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Introduction

1. I have been appointed to hear submissions and make a Recommendation on Private Plan
Change 73 to the Operative SDP.

2. | attended and conducted a hearing at the Habgood Lounge, Lincoln Event Centre on 28, 29
and 30 September 2021. Closing submissions on behalf of the Applicant were provided on

&

1 November 2021. The hearing was formally closed on 29 November 2021.

3. I commence my Recommendation by briefly introducing PC73 and the process t

recording my site visit, and addressing the site and surrounding environment.

4, I have not included a specific summary of all the documents considered, evidence provided
and submissions made. All of that information is publicly available and has % uploaded to
SDC'’s plan change site at www.selwyn.govt.nz/pc73. | refer to the relevant evidence,

submissions and other documents, when addressing the p ular i1SSues and statutory
provisions. | have carefully considered all of the relb cuments, evidence and

submissions.

PC73
5. PC73 is a private plan change initiated by xgest Residential Limited (the Applicant)
e

to rezone two areas of land on the wester Dunns Crossing Road. The Holmes Block
contains approximately 87.5 hectargs. This is located on the west side of Dunns Crossing

Road, south of State Highway 4 a h of Burnham School Road. The Skellerup Block

Road between Brookside o the north and Selwyn Road to the south (the Site). The
Request largely see@ezoning of the Site from Living 3 to Living Z Zone. On each block,
ge with Dunns Crossing Road, the Request seeks rezoning to

and along the&
Business 1 ftocal tre) Zone.

6. The F@jt also includes the insertion of new ODPs to guide development. These would
a isting ODPs and are designed to achieve an overall minimum net density of 12

contains approximately 72.2she esfand again is located on the west side of Dunns Crossing

r
Ids per hectare (hh/ha) to provide for the establishment of up to 2,100 new

eholds. There is a maximum of 1,150 on the Holmes Block and 950 on the Skellerup

Q lock.

7. A number of other amendments to existing plan provisions are sought. These are generally

changes which are consequential to the rezoning.

8. PC73 was formally received by SDC on 18 November 2020. A Request for Further Information
was issued on 22 December 2020. Following the provision of that further information, PC73
was accepted by SDC under clause 25(2)(b) of Schedule 1 to the RMA on 10 March 2021.

Public natification occurred on 31 March 2021.

Page 6


https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/property-And-building/planning/strategies-and-plans/selwyn-district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-75,-rezone-approximately-24.7-hectares-of-rural-inner-plains-zoned-land-to-living-z,-rolleston

9. 50 submissions were received. The Summary of Submissions was notified on 16 June 2021.
3 further submissions were received. A late submission was also received from NZDF. Its
records indicated that it was sent on 3 May 2021, but SDC'’s records do not indicate receipt.
With the agreement of the Applicant, | determined to accept this submission. This was notified

on 21 July 2021. No further submissions were received.

Site Visit \V
10. lundertook a site visit on 6 October 2021. | viewed the Holmes and Skellerup Blocks &)
%\e

surrounding areas to identify locations identified in submissions and evidence. |

time driving around the area and the local roads and the State Highway.

Collins and Mr Amit Chauhan. On my visit to the PRRP | was ac

11. | attended the PWTP and the PRRP. | was escorted on my visit to t y Mr Darryl
panied by Mr Tony

Sheard, the Manager.

The Site and Surrounding Environment O

12. The site and the surrounding environment Was@ e the s32 evaluation.! Ms White

provided a site description in paragraphs [11],a of her s42A Report, and a description

of the surrounding environment in paragr% to [16] of that report.?

13. Ms White described the land as fl arh current use was identified as for cropping and

grazing. Ms White also advised t Holmes Block contained an existing well and the
Skellerup Block contained Isfwhich are currently being used for irrigation purposes.
Ms White’s description of rrounding environment incorporated Figure 2 showing the

current zoning of thnd surrounding area under the SDP.
As identifie bm

hite, the Holmes Block adjoins, east across Dunns Crossing Road, a
Living Z . The West Rolleston Primary School also adjoins the Holmes Block. This is
zone@B nd is designated for education purposes. There is an existing area of Living 2
i south-east of the Holmes Block. The remainder of the southern boundary, the
boundary and the northern boundary of the Holmes Block adjoin the Rural Outer
s Zone, and the land along that block’s western boundary and further to the south-west
0 ontain the PWTP and the land adjoining the south-west corner contains the PRRP. The
PWTP is designated pursuant to Designations D411 and D416. The PRRP is designated

% pursuant to Designation D412.

15. The Skellerup Block adjoins land zoned Rural Outer Plains along its northern, western and
southern boundaries. Approximately half of its eastern boundary adjoins land zoned Rural
Inner Plains with the north-eastern half of the boundary adjoining the Living Z Zone again

across Dunns Crossing Road.

1 Appendix 6 to Request to Change SDP dated 17 November 2020 at paras [18] - [28]
2 s42A Report 6 September 2021
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Statutory Framework

16. The Environment Court has provided a comprehensive summary of the mandatory

requirements in its decision in Long Bay.® This was updated to reflect changes to the RMA in V

2009 in the Environment Court’s decision in Colonial Vineyards.* C)\

17. The general requirements are: %

(@) The district plan (change) should accord with and assist the local autho@rry out

its functions under s31 and to achieve the purpose of the RMA;>

(b)  When preparing the district plan (change) the territorial auth ritng’give effect to any
National Policy Statement, a National Planning Standal e New Zealand Coastal

Policy Statement and the operative Regional Policy 6

(c)  When preparing its district plan (change) the itotial authority shall:

@ Have regard to any proposed Rlicy Statement;”

(i)  Give effect to any operativé @ al Policy Statement;8

(d)  The district plan (change)mustnot’be inconsistent with an operative Regional Plan for

any matter specified in 1) or a Water Conservation Order,® and must have regard

to any proposed Regio Plan on any matter of regional significance;°

(e)  The territogial ity must also have regard to any relevant management plans and
strategie&r other Acts, and must take into account any relevant planning document

rec&‘d by an iwi authority and lodged with a territorial authority, to the extent that
s contehts has a bearing on the resource management issues of the district; 1!

p

@e policies are to implement the objectives, and the rules are to implement the
olicies;*?

t(g) The plan change shall have regard to the actual or potential effects on the environment
% of activities including, in particular, any adverse effects.13

18. Section 32 requires that:

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

6 575(3)(a), (ba) and (c) of the RMA

7' s74(2)(a)(i) of the RMA

8 575(3)(c) of the RMA

9 575(4) of the RMA

10 574(2)(a)(ii) of the RMA

11 s74(2)(b)(i) and s74(2A) of the RMA

12 575(1)(b) and (c) of the RMA

13 576(3) of the RMA
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(@) 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 benefits and costs of

the proposed policies and methods, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is

uncertain or insufficient information; \V
tion’is

(b) If a National Environmental Standard applies, and the proposed rule imposes a
prohibition or restriction than that, then whether the greater prohibition or i

justified in the circumstances;

(c)  The objectives of the proposal (here the stated purpose of the @Qre to be the

most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA;4

(d)  The provisions in PC73 are the most appropriate w ieve the objectives of the
SDP and the purpose of the proposal.’®

Assessment of Issues Raised by Submitters Qi »

19. Asnoted, a total of 50 submissions and 3 e issions were received. Ms White noted
that a submission was lodged by a gr landowners whose land is located in the block

between Burnham School Road, DUnns sing Road and Brookside Road. She noted that

these had been treated as indi issions within the Summary of Submissions. She

referred to those submitte ly as the ‘Dunns Crossing Residents’ as the content of

the submissions were the s 6

20. Ms White ident& matters either raised by submitters, or necessary to be considered
tS

in ensuring tha 's statutory functions and responsibilities are fulfilled, at paragraph [33]

of the s42A Report. She identified those matters as:

(%Cﬁ) effects;

% Servicing;

%(c) Effects on community facilities;
% (d)  Density;

(e) Rezoning of additional land;

0] Water race, stormwater and flooding;

14532(1)(a)

15 532(1)(b)

16 Those included were the following submitters: G Smith (PC73-0017); J Smith (PC73-0018); M Wright (PC73-0019);

D Edwards (PC73-0020); J Edwards (PC73-0021); M Buchanan (PC73-0022); T Lonsdale (PC73-0023); A Franklin
(PC73-0024); G Chamberlain (PC73-0025); L Chamberlain (PC73-0026); K Ponsonby (PC73-0027); L Ponsonby
(PC73-0028); P Mason (PC73-0029); H Maule (PC73-0030); P McDermott (PC73-0031); D Clarke (PC73-0032); D Mayers
(PC73-0033); D Horne (PC73-0034); C Gillies (PC73-0035); A Gillies (PC73-0036); G Gill (PC73-0037); D Alderson
(PC73-0038); C Hughes (PC73-0039); S Franks (PC73-0040); K Franks (PC73-0041); T Wang (PC73-0042); J Payne
(PC73-0044); A Thomas (PC73-0045); and J Thomas (PC73-0046)
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() Sails;

(h)  Environmental quality;

® Reverse sensitivity;

(7))  The form of urban growth;

(k)  Geotechnical and ecological considerations;

)] Other matters. EC)
21. Ilargely adopt those headings in this Recommendation. 0

Traffic Effects
Submissions C)

22. A number of submitters raised concerns about potential tre s. The concerns raised

were summarised by Ms White in her paragraph [34] thxoug paragraph [43].

23. | accept and adopt Ms White’s summary of the raised. The submissions related to
matters such as safety and congestion, partic nd the West Rolleston Primary School,
existing safety issues at various interS\' Nspeed, delays, congestion, costs and traffic

management.

24.  Submitter Chris Barrett (PC73< identified a number of issues but in his tabled document
focused on the state of the @ Dunns Crossing Road south of Lowes Road.

C (PC73-0049) were concerned in relation to a future reliance on
oS

en the lack of planned public transport services, greenhouse gas

25. CCcC (PC73-0007

private motor

emissions&wide transport and environmental impacts such as congestion and carbon

emissgl ing from trips into Christchurch City.
26. a hi (PC73-0010) identified existing safety issues with the Dunns Crossing

alkers Road/State Highway 1 intersection which were proposed to be addressed and

itted that the safety risks were such that any development occurring prior to the upgrade
Q eing completed should be limited. Provision for multi-node transport, potential land
requirements and an internal connection and connections to the wider network were also

% identified as matters of importance to Waka Kotahi.

Evidence

27. The Request included, as Appendix D, a comprehensive Integrated Transport Assessment
(ITA) dated November 2020. This was peer reviewed by Mr Collins, again in a very
comprehensive Transportation Hearing Report, which included a number of recommended
amendments.
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28.  Mr Nicholas Fuller provided expert traffic and transport evidence. He prepared the ITA. His
evidence addressed transportation effects of the proposed rezoning, development timing in
relation to intersection upgrades, integration of the plan change with the surrounding transport
network, responded to submitters’ concerns and responded to matters raised in the s42A

Report.

29. Overall he considered that the transport effects of the proposed plan change on the transport

network would be acceptable, subject to construction of intersection upgrades and deferr V
rules proposed within the ODPs to limit the amount of development that could occur pri{;r to I

critical upgrades being completed. He also advised that the plan change site would p

financial contributions through development contributions towards other transpo
that were required to accommodate general growth in Rolleston. He considete ite had
good accessibility and provided for a range of transport modes that could @ egrated with

existing passenger transport routes.

30.  Mr Fuller set out the timing of development relative to the provi of transport infrastructure

in paragraph [25] of his Evidence in Chief. These included:

(@) No occupation of houses will be permitted on es Block prior to the completion
of the upgrade of the State Highway 1/Dur® ing Road/Walkers Road intersection
t nns Crossing Road/Burnham School

and the traffic signals being install \
Road intersection;

(b) 148 houses may be devel ed\ occupied at the Skellerup Block prior to the

completion of the upgral iscussed above;
(c) The Newman Road ach to Dunns Crossing Road to be upgraded prior to the
occupation of uses on the Holmes Block; and

(d) Traffie signals\e installed at the Granite Drive/Dunns Crossing Road intersection with
t &Iruction of the Holmes Block access to that intersection.

31. C ollowing his review of the evidence, supported the amendments proposed by Mr
2 the ODP for the Holmes Block and Skellerup Block. He considered the proposal to
le 148 dwellings on the Skellerup Block and no dwellings on the Holmes Block prior to

recommendation, was satisfactory.

&he completion of several intersection upgrades, while different from his initial

32.  While he had some further recommendations in relation to the setback distances specified and
where they were to be measured from, he confirmed that the evidence of Mr Fuller and Mr
Phillips had satisfactorily addressed all matters that he had identified relevant to the immediate
effects of PC73.

33. Ms Sarah White addressed the NZTA/Waka Kotahi upgrade programme. She identified that
as part of the NZUP Canterbury Package, the Dunns Crossing Road/Walkers Road/State
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Highway 1 intersection was proposed to be upgraded and likely to become a roundabout. She
advised that funding had been allocated for the upgrade and a construction programme
scheduled, but the finalised layout for the roundabout was not yet available. She noted that a
key aspect in refining a design is determining land requirements and working with various
adjoining landowners, and advised that it was anticipated the works would commence in
2024.17

Ms Sarah White addressed the importance of multi-modal transport connectionsgincludirg
walking, cycling and public transport. She advised that the Applicant had engaged Wwith\waka
Kotahi to work through the issues identified within its submission and thatsthe“consequent

amendments to the District Plan rules, ODPs and associated text were genetally satisfactory. 8

In relation to the development of the Holmes Block, she atvisedwthat the proposed
amendments to the District Plan rules, ODP and associateddODP text were generally

satisfactory to address issues raised by Waka Kotahi in relation t@ the Holmes Block.®

In relation to the development of the Skellerup Block;‘shesadvised that Mr Fuller had provided
a further assessment on the development timing of the Skellerup Block in so far as it related
to the upgrades to the State Highway 1/Dunns\Crossing Road intersection. She noted that
there would be a limited time period wheré cr@ssover occurred between occupation of the
dwellings and use of the existing State Highway 1/Dunns Crossing Road intersection. On the
basis of the projected minor ingfeaseNns’ehicle movements and the temporary nature of any

impacts, she considered su¢fan‘arrahgement to be acceptable.

Mr Keith Tallentire gifi*his evidence on behalf of CRC and CCC addressed traffic and
transportation isguesy, largely from a policy perspective, but did consider that PC73 would
generate significantydownstream effects for Christchurch City where many of the ultimate
destinations\of Rolleston residents lie and where levels of service in relation to traffic
congestion are already poor. He advised that modelling indicates that average speeds at the
am peaks=period could fall substantially by 2048, especially for trips between Selwyn,
WaimaKariri and Christchurch.?° It was his view that the effects on the wider transport network
were not adequately addressed by the ITA or in the transportation evidence. Overall he
concluded that PC73 did not support the integration of land use and transport infrastructure
(CRPS Palicy 6.3.5) and would impede the maintenance of an efficient and effective transport
network (CRPS Policy 6.3.4). He considered it to be inconsistent with Policy B2.1.13 of the

SDP that requires “consolidated land use patterns that will reduce the demand for transport”.?*

In relation to Mr Tallentire’s evidence, Mr Collins advised that in his experience unplanned or

out-of-sequence development creates complex challenges for Councils and road controlling

17 Summary of Evidence of Sarah White 30 September 2021 at paras [2.1] — [2.3]

18 Summary of Evidence of Sarah White 30 September 2021 at paras [3.1] — [3.3]

1% Summary of Evidence of Sarah White 30 September 2021 at para [4.1]

20 statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [108]
21 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [116]
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authorities. Assessing the effects of such development on the long term planning and funding
commitments associated with bulk transport infrastructure was complex and requires

assessment of multiple land use scenarios.??

39. However, he considered that the wider area effects of “unplanned” plan changes such as PC73
may not be overly apparent in a macro scale regional traffic model. As an example he advised
that Appendix C of his Transportation Hearing Report identified that PC73 would gen V
some 580 vehicle movements leaving the eastern boundary of Rolleston during the a @
hour. As those movements distribute across the transport network external to Rolle y

become a smaller and smaller percentage of vehicle movements through the netwo

O

Assessment and Findings
40. As can be seen from the above, there was a high level of agres en@een the relevant

traffic experts. Both Mr Fuller and Mr Collins conS|der

t traffic effects had been
addressed appropriately. The evidence and the ITA were c ensive. The Applicant has
engaged with a number of the submitters in relation to transportation effects and taken steps

to address issues.

41.  The timing of development relative to the s ransport infrastructure was summarised
by Mr Fuller in his paragraph [25 I ave recorded in paragraph [30] of this
Recommendation.

42. Interms of passenger tran , |st|ng passenger transport network does not serve the
site, although as noted b ller, this is to be expected as there is no development at

present.?* The prov'f changes to bus services is a matter for CRC to address.
43. The ODPs pro@ multi-modal travel within and to and from the site.

44. Inter f theyMinistry of Education issues, the proposed site access opposite Granite Drive
is ’@alised 112 metres north of the school access. That, together with associated

des, will need to undergo a road safety audit process, as will the traffic signals proposed

at Burnham School Road/Dunns Crossing Road intersection. Mr Fuller considered those

orks will improve pedestrian safety for school children and are anticipated to be acceptable

from a road transport perspective.?5

% 45,  Activities in the commercial areas proposed will be subject to District Plan requirements
regarding access arrangements and similar and that can appropriately be addressed at the

time of resource consent.

22 Summary Statement of Evidence of Mathew Ross Collins 30 September 2021 at para [4.6]
2 Summary Statement of Evidence of Mathew Ross Collins 30 September 2021 at para [4.7]
24 Statement of Evidence of Nicholas Peter Fuller 13 September 2021 at para [31]
25 Statement of Evidence of Nicholas Peter Fuller 13 September 2021 at para [44]
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46. In relation to the NZDF, an assessment of the effects of the proposed plan change ahead of
the proposed roading upgrades has been undertaken and deferment or limitation of

development have been provided.

47. Interms of the general submissions relating to the need to upgrade the State Highway 1/Dunns

N

48. Inrelation to the submission by Mr Horne regarding traffic congestion at the Burnham cho \I
Road/Dunns Crossing Road intersection, as noted by Mr Fuller, this intersection is plan

Crossing Road/Walkers Road intersection, these have been addressed.

be upgraded by SDC and a limit has been placed on the amount of developm t can

occur at the Holmes Block prior to that upgrade.26

49.  As noted by Mr Fuller, several submitters identified a need to undeftake ral transport
improvements to the surrounding network to accommodate the traffi neration of the
proposed plan change. Development of the plan change site ires upgrades to Dunns

Crossing Road and Burnham School Road along the road s which will lead to an

urbanisation of those roads and provide footpaths incl entially, a shared path.?”

50. In terms of speed limits and traffic speed, as r Fuller, several submissions had
requested a consistent speed limit along @ssing Road. Mr Fuller advised that the
urbanisation of Dunns Crossing Road '3%7 ed to lead to a consistent speed limit to
N the increase in accesses and intersections
through development on adjacent lal e setting of speed limits is a matter for SDC.28

in a manner satisfacteryto oIIins. As to the effects on the Greater Christchurch transport
network, in my vi likely to be at the most minor. This is primarily due to the dispersal
of traffic moven&‘rom Rolleston throughout the Christchurch City. | accept the evidence
of Mr Collifis,in that regard.

provide a safe environment, parti

51. Interms of the Newman R de which was queried by SDC, that issue was addressed

52. In

rr@ublic transport and greenhouse gases, these will be considered in more detail in
scussions in relation to the CRPS and NPS-UD.

rall, I am of the view that the traffic impacts have been appropriately addressed.
rvicin
Submissions

54. A number of concerns were raised in the submissions in relation to servicing. These are
summarised in paragraph [54] of Ms White's s42A Report. | accept this is an appropriate

summary of the matters raised, and | adopt it for the purposes of this Recommendation.

26 Statement of Evidence of Nicholas Peter Fuller 13 September 2021 at para [52]
27 Statement of Evidence of Nicholas Peter Fuller 13 September 2021 at para [54]
28 Statement of Evidence of Nicholas Peter Fuller 13 September 2021 at para [56]
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Evidence

55. The Request included an infrastructure assessment dated 12 November 2020, prepared by
Mr Tim McLeod of Novo Projects. This identified, in relation to wastewater, a number of

upgrades which would be needed in relation to the reticulation infrastructure.?® In terms of
capacity, it identified that the plan change could be supported with new infrastructure servicin\V

the plan change area.° <
56. In terms of potable water, the Infrastructure Report concluded that from a %Iy
S0 t

perspective, the plan change could be supported with upgrades or extensi ing

infrastructure to service the plan change area. O

57.  Mr Murray England provided officer comments in relation to infrastructure as part of the s42A

Report. In terms of water availability, he noted that there wa§ petential for plan changes

outside of the RSP area to be recommended for decline d er availability limitations,
but in this instance he was satisfied that sufficient water c made available to service
the plan change on the basis that the consents C 9 and CRC203010 are vested in

Council. He considered that capacity within the «%- network to service the plan change
is available and/or further capacity upgrad - posed and planned for, and therefore
future water conveyance capacity ca t%i d. Vesting of land to facilitate capacity

upgrades would be required.3! Q\

58. Interms of wastewater, Mr En discussed the PWTP. He advised that SDC had consulted
on the expansion of the ter for growth as part of the 2021-2031 LTP. He noted
that the PWTP is ently or near capacity, with upgrades currently underway and

additional upgradesp d and budgeted for. He advised that the PWTP is designed to be

progressively upgraded to accommodate up to 60,000 person equivalents (PE) of incoming

flow, with&st‘o increase the treatment capacity to 120,000 PE being prepared. The current

conne€ted catchment in 2021 has a PE of approximately 42,000 — 45,000. He advised that

c Zg’from Darfield and Leeston are planned for the next 3-4 years and that those

ections, along with projected growth, were estimated to require additional treatment

%esses (beyond the 60,000 PE) to be developed. These were planned and budgeted for

ithin the 2021-2031 LTP. He advised that completion of the PWTP upgrade programme was

Q necessary to ensure that there was sufficient capacity to provide for additional growth,
% including that which would be enabled by the proposed plan change.??

59. He advised that in terms of the wastewater conveyance in terms of the Holmes Block,
connection of the development’s wastewater network to the Council’s reticulated network was

feasible and would be the subject of an engineering approval process in the future. In relation

2 Infrastructure Report dated 12 November 2020 at para [4.1]
30 Infrastructure Report dated 12 November 2020 at para [4.2]
31 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [25] and [26]
32 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [28] —[31]
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60.

61.

62.

63.

to the Skellerup Block, he advised that Council had begun the master planning process for the
Southern Rolleston Catchment. He discussed in some detail the planning which was
underway to expand the ultimate treatment capacity of the PWTP to a 120,000 PE capacity —
known as Pines 120. He discussed in considerable detail what the upgrades would include.33
He also outlined the consents which are potentially required for the proposed Pines 120

upgrade.34

He concluded that the ultimate planned development of the PWTP would have capacity to
accept and treat wastewater from the proposed plan change areas and that infrastgucture to
convey wastewater could be provided by the Applicant in agreement withgthe ‘€ouncil. Mr
England had significant concerns around potential reverse sensitivity,issues which could

obstruct the consenting and upgrade programme. | address that issué,separately.

Mr Tallentire addressed infrastructure through a planning _lensSy¢and particularly identified
CRPS Policy 6.3.5(2). He acknowledged that Mr England 'Statesihe is satisfied that feasible
options are available and there are processes in place ta,consider the detail of those options
through the subdivision and engineering approvalsprocesses. He also noted Mr England’s
advice that the PWTP was currently at or nearcapacity)with upgrades currently underway and
additional upgrades planned and budgetéd ' forvand that the current connected catchment
(2021) has a PE equivalent of approximately, 42,000 — 45,000.35> Mr Tallentire advised of his
understanding that the current operational consents granted by CRC for the PWTP allow for

up to 47,777 PE and that therethad’been no application to increase this.

He noted that land within the Rolleston FUDA had already been enabled through consents
granted pursuant tofthe fast-track consenting process under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-
track Consentin@), Act®2020 or subject of notified plan changes, and that significant planned
developmept is signalled for the wider townships of Selwyn that is ultimately relying on
capacity.of the PWTP.36 His concern was that approving PC73 could undermine the timely
delivery of l[and already identified for urban development within the PIB that would be reliant
on, the remaining infrastructure capacity at the PWTP until such time as the upgrades are

completed and the full range of consents are obtained. 3’
Assessment and Findings

| am satisfied that the site can be developed with adequate on demand potable water services
and that this would be enhanced with the transfer of existing water take consents to Council.
| am also satisfied that planned upgrades to the water reticulation network, in conjunction with
extensions of the water supply network associated with the development of the plan change

site would improve supply pressure to existing residential properties in the area. | am satisfied

33 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [54] — [57]

34 Officer Comments of Murray England at para [59]

35 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [94]
36 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [97]
37 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [98]
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that in terms of stormwater discharge, there are no obvious impediments to the obtaining of
stormwater discharge consent for disposal of stormwater to ground via soak pits and
appropriate treatment devices where required.®® Likewise, | am satisfied that power and
communication network extension requirements can be carried out prior to any subdivision

occurring and that there is nothing apparent which would prevent such extensions.3°

64. The issue in relation to wastewater and the PWTP are, in my view, not as clearcut. |

on the evidence of Mr McLeod and Mr England that the options identified by the A|

convey wastewater to the PWTP are feasible.#® There was no evidence otherwise.

65. Interms of the capacity of the PWTP, it is my understanding that the Pine @ oject is well

underway, including a master plan having been developed and the option of a primary

treatment and anaerobic digestion system has been budgeted in the"€TP.41 Mr England
was clear in his evidence that the extension of the PWTP ' ;000 PE capacity had been
identified and funded in the LTP with the design and cons orks programmed for the

forthcoming years to allow for development within t ict, including that proposed in this

plan change request.#?

66. Overall | accept the evidence of the exp |n lation to infrastructure and the capacity for

this plan change to be serviced. Therens, f urse, some uncertainty. The PWTP is at or

approaching capacity. There is{iconsiderable reliance on planned but at this stage
unconsented expansion. Ther€ arg isstes with some of the components of the PWTP which
have generated odour comf Nsacknowledge that SDC has considerable experience with
dealing with growth and its

planning, and at ti onsive planning, met the demand.

ts on infrastructure and has, through a combination of good

render

67. Infrastructure and capacity for the plan change to be serviced are not such, of themselves, to
&ing inappropriate but given the scale of this proposal, and its location outside

of the{PIB, in my view infrastructure remains relevant to the overall question of whether this

ange is the most appropriate option.

Community Facilities

Q Submissions

As identified by Ms White, several submitters#® raised concerns in relation to additional

pressure on existing schools. The Ministry of Education raised concerns that there had been
a lack of consultation with them regarding this matter and that its school network planning and

investment in Rolleston is guided by SDC’s advice on future development which has been

38 Statement of Evidence of Timothy Douglas McLeod 13 September 2021 at para [21.5]

39 Statement of Evidence of Timothy Douglas McLeod 13 September 2021 at para [21.6]

40 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [33] and [36]

41 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [52] and [53]

42 Officer Comments of Murray England at para [66]

43 J Munro (PC73-0002); B & H Mitchell (PC73-0004); J Horne (PC73-0006); M & X Bentley (PC73-0012) and
Ministry of Education (PC73-0048)
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shaped by the PIB and areas already identified for development through ODPs. The
submission stated further that the current school network has generally not been designed to
accommodate any development outside of those areas. It sought consultation and provision
of site to accommodate school age children. The submission also raised issues in relation to

potential precedent for development occurring outside existing planned areas.
Evidence

69. By letter dated 27 September 2021 (tabled) the Ministry of Education advised that it h en

working with the Applicant and their agent to address submission points.

amendments which had been proposed including to Rule 12.1.4.76 of the SDR rted
the upgrades to the intersections which it identified as being nearby to West Primary
re included

in the ODPs or rules or standards in the SDP. It supported the ame ents to the Holmes

School and expressed its preference that the upgrades to those inte

Block ODP in relation to walking/cycle links extending around th iphery of the school. The
Ministry also reinforced its view that the rezoning of ad nd outside of PC73 be
rejected. If the above matters were adopted, the Ministry Censidered its submission points
appropriately addressed.

70.  Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant had\@d with the Ministry and supported the
amendments to the SDP which were set inmattachments to his evidence.

Assessment and Findings < \)

71. In terms of the effects o munity facilities, including that raised by submitters
M Green (PC73-0008) an een (PC73-0009) in relation to medical facilities, 1 do not

consider they are s to warrant declining the plan change request. | accept Ms White's
evidence that impaets would arise in relation to any further growth of the township and
are not suffiéient to preclude the rezoning of the site.*

72. Overagj'n atisfied that the effects on community facilities have been appropriately

r :
it
Q Submissions

73. Again as identified by Ms White, CCC (PC73-0007) sought a minimum density requirement of
15hh/ha to better achieve efficiencies in coordination of land use and infrastructure and for
other reasons. Conversely M & X Bentley (PC73-0007) were concerned that PC73 proposed
a far greater density than either the PDP or the SDP provided.

