adversely affect those.  Indeed it p...
	608. I have considered all of the objectives and have read them through the lens of evidence and submissions.  Overall I am satisfied that PC69 is the most appropriate way of achieving the relevant SDP objectives.
	Benefits and Costs
	609. The s32 Evaluation provided with the application identified and addressed the benefits and costs of the plan change by identifying and assessing four options.  These were: Option 1 – Leave the area zoned Rural; Option 2 – Rezone the site (the pro...
	610. In terms of Option 1, the benefits/advantages were identified as maintenance of existing character and amenity, no time or costs arising from a plan change process, no additional demands on infrastructure, and no effect on versatile soil sources....
	611. For Option 2 in terms of benefits and costs of rezoning the site, the benefits and advantages were identified as increasing the availability of allotments within Lincoln Township, economic benefits to SDC from larger rating base, economic benefit...
	612. In terms of the benefits and costs of Option 3, these included ability to more fully assess the proposal in terms of detailed information, SDC has the ability to place stricter controls on the development through consent conditions, and if grante...
	613. In terms of Option 4, the benefits were identified as the same as that proposed in Option 2 but with the additional distribution of growth to other locations.  The disadvantages again were as for Option 2, together with reduced economies of scale...
	614. I accept that the s32 assessment has largely identified the relevant benefits/costs of the options and I have considered that carefully.  In terms of leaving the land in its present zoning, a potential benefit of that is that it may enable a more...
	Economic Benefits/Costs
	615. Section 32(2) provides that in assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, the assessment must identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, social and cultural effects th...
	616. In terms of economic benefits, Mr Copeland identified that residential development enabled by the proposed plan change would bring expenditure, incomes and employment opportunities for local businesses and residents within the Selwyn District and...
	617. The economic costs are also addressed with the main potential economic loss being the loss of land for rural production.
	618. He noted the increases in expenditure, incomes and employment, particularly during the construction phase, and the subsequent increase in population of the District.  He advised they were not of themselves measures of improvements in economic wel...
	619. Mr Colegrave also provided evidence in relation to the economic costs and benefits.  Mr Colegrave noted that the construction of the approximately 2,000 new homes would provide a one-off economic stimulus.  He noted that the impacts would include...
	Conclusion on Benefits and Costs
	620. Overall I accept that PC69 has a number of benefits.  In particular, the benefits relate to the provision of additional capacity in an area where there is clearly insufficient capacity to meet demand, and on the evidence of Mr Copeland and Mr Col...
	621. Additionally, I consider that there are substantial benefits relating to the proposed protection and enhancement of the springs, wetland and waterways.  The reality is if Option 1 were to be adopted and the land remains as it is, that benefit is ...
	622. Additionally in terms of costs, I consider that they have been properly addressed in the evidence and in the s32 evaluation.  A number of submitters raised concerns in relation to financial burden on the community.  However such costs will largel...
	623. I accept that there are some amenity costs which may be experienced by local residents particularly those near to the site.  There will also be the loss of versatile soils which I have assessed earlier in my Recommendation.
	Risks of Acting or Not Acting
	624. I am satisfied that I have sufficient information before me to identify the risks associated with acting or not acting.  They have been addressed and considered in this Recommendation.
	NPS-UD Clause 3.11 Using Evidence and Analysis
	625. I have considered Clause 3.11 of the NPS-UD which provides local authorities must clearly identify the resource management issues being managed, and use the evidence about land and development markets, and the results of monitoring required by th...
	626. To the degree that is relevant to a private plan change such as this, I have used the HCA and the evidence provided in relation to achieving a well-functioning urban environment, and the requirements to provide at least sufficient development cap...
	Section 32AA
	627. Section 32AA requires a further evaluation for any changes that have been made to the proposal since the evaluation report was completed.
	628. As is readily apparent, there have been a number of changes proposed to the ODP and I have considered their benefits and costs.  Overall, I consider the changes have significant benefits in terms of certainty, in addressing ecological matters, pr...
	629. The other key changes have all been addressed within my Recommendation and I do not consider it necessary or appropriate to provide a further full s32AA assessment.  That has been undertaken.
	Section 31
	630. PC69 will certainly assist in enabling additional residential capacity and choice and addressing s31(aa) issues in particular.  I consider that overall it can achieve the integrated management of effects, particularly in light of the changes whic...
	Part 2 Matters
	631. I have addressed the relevant Part 2 matters in the body of this Recommendation.  I have considered the appropriate s6, s7 and s8 matters and overall I consider the proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.
	Overall Conclusion
	632. In terms of the ultimate objective of the plan change and whether it achieves the purpose of the RMA, I conclude that it does.  That conclusion has been reached in consideration of all of the matters that I have addressed in the body of this Reco...
	633. Overall I conclude that PC69 in its amended form is the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents, including the CRPS and the SDP.  It will provide considerable capacity.  The effects identifie...
	Recommendation
	634. For the reasons above, I recommend to the Selwyn District Council:
	(1) Pursuant to Clause 10 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the Council approves Plan Change 69 to the Selwyn District Plan as set out in Appendix A.
	(2) That for the reasons set out in the body of my Recommendation, and summarised in Appendix B, the Council either accept, accept in part or reject the submissions identified in Appendix B.