4 s42A Report 6 at para [66]
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Evidence

74. Ms White noted that the CRPS only requires a minimum net density of 10hh/ha in greenfield
areas in the Selwyn District. She considered that the minimum net density of 12hh/ha was

consistent with the CRPS and was also comparable to the density in other greenfield areas in

Rolleston which are subject to an ODP. \V
75.  Mr Tallentire noted the concerns of CRC and CCC in relation to the proposed den% Qﬂ)

housing typologies and referenced CRPS Policy 6.3.7. He acknowledged that Poli )

ta t for
the development of unplanned proposals such as PC73. He also acknowle roposed
average minimum density of 12hh/ha was above that required for g fieldspriority areas.
Nevertheless, he considered that in light of the trends in housing ee@niﬁed in the 2021

specifies minimum densities to be achieved in various locations but that does

HCA, and the requirement for a significant increase in the su of smaller and multi-unit
1atPC73 did not specify the

=nt component so there is no

dwellings, PC73 did not go far enough. He was also conce

location or quantum of any medium or comprehensive develop
certainty that any housing typologies enabled throug dium density comprehensive lot

sizes would eventuate. He referenced Action @
densities, noting that had been complete N oncluded that on a case by case basis,
15hh/ha is desirable and feasible as th mum net density in new greenfield areas.*>

76. Ms Lauenstein identified that th o@ity environments provided for by the Living 3 Zone
Qg?

pace and the review of appropriate

in these PC73 sites was ne considered suitable. She considered the densities

proposed by PC73 are the % yriate response to a current development pattern in Rolleston
and in line with the '%I requirements as to density and capacity for developments in close
ce

proximity to a k

77. Mr Com;@en considered that the proposed plan change is more consistent with the
currenf urban development practice with a view to creating densities of 12hh/ha and greater.
ortive of that approach.4”

7 ile"Mr Nicholson did not specifically address the 12 v 15hh/ha directly, he did identify that
e increase in numbers from the current zoning increased the potential number of people who

might be adversely affected. This was because in general the people who are most affected

by low levels of connectivity are people who live in the less connected areas and have fewer
opportunities and higher costs.*® That discussion was in relation to the Holmes Block noting

the increase from the maximum of 97 houses permitted on the Holmes Block under the

operative rules whereas PC73 would permit up to 1,150.

4 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [123]
46 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 13 September 2021 at para [57]

47 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 13 September 2021 at para [28]

48 Statement of Evidence of Hugh Nicholson on behalf of SDC September 2021 at para [10.10]
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79. Mr Nicholson had the same concerns in relation to the Skellerup Block with the increase from
51 houses permitted to 950 houses under PC73.4°

Assessment and Findings

80. Having considered the evidence, if the Request were to be granted, then | accept tha(th<xV

proposed minimum net density of 12hh/ha is consistent with the CRPS and comparable

density in other greenfield areas. Any increase in that minimum net density wou ,in
my view, appropriate.

Rezoning of Additional Land C)O

Submissions

81. A number of submitters raised this prospect. The D rossing Residents® were

concerned that PC73 would rezone land either side_of their own and as such may leave a

central area that they consider is ideally suited fo bound by current Living 2 and Rural

Outer Zone frameworks. They submitted it w able that their land be included.

82. A Smith, D Boyd and J Blanchard (Pc@and Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie
Ltd Pension Plan (PC73-0047) iden@ the plan change site is part of several land areas
where urban development h e Sought through submissions on the PDP. They

considered the Holmes up Blocks were strategically located to facilitate an

integrated, comprehensive derly expansion to the Rolleston urban growth area.

83. In the event th& ing was outside of scope, the submitters requested a design to
future-proofer facilitate rezoning of adjoining land including extension of the ODPs to include

land (PC73-Q015). Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan sought
amendmentto the rules relating to the odour constrained area and associated setbacks on
t uch that they would cease to have effect upon the adjoining land being zoned for

urposes with related amendment made to the legend of the ODPs.

@vidence

% 84. Ms White considered there was some benefit in considering, in a comprehensive manner, the
potential rezoning of other land parcels in the vicinity of the site, but alongside other potential
options for the Rolleston Township.5! Ms White considered that the submissions were outside

the scope of the Request because the Request related to the land parcels identified and does

4 Statement of Evidence of Hugh Nicholson on behalf of SDC September 2021 at para [11.8]

50 This incorporates the following submitters: G. Smith (PC73-0017); J. Smith (PC73-0018); M. Wright (PC73-0019); D.
Edwards (PC73-0020); J. Edwards (PC73-0021); M. Buchanan (PC73-0022); T. Lonsdale (PC73-0023); A. Franklin (PC73-
0024); G. Chamberlain (PC73-0025); L. Chamberlain (PC73-0026); K. Ponsonby (PC73-0027); L. Ponsonby (PC73-0028); P.
Mason (PC73-0029); H. Maule (PC73-0030); P. McDermott (PC73-0031); D. Clarke (PC73-0032); D. Mayers (PC73-0033);
D. Horne (PC73-0034); C. Gillies (PC73-0035); A. Gillies (PC73-0036); G. Gill (PC73-0037); D. Alderson (PC73-0038); C.
Hughes (PC73-0039); S. Franks (PC73-0040); K. Franks (PC73-0041); T. Wang (PC73-0042); J. Payne (PC73-0044); A.
Thomas (PC73-0045); and J. Thomas (PC73-0046)

51 s42A Report at para [74]
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not include additional parcels identified by the submitters. As a consequence, she considered
the parties who are potentially affected by the additional rezoning sought would not have
understood, upon notification of the Request, that the proposal could include rezoning of the

additional land.52

85. She noted that aside from the scope issue, there was insufficient evidence to consider the

appropriateness of the rezoning of those sites. She considered that to be more appropriatel V
considered through a separate and comprehensive plan change process. \

86. In terms of the future-proofing, she noted that the ODP for the Skellerup Block i or
connections through to adjoining land and a further connection was recommended sure

that connectivity was not precluded.

87. She did not consider that the making of amendments to rules and the@gend in relation

to the odour constrained areas were appropriate.
88.  Mr Ivan Thomson provided expert evidence on behalf of b allina Nominees Ltd and
Heine-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan, and A Smith, D Boyd aEJ Blanchard.
89. He accepted that there was likely to be a scope aspects of the relief sought for the
reasons set out in Ms White’s report but, i 0
s

regard should be had as to how the tW\ romote a medium to long term development

option for the remainder of the Ian@
Highway 1. %

be approved, as a minimum, particular

Dunns Crossing Road, Selwyn Road and State
Assessment and Findings

and that relief wasi\properly, not a matter pursued with any vigour by Mr Thomson.

90. 1did not receivssions in relation to scope for the rezoning of the submitters’ land

rel ialties such as traffic, urban design, infrastructure and similar.

91. Mr T:G:\&vidence was helpful and thorough, but there was no expert evidence from the
t sp

92. consider | have anywhere near sufficient evidence to determine the appropriateness

herwise of the requests for additional land to be rezoned. | acknowledge the amendments

Q to the ODPs provide for appropriate connectivity between the Skellerup and Holmes Blocks
% and neighbouring lands, and would not impede future development on the neighbouring lands.
93. Inrelation to the proposed amendments seeking amendment to the rules relating to the odour
constraint area and associated setbacks as sought by Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie

Ltd Pension Plan, | agree, for the reasons expressed by Ms White, that those potential

amendments are more appropriately considered at the time a change of zoning for that

adjoining land is proposed.

52 342A Report at para [75]
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94.

I recommend the submissions seeking rezonings of additional land outside PC73 be rejected.

Water Race, Stormwater and Flooding

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

% 100.

101.

Submissions

T Dawson-McMurdo (PC73-0011) expressed concerns in relation to realignment of the wate\V

race and its potential impact on biodiversity and habitat. The submitter raised potential hgalth

and safety concerns for the school resulting from proposed stormwater swales and

amendment of PC73 so that no stormwater swales are included and that further

undertaken in relation to the best approach to the realignment of the water r.

E Lancaster (PC73-0014) raised concerns about the submitter's home g at risk of
a rwhelmed. The

increased flooding if the stormwater soak pits on the Holmes Black
submitter sought a flood risk assessment to be completed at the change stage to ensure

any excessive runoff could be managed by existing infrastrt @

Evidence %
Mr McLeod, in reference to Mr Lancaster’s n, noted that there were currently no

soak pits on the site so that during extr events all rain falling on the site could

contribute to overland flow and there@ g downstream. Development of the residential

site would enable direct discharge ofitainwater into the underlying gravel with the overall effect

that runoff from the site may a y decrease in extreme events.53

Mr McLeod also note ha@‘bdivision would be designed, and subject to assessment at
the consenting st ch a way as to direct any secondary flow paths to follow the path
of natural servi and therefore would not change the risk of flooding to existing properties

downstreaufl.>*

Mr landfadvised that should the plan change go ahead, the engineering approval stage
uire evidence that stormwater is managed and disposed of on-site for up to a 50 year
ke

event. In his opinion, this ensured no adverse flooding effects off-site.5®

&ssessment and Findings

On the basis of the expert evidence cited above, | am satisfied that any potential flood risk can

appropriately be addressed at subdivision and engineering approval stage.

In relation to the water race, this flows across the north-west corner of the Holmes Block and

then south-west along the western boundary before passing under Burnham School Road.

53 Statement of Evidence of Timothy Douglas McLeod 13 September 2021 at para [17]
54 Statement of Evidence of Timothy Douglas McLeod 13 September 2021 at para [18]
%5 Officer Comments of Murray England at para [71]
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102. Mr England advised that there are a number of ways to treat the water race including
incorporation within the development, closing it, diverting it, or piping it.5¢ He advised that
SDC'’s water race closure process requires 80% of downstream users’ approval prior to going
out for consultation and ultimate Council decision, and that the ultimate treatment of the water

race could be determined at subdivision stage.®”

103. | accept the evidence of Mr England in particular that the ultimate treatment of the water rac\V

can be determined at subdivision consent stage. < ’

Submissions

W
o
7

104. There were two issues relating to soils raised in submissions. Mr Munr@ (PC7%3-0002) opposes

what he described as “excellent growing land” being built ong” The istry of Education

(PC73-0048) acknowledged the Preliminary Site Investigati concluded the site was

out prior to any earthworks or building consents bei ted. The Ministry was concerned
that the presence of contaminated land could sue for the West Rolleston Primary
School during site excavation and supported K

Assessment and Findings \%

105. Interms of soils, | received no% idence in relation to the nature of the soils on the site.
i

suitable for residential use, but also recommended a Detailed vestigation (DSI) is carried

ing undertaken prior to development.

Ms White recorded that th dentified as containing any Class 1, 2 or 3 soils under

the Land Use Capability s She also noted that a form of residential development was
in any case anticiper the current Living 3 Zone and she did not consider the loss of
land from rural& a’was of any particular relevance to this plan change.

106. | agree W&White’s opinion in this regard.

107. Ing€latien to'the contamination issue raised, Ms White advised that the PSI had been reviewed
e @ontaminated Land Team at CRC which agreed with the recommendation for a DSI to

be undertaken to assess the HAIL activities identified prior to large-scale earthworks being
%mdertaken or houses being built. The Team also advised that if the DSI identified any

contaminants exceeding the soil contamination standards, a remedial action plan and site
% validation report should be provided detailing the results of any remedial works undertaken.

108. Ms White noted that the mechanism for managing this was through the National Environmental
Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health

(NESCS). That applies at subdivision stage or change in use.

56 Officer Comments of Murray England at para [76]
57 Officer Comments of Murray England at paras [77] and [78]
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109. Overall, | accept Ms White’s opinion on this issue and likewise | am satisfied that there are no

contamination matters which preclude the rezoning of the site.

Environmental Quality

Submissions

110. Ms White helpfully identified the submissions which had raised concerns about the impact th\
e

plan change will have on the amenity or environmental quality of the surrounding area. Thes

prices and enjoyment of those homes, pollution, contamination and he

and one raising increased density resulting in increased crime.

111. The relevant submitters were J Munro (PC73-0002), T _B
(PC73-0006), T Dawson-McMurdo (PC73-0011), E Lanca!
(PC73-0013), B & H Mitchell (PC73-0004), M Green (PC%3-0008

(PC73-0003), J Horne
RC73-0014), K & E Shaffer
, K Green (PC73-0009), and

M & X Bentley (PC73-0012).
112. As noted by Ms White, T Dawson-McMur @sed the proposed medium density area

and business zoning behind the West on)Primary School due to effects this may have

on environmental quality around the(bou y and sought that they be moved.

113. The Ministry of Education %ﬂ) was concerned about the potential impact that the
proposed Business 1 (Lo tre) Zone in the Holmes Block and increased density of
housing developme@y have on the amenity of the West Rolleston Primary School

including in terms o effects, bulk and location, noise and traffic. It submitted that the
interface between the school and the plan change areas was not addressed and sought

mitigatio sures in the event the plan change was approved.
Evi e@sessment and Findings
1 In s of construction effects, | accept Ms White's opinion that the effects resulting from

onstruction can be appropriately managed through existing mechanisms and through

Q subdivision consent conditions relating to the construction phase. | also accept Ms White's
% view that matters relating to crime, pollution, contamination of waterways, quality of potable
water, rubbish, and health and safety are addressed through existing mechanisms which

would apply to the development of the site, including controls that sit outside the District Plan. 58

115. Ms White was of the view that any expansion of an urban area will alter peoples’ experience
of that area and she did not consider it reasonable to expect that townships remain static. It

was her view that neither the RMA, nor the District Plan, require protection of the amenity

58 s42A Report at para [95]
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116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

derived from the current use of the site. She also noted that the amenity derived from the site
by the adjoining landowners results from the current land use, not what is anticipated under

the current zoning.5°

In relation to landscape and visual effects, Mr Compton-Moen considered that the proposal
would result in an overall change in character from open and rural (current) to one that is
denser and more suburban than is anticipated within the operative Living 3 zoning. He noted
the countryside area strip in the current zoning, and considered this to be somewhat redungdant
now with the growth of Rolleston to the west.5% In his opinion, in terms of landscapesharacter
and the values of the area, subject to the mitigation measures proposed, the propdsal\would
result in an acceptable magnitude of change on the existing rural landscapésehatacter and
values. He noted the existing character of the plan change area is alkeady highly modified
with no natural features of note. The open character of the site wouldichange to a character
which is more compartmentalised into smaller units, but could &e partially mitigated through
fencing controls and landscape planting to retain a high levelfof amengity. He noted the change

to open character was already anticipated in the current LiviRg_3Zoning.5?

Mr Compton-Moen also considered that the receiving @avironment would maintain aspects of
openness through the creation of green corridofs and/that management of fencing and bulk

and location of the development would help create a sense of openness throughout the site.

Mr Compton-Moen did not agree with Mg Nicholson’s opinion that the landscape character
change would have a moderatg-high tpact. He noted that both blocks were already zoned
for residential developmept.” "Me“eansidered that in the Living 3 Zone, proposed dwellings
would be clearly visible across Punns Crossing Road and the ‘countryside area’ which in all
likelihood would have an trban, albeit high amenity character. He agreed that there would be

change, but that'any adverse effects would be low.

In relation’ tothe submission by the Ministry of Education, Mr Compton-Moen advised that this
had_been addressed with the inclusion of a Business 1 Zone interface treatment along the
block’s selthern boundary to ensure any potential adverse effects on amenities relating to
visual#impact, bulk and location, noise and traffic are addressed. He noted that a road
cofnection and greenway with a shared path had also been added into the corridor between
the school and the Business 1 Zone creating a clear gap between the school and the proposed

business zone.

As a result of Mr Nicholson being unavailable to attend the hearing, | directed expert
conferencing of the urban design/landscape experts, being Mr Compton-Moen, Ms Lauenstein
and Mr Nicholson. That was undertaken on Thursday 23 September 2021 and a Joint Witness

Statement provided on 24 September 2021.

%9 s42A Report at para [94]
6 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 13 September 2021 at para [32]
61 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 13 September 2021 at para [33]
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121. Inrelation to landscape character and visual effects, the Joint Statement recorded that there
was agreement between Mr Nicholson and Mr Compton-Moen that the landscape character
and visual effects of PC73 would be localised and would primarily affect neighbours fronting
Dunns Crossing Road. The disagreement relating to the scale of the impact on landscape
character remained. Mr Nicholson considered it to be moderate to high due to the change
from an existing open landscape to a more enclosed suburban landscape, and Mr Compton-

Moen considering it is low due to the changes being localised and already anticipated due to
the residential development potential under the Living 3 zoning. \V

122. Overall, while I largely agree with Mr Nicholson in relation to the change of character, |

place that at moderate given it is localised and, to a degree, is anticipated by% ential
u

development potential under the Living 3 zoning. It will certainly lead to
compartmentalised and more urban environment than either the existinf of the site, or

more

that anticipated by the Living 3 zoning.

Overall Conclusion on Environmental Quality
123. Overall, | consider that the effects on environmental ua@cluding the landscape and
amenity effects raised by submitters, are not, of theéM sufficient to render the Request

inappropriate. | do not accept those submis king decline largely on that basis.
Nevertheless, such effects may be relevan ate determination as to whether or not

the rezoning is the most appropriate optio

Reverse Sensitivity < ’

Submissions

124. Waka Kotahi (PC?) supported acoustic measures proposed to address potential
reverse sensiti& s’from the development of sensitive activities adjacent to the State
rk.

Highway netwo

125. JHorne (PC73-0006) opposed housing in proximity to the chicken farm due to noise and odour

g rms.

—h

(PC73-0049) was concerned, notwithstanding the odour assessment provided, that

%esidential development of the land could give rise to reverse sensitivity, particularly in regard
g to the planned expansion of the PWTP and the PRRP. They submitted that these facilities
% comprise important strategic infrastructure to the Selwyn District and that Policy 6.3.5(3) of the
CRPS seeks to ensure the efficient and effective functioning of the infrastructure is maintained,

and the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is retained.

127. Ms White considered that there were a range of activities in the vicinity of the site that could
give rise to reverse sensitivity effects relating to noise and/or odour. These included State
Highway 1, Dunns Crossing and Burnham School Roads; the PWTP; the PRRP; and the

poultry farm located at 243 Dunns Crossing Road.
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128. I note that the NZDF filed a neutral submission which identified that the Burnham Military Camp
hosts a wide variety of activities and reverse sensitivity can represent a major challenge to the
continued operation of the NZDF's facilities. It sought to ensure that the operation of the
Burnham Military Camp was not affected by the plan change and resulting increased

residential and commercial development in the surrounding area.

129. 1address the reverse sensitivity issues firstly in relation to noise and secondly in relation odour

Noise

130. | had the benefit of receiving expert acoustic evidence from Mr Lewthwaite o behalf'ef the
Applicant and Dr Trevathan as part of the officers report. Mr Lewthwaite’s eyidengeraddressed
reverse sensitivity noise effects and specifically potential effects arisingsfrem\State Highway 1
and the Main South Railway Line noise affecting the Holmes Block; the PRRP noise which
included both on-site and noise generated from vehicle moveméntsron public roads affecting
the Holmes Block; PWTP noise affecting the Holmes BlocK; poultry, farm noise affecting the

Skellerup Block and future infrastructure expansion.

131. Mr Lewthwaite provided a design advice memorghdummas Addendum 1 to the RFI response.
This addressed noise from the PRRP, PWTP @andyoultry noise on the Skellerup Block as well

as commenting on local road traffic environments?

132. In relation to the State Highway 1 noise and Main South Line noise, Mr Lewthwaite advised
that he had undertaken an as§essment comparing factors affecting the noise generated by
State Highway 1 at the Holfmes Bloek to those same factors at the established Stonebrook and
ODP 3/8 residential subdiviSigns located to the east with State Highway 1. He outlined the
methodology which bhad been adopted in relation to that issue, and provided, in tabular form,
a comparison ofSsubdivision rules and the NZTA guidance NZS6803. Mr Lewthwaite
recommended that the existing rule wording and noise level criteria in Rules 4.9.3 and 4.9.4
apply t6"the Halmes Block. This would be consistent with the Stonebrook subdivision and
equal te or better than wider design guidance for road traffic noise. Essentially this involves a
proftibitien of habitable spaces of dwellings less than 40 metres from the carriageway and
internal design sound levels of 35 dB Laeq(zanr) in bedrooms and 40 dB Laeqann in living areas
40-100 metres from the carriageway.®? He recommended an acoustic fence alongside State
Highway 1 and specified the design criteria for that. In terms of height, he was satisfied that
the barrier height may be made up in whole or in part by a landscaping bund. In terms of rail
noise, he noted the presence of the Main South Line to the north of State Highway 1 and given
the additional distance to the Holmes Block and occasional rail movements only, the noise
effects would be less than that of State Highway 1 and in any case, attenuated by the proposed

State Highway 1 mitigation measures.53

62 Statement of Evidence of Mark Lewthwaite 13 September 2021 at para [24]
8 Statement of Evidence of Mark Lewthwaite 13 September 2021 at para [27]
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133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

In terms of the PRRP noise, Mr Lewthwaite summarised the observations and measurements
which had been conducted on 26 January 2021. He did not consider on-site activities were
likely to have any effect even in lower ambient noise situations given the separation distance
of over 300 metres from the dumping location to the closest corner of the Holmes Block, and

setbacks to the boundary proposed.

With regard to heavy vehicle movements along Burnham School Road servicing the PRRP,
Mr Lewthwaite referred to a telephone conversation he had with Mr Andrew Boyd, the SDG,
Solid Waste Manager, and recorded his understanding that there were approximately 7
H-marked truck and trailer movements each day between 0400-1300 h taking waste from the
site. 2-3 could be expected to be before 0800 h, being the end of the night-time period in the
SDP.

He considered that at those hours, even in low traffic levels, sleep disturbaneé could result
from short, loud noise events. These could be up to and in the order of 85,dB’Lamax at 5 metres
from the road. Mr Lewthwaite addressed the initially proposed aegustic fence and considered

that would be appropriate.

Mr Lewthwaite also identified that a preference had b&eneXxpressed from urban design experts
to avoid an acoustic fence along Burnham Schg@ol Readky Given the early morning source of
road noise from the PRRP trucks and trailers, anthih€ reported future increase in those truck
and trailer movements, he recommended#the implementation of a setback or acoustic
insulation of bedrooms only along the PRRP heavy vehicle route — including Dunns Crossing
Road. He was satisfied that bgdrooms greater than 15 metres from the carriageway would
have lower noise exposuregand®would tend to be on the side of the dwelling with only one

external wall exposure to the bedroom.

He proposed an gxternal to internal noise reduction of 30 dB rather than design internal noise
levels. He explained that this was because at low vehicle volumes, prediction of equivalent
continuousoise levels is not reliable; maximum noise events are the issue to be addressed;
determiination of suitable maximum noise event levels would result in differing outcomes from
0op€ engineer to another; the noise exposure is reasonably known; the rules should be
straightforward and cost-effective to assess by an acoustic engineer without specific site
assessment; it is an enhancement level that is reasonably practicably implemented. He also
suggested that alternative ventilation should be included for bedrooms within that 15 metre
setback as in reasonably foreseeable cases the windows would need to be closed to meet the

noise reduction requirement.

He provided an equivalency assessment of the proposed setback rule or acoustic insulation

approach to the earlier proposed 2 metre acoustic fence.

Dr Trevathan also provided evidence. In his Summary, he noted that there was a high level
of agreement between Mr Lewthwaite and himself on the key technical issues which included

controls for the Holmes Block in relation to State Highway noise; moderate noise levels emitted

Page 28



from the PRRP and PWTP, and moderate noise levels from the poultry farm activities given

the setbacks proposed.

140. Dr Trevathan noted there were some compromises with the approach now proposed by the
Applicant. These included the need for people to keep windows closed and rely on mechanical
ventilation and, in some unusual cases, elevated internal levels may be experienced in
bedrooms that are more than 15 metres from the road. Overall, however, he considered th V
the proposed rule was a reasonable and balanced way to address the possible truck a\

issue and was likely to ensure no noise related reverse sensitivity effects arise. r@

141. In terms of the noise generated from on-site activities at the PRRP and the h Mr
Lewthwaite and Dr Trevathan agreed they were unlikely to be an issue manily due to
distance. Again, both were in agreement in relation to the poultry far discussions
during the hearing, Dr Trevathan advised that he had been unable tc@ve any noise on
his site visit. We discussed issues raised by the submitter in relationsto the nature of the noise.

Dr Trevathan was content that the setback distances were e.
Effects

Finding on Noise Related Amenity and Reverse Sensitiv

142. Overall, in terms of the noise aspects, | am hat there are unlikely to be significant

amenity effects and any consequentialf'r sensitivity effects given the mitigation
proposed. | accept the clear and dence and conclusions of both of the noise

experts.

@
Odour %

143. Odour effects, and ial reverse sensitivity effects relating to odour from the PRRP and
PWTP was, ar bme contentious. The issue of reverse sensitivity effects was also
raised in rel tic&dour from the poultry farm (J Horne — PC73-0006). In terms of odour
effects, | be

fited from expert evidence from Ms Nieuwenhuijsen and Mr Van Kekem for the
Appliﬁj\d r Bender on behalf of Council. | also received legal submissions from Ms
pl n behalf of the Applicant, and commentary from the planning experts.

%%al Poultry Sheds

.” The odour assessment accompanying the Request recommended a setback of 150 metres
based on dispersion modelling undertaken in 2008. This was again addressed in the RFI
response of 1 February 2021. Overall Mr Bender considered the emission factors to be

appropriate and likely to be conservative. %

145. Mr Bender recorded that the Tegal poultry sheds were already adjacent to residential areas to
the east of the sheds with the nearest houses being around 70 metres directly to the east of

the shed and downwind of the predominant wind direction for the area. If there were odour

64 Memorandum of Chris Bender — Plan Change 73 — Odour Assessment Review 3 September 2021 at para [30]
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146.

147.

148.

149.

issues associated with the operation of the poultry sheds, he anticipated they would likely be
affecting the existing residences. Assuming there have been no complaints, he considered a
150 metre separation distance from the poultry sheds is likely to be adequate. He confirmed

this in his Summary Statement of Evidence.55

On the basis of the information supplied with the Request, the response to the RFI, and th\V

evidence, | am satisfied that the 150 metre separation distance is adequate in terms of amQy)

and to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the Tegal poultry sheds. E
PRRP 0
The Applicant proposes a recommended odour control area which is iI Figure 1 of

ODP39 (Holmes Block). This provides a setback of approximately, 600)metres from the

composting area.

Evidence O

Mr Andrew Boyd, the Solid Waste Manager fo "=provided evidence. He has the

responsibility of managing Council's solid waste activities for both strategic planning and

operations. This includes the PRRP and posting which occurs there. He has a range of
other responsibilities in relation to Rﬁ:t erbside collection, preparation of activity

management plans and waste minifisati nd management plans.%6

e Request primarily in relation to proximity of dwellings
to the PRRP and the oper
of residential activitgr the PRRP would result in reverse sensitivity issues that would

ssociated with it. His concerns were that the development

affect the ong(& n of the PRRP. He described this as a core Council service to
residents and businesses, and a key facility for Selwyn to meet its obligations under the Zero
Carbon dment Bill. He was concerned that the flow-on effects of reverse sensitivity
be significantly increased costs associated with mitigating effects, and the

Council to have to look at relocating the site or no longer being able to accept the

the site received 21,136 tonnes of general waste which was an increase of 16% of the 2019/20

year, and 7,957 tonnes of organics, together with 982 tonnes of hardfill and other recyclable

Q%—(e described the activities undertaken on the site noting that for the year ending 30 June 2021,

and hazardous waste streams. He noted that some sorting and separation of waste occurs
and this is expected to increase over time. He advised that residual waste and recovered

materials are consolidated before being (generally) trucked off site for further processing. 68

% Summary Statement of Evidence of Christopher James Bender 29 September 2021 at para [3.9]
86 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [3]
57 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [6]
58 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [8]
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151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

157.

He advised that the facility is currently undergoing a significant expansion staged over several
years, and this would include the provision of a reuse shop, salvage yard, micro enterprise
units, education centre, garden hub, multipurpose waste hub, landscape supplies yard and
high temperature pyrolysis plant processing waste materials into oil and gas for beneficial

reuse.%?

wheelie bins which are collected and taken to the park for composting.

waste content grows, the potential for odour increases.”

Figure 1 to his evidence provided a helpful identification o arious activities and their

location on the site.

In discussions during the hearing, he described the turning process and issues that
can arise if the compost turns anaerobic. He als sed difficulties if the compost rows
get “wet feet” and advised that anaerobic [ an occur even when compost is mature.

Mr Boyd discussed the Living Earth N facility at Bromley and noted that despite the
composting operation being ingplace for decades, with significant capital expenditure to
upgrade it, CCC had looked to

expected to be $23 millio

investigating movinggthés¢omposting operation in its entirety. He advised that this scenario is
what he wante or Selwyn.”* He advised that the PRRP (and the PWTP) were

specifically locate avoid reverse sensitivity issues and advised of his understanding that

ose the entire facility. He advised that the cost of that was

tenders came in significantly higher and so CCC is now

ifically planned for growth to occur to the south of Rolleston so that urban areas

%oted that at present there was no requirement in relation to forced aeration of static piles,
r tunnel composting, and this was largely due to the separation of the facility from sensitive
activities. If such were to be required, they would come at considerable capital expense to the

ratepayers of Selwyn.”3

It was his view that the controls in the Odour and Dust Management Plan (ODMP) were typical
of any well-managed windrow composting system and it was his view that a more appropriate

point at which to take the setback buffer would be from the edge of the maturation area which

8 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [9]

70 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [10]
" Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [15]
72 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [18]
73 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [19]
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158.

159.

160.

161.

162

163.

is where the screening and loading out of mature compost occurs and there is a potential for
odour and dust effects to result and reverse sensitivity issues for the composting operations
from the residences within the PC73 Holmes Block area. He considered a compromise
between the current 600m and the Victorian EPA recommended 2,000m could be “a more

agreeable 1,000m setback”.”

He addressed concerns in relation to sensitive receptor density, noting the current zoning_of
the Holmes Block allowed for 97 properties on large sections, and at the typical occupangy of
2.8 people per house, he would expect 271 residents. Under PC73, with 1,100 lots, he.advised
they could expect 3,080 residents, and that common sense dictated that the, mathematical

probability of someone taking issue with odour would be greater.”™

Mr Boyd also reviewed the odour assessment provided with the Request and identified what
he considered to be a number of errors. He identified that ipfSection®2.2.2 of the odour
assessment, it had relied on the basis that the throughput wassmaiftained close to the current
throughput (4,200 tonnes per annum (tpa)), and there was, a high degree of control in the
manufacture of the compost and leachate management,%a 600m buffer was considered to be
reasonable. He advised that condition 2 of CRC2%%594 provides for 53,000 tpa and Council

expected an increase to that figure over the duration of consent.®

He commented on the further informatiofyesponse dated 25 February 2021, which considered
it unlikely that the throughput will be able t® substantially increase beyond what is currently

being undertaken within the foatprint defining the current consent application.

Mr Boyd considered that assumption was factually incorrect as the maximum limit of a 53,000
tpa was establishedfas appropriate for the composting area. He noted at present that is
partially used fop{Storage,0f overburden and the existing area had been under-utilised, and it
was his view that with more efficient utilisation of the entire available space, the maximum
volume of 53%00 tpa could be composted. He also noted that the assumption that composting
operations ¢ould be extended west was incorrect as the composting operations are directly

adjacentto the border pine plantings which are a requirement of the site designation.

Mr/Boyd advised that a minimum 1,000m odour setback would be more appropriate and

acceptable when measured from the boundary of the mature compost area.

Mr Bender in his Summary of Evidence of 29 September 2021 concluded that the proposed
separation distance of 600m from the active composting areas of the PRRP is likely to be
sufficient for avoiding adverse effects of odour from normal operations at PC73. There was
however potential for reverse sensitivity effects from the open air composting operations at
the PRRP due to potential for abnormal emissions and the projected increased volumes of

organic and green waste and increased proportion of kerbside organics.

4 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [21]
5 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [22]
76 Officer Comments of Andrew Boyd at para [27]
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164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

He advised that composting operations are hard to address. In response to questions, he
tentatively accepted the 600m setback as appropriate. He noted that at that distance, and at
capacity, he would expect some odour to be detectable but not necessarily at nuisance levels.
He considered the biggest issues were the risk of it turning anaerobic and the proportion of
organic material. He advised that the additional challenges could be addressed by a more
frequent turning and similar. He noted that even fresh compost had an odour. He discussed
sensitivity and noted that some receivers can be sensitive and others may not find it an issuet
He advised that separation distances are a trigger. He considered the 2,000m setbackfwas
excessive and that according to some guidelines, it would be appropriate to set it at 1,000ms
He considered 600m to be “okay on the face of it” but remained concerned about, upset

conditions.

Ms Nieuwenhuijsen provided a Statement of Evidence dated 13 Septefmber 2021, a Summary
of Evidence dated 28 September 2021, and a Statement ofgEvidemce” in Reply dated
1 November 2021.

Ms Nieuwenhuijsen focused on the appropriate setback,fromtthef/Composting operation at the
PRRP. She noted that consent had recently been graniedyfor composting operations having
inputs of up to 53,000 tpa and noted that it was granted on a non-notified basis. She identified
condition 15 of that consent which provides thatstie discharge shall not cause odour or
particulate matter (including airborne pathegens) which is offensive or objectionable beyond

the boundary of the property on whi€¢h the égnsent is exercised.

She noted this was an increasgyfomythe 4,200 tpa that she had previously assessed. She
advised that while she considered that there could be some level of increase within the existing
footprint, this was agarger scale than she had anticipated.”” She discussed the conditions
which had beengadded tg the consent including the Odour Management Plan (OMP) and
identified what sheyconsidered to be the key measures to mitigate odour included in the
consent eénditions and the OMP. She considered the leachate management systems were a
key miitigation measure that was expected to significantly reduce the potential for off-site
qdouy, ‘She"also noted the consent conditions identified the area for active composting which
effeetively limited the throughput of the operation; process controls including temperature
mohitoring and oxygen requirements and specified carbon:nitrogen ratios; and raw material
control with limitations on material type, material acceptance criteria and time limits for storage

of the raw materials.

Based on her understanding and experience of the activities at the PRRP, and a review of
the three Australian EPA buffer criteria, she considered that a buffer distance of 600m from
the active area was appropriate for the 4,200 tpa throughput. She noted that the Australian

buffer guidance for the throughput is between 1,000m and 2,000m, depending on which

7 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [15]

Page 33



169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

State’s guidance documents were considered, and agreed with Mr Bender’s statement that

they were guidelines only.

She considered the consented turned windrow system to be a low technology system with a
higher risk of upset conditions compared to, for example, covered forced aeration systems.
She advised that she had only been able to undertake a desktop analysis based on the
assessment of the composting operation. Her evidence was that having reviewed the
application, conditions of consent, including raw material inputs and the existing receiving
environment, there was likely to be an observable odour on occasions beyond the RRRP'site
boundary and on occasions it was possible that this may cause an off-site effect that iSymore
than minor. She considered that for the current receiving environment, a§ the ‘eamposting
operation increases in scale to its consented limit, further onsite mitigatien‘at the PRRP was

likely to be required to ensure acceptable off-site limits.?8

Ms Nieuwenhuijsen addressed the changes to the receivipg=environment noting that there
were currently two existing houses within 600m of the @éompasting plant and under the
currently operative ODP for the Living 3 zoning, four noréhouses could be established on the
Holmes Block within that distance. She noted thatthis\aroposal would remove the allowance

for those unbuilt houses within 600m.7°

In relation to the area within 650m of the composting operation, she noted that the current
zoning allows for up to nine houses, being three existing and six that can be established.
Based on a review of possible €ubgdivisien plans for the Holmes Block if rezoned, she advised
that the proposal will provide fog approximately 29 dwellings between 600m and 650m and if
a 700m distance was_considesed the number of houses increased from 14 (current) and

approximately 68 (ptoposed).

Overall, shesconsidersed that the number and location of houses currently allowed under the
existing ODPyand those proposed, lead her to, on balance, “consider the proposal does not
change the) receiving environment from that which is currently established or can be
eStablished under the current plan zoning”. She then advised her reasons for this were
primarily due to the increased distance provided by the proposal (no houses within 600m), and
the existing environment already allowing a number of houses on the Holmes Block. She
considered there was already a high sensitivity to odour effects due to the residential nature
of the current zoning, and the proposed additional dwellings did not change that. She
considered the Living 3 Zone amenity expectations were not substantially different to Living Z

Zone amenity expectations.

She considered that the requirement of the composting facility to avoid off-site odour effects

is dictated by the existing environment and this proposal, including the proposed 600m

8 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [23]
¢ Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [25]

Page 34



setback, was not a “substantial change to that environment that would require further

mitigation should upset conditions occur ...".8

174. By way of conclusion, she agreed with Mr Bender that upset conditions are the most likely
conditions when off-site odour may occur, but she considered that the management plan
required by the conditions of CRC211594 will reduce the risk of these.®! She also concluded
that the increased density of housing may potentially result in additional complaints but if o \V
occurs off-site, the risk of complaints is being reduced by increase in distance to the %
dwelling®? and the existing (current zoned) environment is equally or more sensit 0

potentially closer houses.83

175. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen provided a further Statement of Evidence in Re November
2021 where she further addressed the 600m buffer. This arosey at [gast partly, from

discussions | had with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen during the hearing. s Nieuwenhuijsen identified

that | had asked her about what she considered to be th ge in the sensitivity of the

environment if the underlying current zoning was ignared a vhether the 600m would be
appropriate in that situation. She advised that she considered that previously as she
had understood that the existing environment @

included the houses allowed by the existing z
176. She advised that if the underlying z x t already in place, then the sensitivity of the
receiving environment would ob o%r ase as a result of the PC73 proposal but again

she advised that she understo@ r Phillips that the underlying zoning is considered as
part of the receiving envir ‘@ . e noted that Mr Van Kekem was more familiar with the

operations and odourmanage

ich she had to assess the change

wient at the PRRP whereas her review was desktop based. She
advised this redugea of assessment “is a contributing factor” to her lower confidence in
the 600m being appropriate to avoid offsite effects. Her evidence was, however, that she was
confident@Om buffer for this proposal was appropriate to avoid reverse sensitivity effects

given the'current zoning being part of the receiving environment.

177. n Kekem provided further expert evidence. Mr Van Kekem holds a Bachelor's Degree

in'Biochemistry from the University of Canterbury and a Post Graduate Diploma in Forensic
%mence from the University of Auckland, and is a member of the Clean Air Society of Australia

and New Zealand and a Certified Air Quality Professional. He provided examples of his

% relevant work experience.

178. His evidence was limited to potential effects on the Holmes Block from the PRRP composting
operation, although he provided a brief comment on the appropriateness of Ms

Nieuwenhuijsen’s recommended buffer distances.

80 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [40]
81 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [38]
82 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [39]
83 Evidence of Catherine Nieuwenhuijsen 13 September 2021 at para [40]
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179. Of particular relevance to this proposal, Mr Van Kekem advised that he had provided expert
advice to SDC and CRC in developing appropriate consent conditions on SDC's recent air
discharge consent application (discussed earlier). Through that review, he concluded that
there was a low potential for adverse air quality effects beyond the boundary of this site, and

advised that the current Living 3 zoned Holmes Block was included within that review.

180. Mr Van Kekem discussed his previous involvement in some detail.8* He confirmed that he
was initially engaged by CRC to review a s127 application to amend condition 1 to effectifely
remove any numerical limit on the volume of compost that could be processed on site, “{e
discussed the review he undertook of the Specialist Environmental Services’ (SES) techinieal
assessment in support of that s127 application which recommended a buffer/separation
distance of 500m from the green waste composting operations. He [advised that SES
assessment considered that a numerical limit was not needed as thg comp@sting remained

within the area designated.

181. He advised he undertook a site visit, reviewed the current fagility, and had a number of
discussions with both SDC and site operators. He had identifiedsthe odour and dust emission
points across the composting operation. He hadi"previded advice on best practicable
operations for a composting operation and he a@vised GRC that a new consent should have
a set of conditions to provide clearer bouads\to“th€é activity. He discussed his extensive
involvement in the development andqrefifing) of the proposed consent conditions. He
calculated that a conservative maxifmum velume of compost that could be processed on the

site using the static windrow system eensented was 53,000 tonnes per year.

182. He considered the limiting“factorjin terms of the volume of material which could be processed

on-site was its locatigf™in, the areas marked, rather than the consent condition limit.

183. Mr Van Kekent’again addressed the existing environment noting the Living 3 zoning for the
Holmes Bldck and that there was provision for up to four dwellings within the 600m buffer
distang€&With the closest being approximately 500m from the active composting area. He also
ideftified two other properties including a rural dwelling at 155 Burnham School Road and a

dwellingrat 362 Brookside Road approximately 570m from the active composting area.

2847 Based on his interpretation of the SDP, he considered that the currently zoned Living 3 Holmes
Block would have an expectation of amenity values most pleasant for living and the proposed
Living Z zoned land would also have that expected amenity value. He noted that the sensitivity
of a receiving environment to nuisance odour is discussed in Table 4 of the Ministry for the
Environment’s Good Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing Odour. He advised that
residential zones were listed as high sensitivity to odour nuisance with rural residential listed

as having a moderate to high sensitivity.

84 Statement of Evidence of Donovan Van Kekem 13 September 2021 at paras [15] — [31]
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185. He considered the key question to be whether or not having a more densely populated area

beyond the 600m buffer would result in any increase in potential for adverse nuisance effects.

186. He advised that whilst PC73 would enable more dwellings which have a high sensitivity to the
odour discharge, beyond 600m, in his opinion this did not increase the potential for adverse
effects as the odour discharge from the PRRP composting operation would no@V

observable/result in adverse effects to the current dwellings within 600m.85

187. He concurred with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen that the frequency and duration of the wind would

blow towards those receptors would remain the same and removing the close
the four dwellings which could legally be established within 600m of the RP, the peak
intensity of odour discharge at the nearest sensitive receptor uld be lower due to

progressive dispersion of the odour plume.86

wellings —

188. He discussed the potential for upset conditions resulting in o able odour within the Holmes

current consent conditions and the associat management practices would limit
the potential for these upset conditions t X urther, he considered the likelihood that
these upset conditions occur at the sa@as the wind is blowing towards the Holmes
Block (12% of the time) is even Iow@

189. He noted that condition 15 efsthe‘cunr€nt air discharge consent required that activities did not
result in offensive or objec e effect beyond the boundary of the site. If they did, as Mr

Bender considered,in offensive odour being observed beyond 600m, that would be a

sent condition. In his view, that was regardless of whether the

would sensitive receptors/land use beyond 600m in both instances. He considered that
the only oné of the FIDOL®8 factors and assessment tools that “might” change beyond 600m
e

bethe location factor but he considered that the sensitivity of Living 3 and Living Z
% remains the same.8°

r Van Kekem provided evidence in reply. He addressed his understanding of Mr Boyd’s
% concern that as the PRRP composting operation grows to meet the increased demand,

breach of the &
Holmes Bh&vas veloped under its current ODP or under the proposed PC73, so there

population growth and Government directions to divert organic waste away from landfills, there

would be an increased risk of odour nuisance.

191. He contended that this growth and subsequent potential for adverse effects was specifically

addressed in the recent air discharge consent application.%°

85 Statement of Evidence of Donovan Van Kekem 13 September 2021 at para [56]

86 Statement of Evidence of Donovan Van Kekem 13 September 2021 at para [57]

87 Statement of Evidence of Donovan Van Kekem 13 September 2021 at para [58]

88 Frequency, Intensity, Duration, Offensiveness/Character and Location — Table 3, MfE Good Practice Guide for Assessing
and Managing Odour

8 Statement of Evidence of Donovan Van Kekem 13 September 2021 at para [60]

% Evidence in Reply of Donovan Van Kekem 1 October 2021 at para [6]
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192. Mr Van Kekem spent some time in his evidence in reply addressing the documents provided
with the s127 Change of Condition application which had originally sought there be no
numerical limit on the amount of compost that could be processed on-site. He noted the report
stated “that a gradual increase in scale of composting operations (as the district grows) has

not, and is not likely to, result in adverse effects”.

193. He noted that the increase in the composting rates was specifically acknowledgeié)\V
in a

assessed as not being likely to result in adverse odour effects beyond the site boundar
number of reports which supported the consent application which he listed.% %

194. He advised that all of the above reports had specifically acknowledged and assessed the
potential for effects on the Living 3 zoned Holmes Block despite those hous @

built yet.

aving been

195. Mr Van Kekem advised that during his review, he was of the opin
to have no limit on the volume of compost. He considered @

at it was not appropriate
hen ODMP and historic

consent conditions did not contain sufficient detail toNensuré=that the operation would be

operated in accordance with industry best practice,’

196. He again discussed the preliminary advic x d provided to SDC and CRC after his
initial site visit which included additio around leachate management, windrow

monitoring, raw material mixing, cor@e) measures and other matters.

197. From a planning perspective
Van Kekem and Ms Niet

illips, relying on the 600m buffer and the evidence of Mr
ijSen, considered that it would adequately avoid reverse
sensitivity effects asgeeiated With the operation of the PRRP currently and in an expanded
capacity as has nted. He considered the additional matters in relation to proposed
assessment m& including no complaints covenant, would bolster the buffer as the
principal ns of avoiding effects. He was therefore of the view that there were no odour
reIate@rs sensitivity effects from the proposal which should preclude the proposed
i 93

ite in her Summary Statement of 28 September 2021 remained concerned. Based on

e evidence of Mr Bender, she continued to have concerns that the proposed setback from
the PRRP may not be sufficient to avoid potential for reverse sensitivity effects to arise. She
advised that her reliance on Mr Bender’s evidence was also based on the consideration of
s32(2)(c) in terms of the risks associated with the implementation of what subsequently turned
out to be an insufficient buffer distance. She therefore favoured a more cautious approach,
as once houses were established, then they could not realistically be removed if a problem

arises and instead the PRRP would be required to address those issues.

1 Evidence in Reply of Donovan Van Kekem 1 October 2021 at para [9]
92 Evidence in Reply of Donovan Van Kekem 1 October 2021 at para [12]
9 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Goodson Phillips 13 September 2021 at para [46]
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199.

200.

201.

202

Legal Submissions

In Reply Submissions, Counsel for the Applicant submitted that the existing zoning does
provide for a ‘quasi permitted baseline’ to be considered as part of the existing environment.
They submitted that under the existing Living 3 zoning, residential land use is a permitted
activity but subdivision requires consent. As subdivision would likely occur prior to the land
use, a resource consent would be required for the subdivision in order for the land to be used
for residential purposes. They submitted the relevant matters of consent for subdivision of the
zone are pro forma and not unusual for a subdivision application and could asilyy b€
accommodated by the Applicant. In a real world analysis, and in particular the,likeligoad that
houses can establish at the densities provided for the Living 3 Zone, this f6fms ‘thefexisting
environment against which the change brought about by the plan changesisto belassessed. %
The Reply Submissions emphasised that reverse sensitivity effects do hot arise where the first
in line activities are being conducted outside the scope of a regoutee consent, or where the
activity is not yet consented, and submitted that this was the €aséforboth the PRRP in relation
to concerns relating to upset conditions which would be in breach of their conditions of consent,

and the PWTP concerns regarding the Council’s inteptiono upgrade the facility.

Notwithstanding the above, the submissions fecorded that the Applicant has proposed
conditions, supported by multiple experts{to alleviate these concerns and otherwise manage

effects to an appropriate level.®s
Discussion

The PRRP is clearly, on thexbasis of Mr Boyd'’s evidence, important strategic infrastructure for
the SDC. That wasfnot'disputed. Indeed the s32 analysis provided as part of the Request

states:

Noiwithstanding, recognising the strategic importance of this infrastructure and
e potential need for increased operations at these facilities in response to
population growth in the District, Golder Associates have considered potential
grewth in the scale of composting activity at the RRP, increased volumes of waste
handled by the waste transfer operation at the RRP ...%

e 600m setback from the composting area was addressed in the odour assessment dated
11 November 2020 and forming part of the Request (Appendix A). This identified the South
Australia, Victoria, Western Australia EPA recommended buffer distances. The South
Australia EPA provides an evaluation distance of 1,000m for composting operations greater
than 200 tonnes per year. The Victoria EPA guidance again is noted as providing examples
of appropriate buffer criteria depending on the throughput of the operation, type of material
being processed, and the type of composting process being used. The assessment records

that it is “notable” that open air composting systems for processing mixed soils and separated

94 Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of the Applicant 1 November 2021 at paras [35] — [38]
% Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of the Applicant 1 November 2021 at paras [39] — [41]
9 $32 Evaluation at para [94]
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kerbside (garden waste/food waste) is not recommended and no buffer criteria are provided,
but for an open air, with only green waste operation with a throughput of up to 1,200 tonnes
per year, a buffer distance of greater than 600m is recommended and for up to 14,000 tonnes
per year, greater than 1,100m is recommended. The Western Australia EPA recommends a
buffer distance of 1,000m.

203. The assessment records:

throughput, i.e., limited to 4,200 tonnes/annum and there is a high degree g
control in the manufacture of the compost, the leachate management (particularly
maintaining both of these in an aerobic state), and given the location
proposed residential area, a buffer distance of 600m is considered to
reasonable. This is consistent with the distance to the existing dwelli t
north east of the compost operation.

In summary on the basis that the throughput is maintained close to the current C)\V

204. As a result of the information provided with the Request, and in I@the subsequent
consenting of the increased capacity, | discussed with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen what if any impact
that had on her confidence in the 600m setback. O

205. During these discussions, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen quite confirmed that the 600m setback

recommendation was on the basis of her understandi f the then 4,200 tpa maximum. She
\% Ms Nieuwenhuijsen advised that she

advised that there may be some odour beyo\71
did not have as much confidence as Mr \%k that that would be acceptable, but noted
that there had been a significant im \ the documented conditions.

Cg
206. Mr Bender agreed that odour i§ likely e strong at 100m but drops off after that. At times
there could still be an od@ 600m and he remained concerned in relation to upset
dou

conditions potential for o cts beyond that.

207. Ms Nieuwenhu& Reply Evidence, referred to Mr Van Kekem'’s greater familiarity with
the composting opetation. | accept that Mr Van Kekem has considerable knowledge and

of the operation of the PRRP and the conditions of consent. It is fair to say that
sting area would avoid reverse sensitivity effects. His intimate knowledge and

ment with the consenting process for the site does, in my view, make it appropriate to

i
%ﬁ his evidence some weight.
%QB. In terms of the “baseline” argument, | am not convinced that there can be a reliance on a

de facto permitted baseline when undertaking an analysis under s32 of the RMA. | do of
course acknowledge that in the comparative analysis as to what is the most appropriate
zoning, the ability to construct four dwellings, albeit of a rural residential nature, within the
600m setback is relevant. The proposed zoning does of course obviously enable a
considerably higher number of sensitive activities on the site, albeit beyond the 600m setback

proposed.
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209. Both Mr Bender and Ms Nieuwenhuijsen advised that odour is likely to be perceptible at 600m.
I acknowledge that there are various matters in terms of frequency which are relevant,
particularly given that it is the south-west wind which is most relevant for determining odour

effects in the Holmes Block and the evidence was that that is essentially 12% of the time.

210. | accept that the 600m setback is likely to be sufficient for avoiding adverse effects of odour
from the future residents of the Holmes Block from the normal operations of the PRRP.
| remain concerned that there is potential for odour and consequential reverse sensitivity
effects from the open air composting operations as a result of abnormal emissionssandhthe
projected increased volumes of organic and green waste and increased proportion ofikégbside
organics. Upset conditions can occur even at well-run composting operatiéfis,, IRJny view,

that risk is relevant to the overall appropriateness.
PWTP

211. The s32 evaluation assessed odour and associated reverse sensitivity effects on the PWTP.
It noted the odour assessment had accounted for the lawfully existing environment (accounting
for designations, permitted activities, and any applicable“amdischarge consents) on the basis
that it would be speculative to do otherwise and that &ny further growth of odour-generating
activities would be subject to further ass@ssment, management and potential mitigation

through an application for an air dischafge consent as a minimum by the consent holder.%

212. Notwithstanding that, and in regbgnition of the strategic importance of the infrastructure and
the potential need for increasedtopetations of these facilities, the assessment considered
potential growth of the PWTR capacity of 80,000 PE rather than the current 30,000 PE design
capacity. It also asseéssed potential reverse sensitivity effects accounting for possible (albeit
not presently camsented) future increases in activity at the PWTP operating with a capacity of
120,000 PEs It coneluded that even for an expanded PWTP facility up to and potentially
beyond 120,800 PE, the proposed setbacks on the Holmes Block would adequately avoid

reverse sensitivity effects.%

213. Tfheys42A Report included an assessment from Mr Bender. Mr Bender considered a
separation distance of 500m to be appropriate from the wastewater treatment plant to minimise
the risk of reverse sensitivity for the PWTP. He noted that distance did not impinge on the
proposed plan change areas and did not result in the need for odour control setback areas in
either the Holmes or the Skellerup Blocks.®® In terms of biosolids handling, he noted that the
biosolids dried in a drying facility for which Golder had adopted a recommended separation
distance from the ACT EPA guidelines of 400m. In terms of discharge of biosolids to land, he
noted that the PWTP does not currently discharge biosolids to land but this was allowed for

under the existing consent and noted that a 500m separation distance from the potential area

97 $32 Evaluation at para [93]
% 532 Assessment at para [95]
9 Memorandum of Chris Bender — Plan Change 73 — Odour Assessment Review 3 September 2021 at para [9]
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for disposal of biosolids was adopted by Golder. Again, these did not impinge on the proposed

plan change areas.

214. Mr Bender noted that Mr England stated that they had received 11 odour complaints regarding
the operation of the PWTP during the three year period August 2018 to August 2021, although

the locations were not stated.

Block was located 800m and the Skellerup Block 1,700m from the PWTP treatment

infrastructure which he considered a sufficient separation from the odour generati

215. Mr Bender was comfortable with the separation distances proposed and noted that the Ho@

2

216. In terms of the treated wastewater spray irrigation, he noted the conditiensS\of J£onsent
(CRC153952) allow the irrigation of treated wastewater on land up to 2 % boundary of
the areas designated for the irrigation, and that was increased to 200m When the wind is
blowing towards the boundary or if there is a potential for wastéwater to be anaerobic. Mr
Bender agreed with Golders that if the wastewater was adegtatelwireated to comply with the
water quality criteria as described in the resource cons aerobic conditions were

maintained, then adverse odour effects were unlikely tozoccur from disposal to land of the

treated wastewater. O

217. He agreed that a separation distance of 1 \sufﬁcient to protect against adverse effects
from bacteria and viruses, and provi e P maintained an internal separation of 25m
from the site boundary, the odour, cantrolfsetback of 75m from the boundary was appropriate

for the Holmes Block.100

218. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen addre the PWTP on behalf of the Applicant. She noted her
recommended buffnces but, in light of what appeared to be agreement between the
odour experts, address the PWTP in any detail in her evidence other than recording

nces

the buffer dista r the various aspects of the PWTP facility.

219. Mr Be@y reference to Mr England’s evidence, noted the complaints and recorded that he

erst hat the adverse odour discharges had occurred because the PWTP is currently

jng at the upper end of the current design capacity of 30,000 PE. He advised his

rstanding that with the progressive upgrades, the plant would have additional wastewater

Q reatment capacity controls which are expected to mitigate the effects of odour particularly
from the sludge drying activities on the site. However he had formed the view that until the

% upgrades are made to the PWTP, there is potential for nuisance levels of odour to occur

beyond the site which may extend into the PC73 area.

220. Mr England confirmed in his evidence that the PWTP is significant infrastructure and its
ongoing expansion is critical to allow for the future growth of Rolleston and the other townships

the plant treats. He considered it was critical that this plan change and specifically the Holmes

100 Memorandum of Chris Bender — Plan Change 73 — Odour Assessment Review 3 September 2021 at para [18]
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221.

222.

223.

224,

225.

Block proposal does not cause any reverse sensitivity issues which would obstruct the future
Pines 120 consenting and upgrade process or lead to an increase in odour or other complaints
relating to the PWTP. He noted that if reverse sensitivity issues result in obstructing the Pines
120 programme, then there will be insufficient wastewater treatment capacity to provide for
additional growth, including growth sought to be enabled by the proposed plan change. If
PC73 were to be approved, he sought measures to avoid reverse sensitivity issues arising
from sensitive activities establishing on the Holmes Block. He identified one way that this
could be achieved was through the imposition of a setback area within the Holmes Block

preventing sensitive activities from establishing.

He referred to Mr Phillips’ evidence proposing a new rule limiting the sestahlishimment of
residential allotments within 1,500m of the PWTP prior to certification that the necessary
regulatory approvals of the upgrade had been obtained, or 31 December 2025, whichever is
sooner. He also noted the proposed inclusion of a no complaints covenant to the odour
constraint area and a new assessment matter seeking stagingrefdevelopment westwards from

Dunns Crossing Road. 0!

He advised that these measures went some way,tQ addressing his concerns in terms of the
future consenting of the PWTP, but he remained concerned that it would not address the
potential for complaints after regulatory approvals are obtained, or after 31 December 2025

(whichever is sooner).

His concern was that the Appligant'sprgposal may not fully address the Pines 120 operation
itself and was concerned thatweverse’sensitivity issues could be directed at the operations of
the Pines 120 upgrade, ingluding in relation to any unforeseen circumstances. These
unforeseen circumstances might have odour impacts on the operations. He advised that these
may include highfpotehey/Concentration of trade waste discharge, failure of plant components,
extreme cligratic conditions and similar. He sought the extension of the odour constrained

area and.for ayno complaints covenant to be extended within a proposed 1,500m setback area.

Ddring discussions at the hearing, Mr England advised that the majority of the complaints
arose jfom Burnham Road to the west of the site and the majority of those were from one
praperty, but there were also others. The property generating the majority of complaints was
estimated to be some 1,500m away, but he noted that there had been complaints as far away
as 2.5km. He advised that the process does have an odour and will always have one. In
response to a request from Ms Appleyard, | asked Mr England whether he had read Mr
Bender’s evidence. He advised that he had and that it did not address his concerns as there

had been complaints from 1,500m away.

In her reply evidence, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen commented on the complaints and her

understanding, from responses to my questioning of Mr England, that these had been up to

101 Summary Statement of Murray England 28 September 2021 at para [13]
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1,500m away. She noted that Mr England’s concerns were that additional dwellings on the
Holmes Block within that distance could be expected to increase the number of complaints

and therefore result in a reverse sensitivity effect.192 Ms Nieuwenhuijsen advised that she did

not have access to any PWTP investigation but based on her previous discussions with Mr
England, she understood that a number of complaints were associated with the drying hall
operation being operated beyond design capacity. She confirmed that the setback distances

she recommended were based on the plant design and with a capacity of 120,000 PE. Sh
noted that, as set out in the Vic EPA 2013, the separation distances take into accoun@\
upset conditions expected as part of good practice operation and that they were

alternative to mitigating source emissions. She concluded that if there were o ffects

beyond those distances, further mitigation may need to be considered by P

Assessment and Findings <

226. The PWTP is undoubtedly critical infrastructure for Selwyn and€ts growth. As advised by Mr
England, if the upgrades to 120,000 PE cannot be obtaine@ sentially there would be
no capacity for further growth in the Selwyn District.

227. The amendments proposed by the Applicant hav: aped to respond to the issues raised
onsenting process. The proposal that

by Mr England in particular and his concern a

no residential allotments may be creat X 1,500m of the PWTP buildings prior to
certification that the resource man rovals have been obtained (or 31 December
2025, whichever is sooner) has aQ;yﬁts in terms of the surety of the consenting process.

It obviously limits potential objections

228. However, if the Holmes Blo rezoned on that basis, there is potential that that may still

o )
additional costs. The no complaints covenant proposed is helpful but not, in my view, a ‘cure-
all’ if com%are made, and the no complaints covenants do not restrict CRC’s compliance

and e emept obligations.

impede the consgn ocess, or potentially result in more constraining conditions and

229. [, .and on the basis of the expert evidence, | accept that the probability of reverse

§s ity effects is low. If significant reverse sensitivity effects were to arise, that creates a

%e concern given the absolutely critical nature of the PWTP in enabling growth in the Distict.

If the SDC cannot obtain the relevant consents then, on Mr England’s evidence, that stops all

% growth in Selwyn. In discussions he stated that there was no ‘Plan B’. In my view, a
precautionary approach is appropriate.

102 Evidence in Reply of Cathy Nieuwenhuijsen 1 November 2021 at para [9]
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Conclusion on Reverse Sensitivity

230. In my view, the potential, albeit of low probability, of reverse sensitivity effects in relation to the
PRRP and the PWTP should be given some weight in the overall consideration of the

appropriateness of the rezoning sought.

Economic Effects

N

231. The s32 evaluation addressed economic effects somewhat briefly in its text but provi:e

Appendix G, an economic assessment.

232. | received considerable expert economic evidence on behalf of the icant from Mr

Copeland and Mr Colegrave in particular.

233. Mr Colegrave addressed the likely economic costs and benefits i dd@ the land market
competition benefits from a direct ‘boost’ in supply and increased land competition. He
considered that the Request could have broader impacts ng by reducing the rate at

which dwelling prices grow, future residents will spend less on weekly rent or mortgage

payments than would otherwise have been the casea

| discussed this with Mr Colegrave during th
n

correlation in some economic literature be e increase in property values and increased

ould boost disposable incomes.

particularly in relation to the apparent

spending. Mr Colegrave was discussinw‘r I"increases in disposable income here.

234. Mr Colegrave addressed the critic to support greater local retail/service provision. In
his Table 5, he calculated reshouseholds on the site when fully built out would spend
$148.2 million on a range sehold goods and services, many of which he considered

would likely be purcrom the Rolleston Town Centre resulting in significant commercial
support for Rol esses.103 He also identified the one-off economic stimulus from the

constructioprof 2,100new homes quantified by using the multiplier analysis, and in summary

the future construction activity enabled by the proposal could boost regional

Use Capability Class 4 soil classification. Mr Colegrave also addressed potential adverse
impacts on the Rolleston key activity centre from the small local centres intended. He

>
@@The main economic cost was identified as the loss of land for rural production, noting the Land

considered they would fulfil a much narrower yet complementary role.

236. Mr Copeland considered that the 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 elsewhere within Greater Christchurch. He

103 statement of Evidence of Fraser Colegrave 13 September 2021 at para [88]
104 Statement of Evidence of Fraser Colegrave 13 September 2021 at paras [94] and [95]
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considered that the extent to which the proposed rezoning would generate additional
expenditure, incomes and employment for the Selwyn District and Christchurch City would be
limited to the extent that the rezoning results in greater overall residential development within
the Selwyn District and Greater Christchurch.1% He advised that increases in expenditure,
incomes and employment within the local Selwyn District economy during the construction

phase, and the subsequent increased population within the District, are not in themselves

measures of improvements in economic welfare or economic wellbeing, but that there e\V
economic welfare enhancing benefits associated with increased levels of economic @

and population. He identified these as one or more of;: é

(@) Increased economies of scale; OQ

(b) Increased competition; <

(¢) Reduced unemployment and under-employment of resoufces; and

(d) Increased quality of central government provided ser

237. In terms of economic costs he assessed these asslo

but noted the retail centres proposed were i
bi

local residents, would not undermine th , vibrancy and amenity values of existing
larger centres within Rolleston or elsew %Copeland also identified externality costs can
arise when utilities provided are not@?r tely priced requiring their provisions to be cross-
subsidised by other District rats rs

ultural production, retail effects,

nly to meet the convenience needs of

this Request, he noted development contributions,
rates and user charges costs and there will be no need for Selwyn District

ratepayers, residents or busi es to cross-subsidise the proposed rezoning and subsequent

development. 106
238. In terms of a@costs, he noted that any additional transport costs are internalised to

rs of the newly developed properties. He did not consider that there would be

are significant.

% The Form of Urban Growth

Submissions

@rowded there is no displacement, the figures identified by Mr Colegrave show the benefits

240. A number of submitters raised issues relating to urban growth form.

105 statement of Evidence of Michael Campbell Copeland 13 September 2021 at para [48]
106 Statement of Evidence of Michael Campbell Copeland 13 September 2021 at para [66]
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241. CCC (PC73-0007) supported growth in townships in Selwyn but identified that this was outside
the areas identified for development in the CRPS and within Our Space, and considered that
as it did not give effect to the CRPS it must be declined. It also submitted that the additional
capacity provided by the plan change was in excess of what was needed to meet housing

capacity and that the rationale as to why development was directed to particular areas was
242. Waka Kotahi (PC73-0010) identified that it should be considered against the UDS, inch@)\V

settlement patterns in Our Space and CRPS. It submitted further that while the proposal
increase housing supply, consideration to prioritising development within areas% e PIB

relevant for determining the appropriateness of the proposal.

should be promoted.

243. M & X Bentley (PC73-0012) submitted the rezoning will shift the subufban of Rolleston
too far west, and this would push out traditional large lot residentia jons and blur the
boundary between Rolleston and Burnham. They also raised a ern about the Business 1

zoning and considered it unnecessary.

244. CRC (PC73-0049) submitted it was inconsistent wit jestive 6.2.1(3) and Policy 6.3.1(4) of

the CRPS as it was not a Greenfield Priority Ar s outside the PIB. It submitted that
tkaS necessary for future growth demands.

neither Our Space nor the CRPS identifie &\M

It submitted further it was not within the owth Overlay notified as part of the PDP and
noted that Policy 6.3.9(7) of the C &ts that rural residential development is not to be
regarded as a transition to full ughal pment. It submitted that urban development would

be more appropriately consi through a comprehensive review and long-term strategic

growth planning. CRC a
covenants in the Di ibiting affordability. It also submitted that PC73 did not give effect
to a number of ectives and policies in the NPS-UD.

Evidenc

entified concerns with density, and the prevalence of land

245, In S@IO submissions, Ms White in her s42A Report noted that there was no proposal
onlarger rural lifestyle zoning beyond the site and could not be considered at this stage, and
n-any event Mr Nicholson did not consider it likely that PC73 would blur the boundaries of

&umham and Rolleston.07
% 6. Ms White, while acknowledging that there was no specific requirement to consider PC73

against the PDP, considered that the site’s location outside the areas anticipated for further
urban intensification reinforced that increased density of the site is not currently anticipated in

the future growth planning in Rolleston.108

247. Ms White identified Mr Nicholson’s concerns in relation to ‘peninsula’ urban form surrounded

by roads, infrastructure and rural land; the Holmes Block not being well connected to the

107 s42A Report at para [132]
108 s42A Report at para [135]
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existing township or any future urban development in adjacent areas, and summarised the
concerns Mr Nicholson identified in terms of connectivity. She identified Mr Nicholson’'s
concern with the Skellerup Block that it will not contribute to a compact urban form, again being
largely surrounded by rural land with only the northern half of the Dunns Crossing Road

frontage located opposite Living Z zoned land.

248. Ms White noted Mr Nicholson’s support for additional capacity being identified and prov@\v
nd

through a more comprehensive and strategic process and that would allow the costs

benefits of alternative growth options to be assessed and discussed with the wider ¢

Ms White ultimately concluded that the adverse effects identified by Mr Nicholson s of
lack of connectivity and consolidation can only really be resolved through e west
being considered comprehensively, rather than the Skellerup Block’s zopi considered

in isolation. She confirmed that a private plan change is to be considefed on its merits.
However she shared Mr Nicholson’s view that while the Skellerup Block may be suitable for a

future growth option, rezoning at this time would pre-deter bility. Importantly, in her
view, this would effectively pre-determine that higher densi dential development to the
west of the current township is appropriate in the ab it being considered against other

growth options such as to the east or south.19° O

249. Ms White accepted that there was a co teXment that the current zoning allows for a
level of development to occur and th is«a'risk that if the rezoning was not approved and
the site instead developed at theylower d@nsity, that would cause difficulties in intensification

in the future. She did not consi at risk to be sufficient, on its own, to justify the rezoning.0

250. Ms White was concerned t zoning would lose the transition/hybrid function anticipated
and reduce this type ousing choice. In her opinion, it was difficult to make a determination
as to the appr tenéss of that in isolation, particularly given the rezoning did not allow for
consideration of altérnate areas that may be suitable to provide for rural residential

devel nt'te replace the loss of this type of capacity.1!!

251. C% as her opinion that the adverse effects of PC73 on urban form, and while
e

dging those effects could be mitigated to an extent, could not be overcome through

@Current plan change process.
%g Expert Evidence

252. Mr Nicholson was unable to attend the hearing. He did provide a written brief. With the
agreement of the Applicant, | directed that Mr Nicholson, Mr Compton-Moen and Ms

Lauenstein conference.

109 542A Report at para [142]
110 542A Report at para [143]
111 s42A Report at para [144]
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253. The conferencing was held on 23 September 2021 and resulted in a Joint Witness Statement.

The areas of agreement were:

(@) That future growth options in Rolleston are likely to extend primarily to the west, the
south and south-east and that proposed development should not preclude future growth

options;

(b)  That if approved, the revised ODPs would provide an appropriate urban form and WOU|\V

allow for future connections to adjacent land;

(c)  Both blocks would provide neighbourhood commercial areas within a walkabl€pdi ce

of the plan change area and that the town centre, schools and recreation aréas‘would

be reasonably accessible; O

(d)  Both blocks would provide reasonable access to green space; ‘ )

(e) Revised ODPs would provide appropriate future connectiohgto adjoining areas to allow
for future connectivity and would not preclude adjoi @ from being rezoned for
residential use;

() That fully formed shared pedestrian/cycle along Dunns Crossing Road would
be a positive contribution and that should be provided on both sides of the

road;

(90 Medium density residenti I@ be incorporated to achieve appropriate urban
densities;

(h)  Interms of the Ir@ck ODP:

@ Aﬂd at revised ODP would provide improved urban design outcomes
Qﬂpa to that notified and that additional connections onto Burnham School

ad and Dunns Crossing Road provide improved connectivity supported by the

Road;

%< ’removal of the bund and provision of direct property access off Burnham School

the northern section to improve connectivity;

Q%S (i)  Additional pedestrian/cycle link should be provided to Dunns Crossing Road to

% (i) Providing a road at the interface between the commercial (Business 1) and the
school to reduce potential adverse effects;

(iv)  The shared pedestrian/cycle facility along Burnham School Road should connect
from the plan change area in front of the West Rolleston School to the intersection

with Dunns Crossing Road;
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(v)  That a connection with the future Burnham-Rolleston cycleway along State

Highway 1 would be desirable but final location needed to be confirmed;

(viy  The State Highway forms a barrier to the north and the PWTP forms a barrier to
the west on the Holmes Block with no opportunities for further connection and
that it is an appropriate response for properties along these interfaces to be larger

to accommodate setbacks.
0] In terms of the Skellerup Block ODP the specific areas of agreement were: Q\V
. e

0] Primary road connections along Dunns Crossing Road should align

west primary roads in PC70, located to the east of PC73;

(i)  The number and location of future road connections through a w g properties
in the revised ODP would provide appropriate levels of ‘connectivity and would

not preclude development of adjoining sites;

(i) Provision of two pedestrian/cycle priority cross facilities on Dunns Crossing

Road as shown on the revised ODP “would “provide appropriate level of

accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists;

(iv)  Not providing larger lots alo | interface for the Skellerup Block is
appropriate to allow for fut@ctlvity to potential residential development on

adjacent land. <

254. The areas of disagreement r ined as follows:
(@) Scale of impacton lan pe character with Mr Nicholson considering it moderate-high
and Mr C @ oen considering it low due to the changes being localised and
already &a ed due to the residential development potential under the Living 3

zo&

(b) Q&ageement as to the most appropriate method to enable future urban growth and
development in Rolleston being the private plan change/comprehensive strategic

lanning exercise. The experts put that difference to one side for the purposes of expert

%: conferencing;
%Q (¢)  Mr Nicholson considered that PC73 on its own did not contribute to a compact

shape/urban form while acknowledging if surrounding areas were rezoned as residential
it did not preclude a compact form. Mr Nicholson remained of the view that both blocks
were peninsulas but acknowledged that could change over time if surrounding areas

were rezoned;

(d)  Mr Nicholson considered there are other options to accommodate future urban growth

and that a more comprehensive and strategic approach would allow the costs and
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benefits of alternative growth options to be assessed and discussed with the wider

community.

255. There were a number of agreements recorded between Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen

being as follows:

(@) Both considered the blocks to be natural extensions of existing urban form, and given V

the Living 3 zoning, the extension of urban form in this direction is anticipated andG\
ith

logical consequence of the growth pattern of Rolleston and in general accordange\wi
the NPS-UD; %

composition of the urban form of Rolleston but anticipated urb has nearly

(b)  They considered the RSP has provided clear guidance and crea underlying
reached completion and considered PC73 was a natural exteRsion of the underlying
urban structure and the western side of Dunns Crossing Réad is the next logical step to

accommodate future urban growth;

(c) Both considered the plan change process to béya valid tool to direct urban design

matters including urban form and growt

ot preclude SDC from making

w- options. Both agreed the plan change
get involved and voice opinions through

comprehensive and strategic decisions.gn

process also allows for wider com

public notification process; \

(d)  Both considered that thegpe insularity of the development to the existing urban
form is only a temp ituation and is a natural occurrence as part of any urban
development and g Both noted awareness of other development proposals

‘underway’ (tginal guotation) for areas both south and north of the Skellerup

Block al at‘dev€lopment to the west of Dunns Crossing Road is a matter of when

noti@th agreed these would further assist in achieving a consolidated urban form
g

e western edge of Rolleston and create the desired connectivity between

eighbourhoods.

256. pton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein, in their evidence summary, put considerable weight

e matters of agreement arising from the joint witness statement. Ms Lauenstein, in her

Q summary, noted that the general disagreement between Mr Compton-Moen and herself on
the one hand, and Mr Nicholson on the other, was as to the appropriate method. She recorded

% her view that this particular discussion point straddled the boundaries into planning expertise.
She recorded her view that from a purely urban design perspective, plan changes play a

significant role in the direction and manifestation of growth, providing a high level of detailed

information specific to a PC site and the immediate surroundings, and that fed valuable

information back into the wider urban growth process.12

112 Summary of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 28 September 2021 at para [12]
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257. Ms Lauenstein identified the RSP and from a purely urban design perspective she considered
that to be less detailed and a more aspirational or visionary plan that provides a broad physical
structure of the township and assists in guiding the direction of growth. Due to the lack of site
specific detail and the fact that it has to project far into the future, she did not necessarily
consider the specific physical extent as finite. It was her view that a new structure planning
exercise was not required to determine the next step for urban growth for Rolleston as th V
structure plan had already laid out the overarching physical structure of the township n\
determined the direction and pattern of growth. She considered PC73 to be a
continuation of the direction and patterns already in place.

258. In relation to the second area of disagreement, being the compact urban fm mmary
recorded that it was agreed that each PC73 block in itself would acﬁe) pact urban
e

form and that if other areas to the south and north of the blocks aver loped, the entire

area west of Dunns Crossing Road would contribute to a wide ected and consolidated
urban form. 113 O
259. She recorded Mr Nicholson’s view that PC73 alone di ntribute to a wider compact urban

form and lacked sufficient connectivity. As set ull evidence, she considered this to
be a natural occurrence as growth mostly o@maﬂ clusters and always create some
temporary anomalies in form and cgn Once the gaps between the newest
developments are completed, the & of connectivity will be achieved and desired
consolidated urban form can be pQQed.114

260. Again Mr Compton-Moe mmary of Evidence recorded that he remained of the
opinion that PC73 “

land from an ur

ex ion of the existing residential zone” is an appropriate use of

and landscape perspective.l’® He recognised that there was

disagreement the future urban form of Rolleston and its growth pattern. Again he was

of the opiﬁi\t the RSP is important as a guide for growth but its relevance is reducing due
upd

to lac pdating. He considered how (his original emphasis) the document is updated is a

ter rather than an urban design matter. He considered that through the revised
as established that good urban design can be achieved, creating well-functioning

%j\bn environments independent of any process.''® He confirmed his view that the growth to

e west and south-west was the next logical move and the Holmes and Skellerup Blocks were

%Q the first sections to be rezoned.

261. In relation to landscape character changes, he remained of the opinion that the magnitude of
change was low given that residential activity on both blocks is already anticipated, it was just
at a higher density.

113 Summary of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 28 September 2021 at para [16]
114 Summary of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 28 September 2021 at para [17]
15 Summary of Evidence of David Compton-Moen 29 September 2021 at para [3]
116 Summary of Evidence of David Compton-Moen 29 September 2021 at para [8]
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262.

263.

264.

265.

266,

267.

| issued a Minute following the hearing seeking some clarification in relation to Mr Nicholson’s
position. Mr Nicholson provided his response on 8 October 2021. Mr Nicholson advised that
while he did not consider that the PC73 area would be well connected with Rolleston if
approved at the present time given it is surrounded on three sides by rural land, the agreement
recognised they may be approved. If | were minded to do so, there could be some confidence
that the proposed ODPs would provide an appropriate urban form and would allow for future

connections to adjacent land.

Mr Nicholson advised that there were two separate urban design issues being referred o in
my question. The first could be broadly termed ‘accessibility’ or ‘walkability’ which relateske
the provision of access to public services and facilities, and placing a high priority ‘@n Walking,
cycling and public transport. He noted that in the Joint Witness Statement there was
agreement that the commercial areas, schools and recreation areas would be reasonably
accessible from PC73 but that that did not imply that there was a high level of connectivity

between the PC73 area and Rolleston.

In relation to ‘connectivity’, he explained that relates to creating streets that are joined together
in city-wide networks that provide choice and support increased resilience and safer places.
By reference to the Skellerup Block, he noted that thexODPYprovides for three streets running
north-south and four streets running east-west, and if all of these were able to be formed, this

would provide a good level of connectivityith Surrounding areas.

Again, because the Skellerup Block was ‘surrounded on three sides by rural land, the plan
change only proposes four stregt cohpegtions to the east onto Dunns Crossing Road and in
his view that would provideya¥€lowflevel of connectivity with Rolleston Township. He
acknowledged that if the adjacent rural land was to be rezoned, the proposed ODP would
allow the Skellerup Blockyto become more connected but he considered that relying on the
rezoning of the adjacent rural land to provide positive outcomes for PC73 leads to the Applicant
effectively pre-suppa@sing the preferred direction of future urban growth for Rolleston and the

outcome ©f fture rezoning processes for the adjacent rural land.

AsSessment and Findings

In‘my assessment of this matter, | have focused my consideration on PC73 itself. | note that,
post-hearing on PC73, Private Plan Change 81 (PC81) and Private Plan Change 82 (PC82)
have been lodged. PC81 abuts the Skellerup Block of PC73 to the south-west. That was
lodged on 14 October 2021 and proposes the rezoning of approximately 28 hectares of rural
land to Living Z to accommodate approximately 350 households. PC82 was lodged on 26
October 2021. This abuts the Skellerup Block to the north-west. This is proposed to

accommodate approximately 1,320 households.

Both PC82 and PC81 incorporate some of the land which the submitters represented at the
hearing by Mr Thomson sought to be rezoned by way of submissions. Both are at an early

stage in the process and their merits or otherwise is not a matter which is before me.
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268.

269.

270.

271.

272.

While the urban design and landscape evidence for the Applicant was thorough and helpful, |

discerned a considerable reliance on what may occur in the future.

| explored this in discussions with Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein. Mr Compton-Moen
advised that he did not rely on PC70 for his conclusions, but it would be “good”. He saw PC70
and PC73 as a natural progression in terms of urban growth. In terms of the other land
in-between the two blocks, again in discussions he advised that PC73 would probal

accelerate the growth into the western area.

Ms Lauenstein discussed the nature of sequential developments and that there m some

delay in achieving planned connectivity to other adjacent areas. She noted that'development

does occur in clusters and relies on the willingness of landowners to de @ d there will

always be some temporary anomalies in the form of connectivity. She considered this was
evident throughout all of the new areas of development in Rolle . Once’the gaps between

the desired consolidated urban form can be experienced.?

the newest developments are completed, the full extent of tivity will be achieved and
@ considered the parcels of

land between the two PC73 blocks fell within the same category as the plan change land and

that they provide the few possible future growth pa Rolleston and, similar to PC73, they
would be the next logical growth sequence. ot consider the situation of a parcel of

land being surrounded by residential deve@
N

may not happen in the surrounding environment

| am of the view that relying on wh@
in the future to assess the urba@ tes some difficulties. Itis uncertain. The lodging of

n three sides to be a long-term scenario. 18

PC81 and PC82, and Mr

evidence for his clients in relation to their development
intentions, is relevant in illus hb g landowner intentions. However, any future development

between the two locks or otherwise abutting them, will be subject to separate
processes an es nt. To give weight to what may or may not happen in the future

would, in view, be unduly speculative.

PC73mustibe assessed on its merits. | agree with Mr Nicholson that as matters now stand,
t I Block, and to a greater degree, the Skellerup Block, are in essence peninsulas

0 not contribute to a compact urban form.

%ﬂ considering the appropriateness, | am conscious of Ms Lauenstein’s opinion that the

274.

Living 3 Zone density presently enabled was important. She considered it was ill-suited to
facilitate the consolidated form and connectivity required for future urban growth. From that
perspective, she considered PC73 to be a major improvement in consolidated form and

connectivity. 119

Mr Compton-Moen also identified and discussed examples in Rolleston where large lot

subdivisions had caused problems with integration and connectivity.

117 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 13 September 2021 at para [67]
118 statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 13 September 2021 at para [69]
119 Statement of Evidence of Nicole Lauenstein 13 September 2021 at para [70]
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275. | accept that the present zoning may not be ideal if urban growth is to be accommodated to
the west of Dunns Crossing Road. However there is nothing which anticipates that in any of

the relevant planning and other statutory and non-statutory documents.

276. In assessing the appropriateness of PC73 on its merits, | am not satisfied that it provides for

an appropriate and compact urban form.

Geotechnical and Ecological Considerations \V

277. Ms White assessed the geotechnical and ecological considerations in her paragraphs to
[149]. She concluded that on the basis of the technical reports and the conclusion er
reviews, she was satisfied that there were no geotechnical or ecological matters tha lude

the rezoning of the site for residential purposes. | agree and adopt that f@ oses of

this Recommendation. C)

Other Matters

278. As noted by Ms White, M & X Bentley (PC73-0012) conside that the consequence of the
changes proposed to various rules throughout the Distfict Plan“would affect other properties

within the District, not just the plan change site, r [ trictions from Living 3 Zones.

279. | agree with and adopt Ms White's anal \ graph [151] where she notes that the
amendments to the proposed District hrough the Request would only affect the
application of those rules to the S|te Iter the current regime applying to Living 3 Zones

in other areas.

Conclusion on Effects and Othe aised in Submissions

280. Having consider the submissions, the evidence, reports and other documents
provided, | co a a number of the specific concerns raised by submitters have been
approprla addressed in so far as they are relevant at this stage. These include concerns
in reI sportat|on effects, effects on community facilities, density (in the event that it

ffects on water race, stormwater and flooding, soils, environmental quality, and

ical and ecological considerations.

ceived undisputed economic evidence that the rezoning of the land, and subsequent
Q development, would have, potentially, significant economic benefits.

E > 282. Iremain concerned in relation to the form of urban growth. | am not satisfied that PC73 would

lead to the provision of an appropriate compact urban form.

283. Inrelation to infrastructure, particularly in relation to the PWTP, | accept that once the proposed
upgrades are consented and in place, capacity will be available for the treatment of wastewater

generated by the development of the PC73 land. The infrastructure in so far as it relates to
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conveyance is not a concern. It seems clear that those matters can be appropriately

addressed through the subdivision stage.

284. My residual concern is what happens in the interim period while the PWTP is consented and
upgraded. PC73 is outside the RSP and the PIB. | did not receive any specific technical
evidence on the CRC's concern, expressed by Mr Tallentire, that there may be impacts on the V

ability to provide sufficient capacity for planned growth in the interim period. g)\

285. | remain concerned around the potential for reverse sensitivity effects. | acknowle
the expert evidence, reverse sensitivity effects are of low probability but, given the utely
critical nature of the PWTP and the PRRP to the future growth and develo lleston,

and indeed the wider Selwyn District, a degree of caution is appropriawc)
Statutory Documents

Responsive Planning Under the NPS-UD O

286. Before undertaking my assessment of the plan against the relevant statutory
documents, | address the relationship between m‘ D and the CRPS. This is a critical

issue which was the subject of thorough ailed submissions of Counsel. It was also
addressed in the relevant planning evid that this is an issue which has been raised
Yl

n District and | have addressed it in earlier

in a number of other plan changes h
Recommendations. There are someéssubtle differences between the submissions that | have

received in this plan chang

287. In considering this issug, | e applied the principles of statutory interpretation. There
as to what those principles are, rather the differences are in the

appears to be n @
application.

288. Thisp f myyRecommendation addresses the issue of whether the directive objectives and
poli in the CRPS (and the SDP objectives and policies which implement those) operate, in
to)

6 ¥'1 received detailed submissions from Ms Appleyard for the Applicant, both in her opening and
% in her closing submissions which responded to CCC and CRC'’s legal submissions and

evidence.'?® | have also reviewed a Memorandum provided by Mr Paul Rogers which

ce; as a veto. Or, expressed another way, as Mr Wakefield submitted, does giving effect
hapter 6 of the CRPS demand that PC73 is declined?

addresses this issue in the context of plan changes and submissions on the PDP.*21 | note

that Memorandum, by its very nature, is of somewhat wider focus.

290. | received comprehensive legal submissions from Mr Wakefield on behalf of CCC and CRC.

120 | egal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 and Closing Submissions
1 November 2021

121 Memorandum from Adderley Head of 13 September 2021 Subject: NPS — CRPS — Plan Changes to the ODP and
Submissions on the PDP
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291. |do not propose to repeat the legal submissions and the contents of Mr Rogers’ Memorandum
in this Recommendation. | have considered those in full. | will identify the key matters as

appropriate.

292. | consider that Ms Appleyard summarised the question when she submitted “The question that
is to be asked is how the [C]RPS is to be interpreted in light of the NPS-UD?".122 She

expanded that question by identifying that this was especially so because the CRPS contain V
an avoid policy with respect to development outside Map A, yet the later in time, and hi@)\

order, NPS-UD contains Objective 6 and Policy 8 which requires a responsive p i
approach to out-of-sequence and unanticipated development. 0

Key Objectives and Policies

CRPS < )
are:

293. The key objective and policy of the CRPS which trigger this ﬁ i

(@) Objective 6.2.1:

Christchurch through a Ian\ frastructure framework that:

1. identifies priorityl are for urban development within Greater
Christchurch@
\Ye'To @

3. a r development outside of existing urban areas or
@ d priority areas for development, unless expressly provided

orin the CRPS;
(b) @96.3.1:

Development within the Greater Christchurch Area

0%3 In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch:

Recovery framework Q
Recovery, rebuilding and @ﬁ t are enabled within Greater

1. give effect to the urban form identified in Map A, which identifies the
location and extent of urban development that will support recovery,
rebuilding and planning for future growth and infrastructure delivery;

3. enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield priority
areas, including intensification in appropriate locations, where it
supports the recovery of Greater Christchurch;

122 |_egal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 at para [12]
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4. ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or
identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they
are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS;

SDP

294. | note that the objective and policy identified above are implemented through Objective B4.3.3
and Policy B4.3.1 of the SDP being: V

(@) Objective B4.3.3: C)

For townships within the Greater Christchurch area, new resid%r
business development is to be provided within existing zoried e r

priority areas identified in the Regional Policy Statemen such
development is to occur ... <n I

(b)  Policy B4.3.1: (relevantly)

Ensure new residential, rural residential or bus@evelopment either:

e The land is rezoned to an Living or business Zone and,
where within the Grea j urch area, is contained within

existing zoned land an nfield priority areas identified in the
Regional Policy St n d developed in accordance with an
Outline Development Plantincorporated into the District Plan.
NPS-UD %
295. The key objectives, peligies ;
issue include: &
1

(@) Objective

other matters within the NPS-UD in relation to this particular

New Zealand has well-functioning urban environments that enable all

%()people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural

wellbeing, and for their health and safety, now and into the future.

%} Objective 2:
0 Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive
land and development markets.

(c) Policy 2:

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.
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(d)  Objective 3: (my emphasis)

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:

(a) the area is in or near a centre zone or other area with many
employment opportunities

(b) the areais well-serviced by existing or planned public transport

(c) there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, < \V,

relative to other areas within the urban environment.

(e) Objective 6:

)] Policy

Local authority decisions on urban development th rban

environments are:

(a) integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions; and

(b) strategic over the medium term and long n

(c) responsive, particularly in relatio posals that would supply
significant development capa

Local authority decisi ing urban environments are responsive to
plan changes thatgvould add significantly to development capacity and
contribute to well- oning urban environments, even if the development
capacity is:

(8) unaaticipat y RMA planning documents; or
(b@quence with planned land release.

(9) Su& — Responsive planning of the NPS-UD provides:

O
NS
Q>

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:

(@)  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
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296.

purpose of implementing Policy 8, as adding significantly to
development capacity.

I note that the above is not intended to be an exclusive list. There are other objectives and
policies within the NPS-UD which provide relevant context, including Policy 1, which defines,

in a non-exclusive manner, well-functioning urban environment.

Parties’ Submissions

297.

298.

299.

300.

Ms Appleyard identified the potential inconsistency as being between Objective 62.1%3 of the
CRPS and Objective 6 and Policy 8 (and relevant clauses) of the NPS-UD.

Ms Appleyard submitted that it had been decided by case law in relationfto some.RMA planning
documents that the ordinary meaning of the word ‘avoid’ means,“nottallow” or “prevent the
occurrence of”. Ms Appleyard cited EDS v New Zealand King Salm6n 22 for that proposition.
Taken literally, Objective 6.2.1.3 provides that decision-makers must not (original emphasis)
allow urban development outside of existing urban ageas orsthe greenfield priority areas
identified in Map A.'?* Ms Appleyard submitted that ‘ad®pting that interpretation of the CRPS
would not reconcile it with Policy 8 of the NPS-UDR and would in essence result in an
interpretation which would be contrary to thesvery prpose of the NPS-UD including Policy 8,
would prevent the NPS-UD from achievingits purpose, and would interpret the word ‘avoid’ in

a vacuum and outside the context of reading the CRPS and NPS-UD together.125

Ms Appleyard submitted that.a figid interpretation of the word ‘avoid’ in the CRPS inherently
prevents local authorities frem being responsive in the very way required by the NPS-UD as it
prevents them from &ven, considering the merits of a plan change that might otherwise add
significantly to dévelepment capacity and contribute to well-functioning urban environments
(the criteria for Policy 8 NPS-UD) where these fall outside of greenfield priority areas.'?6 Ms
Appleyard submitted further that the requirement of the NPS-UD for local authorities to be
responsive o development capacity providing certain criteria were met even if unanticipated
of out-of*ss€équence was clearly intended to target this type of objective in the CRPS and
aéssentially to say that the ‘avoid’ policy in the CRPS prevented all developments that fall

outside Map A would be to act in a manner contrary to the specific direction of the NPS-UD.1%7

In light of the context, Ms Appleyard submitted 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 full effect to the NPS-UD). This can be done by grafting a limited exception
onto the objective but only where a development could meet the NPS-UD because it adds

significantly to development capacity and contributes to a well-functioning urban environment.

123 Environmental Defence Society v New Zealand King Salmon [2014] NZSC 38 at [93]

124 Legal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 at para [23]
125 |_egal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 at para [24]
126 | egal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 at para [26]
127 Legal Submissions on Behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited 28 September 2021 at para [27]
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301.

302.

303.

304.

305.

Mr Wakefield advised that CCC and CRC accept that the NPS-UD is a higher order document
but they disagreed that it should be interpreted as having primacy over the CRPS (and its
avoid framework) in the manner suggested. He submitted that the NPS-UD and CRPS can
be read and applied together, with no reasonable interpretive grounds (or need) for suggesting
that the NPS-UD should take precedence over the CRPS.

Mr Wakefield submitted that the SDC Memorandum of 13 September 2021 was based @n a
flawed interpretation that misconstrues the NPS-UD and focuses on select provisiofis=enly: '
He submitted that characterising this Request as a contest between the NRS-UDyand the
CRPS is incorrect, and the proper approach is to attempt to reconcile thesextwesplanning
instruments in a manner that accords with the wider statutory context"andhthe’hierarchy of
planning documents outlined in Colonial Vineyards.*?® He submitted that if the Rolleston West
Residential Limited/Adderley Head approach to interpreting and applying the NPS-UD was
accepted, the consequence was that the recent Change 1 fo the, GRPS, and the core urban
growth strategy established by the CRPS, would be undermined. He submitted the CRPS
framework should not be disregarded in favour oOffiselated policies in the NPS-UD that
(properly interpreted) provide an administrative pathway only, which does not direct the

enabling of development over and above integratéasand strategic planning.

Mr Wakefield also identified King Salmen noting that as recognised by the Supreme Court, the
cascade of planning documents ynder the RMA are intended to give effect to s5 and Part 2 of
the RMA by giving:

. substance to its Tthe” RMAs] purpose by identifying objectives, policies,
methods and fulesWwith increasing particularity both as to substantive content and
locality. 130

He submitteéd that the NPS-UD provided higher level direction and the CRPS provided more
particulafised fegional (and in particular sub-regional) direction in relation to similar matters,
asgellhas other relevant policy matters for the purpose of giving effect to other NPSs and other
reqdirements of Part 2 of the RMA.131 He submitted that there could be no dispute that under
s75(3) of the RMA a district plan must give effect to any NPS and any regional policy
statement, again citing King Salmon that “give effect to” something means “implement”.132

Mr Wakefield developed his argument by noting that there were a number of relevant
directions in both the NPS-UD and the CRPS that have varying degrees of directiveness. He
submitted this may be relevant when seeking to reconcile those planning documents, with the
nature and expression of the relevant objectives and policies being significant. He submitted

that the NPS-UD as can be expected given its national application, contains a number of

128 | egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [1.7]

129 | egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [1.8]

130 | egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [2.3] citing Environmental Defence Society Incorporated
v New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited [2014] NZSC 38

181 | egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [2.4]

132 |_egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [2.5]

Page 61



directions expressed with a greater degree of abstraction but is more explicit for the Tier 1

local authorities in relation to certain requirements. 133

306. He then addressed the CRPS noting that given its regional focus it provides more specific
direction on a multitude of resource management matters, including urban growth, particularly

that of Greater Christchurch. He submitted this is to be expected given the CRPS represents

the more particularised expression of the higher order objectives and policies, and dlrfctQ\V
t

on other Part 2 matters in accordance with the regional council’s functions. He submittedith
so long as the highly directive framework for urban growth achieved the outcomes di

the NPS-UD, there was no reason why it should not be considered a valid approac iving

effect to the NPS-UD. 134 O

SDC Memorandum of 13 September 2021

307. I|haveread and considered Mr Rogers’ Memorandum of 13 Sept r2021. Again it provides

a thorough assessment. That Memorandum was not prepared t0' specifically address Mr

Wakefield's submissions on this Request. Rather, it addresse@*the wider submissions which
arose through the PDP hearings. In this part of ment | will refer to them as the

Simpson Grierson submissions.

308. The Memorandum addresses the purp x text of the NPS-UD, noting that the RMA
allows the Government to prescribe &s and policies for matters of national significance
relevant to sustainable manag erﬁ}r the RMA. The Memorandum records that those
matters need to be borne in=g cause it was considered to have an influence on the

.@. e NPS-UD is dealing with matters of national significance.

interpretative exercise bec

309. Mr Rogers refe .@- Supreme Court decision Commerce Commission v Fonterra
Cooperative GroupzLtd35 and quoted paragraph [22] of that decision. | agree that that is a

significal e and | include the full quotation of paragraph [22] here:

gﬁcessary to bear in mind that section 5 of the Interpretation Act 1999 makes
text'and purpose the key driver of statutory interpretation. The meaning of an
actment must be ascertained from its text and in the light of its purpose. Even
if the meaning of the text may appear plain in isolation of purpose that meaning
should always be cross-checked against purpose in order to observe the dual
requirements of section 5. In determining purpose the court must obviously have
regard to both the immediate and the general legislative context. Of relevance
% too may be the social, commercial or other objective of the enactment.

310. Mr Rogers considered the social objective of the NPS-UD to be influential if not critical in the

interpretative exercise noting Objective 2 which states:

133 Legal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [2.8]
134 | egal Submissions for CCC and CRC 29 September 2021 at para [2.9]
135 Commerce Commission v Fonterra Cooperative Group Ltd [2007] NZSC 36
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Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land
and development markets.

311. The Memorandum notes that the NPS-UD, particularly the responsive planning provisions,
have come into force against a context of what is frequently described as a national housing

supply crisis. The supply crisis impacts upon affordability of housing nationally.

312. The Memorandum notes that Policy 1(d) “more pointedly” addresses competition in @\V

development markets:

... have planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban enviranmehts
which are urban environments that, as a minimum support, and limit assmtich
possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of land and ment

markets. Q

313. The Memorandum also identifies Objective 6 which provides:

Local authority decisions on urban development thau ban environments
are integrated with infrastructure planning and funding=décisions and strategic
over the medium term and be responsive, parti in relation to proposals that
would supply significant development capagi

314. Mr Rogers agreed that the CRPS is to be N part of any merits assessment but not
in the determining manner which Simp %on advance. To apply and weight Objective
6.2.1 in that manner, in his opinion, Clash irectly against the NPS-UD responsive planning
provisions and would frustrate the ive of the NPS-UD.

315. Mr Rogers addressed the % ‘give effect to”, drawing attention to s75(3) which details the

contents of district planssand in sub-section (3)(a) provides a district plan must give effect to
any national p ent. He stated that if decision-makers accorded, when making

planning decisions tinder the NPS-UD, the CRPS priority, it is very difficult to see how decision-
makers be complying with, let alone respecting, both the directive to have particular
regarﬁie PS-UD in reaching a decision as well as satisfying s75(3)(a). This was
ticul o when the CRPS is not fully giving effect to the NPS-UD and submitted that “such
ome does not recognise an NPS prescribed actions via objectives and policies for

ers of national significance which we consider must and should prevail over regional

Q atters”.136

316. The Memorandum concluded by stating that it recognised that the hierarchy of plans, as well
as recognising the NPS-UD deals with matters of national significance, assists in resolving

what at first may appear to be an irreconcilable choice for decision-makers.3”

317. Mr Rogers addressed Objective 6.2.1 and recorded his understanding that the purpose of the

objective is to avoid ad hoc development, particularly urban development in locations that are

136 Memorandum 13 September 2021 at para [123]
137 Memorandum 13 September 2021 at para [124]
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not supported by infrastructure and transportation services and networks, employment

opportunities, and proximity to community assets, services and supplies.138

318. As well the size of an area identified for development within the CRPS is intended to meet
anticipated demand for development, for which demand has been assessed by a number of

exercises such as Our Space.13°

319. Mr Rogers’ view was that if Simpson Grierson’s approach was correct then effectively wi \V
the Greater Christchurch area the responsive planning provisions in the NPS-UD wi e
placed on hold until such time as the CRPS is reviewed, next scheduled for 20

2 “Mr
Rogers considered that, given the NPS-UD seeks to ensure unanticipated%o t-of-
i

sequence developments are considered responsively provided they a ant land
development capacity and contribute to well-functioning urban envirdnments¥the NPS-UD
specifically recognises and provides for an exception or legitimate de from restrictive

objectives such as CRPS Objective 6.2.1.

ovi@e plan change via evidence

nt capacity and well-functioning

320. The Memorandum concluded at paragraph [167] that,

submitted at a merits hearing delivered on the de
urban environments outcomes sought by the
t

and proper regard was had to the

purpose of the restrictive Objective 6.2. ositive planning decision determined

following a full merits hearing can be se& ell-considered and supportable decision and

not an unlawful one. < :

Evaluation

321. | have carefully considered f the matters raised in the legal submissions which | have

summarised abov, N the relevant planning evidence. | accept that this is a difficult and

somewhat co given that a district plan must give effect to (a) any national policy

statemen&.. (c) any regional policy statement.

322. Therelare @ number of provisions of the NPS-UD which are particularly relevant to the

etation issue. | consider the social context is relevant, particularly when considering

i
t ere is a focus, albeit not a complete focus, on housing supply and affordability.
0 ective 2 seeks:

Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land
and development markets.

323. 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: ...

138 Memorandum 13 September 2021 at para [151]
139 Memorandum 13 September 2021 at para [152]
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324.

325.

326.

327.

328.

329.

(c) there is high demand for housing or for business land in the area, relative
to other areas within the urban environment.

On its face and text, the direction in Policy 8 appears to me to be 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:

(@) unanticipated by RMA planning documents; or \V

(b)  out-of-sequence with planned land release.

Policy 8 specifically identifies responsiveness in the context of plan changes. | view,
“unanticipated” must be read to include circumstances where planning docume d here
the CRPS as reflected in the SDP) contain avoidance objectives. vnt in areas
outside of those identified in Map A is clearly “unanticipated”.

To find otherwise would amount, in my view, to a significant down, and potentially an

undermining, of the responsive provisions of the NPS-UD @ gree with Mr Rogers’ view

that it would lead to a conclusion that responsive plan provisions of the NPS-UD did not

apply to plan changes within Greater Christchurc

| do not accept that the avoidance obje 'x olicies in the CRPS, implemented by
Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1 of tr\ , J)nean the proposal must be declined.

Overall, it is my view, in light of itigh the NPS-UD holds in the hierarchy of documents;
that it is the latter in time; that i s promulgated in the context of a housing crisis; and after
% urpose and other contextual matters, it enables appropriate

plan changes to be sed"on their merits, notwithstanding the avoidance objectives and
policies of the C

carefully considering its te

This is a&ple;x and important issue and | appreciate the comprehensive manner in which
Counwa icular have addressed it. Overall, | accept the submissions of Ms Appleyard
0

and'th lusions reached by Mr Rogers. | acknowledge they reached their conclusions by
htly different approach.

meets the requirements of responsive planning provisions including whether or not it provides

significant development capacity; whether it contributes to a well-functioning urban

Q% e assessment will of course entail careful consideration as to whether the plan change

environment; and is well connected along transport corridors. | note that a finding that the
proposal does provide significant development capacity is not, of itself, a ‘trump card’. Itis a
matter to which | am to have particular regard if the qualifying matters are met. This approach
does not mean that Chapter 6 of the CRPS is not relevant. They need to be carefully

considered and are an important part of the overall planning framework.
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Statutory Assessment

Statutory Tests

331. | have identified the statutory framework in paragraphs [16] to [18] above and | do not repeat

those here.

Functions of Territorial Authorities

332. Ms White identified the relevant functions of territorial authorities pursuant to 53@13

[152] to [154] of her s42A Report.

333. By way of summary, SDC has the function of the establishment, impl @ 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 hysical resources of the
District; 140 the establishment, implementation, and review o s, policies and methods
to ensure that there is sufficient development capacity i @

res housing and business land

to meet the expected demands of the District;14! control of any actual or potential

effects of their use, development or protection of luding for the specified purposes.14?
For completeness | note its functions incl entrol of the emission of noise and the

mitigation of the effects of noise.43

334. While of course all the functionsW\are felevant, there has been a degree of focus on

development capacity and | a that issue in my subsequent assessment of the NPS-UD.

Part 2 Matters

335. As noted by N&Qher s42a Report, pursuant to s74(1), a territorial authority must
h

prepare an angeNits district plan in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA.
Ms White"was, of the opinion that notwithstanding the notification of the PDP, the purpose of

the wasfcurrently reflected in the settled objectives and policies of the District Plan which

not seek to change and | agree with that general proposition. Notwithstanding
that,N

336. The NPS-UD was understandably the focus of legal submissions and planning evidence.

the context of this plan change, | am of the view that it remains appropriate to

cifically address the higher order documents.

337. Mr Phillips identified what he considered to be the principal issues to be determined in respect

of the NPS-UD at paragraph [61] of his evidence. He identified these as follows:

140 531(1)(a)
141 s31(1)(aa)
142 531(1)(b)
13 531(1)(d)
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(@) Does Policy 8 apply, noting it and Subpart 2, clause 3.8 provides for the consideration
of proposals that are otherwise unanticipated or out-of-sequence with the CRPS and
SDP? Specifically:

0] Will the plan change add ‘significantly to development capacity’?

(i) Will the plan change ‘contribute’ to ‘well functioning urban environments’? \V

(i) Will the development capacity enabled by the plan change be ‘well-co Qﬂ)

along transport corridors’?
(b) Isthere ‘at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected demar ’diltimes’

as required by Policy 2, and is the information relied on to inf s _determination
‘robust’ and ‘frequently updated’ as required by Objective 77

(c) Can adecision on the proposal be integrated with infra re planning and funding,
strategic over the medium and long term, and respon required by Objective 67

(d)  Will the proposal be consistent with Objec w Zealand’s urban environments

support (Mr Phillips’ emphasis) reduction 2enhouse gas emissions?

338. While | address those matters in a sligh\%nt order, | agree with Mr Phillips’ summary of
the principle issues. < I

Will the Plan Change Add Signific Development Capacity?

339. Mr Tallentire did not_gensid

frame of referenge ssessing significant development capacity. He preferred an

ither Rolleston or the Selwyn District to be the appropriate

interpretation that'assesses the matter in relation to the agreed urban environment of Greater
Christchu& He agreed with Ms White’s report that the ultimate development capacity
y P

provi 3 is significant in the Greater Christchurch context but considered that a closer

inspec s required.'#® In his Summary of Evidence, Mr Tallentire confirmed his opinion
does not provide significant development capacity because:
& The scale of the development able to be delivered at pace is not significant in relation

to the urban environment;

% (b)  Sufficient development capacity is already identified to meet expected housing demand
over the medium-term, and the proposed housing typologies do not go far enough to

align with the housing needs stated in the 2021 HCA; and

144 statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [62]
145 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [63]
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(c) It would not contribute to a well-functioning urban environment that is well-connected

along transport routes. 46
340. It was his opinion that PC73 should not engage with Policy 8 of the NPS-UD.1#7

341. Giventhatthere did not appear to be any disagreement that numerically, the provision of 2,100
household units was significant even in the context of Greater Christchurch, | do not nee V
spend any time in this Recommendation focusing on what is the appropriatequrban
environment for assessing significance. | do however record it is my view that t D
allows for a more nuanced approach of significance and how that is assessed“and that
determining significance only by reference to Greater Christchurch would re@ hanges
to meet an unreasonable threshold.

342. The Ministry for the Environment Guidance!#® identifies that it,is appropriate to have

consideration of: O
(@) Significance of scale and location; E
(b)  Filling identified demand; O
(c)  Timing of development; and %\
\

(d)  Availability of infrastructur

343. Recognising that the guid ot form part of the NPS-UD and has no legal effect in

terms of its application and i etation, | have kept those matters in mind in my assessment.

Scale of Developmen' le Delivered “at pace”

344. Mr Talle oted that as outlined in the evidence provided by the Applicant, the proposal is
to pre@)c pation of any dwellings on the Holmes Block and enable establishment and
oetu f 148 dwellings on the Skellerup Block prior to various roading upgrades. He
%aka Kotahi's submission that completion of the State Highway 1 intersection upgrade

&ticipa‘ted to be by 2026 and that this effectively limited what he would consider to be the

%at pace” development of PC73 to 148 dwellings. On that basis, he did not consider the

% applicable scale of development to be significant in relation to the urban environment.14°
345.

I discussed the likely timing of development with Mr Tim Carter. This was largely in the context
of risk and developer margins, but he noted that property development was not like a term
deposit. Development takes a long time to get to market. Mr Carter advised me that taking

into account earthworks, servicing, construction of roads, the selling of sections and

146 Summary Statement of Keith Tallentire, planning, for CRC and CCC 29 September 2021 at para [7]

147 Summary Statement of Keith Tallentire, planning, for CRC and CCC 29 September 2021 at para [8]

148 Ministry for the Environment (2020). National Policy Statement on Urban Environment 2020, Understanding and
implementing the responsive planning policies, Ministry for the Environment: Wellington, pages 5-6

149 statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [65]
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346.

347.

348.

349.

construction of properties, that the deferral would not materially affect the development. He
noted that the requirements were in relation to occupation and did not delay preparatory works

being undertaken.

Ms Sarah White for Waka Kotahi discussed the timing of the proposed works on the State
Highway improvement. She advised that she had been provided with an estimate by Mr
Phillips that 223 and 224 certification for the 148 dwellings would likely occur late 2023/early

2024 with dwelling construction and occupancy to follow.

Ms Sarah White advised that the intersection upgrades are scheduled to commence ih,2024
and therefore there would be a limited time period where crossover occuks “QEtween
occupation of these dwellings and use of the existing State Highway 1/Dunns Grossihg Road
intersection. In discussions, Ms Sarah White discussed the process including ‘designations.
She noted that funding had been confirmed. She advised that inftermswef’the relevant
intersection, this would be the first part of the entire constructiongprocess.#She advised that
the construction period would be approximately six months, subjegtto final design. She also
advised that once the construction of the roundabout commenced, there would be traffic

management in play.

Ms Appleyard referenced Ms Sarah White's fevidence in her closing submissions. Ms
Appleyard submitted that development capaeityssparticularly of some 2,000 homes, will
inherently take some years to develgp “and hoting that earthworks and subdivision are
required. She submitted that “Thefe is only so quickly development can occur (sic)”. Ms
Appleyard addressed Mr Tallentire’s reference to Mr Wheelans’ evidence on Plan Change 67
that he could construct houseswithing year. Ms Appleyard identified the significant difference
in scale between that plan‘ghange and this one and noted that in any event the deferral did
not prevent the actugdl cohstruction of homes as the proposed condition related to occupation
and not construgtion:N\J_generally accept those submissions in terms of the transport related

upgrades and delay?

As identified inYparagraph [221] of this Recommendation, the Applicant has proposed a new
rule preventing the establishment of residential allotments within 1,500m of the PWTP prior to
eertification that necessary regulatory approvals have been obtained or 31 December 2025,
whichever was sooner. That line is shown on Figure 1 on the proposed ODP and covers a
reasonably significant area. That would delay the creation of those lots until, potentially,
31 December 2025.

Findings

350.

While the provisions incorporating deferral of development of the Holmes Block, and to a
lesser extent the Skellerup Block, will obviously impact on the release of residential allotments
to the market, taking a realistic view of the development process, | do not consider those

deferrals to be fatal to a finding that the capacity remains significant. As outlined by Mr Carter,
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it appears that there will be considerable works that the Applicant can be undertaking in the

meantime.

351. Overall, | generally accept the Applicant’s submissions in relation to the delay issue and overall

accept that the plan change would provide significant development capacity.

Is There at Least Sufficient Development Capacity to Meet Expected Demand at all Times? V

352. Policy 2 requires Tier 1, 2 and 3 local authorities, at all times, to provide at least suffigient
development capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for business ove r
term, medium term and long term, and Policy 1(d) — support, and limit as mugh as‘possible,

adverse effects on, the competitive operation of land and development ma et.

353. Clause 3.11 of the NPS-UD directs that when making plans, or chan@ns, in ways that
affect the development of urban environments, local authorities pust:

O

about land and development
gulatory and non-regulatory
ontribution to:

(b)  Use evidence, particularly any relevant |B
markets, ... to assess the impact of dif
options for urban development and

capacity.

(i)  Meeting the reqn@ provide at least sufficient development

354. Sufficient development ca ined as:

(@) Plan enabled is, In relation to short term, zoned in an operative district plan; in
rm, zoned in an operative or proposed district plan; and in the long

relation togne
term, zoned o identified for future urban use or intensification in an FDS;150

(b) astrueture ready — that is, development infrastructure is available for short term,
for medium term, or identified in a local authority’s infrastructure strategy for long

m;

%c) Feasible and reasonably expected to be released; and

(d) For Tier 1 and Tier 2 local authorities, is required to meet the expected demand plus

the appropriate competitiveness margin.

355. Mr Tallentire considered that there was sufficient development capacity already identified to
meet the expected housing demand over the medium term, and the proposed housing

typologies do not go far enough to align with the housing needs stated in the 2021 HCA.15!

150 NPS-UD 2020 Part 3 — Subpart 1, clause 3.4(1)
151 Summary Statement of Keith Tallentire, planning, for CRC and CCC 29 September 2021 at para [7(b)]
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356.

357.

358.

859,

360.

Applicant’s Evidence

Mr Christopher Jones, a Real Estate Agent with 12 years experience selling down residential
subdivisions, including in the Selwyn District, provided evidence relating to the Rolleston
housing market, demand and supply. He identified a number of factors which drive people
towards Rolleston being value; availability of standalone houses on reasonably sized sections
at an affordable price; people moving to Rolleston in order to work in the immediate area

increase in modern amenities; and easier commute to Christchurch with the new motorwaly. 152

In terms of demand, he considered there was an acute residential land shortage in Rollesten
with demand significantly surpassing supply. He considered that this had led to'inflated prices
of almost 100% from the year before. He advised there had been a move away from larger
section sizes with buyers looking more and more for residential sitesfof aroun@ 400-500m?Z.
He noted his understanding of the current zoning, which would enable mughdarger lots (mainly
4,000 — 5,000m?). He advised that while the larger sites would#Sell, the demand for that
section size is nowhere near what it used to be and the same sizé,site could better be utilised

to accommodate ten modern and affordable homes forten families. 153

In terms of demand, he identified what he ca@nsidered to be the key driver of the price
increases, being the lack of availability. He.described the market in Rolleston as particularly
frantic. It was his view that if the significaft shortage of residentially zoned land was not
addressed soon, it would only be a miatter of,time before the average house and land package
in Rolleston would be around $l¢millien as had happened in Halswell. In his view, the number
of sections that could become, available if the various proposed plan changes in Rolleston
were approved, did not seem “particularly high” because they would not all be going on to the
market and developéd afythe same time. In his view, it was important to enable a supply of
sections capablefof beingireleased in the medium and long term, and many of these sections
had alreadygbeen sold, subject to zoning. He was concerned that if zoning of site is put off
any longeér there would be a window of no residential land being available for purchase in
Rolleston which would lead to a further increase in prices. In his view, there was no risk arising
framy6ver-supply and in fact this would help appease the spike in housing prices by increasing

cempetition and reducing panic purchases.

I heard from three economists, Mr Copeland, Mr Akehurst and Mr Colegrave. | have discussed
the economic benefits earlier in this Recommendation. In the following paragraphs, | am

addressing the supply/demand issue.

Mr Copeland provided a comprehensive brief which | have considered in full. For the purposes
of this Recommendation | predominantly reference his Summary. Mr Copeland advised that

in the period 2001 to 2020 the Selwyn District's population has grown nearly 5 times faster

152 Summary of Evidence of Chris Jones 28 September 2021 at para [3]
153 Summary of Evidence of Chris Jones 28 September 2021 at para [6]
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361.

362.

363.

364.

than New Zealand as a whole, 8 times faster than Christchurch City, and 2 times faster than
Waimakariri.

Mr Copeland advised that the proposed development of up to 2,100 dwellings represents up
to 8% of the existing dwellings in the District and up to 27% of the existing dwellings in
Rolleston. He noted the Applicant’'s expectation that once approved development would occur
over an eight year period for the Skellerup Block and then approximately over a seven year
period for the Holmes Block from 2025 to 2031. He noted the Housing and Business
Development Capacity Assessment Update (2020)%%* identified in section 4.1 additiopal
housing demand of 7,127 during the 2020-2030 and 8,690 between 2030 and 2050.§He also
advised that the Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessmgnt Update (2020)
identifies Selwyn District's sufficiency of housing capacity of +2,543 ig'the Shert term (2020-
2023), -2,737 in the medium term (2020-2030) and -18,337 in the Jong term/(2020-2050). He
noted that all of the plan change requests as at January 2021 provided for a total of 10,567
additional dwellings including those under PC73. He identified a number of factors which could
result in plan changes, even if approved, not resulting ifyfull dev€lopment and noted that only
when supply or potential supply exceeds expected, demand could reductions in upward

pressures on residential land and house prices Re expected to occur.

Mr Akehurst set out his expertise and nateddifatjhe had particular experience in assessing the
effects of growth on existing econdmies®and on urban form and that he had carried out
significant work in assessing regéiirements for housing and business land to assist Councils in
setting development and grewthl strategies and to meet their obligations under national

directions.

Again, | do not pgepese tQ recite Mr Akehurst's evidence in full. The key points that | have
taken from his evidence is that the recent growth history shows that numbers in the past nine
years far gxceed Statistics New Zealand’s “high” projections (2018-2021) and the projection
sets ufilised in the SCGM. %5 He considered Council ran the risk of significantly under-counting
futtire grewth in the short to medium term, thereby under-supplying capacity to meet that future
growthgfailing to meet their obligations under the NPS-UD and driving prices up.'% His
evidence was that it was clear that uptake has exceeded modelled growth by a significant
margin. Excluding FUDAs which are not yet plan enabled, capacity would last 3.5 years before
completely exhausted based on short term growth matching the average of the past five years.
He was concerned that the net result would be significant price rises as developers would be

able to charge more in the face of significant supply constraints.

In relation to capacity, he advised that his company (Market Economics) had developed the
SCGM originally in 2017 and the model used by SDC was based entirely on the Capacity for
Growth Model which he explained.

15 prepared for SDC meeting of 25 November 2020 by Ben Baird
155 Statement of Evidence of Gregory Michael Akehurst 13 September 2021 at para [23]
1% Statement of Evidence of Gregory Michael Akehurst 13 September 2021 at para [24]
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365.

366.

367.

368.

3609.

370.

He considered there were issues with the estimates of capacity included in the model. He
identified a number of examples which cause him concern, particularly if they represent the tip
of systemic errors in over-estimated capacity.’>” Matters he identified of concern included
Darfield and Leeston forming part of the capacity. He considered Darfield and Rolleston would
appeal to very different markets and capacity provided in Rolleston, or not provided, cannot
be substituted for capacity at Darfield. He considered the same reasoning applied to Leeston

and Rolleston.

He identified concerns with the allocation methods and data issues at the parcel level. These
included: inclusion of non-urban capacity in urban measure of capacity; sethacks and reserves
being included; inclusion of developed sites as capacity; inclusion of non-residential jparcels;
and development density assumptions. He concluded that given all of the issues, there is
potentially a significant overstating of capacity within the model as it currently stands. He
considered that Council should be seeking to encourage additiopal capacity provided by plan
changes such as PC73 in order to avoid residential pricegriseStbrought about by scarcity

leading to a deterioration in housing affordability.158

Mr Colegrave provided expert evidence in relation te,supply/capacity. In his summary, he
concluded that SDC is currently not meeting its NPS-UD obligations over either the short,
medium or long term because its estimategof demand for additional dwellings are inordinately

low while its estimates of likely capacity to,meet that demand appears to be grossly overstated.

In his opinion, due to the issu€s heyidentified, additional land needs to be identified and
rezoned as soon as possibleytoimeét the NPS-UD obligations and to enable the efficient

operation of the local land market.

Mr Colegrave considered the demand projections used in the 2021 HCA significantly
understated recent\rends and the corresponding estimates of capacity were “fundamentally
flawed”. ¢He, agreed that the HCA process can be a useful avenue to provide for future
capacity, but in*his view was not the only, or necessarily the best way. He considered the
issUe tonbefone of timing. Given the three year gap between each HCA and the very long
leadsingstimes associated with both land development and house construction, relying on the

HCAs to address capacity shortfalls was, in his opinion, flawed.

Mr Ben Baird provided a Memorandum outlining the expected growth in current and future
capacity in the context of the broader strategic planning occurring across Greater Christchurch
and Selwyn. He advised that the monitoring of take-up, remaining capacity and potential future
demand is critical in understanding how growth is occurring within the District and how that fits
with the District’s strategic planning. He noted that this was primarily done through the SCGM,
a spreadsheet based model that determines demand based on population projections and

identifies development capacity and available land supply.

157 Statement of Evidence of Gregory Michael Akehurst 13 September 2021 at para [35]
158 Statement of Evidence of Gregory Michael Akehurst 13 September 2021 at para [88]
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371.

372.

In terms of household demand, he advised this was generally derived from the Statistics New
Zealand population or household projections with the key inputs also from Statistics New
Zealand being population age, living arrangements and household formation rates which
determines births, deaths and household compositions. He noted that modelled demand for
housing changed depending on the Statistics New Zealand projections applied. He advised
that in the past five years there had been three different projections produced for SDC. The
first was developed in the Greater Christchurch 2017 Capacity Assessment; the second was
developed in 2019 for the LTP and update to the SCGM; and the third was developed recently
to inform the 2021 HCA using a 2018 high projection. Mr Baird’'s Memorandum recordedithat
following the nationwide lockdown in 2020, building consents have been at a recorgshigh, Tt
recorded that what was driving that was not clear, and the growth in building consents Was not
in response to nationwide growth. He identified internal migration increasifighaswone of the

potential explanations for the increase in building consents.

The Memorandum identified surplus and shortfalls in paragraph [56] identifying a medium term
shortfall of 2,089 and a long term shortfall of 13,130 withinhe Selwyn District. In terms of

Rolleston, the medium term identified a shortfall of 2,232 and in the long term 5,174.

Findings

373.

374.

375.

376.

What appears to me to be readily apparent_is that'despite the application of the higher growth
scenario in the SCGM, the number of ae® dwellings has significantly exceeded SDC'’s
predictions. It appears that the modél mayshave been under-estimating demand. This raises

a risk of SDC not meeting Policy2.

Mr Baird’'s Memorandum<%ecorded” that the shortfall could be met by the FUDA, some in
Darfield and Leestongand potehtial intensification work. Mr Colegrave and Mr Akehurst had
concerns with thesinglusion of Darfield and Leeston. Darfield and Leeston are not within the
Greater Christchureh area and arguably do not provide capacity in the areas where there is

the most gignificant demand.

Overall, | find that in recent times, and notwithstanding the best efforts of SDC, there appears
tove insufficient development capacity in Rolleston, together with clear evidence of significant
demand. SDC and CRC have taken steps to address capacity, in particular the identification
of FUDAs in Rolleston, through PCL1 to the CRPS. Parts of the FUDA area are subject to plan
change requests and other areas within it have been granted resource consent through the
COVID-19 process.

The evidence for the Applicant is clear that there has been, and remains, significant demand
within Rolleston. The evidence was also clear that there has been insufficient capacity to meet
that demand. Mr Baird’s Memorandum largely supports that. | acknowledge that the lack of
capacity is not the only driver for the price escalations. However, 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 price stability.
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377. In that context, it is my view that in light of the demand and the various matters addressed
above, the capacity provided by this plan change is significant and there are clear capacity
issues. In the context of what has been described as a housing crisis, the development
capacity provided by PC73 should be given some considerable weight. To do so, however, it

has to meet the remaining qualifiers in Policy 8.

Well-functioning Urban Environments

378. To qualify under Policy 8, a plan change must do more than simply “add significant \V

development capacity”. It must also contribute to well-functioning urban environments e

well connected along transport corridors.
379. As identified by Ms White, Policy 6 identifies the matters to which particu gnust be

had when making planning decisions that affect urban environmentss include the
benefits of urban development that are consistent with well-functioning urban environments

as described in Policy 1.

380. Clause 3.8(2) specifies that for unanticipated or out-of-seq developments that provide
significant development capacity, particular regard tg.the'development capacity is to be had if

that development capacity:
(@) Contributes to a well-functioning ur environment;
(b) Is well-connected along transport cofgidors; and

(c)  Meets the criteria set @se (3), and as noted no criteria has been set.

381. Policy 1 directs that plannin isions contribute to well-functioning urban environments that,

as a minimum (m

households; and

(@ &ve orenable a variety of homes that:
C)(I Meet the needs, in terms of type, price, and location of different

\{% (i)  Enable Méori to express their cultural traditions and norms; and
(b) Have or enable a variety of sites that are suitable for different business
Q 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

) Are resilient to likely current and future effects of climate change.
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Policy 1(a)(i) and (ii)

382. In essence, by adopting the Living Z zoning, the proposal is likely to provide housing of a
typology which is largely reflective of that already existing in Rolleston. The Living Z provisions
do provide for a variety. As noted in Mr Phillips’ analysis, the zoning provides for a variety of
residential densities, including low density (average allotment size of 650m? and a minimum
allotment size of 550m?), medium density small lot (maximum average of 500m? with a

minimum of 400m?) and medium density comprehensive (maximum average of 350m2 with n V
minimum site size) with the higher density 15hh/ha residential areas located adjacent t \

open spaces and green corridors. Mr Phillips’ assessment noted that the proposal ena
variety in housing but other than by way of adopting existing density ruIeQ

specifically prescribe them.
383. | accept that in terms of the overall Greater Christchurch market, the plan chQ does assist
eg ; l

in providing a variety of homes, particularly given the level of int ication occurring in
Christchurch City itself.

384. It does however, and as identified by Ms White, remov. the@ lot/rural residential zoning.
In doing so, it will, to a degree, reduce choice and v nd around Rolleston. Given that
this is a private plan change in relation to parti % ks of land, this does not enable an

assessment of where that large lot/rural residentia pacity can be replaced or provided.

385. In relation to enabling Maori to e cultural traditions and norms, Mr Phillips’
assessment noted that while theref\was hothing specifically addressing that issue, it would

otherwise enable Maori to exp heir cultural traditions and norms to the extent relevant to

the site and context. | ack

the site context. | c:@ i
Policy 1(b) &

386. In terms oOf Palicy 1(b), local retail facilities are proposed for residents within the plan change

that no specific issues have been identified in relation to

ssentially neutral in that regard.

site
Polic

s White shared the concerns of some of the submitters that the proposal would provide
limited accessibility between the proposed housing area and jobs (her emphasis) by way of
active transport. She considered that the location of the site does not provide sufficient local
employment to meet the needs for the potential residents and therefore relies on residents
travelling for employment. She advised that it was her understanding there were not enough
employment opportunities within Rolleston itself for the additional households created, and the
distance to employment opportunities in Christchurch would mean active transport

opportunities are not practicable.
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388. In terms of active transport connection, Ms White noted that a number of recommendations
had been made. Ms White accepted that if the recommendations were accepted, that would
provide active transport accessibility between the site and local (her emphasis) jobs and
facilities. In terms of public transport, Ms White considered there was nothing about the site
that would mean it could not be served by public transport. She also noted that Our Space
seeks to direct additional capacity to Rolleston (relevantly) in order to support public transport
enhancement opportunities.'>® She considered the Request would therefore be consiste V
with that direction in broad terms. She also noted that having a compact urban form incre@
the ability to contribute to the uptake of public transport opportunities as well as reduc i

distances that enable active modes of transport.

389. Mr Phillips’ assessment noted Policy 1(c) does not specify what form the b| ity should

take. It simply seeks good accessibility for all people. In that c&@ assessment
considered that the site has very good accessibility given its proximity t e Highway 1, the
local roading network, the rail corridor (and any future opportuniti may bring), the provision
for alternative transport modes, varied densities, comme centres, green links and

reserves, and proximity to schooling.

Findings O
390. | accept Ms White’s opinion, and the vi@ssed by some of the submitters, that the
proposal would provide limited accegsi N een the proposed housing areas and jobs by
way of active transport. This i e basis that the location of the site does not provide

sufficient local employment _t eel the demands for potential residents. | agree that

Christchurch is likely to significant importance in terms of jobs. That makes

accessibility by way ive transport somewhat difficult.

391. In terms of public\transport, the site is not currently served by public transport, as is to be
expected i an area which is not presently developed. Rolleston itself is reasonably well
servic y public transport and there is considerable work being done on possibilities for
e n@at public transportation network. This includes consideration of rapid transit. The

osab is in accordance with the Our Space direction to direct additional capacity to

%eston in order to support public transport enhancement opportunity.
N\ é ;Md)

I
392. | have summarised the expert evidence of Mr Jones, Mr Akehurst, Mr Colegrave and Mr
Copeland above. In my view, this proposal can clearly be seen as supporting and limiting, as

much as possible, impacts on the competitive operation of land and development markets.

159 Our Space page 28
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Policy 1(e)

393.

394.

395.

396.

397.

In relation to Policy 1(e), | received expert evidence from Mr Paul Farrelly. His evidence
addressed a number of matters, including greenhouse gas emissions from existing land use
and future anticipated greenhouse gas emissions from the plan change. Mr Farrelly
considered it important to evaluate both the emissions from the existing land use and the
anticipated emissions arising from the new land use. He advised a considerable level of
greenhouse gas emissions were already occurring on the Holmes and Skellerup Blocks as a
result of livestock being grazed. He noted this is primarily methane which has a greater impact

on global warming than carbon dioxide.

He advised that while new emissions will arise from the construction and operation of the
dwellings, and travel undertaken by residents, those emissions would likely occur elsewhere
in New Zealand if this development does not proceed, due to the need to buildmore houses
to accommodate a growing population. Over a 90 year life-cycle, he considered energy usage
the most significant source of emissions and that occurs in residential developments followed

by embodied carbon building materials.

He advised that standalone or detached housing efissighs are much lower on a per metre
basis than the emissions of apartments or multifgstorey developments, primarily as a result of
different construction materials. He noted the peténtial for solar PV uptake is much greater on

standalone homes due to the much greatémratio, of useable roof area to floor area.

He identified the greenhouse gas emissians arising from increased travel between Rolleston
and Christchurch and identifiedthat as an issue but over time the frequency of travel between
Rolleston and Christchurch, will redtce due to working from home becoming more prevalent,
and Rolleston’s growthmwouldW¥esult in a greater proportion of trips remaining within the local
area. He also consideredithe greenhouse gas emissions impact of commuting trips is likely
to reduce with thewptake of electric vehicles which he considered likely to be faster in the
“commutef-helt” areas such as Rolleston where the daily commute distance is such that there
is a stfong economic incentive via fuel cost savings and the round trip distances not so long
that range anxiety becomes an issue. He further noted that the uptake of EVs is likely to be

greatewin properties with a garage as opposed to residences located in denser urban areas.

In terms of the existing use of the site, he calculated emissions based on a total of 840 cows.
He identified the Living 3 Zone had taken effect in March 2012 but given the land use had not
changed in nine years that suggested to him the economic case for low density housing was
not strong enough to encourage its development. As such he expected that if the plan change
were not to go ahead, the land would most likely continue to be used for grazing. He calculated
the existing land use produced 1,435 tonnes of CO2-e per annum, excluding fossil fuels used
on the farm, fertiliser application and similar. If he applied the Global Warming Potential value
of 28 for calculating methane, then the emissions increase to 1,607 tonnes CO2-e. He advised
that was the equivalent of 16 million vehicle kilometres travelled in a typical New Zealand

vehicle or the average annual electricity usage emissions for approximately 2,300 houses. He
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398.

399.

also considered that from an emissions intensity perspective (that is, emissions per resident)
there is a benefit in increasing the density of housing in the development from the current
zoning. For a number of reasons, he considered that the emissions/per person arising from
housing can be expected to be lower for houses developed under the applicable Living Z Zone

rules than those which would be developed under Living 3 rules.

In response to the CCC’s submission, he acknowledged that 40% of people in Rolleston North
currently travel into Christchurch for work or school, but he expected to see a significant
reduction in the occurrence of travel between Rolleston and Christchurch as Rolleston gkows:

and working from home becomes embedded as a new normal.

Overall, on balance, he considered the proposed development likely supports areduction in
greenhouse gas emissions, relative to other development opportuhities_ ‘awvailable in the

Greater Canterbury region.

Discussion and Findings

400.

401.

4Q2:

403.

| agree with Mr Phillips’ opinion that the NPS-UDR,_isocused on New Zealand’s urban
environments as a whole when addressing gre€nheuse gas emissions rather than strictly
mandating reductions on a site by site basis. ‘By%eference to his Attachment 5, he noted that
the proposed ODPs provisions for alternativestransport modes, connectivity and accessibility,
and the potential for servicing by gpublie trahsport, would directly support reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions. He_gonsidered the evidence of Mr Farrelly otherwise addresses
how the proposal will support réddctions including increased EV uptake and work from home,
destocking and associatéd, reduction in methane emissions, and reduced lifetime energy

usage emissions asse@eiated with the predominant standalone housing typologies.*6°

Mr Tallentire, in”his Summary, referenced the suggested uptake of electric vehicles and that
current trafel patterns would change as increased levels of home working became more
imbeddéd in employment practices. He considered that those changes were at an early stage
and’are, not\without challenges in their implementation. He considered that, understandably,
novautharative evidence is provided to substantiate or quantify the veracity of those trends and

that any such shifts would largely be derived from advances unrelated to PC73 itself.16?

| found Mr Farrelly’s evidence helpful and informative. We discussed matters at some length
during the hearing process. While there was no quantification of anticipated emissions from
commuting, there were discussions about the increased use of working from home and the

growth in electric vehicles.

Other than the change from the existing land use, there was nothing proposed by the Applicant
to specifically address greenhouse gases or to encourage sustainable energy use. |

acknowledge that linkages via pedestrian/cycle paths may assist. | also acknowledge that Our

160 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Goodson Phillips 13 September 2021 at para [66.1]
161 Summary Statement of Keith Tallentire, planning, for CRC and CCC 29 September 2021 at para [12(c)]

Page 79



Space seeks to direct additional capacity to Rolleston (in so far as it relates to the Selwyn

District) to support public transport enhancement opportunities.

Overall Finding on Policy 1

404. |remain concerned in relation to the compact form issue and what | consider to be reliance on
future “infilling” to provide a compact form. Looking at PC73 on its own merits, | have some

residual concern as to whether or not it contributes to a well functioning urban environme \

405. However, | accept Ms White's opinion that the proposal can broadly be consider
contribute to a well functioning environment. There are however a number of cave that
and particularly what | perceive to be a reliance on proposals which are n before
me and do not form part of this proposal. Notwithstanding those mi \@n balance |

consider it appropriate to have particular regard to the development capacity provided by the

proposal.

CRPS O

406. As identified earlier in this Recommendation, there is inconsistency of this plan change
with Objective 6.2.1(3), Objective 6.2.6, Policy Policy 6.3.6. But for the NPS-UD

and the responsive planning provisions, this Re would have faced an insurmountable
hurdle. \

407. The Request contained an ass rgt) the plan change provisions against the CRPS.162
Ms White considered that a ment identified the relevant objectives and policies and

agreed with the assessme 2pt where she expressly stated otherwise.

408. Ms White addres tive 5.2.1 and identified the following as particularly relevant:

1 chieves‘tonsolidated, well-designed and sustainable growth in and around
isting urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s
owth;

% nables people and communities, including future generations, to provide

\‘ for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and health and safety; and

which: (relevantly)
% (b) provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s housing needs;

(f) is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, efficient and
effective use of regionally significant infrastructure;

(g) avoids adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources
including regionally significant infrastructure, and where avoidance is

162 Table 9 of Attachment 6: Section 32 Evaluation
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409.

410.

411.

412.

413.

impracticable, remedies or mitigates those effects on those resources
and infrastructure;
(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible activities.

In terms of consolidation and well designed growth, Ms White noted Mr Nicholson’s view that
the Holmes Block was poorly connected and isolated from the Rolleston Township, and that
the Skellerup Block would have low levels of connectivity with Rolleston and would \

contribute to its compact urban form.

Ms White considered that Objective 5.2.1 was particularly relevant with respect to %P
which falls within the CRPS definition as ‘regionally significant infrastructure=but,considered
that Objective 5.2.1(g) and (i) were also relevant to the PRRP. Ms Whi Qﬂ ed her view

the plan change

that the direction in both Objective 5.2.1 and 6.2.1 was patrticularly rel

and ultimately requires that the development facilitated by the uest:

(@) Does not affect the continued operation of the PWTPo oes not adversely affect

the ability for upgrades and future planning associated with it to be implemented; and

(b) Does not impede the optimal use of eit WTP or PRRP or result in conflict

between the proposed higher densi use and those facilities.

While noting that Mr Bender genera'to)\ that the various proposed setback distances
ial f

are appropriate to address the pote reverse sensitivity effects to arise as a result of the

odour from the PWTP and_PRRP, she had concerns about the appropriateness of the

proposed separation dista he PRRP composting activity and that there was potential
for reverse sensitivity’&ffects on the PRRP to result. She also noted Mr England’s concerns
that the Reque ptential to frustrate the consenting and ultimately the delivery of the

proposed expansion, to the PWTP which was required to service this site as well as other

planned th. In its current form, Ms White considered it did not give effect to Objectives

52.1 @.1.

also had concerns in relation to Policy 6.3.5 and recorded her view that to satisfy

hejdirection in that policy there would need to be:

way that it would not undermine coordination of the integration of infrastructure with

tt
Q (@) Satisfaction that provision of infrastructure to service the site could be done in such a

other planned development; and

(b)  Satisfaction that the development would not compromise the efficient and effective
functioning of the PWTP and PRRP.

In her s42A Report, Ms White expressed her view that the Request did not achieve those.
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414. Mr Phillips identified that he was in agreement with Ms White that the proposal is contrary to
those provisions which direct where urban growth is to be located, albeit Policy 8 of the NPS-

UD overcomes this conflict and allows for responsive decision-making.

415. In relation to the matters where Ms White considered conflict or tension existed, he noted that

Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein generally had addressed how the proposal will support

consolidated and well designed urban form and growth and accordingly he considered th
proposal (incorporating amended rules and ODP provisions) will give effect to Objective 542. \

416. Referencing the evidence of the air quality experts and amendments to the rules, h
IQ orj

that the proposal would not affect the continued optimal operation of the PW P or
the ability for upgrades and future planning associated with the PWTP to b ted, nor
result in conflict in the form of reverse sensitivity effects and accordin ive effect to

Objectives 5.2.1 and 6.2.1. He considered the proposal gave effect tothe CRPS.

within Chapter 5 applied across the entire Canterbury Regio

417. Mr Tallentire’s evidence focused on Chapter 6 noting that s e Issues and Obijectives
others applied outside the

Greater Christchurch area.

That introduced a directive framework for

418. He advised that Chapter 6 was promulgated t @ a more sustainable urban environment
and tackle the challenges identified in th SX

urban growth and development and_sotigh consolidate existing urban settlements. He
noted this was considered as bei @ of development most likely to minimise adverse

effects of travel for work, eddgatién, business and recreation, minimise the costs of new
infrastructure and avoid ad e \effects of development on sensitive landscapes, natural
ha

features and areas of hi ity 163
419. He considered&a and the directive objectives and policies provided for certainty for
developmept, encoutaged sustainable and self-sufficient growth of the key towns, enabled

efficie ngterm planning and funding for strategic, network and social infrastructure such

%Im and healthcare, and protected significant natural and physical resources.

aragraph [46], he identified a number of other provisions that he considered to be

420. E
% ant including:
%Q (a) Objective 6.2.1a — that sufficient, feasible development capacity for housing is enabled

in Greater Christchurch in accordance with the targets set out in Table 6.1;

(b)  Objective 6.2.4 and Policies 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 in relation to transport effectiveness and

integration of land use and infrastructure;

(c) Policy 6.3.7 in relation to densities; and

163 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [37]
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(d)  Policy 6.3.11 in relation to review and methods to demonstrate that there is available

supply of residential and business land and the circumstances for initiating a review.

421. Mr Phillips in his Summary provided at the hearing addressed aspects of Mr Tallentire’s
evidence. He considered it important to draw attention to a number of provisions. In terms of

Objective 5.2.1, he identified (b) — provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s

housing needs; and noted the anticipated environmental results; 10 — Greenfield developme V
is provided for at a rate that meets demand and enables the efficient provision and u f

infrastructure; and 21 — Sufficient opportunities for development are provided to meettthe
housing and business needs of people and communities — both current and futu%
D for the

422. It was Mr Phillips’ opinion that the provisions underpin and explain the
framework described by Mr Tallentire. Mr Phillips concluded that t needs and
demands referred to are not adequately met. It was therefore his vie@while the growth
proposed by PC73 was not expressly provided for by the CRP related SDP provisions,

it was not necessarily inconsistent with the outcomes (his e| sought.

423. Mr Phillips also addressed Mr Tallentire’s evidence,i lation to CRPS Policy 6.3.5. He
considered that it ultimately seeks the coordinati lopment and infrastructure. He also
identified that Policy 6.3.5(2) specifically seek\ nature, timing and sequencing of new

fu

development is “coordinated with the dev , funding, implementation and operation of
... infrastructure”. He noted th N )(e) of the policy seeks that appropriate
infrastructure is in place at thetk@w velopment occurs.

Discussion and Finding on CRPQ

424. The issue of wheth @ ot this proposal gives effect to the CRPS is of course somewhat
complicated by& ag avoidance objectives which | have addressed above. While | have

concluded that theydlo not preclude the approval of this plan change, those provisions, and

the re inghunderlying them, remain relevant.

425, note Ms White, Objective 6.2.1 is broader than simply referring to locations for urban
and also seeks that recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater

stchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that:

%Q 9. integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use

development

10. achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient
operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of
strategic infrastructure and freight hubs;

11. optimises use of existing infrastructure;

164 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Goodson Phillips 13 September 2021 at para [24]
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426.

427.

428.

429.

430.

| agree with Ms White’s view that the direction in both Objective 5.2.1 and 6.2.1 is particularly
relevant to the plan change and ultimately require that the proposal does not affect the
continued operation of the PWTP, adversely affect the ability for upgrades and future planning
associated with it, and does not impede the optimal use of either the PWTP or PRRP or result

in conflict between the proposed higher density residential use and those facilities. 165

Policy 6.3.5 is directly relevant. It focuses on the recovery of Greater Christchurch being
assisted by the integration of land use development with infrastructure. These inclade
identifying the priority areas for development; ensuring timing and sequencing Of, Rew
development is coordinated with development, funding, implementation and opetation®of
infrastructure. It also directs the maintenance or enhancement of the, ope@rational
effectiveness, viability and safety of existing and planned infrastructure; protection of
investment in existing and planned infrastructure; and ensuring newfdevelopment does not

occur until provision for appropriate infrastructure is in place.

The remaining provisions of the Policy address the maingenangenNof efficient and effective
functioning of infrastructure and that the ability to mainiain ahdsdpgrade that infrastructure is
maintained; and only providing for new developmenttthatydoes not affect the efficient use,
development, appropriate upgrading and safety of, existing strategic infrastructure and
managing the effects of land use activities iacliding=avoiding activities that have the potential
to limit the efficient and effective provisionfoperation, maintenance or upgrade of strategic

infrastructure and freight hubs.

The integration of land use andigffastsucture is clearly an important policy plank of the CRPS.
While | do not agree with Mr Tallentire’s view that Policy 6.3.5 requires infrastructure to be in
place at this stage, giere is afclear directive on the need for integrated management and
coordination. There'is also a clear direction to avoid activities that have the potential to limit
the efficient and effective provision, operation and maintenance or upgrade of the strategic

infrastructtire, and freight hubs.

Given 'my discussion in relation to potential reverse sensitivity issues, | consider there is a
cledr tepsion with Objective 5.2.1, Objective 6.2.1, and Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS. Assessing

PCi3 on its merits, | remain concerned in relation to the compact form and consolidation issue.

CLWRP and CARP

431.

Ms White identified that under s75(4)(b) of the RMA, the SDP cannot be inconsistent with the
regional plan, which in respect to this Request, she considered included the CLWRP and the
CARP. She noted 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. In her view, the effects associated with requirements under the regional plans could

165 S42A Report at para [186]
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be considered at the time of detailed development and overall she concluded that there was

no inconsistency. | agree
Mahaanui lwi Management Plan (IMP)

432. The IMP is a planning document which is recognised and has been lodged with the SDC.
Pursuant to s74(2A) of the RMA, in considering this plan change, | must take it into account. V

433. The Request included an assessment of the relevant provisions within the IMP at paragraphs
[191] to [198] of Attachment 6: Section 32 Evaluation. Ms White agreed with the

conclusions of that assessment. | accept that assessment. | do not consider the | ates

any difficulties in relation to this proposal. O

Consistency with Plans of Adjacent Territorial Authorities

434. Ms White identified that matters of cross-boundary interest are.o ed in the SDP in Section
A1.5 of the Township Volume. She noted of relevance to his includes effects on the
strategic and arterial road network from people commuting between Selwyn and Christchurch,
and the methods state that this is to be identified as.a of residential growth in the SDP,

and notes that CCC can submit on plan cha and had not raised the inconsistency

point.

435. CCC has submitted on this proposalfand | have taken its concerns into account. | am satisfied

that there is no relevant inconsiste degree that is relevant to the plan change process.

Management Plans and Strate@e ared Under Other Acts

436. Mr Baird, Policy @ t SDC, provided a Memorandum addressing growth planning in
Selwyn District! is was not focused specifically on this plan change but rather outlined the
expected ﬂh and current and future capacity in the context of the broader strategic
planni ccuriing across Greater Christchurch and Selwyn. That memo identified various
d n'ﬁ]s)wcluding the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy 2007.

437. | considered all the documents he has identified. The documents identified included Our
pace.6 |ts focus is described as being how best to accommodate housing and business

0 land use needs in a way that integrates with transport and other infrastructural provision,
% building greater community resilience, and contributing to a sustainable future for Greater

Christchurch that meets the needs and aspirations of our existing communities and future

generations.167

438. The Update addresses Selwyn (and Waimakariri) towns in 5.3. Future urban growth
development areas were identified in Rolleston, Rangiora and Kaiapoi. This site was not
identified.

186 Qur Space 2018-2048 Greater Christchurch Settlement Pattern Update
167 Qur Space, Message from the Strategy Partners
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439. Selwyn 2031 is Selwyn’s District Development Strategy. Mr Baird described that 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 future development of the District and

to inform SDC'’s capital investment decisions.168

440. Strategic Direction 1 seeks to ensure that there is enough zoned land to accommodate
projected household and business growth, while promoting consolidation and intensificatio\
within existing townships. Mr Baird’s Memorandum recorded the drivers behind this appr‘ach ’

as being to manage urban sprawl, maintain a clear urban/rural interface and to minimi

loss of productive farmland. He identified the key objectives supporting the strate irection
as being concentrating growth within the Greater Christchurch area, achiguing\efficiencies
through integration of land use with infrastructure, and the maintenance pact urban
form.169

441. Mr Baird also advised that the township network outlined in Selw 31 seeks growth relative
to the centre’s role in the District. O

442. He advised that SDC had provided for most of the city for growth around Rolleston,

and to a lesser extent Prebbleton and Lincoln @ istribution of capacity was preferred

because it: \
(@)  Supports the township hierar %s, including supporting ongoing expansion in

retail service activities in II@
(b) Isconsistent with t %
planning frameworks and

(c) Providedﬁ r community, SDC, government and developers partially through
idem; areas around Rolleston that have been signalled as future growth area. He
ed

and policies in the regional planning document, national

elwyn’s local plans;

t unplanned or dispersed growth patterns can undermine the public and private

vestments and community;

% proved the amenity of Rolleston Town Centre by contributing towards Rolleston

achieving a critical mass, reducing the need to travel out of Selwyn.

443. Relevantly in terms of Selwyn 2031 and 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 the urban growth within Selwyn District over the next
20 years within Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton and West Melton townships.

168 Ben Baird Memorandum 19 August 2021 at para [23]
169 Ben Baird Memorandum 19 August 2021 at para [24]

Page 86



Discussion and Findings

444. | consider the proposal is consistent with a number of the provisions of Selwyn 2031. This is
particularly so in relation to the role of Rolleston being identified as a District Centre which

functions as the primary population commercial and industrial base of the District.

445. Inits overview Selwyn 2031 addresses the strategic approach and records that the Council i V
committed to establishing and implementing a strategic planning framework \
accommodating the projected rapid growth rate. In particular, there is a need to coo Q)
urban growth with the provision of affordable infrastructure and to integrate new g S
with existing townships. It also notes that there is a need to address the tension Between
accommodating growth in a consolidated manner, providing a range of hous pes to meet
the varying housing needs of the community, and maintaining the ogen rural*Spaciousness

identity of the District.

446. To manage these issues and to give effect to the urban g@r ework contained within
the higher level CRPS, it notes that the Council needsqo tal irective role in determining
where, and in what fashion, urban growth is to occx%is described as a change from a
market-led to a community-led approach V\@V first initiated through Council’'s
involvement in the UDS.17° \

447. Strategic Direction 1.1 identifies the N proach to managing urban growth. 1.2 is to
G;Greater Christchurch Area and seeks to provide

concentrate urban expansion within,t
sufficient zoned land to accoi ateyprojected household and business growth and to assist

with the earthquake recov in‘the Greater Christchurch Area. 1.3 addresses integration
of land use and infrastragture®and seeks to ensure that appropriate infrastructure, resources
and developme is in place to meet the community’s needs and which is consistent
with the stra eg&tion of urban growth. 1.4 addresses the compact urban form and seeks
the prometion of consolidation and intensification within existing townships to maintain a clear

urbanfrural interface, retain rural outlooks and minimise the loss of productive farm land.

448. these matters identified are relevant. It is a document which | am to have regard to and
thap requires giving it genuine attention and thought and appropriate weight. A number of the
atters addressed in it, including infrastructure, development capacity and similar, are

addressed more specifically elsewhere in this Recommendation.
% Rural Residential Strategy

449. Mr Baird identified the Rural Residential Strategy which was adopted by Council in June 2014.
This is a comprehensive document, albeit, being of some age. It identifies a number of issues
with rural residential development including that rural residential forms of development have

been identified in the LURP, and other related strategic planning instruments, as being less

170 Selwyn 2031 at page 32
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450.

451.

452.

RSP

453.

454.

455,

sustainable than urban densities.1”* Paragraph 4.50 of that Strategy lists a number of issues

which “highlight the range of trade-offs” in facilitating rural residential development.

The Strategy goes on to discuss peri-urban rural residential development and the table at 5.21

lists the benefits of the peri-urban rural residential form.

Ms White recorded her understanding, from the decisions on Plan Changes 8 and 9, that it
was intended for the plan change blocks to act as a transitional hybrid edge between the rusal
and urban areas, as well as to provide an additional rural residential housing choice. Ms White
was concerned that the rezoning would lose the transition/hybrid function and reduc€this type
of housing choice. She accepted that may be appropriate but in her view it was machhvmore
difficult to make that determination in isolation and in particular this rezoning dielnetfallow for
consideration of alternate areas that may be suitable to providem™forNwural residential

development, to replace the loss of this type of capacity which would result from PC73.

While the existing zoning of the plan change areas preceded*the ‘Rural Residential Strategy,
it is still helpful in identifying the benefits and disbenefits of'the existing zoning. | agree with
Ms White that the rezoning would lose the transitionfhybrid function and would reduce choice
in relation to this type of housing. Again, 4/ cepnsider this is relevant to the overall

appropriateness issue.

As noted by Ms White, the RSPgvas asstrategy prepared under the Local Government Act and
was a matter to have regar@d™g undér s74(2)(b)(i). She noted it was developed as part of
delivering the UDS and sought/to provide a strategic framework to manage rapid growth
occurring and anticipatedywithin Rolleston. Ms White identified the stated purpose as being
“to consider how'existingsand future development in Rolleston should be integrated in order to
ensure thatgustainable development occurs and makes best use of natural resources”. She
noted that thg,site was located outside the area covered by the RSP. She considered that
there Was ificonsistency with the plan change and the RSP in that one of the urban design
pringiples contained in the RSP is to clearly define the edge of the town through providing a
strgny buffer that maintains the rural feel beyond the urban limit. She noted that the current

zoning reflects the intention for those areas to act as a buffer/transition area.

Mr Phillips noted that it had been released in September 2009 and that its boundaries were
determined when the proposed Metropolitan Urban Limit for Rolleston was established and
formally adopted by Council in July 2008.

He shared Ms White’s view that the RSP offered useful principles for further development
generally, rather than detailed planning for individual growth areas. He referred to Ms

Lauenstein’s evidence which adopted a similar position describing the RSP as a key document

171 Rural Residential Strategy at [4.49]

Page 88



that still relevantly guides the overall structure and direction of growth, but not necessarily the
specific or finite physical extent of growth (in terms of urban limits and/or timelines). Overall,
Mr Phillips considered PC73 to be generally consistent with the principles in the RSP.

Discussion/Finding

456. Clearly, the plan change areas sit outside the RSP. The RSP is of some age but in my vie V
it is still a very relevant document. On Mr England’s evidence it remains relevant in
infrastructure planning and allocation. It is not of course determinative but does assi
informing a determination as to the overall question of what is the most approp@ ome.

Section 32 O

457. 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 th€ extent to which the purpose
of the proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the f the RMA.

458. The s32 report that formed part of the Request noted,thatithe existing objectives are assumed
to be the most appropriate for achieving the p@ f the RMA having previously been

assessed as such. Ms White agreed. \

459. ore general objective of the proposal, being
provide for an extension of the adjoining existing
provision for some associated local business and
services) in a manner t gnificantly to development capacity and provides for

increased competition and ¢ in residential land markets.172
460. It went on to state th provision for a variety of densities (including medium density and
evelopment) within the plan change area was considered to be appropriate to

lower density d
provide &help address declining housing affordability, and enable persons and the
co nity to provide for their health and wellbeing, while avoiding, remedying and mitigating

ial adverse effects.173

i and Policies of the SDP

%Ql. As identified in the s32 evaluation, s32(1)(b) requires examination of whether the proposed

plan change provisions are the most appropriate way of achieving the District Plan objectives.

The evaluation addressed those in tabular form.174

462. Ms White generally agreed that the assessment had identified the relevant objectives, as well
as a range of supporting policies. She agreed with the Applicant's assessment other than in
relation to Objective B4.3.4, Objective B3.4.3, Objective B3.4.4 and Objective B3.4.5. There

172 32 Evaluation at para [126]
173 532 Evaluation at para [127]
174 32 Evaluation at para [128]
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463.

464.

465.

466.

467,

was no disagreement that the proposal would not achieve Objective B4.3.3 which seeks that
within the Greater Christchurch area, new residential development is contained within existing

zoned areas or priority areas identified within the CRPS.

In terms of Objective B4.3.4, Ms White noted that it seeks that new areas for residential
development support the “timely, efficient and integrated provision of infrastructure, including
appropriate transport and movement networks through a coordinated and phased
development approach”. Ms White considered that objective seeks more than just looking at
the ability to service a site in isolation. It expressly seeks the provision of infrastructufe is
undertaken in an integrated way that is coordinated and phased. She considered this,was
particularly important when considering if the proposal may impact on the ability forthey,PWTP
to be upgraded to provide additional capacity, and similarly on the ability for the PRRP to

increase its activities (particularly composting) to serve the growing population.

Ms White discussed Objective B3.4.3. She recorded that seeks that revegse’sensitivity effects
between activities are avoided; and Policy B2.2.5 seeks to avoithpOtential reverse sensitivity
effects of activities on the efficient development, use and mainténance of utilities. She
considered, taking into account the direction in Policy, B2.2°5"as well as the overarching

direction in the CRPS, the proposal needed to accountiorplanned development of the PWTP.

Mr Phillips noted Ms White's reference to_thendiregetions in Objective B4.3.4, B3.4.3, Policy
B2.2.5 and the overarching direction in thes@RPS In regards to the efficient development, use
and maintenance of utilities and inffastruéture and avoiding reverse sensitivity effects. He
accepted that assessment but considered the amendments to the proposal and the evidence
of Ms Nieuwenhuijsen andsMrWang#Kekem confirmed the proposal would achieve those

objectives.

In relation to Obje¢tivies B3.4.4 and B3.4.5, Mr Phillips provided the full text of those provisions
highlighting the useof the words “Growth of existing townships has a compact urban form ...”
and Objegtive B3.4.5 highlighting the words “and adjoining townships will provide a high level

of conhectivity both within the development and with adjoining land areas (where these have

bgén orare’likely to be developed for urban activities ...".

MryPhillips considered it notable that Objective B3.4.5 contemplates growth adjoining
townships and necessarily therefore a less compact urban form for such townships as they
grow outwards. Secondly, he considered that as the objective seeks connectivity within the
subject land and with adjoining land which is “likely to be developed for urban activities”,
indicated acceptance that urban growth may be detached for a period of time. Noting that, he
considered Objective B3.4.4 seeks that growth (rather than the existing township as a whole)
has a compact urban form and provides a variety of housing. He considered this interpretation
to be consistent with Policy B4.3.6 which seeks to “Encourage townships to expand in a

compact shape where practical” (his emphasis).
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468. On the basis of the evidence of Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen, he considered that the
proposal would achieve a high level of connectivity with adjoining land areas (where these

have been or are likely to be developed for urban activities).

Findings

469. While | understand the rationale for Mr Phillips’ view as addressed above, | do not consider V

that Objective B3.4.4 is in essence limited to growth rather than existing townships.

reading of the relevant provisions are that it seeks to achieve an overall compact urb rm
rather than simply focusing on growth. | note the explanation to Policy B4.3.6 i ioh, to
encouraging townships to expand in a compact shape where practical, provides ex s of

where such may not be practical. Those matters do not appear to impact

470. Having considered the evidence and submissions, in my view, there remains a degree of
tension with the key SDP objectives when read as a whole. ve addressed the issues
relating to potential reverse sensitivity effects earlier. | discussed the absolute
reliance which growth in the Selwyn District has on the upgmf the PWTP in particular. |

ddress it. | retain a residual concern

in relation to that infrastructure and its protectij@
development, particularly in relation to the P\
appropriate. The importance of that infrast

risks to its ongoing operation and
also in relation to the PRRP, are not
to the future growth of the Selwyn District

cannot be overstated.

471. | acknowledge the potential reverse sensitivity effects could be further addressed by way of a
greater setback or similar iew, the changes proposed by the Applicant do not go far
enough to ensure that Objec 4.3.4 is implemented. Any increase in separation distances

have on devel nt opportunities, urban design issues and similar. In my view, reverse

would need to be

onsidered in terms of the overall proposal and the impact it would

sensmwty fects cannot be addressed, in an integrated way, simply by the inclusion of an
exten setb k on the ODP for the Holmes Block.

472. s, of the compact urban form and connectivity, | consider that is less of an issue with
mes Block, given a number of the changes which have been put forward, and including

in respect of the road frontages.

. Mr Nicholson remained of the view that because the Skellerup Block is surrounded on three
% sides by rural land, and the proposed street connections to the east onto Dunns Crossing
Road, meant that the network proposed by the Skellerup Block would provide a low level of

connectivity with Rolleston Township.1”> Mr Nicholson acknowledged that if the adjacent rural

land is to be rezoned, then the proposed ODP would allow the Skellerup Block to become

more connected in the future but he was concerned that this reliance on the rezoning of

adjacent rural land meant the Applicant was effectively pre-supposing the preferred direction

175 Response to Minute No 4 at [2.6

Page 91



S

of urban growth for Rolleston and the outcome of future rezoning processes with adjacent rural
land. | accept Mr Nicholson’s evidence and again note what | consider to be the reliance by
the Applicant’'s witnesses on what may or may not happen in the future to the surrounding
rural land.

Outline Development Plans

474,

Objectives and Policies - PDP

consistent with the ODPs contained within the SDP.

Having reviewed the revised ODPs, | consider they do address all matters necessary and ar\V

476.

n her s42A

Report. There are no decisions on the PDP and | understand there will be no

afforded to the provisions. Ms White also addressed those provisio

decisions/recommendations until the end of the process. The an g h objectives and
policies do not, in my view, indicate any sea change from thewsprésent SDP. The evaluation
acknowledged that the proposal was not consistent with the an growth related provisions

which seek to limit growth to identified locations within Rolleston.

Other than to note that this land is not identifi ential intensification, |1 do not give any
weight to the provisions of the PDP at this% ge.

Benefits and Costs < \

477,

The s32 evaluation forming p @Qequest stated that three options had been considered.
In fact four were addresse Q jon 1 was identified as leaving the area zoned Living 3. The
benefits of this opti luded maintenance of existing character and amenity; no time or
costs arising fro @nge process; no additional demands on infrastructure; and caters
for demand fo&residential activity. In terms of the costs, they were assessed as not
meeting &demand for residential sites in Rolleston; and an inefficient use of the land
resou%)the current zoning neither provides for the productive rural activity/use or efficient
resid velopment and use.

%on 2 is the rezoning as proposed. The benefits and advantages include an increase in

vailability of allotments within Rolleston Township; economic benefit from a larger rating
base; economic benefit to the landowner; provision of high quality residential amenity for future
residents; and additional supply of housing which “will assist in avoiding price rises resulting
from otherwise suppressed housing supply”. The costs and disadvantages were change in
character and amenity; increase in traffic generated in and around Rolleston; additional
infrastructure capacity required to be provided at developer’s cost; loss of low productivity rural
residential land; and potential displaced demand for rural residential housing that needs to be

met elsewhere.
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479.

480.

481.

482.

Option 3 is to apply for resource consent. The benefits were listed as the ability to more fully
assess the proposal; ability to place stricter controls; and, if granted, allowed for a greater
number of allotments with associated efficiency of land development. The costs and
disadvantages were the need for existing and future purchasers to obtain consent if they
wanted to alter uses beyond what is permitted or already consented; restricted timeframe in
which land has to be developed and houses built leading to potential economic costs for
landowner/developer; less flexibility; higher costs to develop the land; high difficulty of
obtaining resource consent for non-complying activity status subdivisions; change in character
and amenity; increased traffic; additional infrastructure capacity; and loss of low productivity

rural residential land.

Finally, Option 4 identified the application for multiple/discrete plan changes W alternative
locations. The benefits and advantages cross-referenced those accruing on this proposal
together with distribution of growth to other locations. The costs and disadvantages were the
same as Option 2 together with reduced economies of scale for small-scale and discrete plan

changes, and fragmented/ad hoc development for multiple/small-SCale proposals.

Overall, it concluded that the costs of Options 3 and 4 Butweighed the benefits. It noted that
numerically the benefits of Option 1 outweighed the ‘@oststhut the lost opportunity to provide
for additional residential housing capacity carries considerable weight. For Option 2, the

proposal, it concluded that the benefits outweighthe costs.

Option 2 was considered to be thefmost effective means of achieving the objective of the
proposal in a manner which adds ‘significantly to development capacity and provides for

increased competition and cheice,

Conclusion on Benefits ands@ests

483.

484

485.

| accept that P€73,doeS*have a number of benefits and in particular the benefits of additional
capacity tofmeet demand in an area where there appears to be a significant demand. As
noted garlier, there also appear to be reasonably significant economic benefits, provided of
coyrseythat this is not simply displacing growth within other areas identified within Rolleston
aS\EDA.

M fere will be localised amenity costs which will affect the local residents. There are also the
costs in relation to providing infrastructure and similar, although those costs will largely be met
by the Applicant. There is a potential cost in relation to reverse sensitivity effects on the
strategic infrastructure. While that cost may be of low probability, given the critical importance

of the PRRP and the PWTP, any such costs would be significant.

I acknowledge and agree with Ms White’s opinion that if it were to be found that the proposed
setbacks were not sufficient to avoid reverse sensitivity effects, and houses have been
established, there is a potential cost on the SDC and its ratepayers. It is unlikely that the

houses would be removed. From what | understand from Council’s evidence, the PRRP and
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the PWTP were located where they are on the basis of their separation from potential sensitive

activities and that the RSP directed growth towards the south.

Need for a Comprehensive Approach

486. Mr Tallentire spent some time in his evidence discussing strategic planning in Greater
Christchurch and its importance. He advised that a comprehensive spatial planning exercise
has recently been initiated by the Greater Christchurch Partnership in conjunction with'the
delivery of the Greater Christchurch 2050 strategic framework and the establishmentigf*an
Urban Growth Partnership with the Crown.176

487. He considered that provided the ideal opportunity to undertake comprehensivelengagement
and strategically consider preferred locations for future growth, includifng identifying the broad

locations in which development capacity will need to be provided gver the leng term.

488. Ms White remained of the view that the direction for future gfowth, iS\better considered as part
of a wider more comprehensive review and considered that thebenefits of the bringing forward
of this capacity now did not outweigh the potentialrisksNof predetermining the direction of

growth.

489. Mr Thomson in his evidence on behalf of Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd Pension
Plan noted that from an urban design perspéctive (and ideally where statutory plans and
timeframes lined up and the housing,market was not overheated), there is an obvious benefit
in all of the land on the westfside of Dunns Crossing Road being considered in a
comprehensive manner afd preferably all zoned at the same time. However he was of the
view, having regard desthe NPS-UD directives and the need to be expeditious in bringing
significant housing to,the market, a more responsive approach was required.”” Mr Thomson
was helpful in disclissions in relation to this issue and in summary, advised that at times it is

appropriat€to take some risk, giving the example of Prestons.

490. In gelation ta'this particular plan change, | am of the view that the growth to the west of Dunns
Cressing Road would be better addressed on a more strategic basis. That could potentially
octur'through submissions on the PDP where there is likely to be a greater ability to consider
alternatives. As noted, in my view, the conclusions of a number of the Applicant’s witnesses
seem to place considerable weight on what was almost seen as the inevitability of
development to the west. In circumstances where | am addressing this particular plan change,

| am unable to make that determination on the evidence before me.

Risks of Acting or Not Acting

491. | am satisfied that | have sufficient information before me to identify the risks associated with

acting or not acting. They have largely been identified and considered throughout this

176 Statement of Evidence of Keith Roger Tallentire on behalf of CRC and CCC 20 September 2021 at para [50]
177 Statement of Evidence of lvan Thomson for Gallina Nominees Limited and Heinz-Wattie Limited Pension Plan 20 October
2021 at para [16]
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Recommendation. One risk of maintaining the status quo is that the land is developed in
accordance with its existing zoning and could potentially impact by limiting development
opportunities in the future. | note that the land has been zoned for rural residential use for
approximately ten years and, as far as | am aware, no steps have been undertaken to give

effect to that zoning.

NPS-UD Clause 3.11 Using Evidence and Analysis

492. | have considered clause 3.11 of the NPS-UD which provides local authorities must cl \V
identify the resource management issues being managed, and use evidence about | Qj/)
development markets, and the results of the monitoring required by the NPS-U %s
the impact of different regulatory and non-regulatory options for urban develop@ their

contribution to: O

(@)  Achieving well-functioning urban environments; and
(b)  Meeting the requirements to provide at least sufficien ment capacity.

493. Clause 3.11(2) requires that | must specifically refer to those ters and relevant evaluation

reports and further evaluation reports prepared u d s32AA.
494. | have used the HCA and evidence provi on to the achieving of well functioning
urban environments, and the requiremenqt vide at least sufficient development capacity.

Section 32AA %C)
495. Section 32AA requires a@ aluation for any changes that have been made to the

proposal since the evaluatio ort was completed.

496. There are a e hanges proposed to the ODP. Those addressing connectivity,
ore open and active road frontage, are of benefit. However, the benefit of the

including the’rm
other comnectivity changes rely on future development on neighbouring land.

497, e s proposed to address reverse sensitivity issues, and particularly the reconsenting
WTP, and those relating to transportation network improvements, may delay

ments becoming available and delay improvements in capacity.

are unlikely to cause significant delay.

%@. The changes in relation to the maximum lot numbers pending the various roading upgrades

499. In my view, the changes to address the potential reverse sensitivity issue do not go far enough

to achieve the protection of the key infrastructure.
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Section 31

500.

While PC73 would certainly assist in enabling additional residential capacity and choice, | have
some doubts as to whether it can achieve integrated management of effects, particularly in

light of the potential reverse sensitivity effects.

Part 2 Matters

501.

502.

503.

504.

505.

I note that there was largely agreement between the reporting officer and the Applica \

relation to the SDP largely reflecting and addressing the relevant Part 2 matters. No ers

of national importance which are directly relevant to the site were identified. In teé )

this is something of a two-edged sword. Arguably the increase in density is a@ icient
With

use of that land. However, | do remain concerned in relation to integratio fficient

use and development of the strategic infrastructure which | have discusse

Interms of s8, | accept that there are no explicit s8 matters in pla othing’has been expressly

identified in relation to this site.

achieve the purpose of the RMA.

Overall, Mr Phillips considered the proposal as an%dge most appropriate way to
Ms White concluded that the rezoning \Qmost appropriate way to achieve the

purpose of the RMA primarily on the ba'\ :

(@ In relation to the Holme I@ere was uncertainty around the sufficiency of the

buffer provided with r 0 the PRRP’s composting operations; and
(b)  The lack of connectivi the Skellerup Block with the surrounding area.
In presenting rﬂ at the hearing, Ms White recorded that she remained of the view
in

regard the,two key areas of disagreement, she considered that the potential impact of
inc ed résidential development on the PRRP and PWTP could likely be addressed through
@ mitigation measures such as an increase to the extent of the odour constraint area
a

itself did not preclude rezoning.

that the r&g was not the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA. In

not rely on the anticipation of development of the surrounding areas which do not form part of

Q&he remained of the view that the rezoning must be considered on its own merits and should

this Request. She considered that the direction for future growth was better considered as
part of a wider more comprehensive review. She acknowledged that needed to be balanced
against the significance of the development capacity provided. Overall she concluded that the
benefits of bringing forward this capacity now did not outweigh the potential risks of

predetermining the direction of growth. She considered it was ultimately a question of weight.
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Overall Conclusion

507. In terms of the ultimate objective of the plan change and whether that achieves the purpose
of the Act, | conclude, on balance, that it does not. That conclusion is reached after a
consideration of all of the matters addressed in the body of this Recommendation and having
had particular regard to the matters required. Those matters include the significant capacity

which this plan change would ultimately provide.

508. Ms White's opinion was that the benefits of the bringing forward of this capacity now di \V

outweigh the potential risks of predetermining the direction of growth. She accepted t is

was ultimately based on her placing greater weight on the latter rather than th n

closing submissions, Counsel for the Applicant agreed with those comments But considered
Ste

that the merits and benefits of bringing forward this capacity outweigh t al risk of

predetermining the direction of growth for Rolleston. | accept Ms Whit€’'s opinief as correct.

509. Plan changes are of course an entirely appropriate way of addressing growth, and a method
that is expressly anticipated by the NPS-UD. | am addres erits of this plan change
as it stands. | do not consider it would be appropriate for me%g place any reliance on a future
environment incorporating, for example, the PC81 82 sites. Those are of course
subject to a separate process. | cannot place a@ on what may or may not happen on
the land subject to those plan changes, c@ er land to the west of Dunns Crossing

Road.

510. Overall, | conclude that PC73 ingitstcurrent form is not the most appropriate way to achieve

the objectives and policies of eleyvant planning documents, including the CRPS and the

SDP. | acknowledge it we onsiderable capacity and | have had particular regard to
that. | acknowledge=that mo@st of the effects identified by the submitters have been
appropriately ad I remain concerned in relation to the potential reverse sensitivity
effects related&development of the Holmes Block, and matters relating to urban form
and con ivity, particularly in relation to the Skellerup Block. Ultimately | conclude that

approying PC73 would not be in accordance with the purpose and principles of Part 2 of the
A.

%ndation
g ¥ 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 declines Plan Change 73 to the Selwyn District Plan.

(2) Thatfor thereasons set out in the body of my Recommendation, and summarised
in Appendix A, the Council either accept, accept in part or reject the submissions

identified in Appendix A.
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	Introduction
	1. I have been appointed to hear submissions and make a Recommendation on Private Plan Change 73 to the Operative SDP.
	2. I attended and conducted a hearing at the Habgood Lounge, Lincoln Event Centre on 28, 29 and 30 September 2021.  Closing submissions on behalf of the Applicant were provided on 1 November 2021.  The hearing was formally closed on 29 November 2021.
	3. I commence my Recommendation by briefly introducing PC73 and the process to date, recording my site visit, and addressing the site and surrounding environment.
	4. I have not included a specific summary of all 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/pc73.  I refer to t...
	PC73
	5. PC73 is a private plan change initiated by Rolleston West Residential Limited (the Applicant) to rezone two areas of land on the western side of Dunns Crossing Road.  The Holmes Block contains approximately 87.5 hectares.  This is located on the we...
	6. The Request also includes the insertion of new ODPs to guide development.  These would replace existing ODPs and are designed to achieve an overall minimum net density of 12 households per hectare (hh/ha) to provide for the establishment of up to 2...
	7. A number of other amendments to existing plan provisions are sought.  These are generally changes which are consequential to the rezoning.
	8. PC73 was formally received by SDC on 18 November 2020.  A Request for Further Information was issued on 22 December 2020.  Following the provision of that further information, PC73 was accepted by SDC under clause 25(2)(b) of Schedule 1 to the RMA ...
	9. 50 submissions were received.  The Summary of Submissions was notified on 16 June 2021.  3 further submissions were received.  A late submission was also received from NZDF.  Its records indicated that it was sent on 3 May 2021, but SDC’s records d...
	Site Visit
	10. I undertook a site visit on 6 October 2021.  I viewed the Holmes and Skellerup Blocks and the surrounding areas to identify locations identified in submissions and evidence.  I spent some time driving around the area and the local roads and the St...
	11. I attended the PWTP and the PRRP.  I was escorted on my visit to the PWTP by Mr Darryl Collins and Mr Amit Chauhan.  On my visit to the PRRP I was accompanied by Mr Tony Sheard, the Manager.
	The Site and Surrounding Environment
	12. The site and the surrounding environment was described in the s32 evaluation.0F   Ms White provided a site description in paragraphs [11] and [12] of her s42A Report, and a description of the surrounding environment in paragraphs [13] to [16] of t...
	13. Ms White described the land as flat and its current use was identified as for cropping and grazing.  Ms White also advised that the Holmes Block contained an existing well and the Skellerup Block contained two wells which are currently being used ...
	14. As identified by Ms White, the Holmes Block adjoins, east across Dunns Crossing Road, a Living Z Zone.  The West Rolleston Primary School also adjoins the Holmes Block.  This is zoned Living 3 and is designated for education purposes.  There is an...
	15. The Skellerup Block adjoins land zoned Rural Outer Plains along its northern, western and  southern boundaries.  Approximately half of its eastern boundary adjoins land zoned Rural Inner Plains with the north-eastern half of the boundary adjoining...
	Statutory Framework
	16. The Environment Court has provided a comprehensive summary of the mandatory requirements in its decision in Long Bay.2F   This was updated to reflect changes to the RMA in 2009 in the Environment Court’s decision in Colonial Vineyards.3F
	17. 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;4F
	(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;5F
	(c) When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall:
	(i) Have regard to any proposed Regional Policy Statement;6F
	(ii) Give effect to any operative Regional Policy Statement;7F
	(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,8F  and must have regard to any proposed Regional Plan on any matter of regional significance;9F
	(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;11F
	(g) The plan change shall have regard to the actual or potential effects on the environment of activities including, in particular, any adverse effects.12F
	18. 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;13F
	(d) The provisions in PC73 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the SDP and the purpose of the proposal.14F
	Assessment of Issues Raised by Submitters
	19. As noted, a total of 50 submissions and 3 further submissions were received.  Ms White noted that a submission was lodged by a group of landowners whose land is located in the block between Burnham School Road, Dunns Crossing Road and Brookside Ro...
	20. Ms White identified 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 [33] of the s42A Report.  She identified those matters as:
	(a) Traffic effects;
	(b) Servicing;
	(c) Effects on community facilities;
	(d) Density;
	(e) Rezoning of additional land;
	(f) Water race, stormwater and flooding;
	(g) Soils;
	(h) Environmental quality;
	(i) Reverse sensitivity;
	(j) The form of urban growth;
	(k) Geotechnical and ecological considerations;
	(l) Other matters.
	21. I largely adopt those headings in this Recommendation.
	Traffic Effects
	Submissions


	22. A number of submitters raised concerns about potential traffic effects.  The concerns raised were summarised by Ms White in her paragraph [34] through to paragraph [43].
	23. I accept and adopt Ms White’s summary of the concerns raised.  The submissions related to matters such as safety and congestion, particularly around the West Rolleston Primary School, existing safety issues at various intersections, speed, delays,...
	24. Submitter Chris Barrett (PC73-0016) identified a number of issues but in his tabled document focused on the state of the section of Dunns Crossing Road south of Lowes Road.
	25. CCC (PC73-0007) and CRC (PC73-0049) were concerned in relation to a future reliance on private motor vehicles given the lack of planned public transport services, greenhouse gas emissions and wider transport and environmental impacts such as conge...
	26. Waka Kotahi (PC73-0010) identified existing safety issues with the Dunns Crossing Road/Walkers Road/State Highway 1 intersection which were proposed to be addressed and submitted that the safety risks were such that any development occurring prior...
	Evidence

	27. The Request included, as Appendix D, a comprehensive Integrated Transport Assessment (ITA) dated November 2020.  This was peer reviewed by Mr Collins, again in a very comprehensive Transportation Hearing Report, which included a number of recommen...
	28. Mr Nicholas Fuller provided expert traffic and transport evidence.  He prepared the ITA.  His evidence addressed transportation effects of the proposed rezoning, development timing in relation to intersection upgrades, integration of the plan chan...
	29. Overall he considered that the transport effects of the proposed plan change on the transport network would be acceptable, subject to construction of intersection upgrades and deferral rules proposed within the ODPs to limit the amount of developm...
	30. Mr Fuller set out the timing of development relative to the provision of transport infrastructure in paragraph [25] of his Evidence in Chief.  These included:
	(a) No occupation of houses will be permitted on the Holmes Block prior to the completion of the upgrade of the State Highway 1/Dunns Crossing Road/Walkers Road intersection and the traffic signals being installed at the Dunns Crossing Road/Burnham Sc...
	(b) 148 houses may be developed and occupied at the Skellerup Block prior to the completion of the upgrades discussed above;
	(c) The Newman Road approach to Dunns Crossing Road to be upgraded prior to the occupation of any houses on the Holmes Block; and
	(d) Traffic signals be installed at the Granite Drive/Dunns Crossing Road intersection with the construction of the Holmes Block access to that intersection.
	31. Mr Collins, following his review of the evidence, supported the amendments proposed by Mr Fuller to the ODP for the Holmes Block and Skellerup Block.  He considered the proposal to enable 148 dwellings on the Skellerup Block and no dwellings on th...
	32. While he had some further recommendations in relation to the setback distances specified and where they were to be measured from, he confirmed that the evidence of Mr Fuller and Mr Phillips had satisfactorily addressed all matters that he had iden...
	33. Ms Sarah White addressed the NZTA/Waka Kotahi upgrade programme.  She identified that as part of the NZUP Canterbury Package, the Dunns Crossing Road/Walkers Road/State Highway 1 intersection was proposed to be upgraded and likely to become a roun...
	34. Ms Sarah White addressed the importance of multi-modal transport connections including walking, cycling and public transport.  She advised that the Applicant had engaged with Waka Kotahi to work through the issues identified within its submission ...
	35. In relation to the development of the Holmes Block, she advised that the proposed amendments to the District Plan rules, ODP and associated ODP text were generally satisfactory to address issues raised by Waka Kotahi in relation to the Holmes Bloc...
	36. In relation to the development of the Skellerup Block, she advised that Mr Fuller had provided a further assessment on the development timing of the Skellerup Block in so far as it related to the upgrades to the State Highway 1/Dunns Crossing Road...
	37. Mr Keith Tallentire in his evidence on behalf of CRC and CCC addressed traffic and transportation issues, largely from a policy perspective, but did consider that PC73 would generate significant downstream effects for Christchurch City where many ...
	38. In relation to Mr Tallentire’s evidence, Mr Collins advised that in his experience unplanned or out-of-sequence development creates complex challenges for Councils and road controlling authorities.  Assessing the effects of such development on the...
	39. However, he considered that the wider area effects of “unplanned” plan changes such as PC73 may not be overly apparent in a macro scale regional traffic model.  As an example he advised that Appendix C of his Transportation Hearing Report identifi...
	Assessment and Findings

	40. As can be seen from the above, there was a high level of agreement between the relevant traffic experts.  Both Mr Fuller and Mr Collins considered that traffic effects had been addressed appropriately.  The evidence and the ITA were comprehensive....
	41. The timing of development relative to the provision of transport infrastructure was summarised by Mr Fuller in his paragraph [25], as I have recorded in paragraph [30] of this Recommendation.
	42. In terms of passenger transport, the existing passenger transport network does not serve the site, although as noted by Mr Fuller, this is to be expected as there is no development at present.23F   The provision of changes to bus services is a mat...
	43. The ODPs provide for multi-modal travel within and to and from the site.
	44. In terms of the Ministry of Education issues, the proposed site access opposite Granite Drive is to be signalised 112 metres north of the school access.  That, together with associated upgrades, will need to undergo a road safety audit process, as...
	45. Activities in the commercial areas proposed will be subject to District Plan requirements regarding access arrangements and similar and that can appropriately be addressed at the time of resource consent.
	46. In relation to the NZDF, an assessment of the effects of the proposed plan change ahead of the proposed roading upgrades has been undertaken and deferment or limitation of development have been provided.
	47. In terms of the general submissions relating to the need to upgrade the State Highway 1/Dunns Crossing Road/Walkers Road intersection, these have been addressed.
	48. In relation to the submission by Mr Horne regarding traffic congestion at the Burnham School Road/Dunns Crossing Road intersection, as noted by Mr Fuller, this intersection is planned to be upgraded by SDC and a limit has been placed on the amount...
	49. As noted by Mr Fuller, several submitters identified a need to undertake general transport improvements to the surrounding network to accommodate the traffic generation of the proposed plan change.  Development of the plan change site requires upg...
	50. In terms of speed limits and traffic speed, as noted by Mr Fuller, several submissions had requested a consistent speed limit along Dunns Crossing Road.  Mr Fuller advised that the urbanisation of Dunns Crossing Road is anticipated to lead to a co...
	51. In terms of the Newman Road upgrade which was queried by SDC, that issue was addressed in a manner satisfactory to Mr Collins.  As to the effects on the Greater Christchurch transport network, in my view they are likely to be at the most minor.  T...
	52. In terms of public transport and greenhouse gases, these will be considered in more detail in my discussions in relation to the CRPS and NPS-UD.
	53. Overall, I am of the view that the traffic impacts have been appropriately addressed.
	Servicing
	Submissions


	54. A number of concerns were raised in the submissions in relation to servicing.  These are summarised in paragraph [54] of Ms White’s s42A Report.  I accept this is an appropriate summary of the matters raised, and I adopt it for the purposes of thi...
	Evidence

	55. The Request included an infrastructure assessment dated 12 November 2020, prepared by Mr Tim McLeod of Novo Projects.  This identified, in relation to wastewater, a number of upgrades which would be needed in relation to the reticulation infrastru...
	56. In terms of potable water, the Infrastructure Report concluded that from a water supply perspective, the plan change could be supported with upgrades or extensions of existing infrastructure to service the plan change area.
	57. Mr Murray England provided officer comments in relation to infrastructure as part of the s42A Report.  In terms of water availability, he noted that there was potential for plan changes outside of the RSP area to be recommended for decline due to ...
	58. In terms of wastewater, Mr England discussed the PWTP.  He advised that SDC had consulted on the expansion of the PWTP to cater for growth as part of the 2021-2031 LTP.  He noted that the PWTP is currently at or near capacity, with upgrades curren...
	59. He advised that in terms of the wastewater conveyance in terms of the Holmes Block, connection of the development’s wastewater network to the Council’s reticulated network was feasible and would be the subject of an engineering approval process in...
	60. He concluded that the ultimate planned development of the PWTP would have capacity to accept and treat wastewater from the proposed plan change areas and that infrastructure to convey wastewater could be provided by the Applicant in agreement with...
	61. Mr Tallentire addressed infrastructure through a planning lens, and particularly identified CRPS Policy 6.3.5(2).  He acknowledged that Mr England states he is satisfied that feasible options are available and there are processes in place to consi...
	62. He noted that land within the Rolleston FUDA had already been enabled through consents granted pursuant to the fast-track consenting process under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 or subject of notified plan changes, and that...
	Assessment and Findings

	63. I am satisfied that the site can be developed with adequate on demand potable water services and that this would be enhanced with the transfer of existing water take consents to Council.  I am also satisfied that planned upgrades to the water reti...
	64. The issue in relation to wastewater and the PWTP are, in my view, not as clearcut.  I accept on the evidence of Mr McLeod and Mr England that the options identified by the Applicant to convey wastewater to the PWTP are feasible.39F   There was no ...
	65. In terms of the capacity of the PWTP, it is my understanding that the Pines 120 project is well underway, including a master plan having been developed and the option of a primary treatment and anaerobic digestion system has been budgeted within t...
	66. Overall I accept the evidence of the experts in relation to infrastructure and the capacity for this plan change to be serviced.  There is, of course, some uncertainty.  The PWTP is at or approaching capacity.  There is considerable reliance on pl...
	67. Infrastructure and capacity for the plan change to be serviced are not such, of themselves, to render the rezoning inappropriate but given the scale of this proposal, and its location outside of the PIB, in my view infrastructure remains relevant ...
	Effects on Community Facilities
	Submissions


	68. As identified by Ms White, several submitters42F  raised concerns in relation to additional pressure on existing schools.  The Ministry of Education raised concerns that there had been a lack of consultation with them regarding this matter and tha...
	Evidence

	69. By letter dated 27 September 2021 (tabled) the Ministry of Education advised that it had been working with the Applicant and their agent to address submission points.  It identified amendments which had been proposed including to Rule 12.1.4.76 of...
	70. Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant had consulted with the Ministry and supported the amendments to the SDP which were set out in attachments to his evidence.
	Assessment and Findings

	71. In terms of the effects on other community facilities, including that raised by submitters M Green (PC73-0008) and K Green (PC73-0009) in relation to medical facilities, I do not consider they are such as to warrant declining the plan change reque...
	72. Overall, I am satisfied that the effects on community facilities have been appropriately addressed.
	Density
	Submissions


	73. Again as identified by Ms White, CCC (PC73-0007) sought a minimum density requirement of 15hh/ha to better achieve efficiencies in coordination of land use and infrastructure and for other reasons.  Conversely M & X Bentley (PC73-0007) were concer...
	Evidence

	74. Ms White noted that the CRPS only requires a minimum net density of 10hh/ha in greenfield areas in the Selwyn District.  She considered that the minimum net density of 12hh/ha was consistent with the CRPS and was also comparable to the density in ...
	75. Mr Tallentire noted the concerns of CRC and CCC in relation to the proposed density and housing typologies and referenced CRPS Policy 6.3.7.  He acknowledged that Policy 6.3.7(3) specifies minimum densities to be achieved in various locations but ...
	76. Ms Lauenstein identified that the low density environments provided for by the Living 3 Zone in these PC73 sites was no longer considered suitable.  She considered the densities proposed by PC73 are the appropriate response to a current developmen...
	77. Mr Compton-Moen considered that the proposed plan change is more consistent with the current urban development practice with a view to creating densities of 12hh/ha and greater.  He was supportive of that approach.46F
	78. While Mr Nicholson did not specifically address the 12 v 15hh/ha directly, he did identify that the increase in numbers from the current zoning increased the potential number of people who might be adversely affected.  This was because in general ...
	79. Mr Nicholson had the same concerns in relation to the Skellerup Block with the increase from 51 houses permitted to 950 houses under PC73.48F
	Assessment and Findings

	80. Having considered the evidence, if the Request were to be granted, then I accept that the proposed minimum net density of 12hh/ha is consistent with the CRPS and comparable to the density in other greenfield areas.  Any increase in that minimum ne...
	Rezoning of Additional Land
	Submissions


	81. A number of submitters raised this prospect.  The Dunns Crossing Residents49F  were concerned that PC73 would rezone land either side of their own and as such may leave a central area that they consider is ideally suited for housing bound by curre...
	82. A Smith, D Boyd and J Blanchard (PC73-0015) and Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan (PC73-0047) identified that the plan change site is part of several land areas where urban development has been sought through submissions on th...
	83. In the event that the rezoning was outside of scope, the submitters requested a design to future-proof or facilitate rezoning of adjoining land including extension of the ODPs to include land (PC73-0015).  Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd...
	Evidence

	84. Ms White considered there was some benefit in considering, in a comprehensive manner, the potential rezoning of other land parcels in the vicinity of the site, but alongside other potential options for the Rolleston Township.50F   Ms White conside...
	85. She noted that aside from the scope issue, there was insufficient evidence to consider the appropriateness of the rezoning of those sites.  She considered that to be more appropriately considered through a separate and comprehensive plan change pr...
	86. In terms of the future-proofing, she noted that the ODP for the Skellerup Block provided for connections through to adjoining land and a further connection was recommended to ensure that connectivity was not precluded.
	87. She did not consider that the making of amendments to rules and the ODP legend in relation to the odour constrained areas were appropriate.
	88. Mr Ivan Thomson provided expert evidence on behalf of both the Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heine-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan, and A Smith, D Boyd and J Blanchard.
	89. He accepted that there was likely to be a scope issue with aspects of the relief sought for the reasons set out in Ms White’s report but, if PC73 was to be approved, as a minimum, particular regard should be had as to how the two ODPs promote a me...
	Assessment and Findings

	90. I did not receive any submissions in relation to scope for the rezoning of the submitters’ land and that relief was, properly, not a matter pursued with any vigour by Mr Thomson.
	91. Mr Thomson’s evidence was helpful and thorough, but there was no expert evidence from the relevant specialties such as traffic, urban design, infrastructure and similar.
	92. I do not consider I have anywhere near sufficient evidence to determine the appropriateness or otherwise of the requests for additional land to be rezoned.  I acknowledge the amendments to the ODPs provide for appropriate connectivity between the ...
	93. In relation to the proposed amendments seeking amendment to the rules relating to the odour constraint area and associated setbacks as sought by Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan, I agree, for the reasons expressed by Ms White...
	94. I recommend the submissions seeking rezonings of additional land outside PC73 be rejected.
	Water Race, Stormwater and Flooding
	Submissions


	95. T Dawson-McMurdo (PC73-0011) expressed concerns in relation to realignment of the water race and its potential impact on biodiversity and habitat.  The submitter raised potential health and safety concerns for the school resulting from proposed st...
	96. E Lancaster (PC73-0014) raised concerns about the submitter’s home being at risk of increased flooding if the stormwater soak pits on the Holmes Block are overwhelmed.  The submitter sought a flood risk assessment to be completed at the plan chang...
	Evidence

	97. Mr McLeod, in reference to Mr Lancaster’s submission, noted that there were currently no soak pits on the site so that during extreme storm events all rain falling on the site could contribute to overland flow and therefore flooding downstream.  D...
	98. Mr McLeod also noted that the subdivision would be designed, and subject to assessment at the consenting stage, in such a way as to direct any secondary flow paths to follow the path of natural servitude and therefore would not change the risk of ...
	99. Mr England advised that should the plan change go ahead, the engineering approval stage will require evidence that stormwater is managed and disposed of on-site for up to a 50 year rainfall event.  In his opinion, this ensured no adverse flooding ...
	Assessment and Findings

	100. On the basis of the expert evidence cited above, I am satisfied that any potential flood risk can appropriately be addressed at subdivision and engineering approval stage.
	101. In relation to the water race, this flows across the north-west corner of the Holmes Block and then south-west along the western boundary before passing under Burnham School Road.
	102. Mr England advised that there are a number of ways to treat the water race including incorporation within the development, closing it, diverting it, or piping it.55F   He advised that SDC’s water race closure process requires 80% of downstream us...
	103. I accept the evidence of Mr England in particular that the ultimate treatment of the water race can be determined at subdivision consent stage.
	Soils
	Submissions


	104. There were two issues relating to soils raised in submissions.  Mr Munro (PC73-0002) opposes what he described as “excellent growing land” being built on.  The Ministry of Education (PC73-0048) acknowledged the Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI...
	Assessment and Findings

	105. In terms of soils, I received no expert evidence in relation to the nature of the soils on the site.  Ms White recorded that the site is not identified as containing any Class 1, 2 or 3 soils under the Land Use Capability system.  She also noted ...
	106. I agree with Ms White’s opinion in this regard.
	107. In relation to the contamination issue raised, Ms White advised that the PSI had been reviewed by the Contaminated Land Team at CRC which agreed with the recommendation for a DSI to be undertaken to assess the HAIL activities identified prior to ...
	108. Ms White noted that the mechanism for managing this was through the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (NESCS).  That applies at subdivision stage or change in use.
	109. Overall, I accept Ms White’s opinion on this issue and likewise I am satisfied that there are no contamination matters which preclude the rezoning of the site.
	Environmental Quality
	Submissions


	110. Ms White helpfully identified the submissions which had raised concerns about the impact the plan change will have on the amenity or environmental quality of the surrounding area.  These included increase in noise, dust, heavy traffic, enjoyment ...
	111. The relevant submitters were J Munro (PC73-0002), T Parker (PC73-0003), J Horne (PC73-0006), T Dawson-McMurdo (PC73-0011), E Lancaster (PC73-0014), K & E Shaffer (PC73-0013), B & H Mitchell (PC73-0004), M Green (PC73-0008), K Green (PC73-0009), a...
	112. As noted by Ms White, T Dawson-McMurdo also opposed the proposed medium density area and business zoning behind the West Rolleston Primary School due to effects this may have on environmental quality around the boundary and sought that they be mo...
	113. The Ministry of Education (PC73-0048) was concerned about the potential impact that the proposed Business 1 (Local Centre) Zone in the Holmes Block and increased density of housing development may have on the amenity of the West Rolleston Primary...
	Evidence, Assessment and Findings

	114. In terms of construction effects, I accept Ms White’s opinion that the effects resulting from construction can be appropriately managed through existing mechanisms and through subdivision consent conditions relating to the construction phase.  I ...
	115. Ms White was of the view that any expansion of an urban area will alter peoples’ experience of that area and she did not consider it reasonable to expect that townships remain static.  It was her view that neither the RMA, nor the District Plan, ...
	116. In relation to landscape and visual effects, Mr Compton-Moen considered that the proposal would result in an overall change in character from open and rural (current) to one that is denser and more suburban than is anticipated within the operativ...
	117. Mr Compton-Moen also considered that the receiving environment would maintain aspects of openness through the creation of green corridors and that management of fencing and bulk and location of the development would help create a sense of opennes...
	118. Mr Compton-Moen did not agree with Mr Nicholson’s opinion that the landscape character change would have a moderate-high impact.  He noted that both blocks were already zoned for residential development.  He considered that in the Living 3 Zone, ...
	119. In relation to the submission by the Ministry of Education, Mr Compton-Moen advised that this had been addressed with the inclusion of a Business 1 Zone interface treatment along the block’s southern boundary to ensure any potential adverse effec...
	120. As a result of Mr Nicholson being unavailable to attend the hearing, I directed expert conferencing of the urban design/landscape experts, being Mr Compton-Moen, Ms Lauenstein and Mr Nicholson.  That was undertaken on Thursday 23 September 2021 a...
	121. In relation to landscape character and visual effects, the Joint Statement recorded that there was agreement between Mr Nicholson and Mr Compton-Moen that the landscape character and visual effects of PC73 would be localised and would primarily a...
	122. Overall, while I largely agree with Mr Nicholson in relation to the change of character, I would place that at moderate given it is localised and, to a degree, is anticipated by the residential development potential under the Living 3 zoning.  It...
	Overall Conclusion on Environmental Quality

	123. Overall, I consider that the effects on environmental quality, including the landscape and amenity effects raised by submitters, are not, of themselves, sufficient to render the Request inappropriate.  I do not accept those submissions seeking de...
	Reverse Sensitivity
	Submissions


	124. Waka Kotahi (PC73-0010) supported acoustic measures proposed to address potential reverse sensitivity effects from the development of sensitive activities adjacent to the State Highway network.
	125. J Horne (PC73-0006) opposed housing in proximity to the chicken farm due to noise and odour from those farms.
	126. CRC (PC73-0049) was concerned, notwithstanding the odour assessment provided, that residential development of the land could give rise to reverse sensitivity, particularly in regard to the planned expansion of the PWTP and the PRRP.  They submitt...
	127. Ms White considered that there were a range of activities in the vicinity of the site that could give rise to reverse sensitivity effects relating to noise and/or odour.  These included State Highway 1, Dunns Crossing and Burnham School Roads; th...
	128. I note that the NZDF filed a neutral submission which identified that the Burnham Military Camp hosts a wide variety of activities and reverse sensitivity can represent a major challenge to the continued operation of the NZDF’s facilities.  It so...
	129. I address the reverse sensitivity issues firstly in relation to noise and secondly in relation odour.
	Noise

	130. I had the benefit of receiving expert acoustic evidence from Mr Lewthwaite on behalf of the Applicant and Dr Trevathan as part of the officers report.  Mr Lewthwaite’s evidence addressed reverse sensitivity noise effects and specifically potentia...
	131. Mr Lewthwaite provided a design advice memorandum as Addendum 1 to the RFI response.  This addressed noise from the PRRP, PWTP and poultry noise on the Skellerup Block as well as commenting on local road traffic environments.
	132. In relation to the State Highway 1 noise and Main South Line noise, Mr Lewthwaite advised that he had undertaken an assessment comparing factors affecting the noise generated by State Highway 1 at the Holmes Block to those same factors at the est...
	133. In terms of the PRRP noise, Mr Lewthwaite summarised the observations and measurements which had been conducted on 26 January 2021.  He did not consider on-site activities were likely to have any effect even in lower ambient noise situations give...
	134. With regard to heavy vehicle movements along Burnham School Road servicing the PRRP, Mr Lewthwaite referred to a telephone conversation he had with Mr Andrew Boyd, the SDC Solid Waste Manager, and recorded his understanding that there were approx...
	135. He considered that at those hours, even in low traffic levels, sleep disturbance could result from short, loud noise events.  These could be up to and in the order of 85 dB LAmax at 5 metres from the road.  Mr Lewthwaite addressed the initially p...
	136. Mr Lewthwaite also identified that a preference had been expressed from urban design experts to avoid an acoustic fence along Burnham School Road.  Given the early morning source of road noise from the PRRP trucks and trailers, and the reported f...
	137. He proposed an external to internal noise reduction of 30 dB rather than design internal noise levels.  He explained that this was because at low vehicle volumes, prediction of equivalent continuous noise levels is not reliable; maximum noise eve...
	138. He provided an equivalency assessment of the proposed setback rule or acoustic insulation approach to the earlier proposed 2 metre acoustic fence.
	139. Dr Trevathan also provided evidence.  In his Summary, he noted that there was a high level of agreement between Mr Lewthwaite and himself on the key technical issues which included controls for the Holmes Block in relation to State Highway noise;...
	140. Dr Trevathan noted there were some compromises with the approach now proposed by the Applicant.  These included the need for people to keep windows closed and rely on mechanical ventilation and, in some unusual cases, elevated internal levels may...
	141. In terms of the noise generated from on-site activities at the PRRP and the PWTP, both Mr Lewthwaite and Dr Trevathan agreed they were unlikely to be an issue, primarily due to distance.  Again, both were in agreement in relation to the poultry f...
	Finding on Noise Related Amenity and Reverse Sensitivity Effects

	142. Overall, in terms of the noise aspects, I am satisfied that there are unlikely to be significant amenity effects and any consequential reverse sensitivity effects given the mitigation proposed.  I accept the clear and thorough evidence and conclu...
	Odour

	143. Odour effects, and potential reverse sensitivity effects relating to odour from the PRRP and PWTP was, arguably, more contentious.  The issue of reverse sensitivity effects was also raised in relation to odour from the poultry farm (J Horne – PC7...
	Tegal Poultry Sheds

	144. The odour assessment accompanying the Request recommended a setback of 150 metres based on dispersion modelling undertaken in 2008.  This was again addressed in the RFI response of 1 February 2021.  Overall Mr Bender considered the emission facto...
	145. Mr Bender recorded that the Tegal poultry sheds were already adjacent to residential areas to the east of the sheds with the nearest houses being around 70 metres directly to the east of the shed and downwind of the predominant wind direction for...
	146. On the basis of the information supplied with the Request, the response to the RFI, and the evidence, I am satisfied that the 150 metre separation distance is adequate in terms of amenity and to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the Tegal poul...
	PRRP

	147. The Applicant proposes a recommended odour control area which is illustrated on Figure 1 of ODP39 (Holmes Block).  This provides a setback of approximately 600 metres from the composting area.
	Evidence

	148. Mr Andrew Boyd, the Solid Waste Manager for SDC, provided evidence.  He has the responsibility of managing Council’s solid waste activities for both strategic planning and operations.  This includes the PRRP and composting which occurs there.  He...
	149. His evidence addressed the plan change Request primarily in relation to proximity of dwellings to the PRRP and the operations associated with it.  His concerns were that the development of residential activities near the PRRP would result in reve...
	150. He described the activities undertaken on the site noting that for the year ending 30 June 2021, the site received 21,136 tonnes of general waste which was an increase of 16% of the 2019/20 year, and 7,957 tonnes of organics, together with 982 to...
	151. He advised that the facility is currently undergoing a significant expansion staged over several years, and this would include the provision of a reuse shop, salvage yard, micro enterprise units, education centre, garden hub, multipurpose waste h...
	152. He noted that efforts to reduce waste are planned to intensify.  He advised that within kerbside refuse bins, considerable food waste exists and that Council plans to trial food waste caddies within households, with biodegradable liners, in an ef...
	153. Figure 1 to his evidence provided a helpful identification of the various activities and their location on the site.
	154. In discussions during the hearing, he described the compost turning process and issues that can arise if the compost turns anaerobic.  He also discussed difficulties if the compost rows get “wet feet” and advised that anaerobic conditions can occ...
	155. Mr Boyd discussed the Living Earth composting facility at Bromley and noted that despite the composting operation being in place for decades, with significant capital expenditure to upgrade it, CCC had looked to enclose the entire facility.  He a...
	156. He noted that at present there was no requirement in relation to forced aeration of static piles, or tunnel composting, and this was largely due to the separation of the facility from sensitive activities.  If such were to be required, they would...
	157. It was his view that the controls in the Odour and Dust Management Plan (ODMP) were typical of any well-managed windrow composting system and it was his view that a more appropriate point at which to take the setback buffer would be from the edge...
	158. He addressed concerns in relation to sensitive receptor density, noting the current zoning of the Holmes Block allowed for 97 properties on large sections, and at the typical occupancy of 2.8 people per house, he would expect 271 residents.  Unde...
	159. Mr Boyd also reviewed the odour assessment provided with the Request and identified what he considered to be a number of errors.  He identified that in section 2.2.2 of the odour assessment, it had relied on the basis that the throughput was main...
	160. He commented on the further information response dated 25 February 2021, which considered it unlikely that the throughput will be able to substantially increase beyond what is currently being undertaken within the footprint defining the current c...
	161. Mr Boyd considered that assumption was factually incorrect as the maximum limit of a 53,000 tpa was established as appropriate for the composting area.  He noted at present that is partially used for storage of overburden and the existing area ha...
	162. Mr Boyd advised that a minimum 1,000m odour setback would be more appropriate and acceptable when measured from the boundary of the mature compost area.
	163. Mr Bender in his Summary of Evidence of 29 September 2021 concluded that the proposed separation distance of 600m from the active composting areas of the PRRP is likely to be sufficient for avoiding adverse effects of odour from normal operations...
	164. He advised that composting operations are hard to address.  In response to questions, he tentatively accepted the 600m setback as appropriate.  He noted that at that distance, and at capacity, he would expect some odour to be detectable but not n...
	165. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen provided a Statement of Evidence dated 13 September 2021, a Summary of Evidence dated 28 September 2021, and a Statement of Evidence in Reply dated 1 November 2021.
	166. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen focused on the appropriate setback from the composting operation at the PRRP.  She noted that consent had recently been granted for composting operations having inputs of up to 53,000 tpa and noted that it was granted on a non-n...
	167. She noted this was an increase from the 4,200 tpa that she had previously assessed.  She advised that while she considered that there could be some level of increase within the existing footprint, this was a larger scale than she had anticipated....
	168.  Based on her understanding and experience of the activities at the PRRP, and a review of the three Australian EPA buffer criteria, she considered that a buffer distance of 600m from the active area was appropriate for the 4,200 tpa throughput.  ...
	169. She considered the consented turned windrow system to be a low technology system with a higher risk of upset conditions compared to, for example, covered forced aeration systems.  She advised that she had only been able to undertake a desktop ana...
	170. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen addressed the changes to the receiving environment noting that there were currently two existing houses within 600m of the composting plant and under the currently operative ODP for the Living 3 zoning, four more houses could be...
	171. In relation to the area within 650m of the composting operation, she noted that the current zoning allows for up to nine houses, being three existing and six that can be established.  Based on a review of possible subdivision plans for the Holmes...
	172. Overall, she considered that the number and location of houses currently allowed under the existing ODP and those proposed, lead her to, on balance, “consider the proposal does not change the receiving environment from that which is currently est...
	173. She considered that the requirement of the composting facility to avoid off-site odour effects is dictated by the existing environment and this proposal, including the proposed 600m setback, was not a “substantial change to that environment that ...
	174. By way of conclusion, she agreed with Mr Bender that upset conditions are the most likely conditions when off-site odour may occur, but she considered that the management plan required by the conditions of CRC211594 will reduce the risk of these....
	175. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen provided a further Statement of Evidence in Reply dated 1 November 2021 where she further addressed the 600m buffer.  This arose, at least partly, from discussions I had with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen during the hearing.  Ms Nieuwenhuij...
	176. She advised that if the underlying zoning was not already in place, then the sensitivity of the receiving environment would obviously increase as a result of the PC73 proposal but again she advised that she understood from Mr Phillips that the un...
	177. Mr Van Kekem provided further expert evidence.  Mr Van Kekem holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Biochemistry from the University of Canterbury and a Post Graduate Diploma in Forensic Science from the University of Auckland, and is a member of the Clean...
	178. His evidence was limited to potential effects on the Holmes Block from the PRRP composting operation, although he provided a brief comment on the appropriateness of Ms Nieuwenhuijsen’s recommended buffer distances.
	179. Of particular relevance to this proposal, Mr Van Kekem advised that he had provided expert advice to SDC and CRC in developing appropriate consent conditions on SDC’s recent air discharge consent application (discussed earlier).  Through that rev...
	180. Mr Van Kekem discussed his previous involvement in some detail.83F   He confirmed that he was initially engaged by CRC to review a s127 application to amend condition 1 to effectively remove any numerical limit on the volume of compost that could...
	181. He advised he undertook a site visit, reviewed the current facility, and had a number of discussions with both SDC and site operators.  He had identified the odour and dust emission points across the composting operation.  He had provided advice ...
	182. He considered the limiting factor in terms of the volume of material which could be processed on-site was its location in the areas marked, rather than the consent condition limit.
	183. Mr Van Kekem again addressed the existing environment noting the Living 3 zoning for the Holmes Block and that there was provision for up to four dwellings within the 600m buffer distance with the closest being approximately 500m from the active ...
	184. Based on his interpretation of the SDP, he considered that the currently zoned Living 3 Holmes Block would have an expectation of amenity values most pleasant for living and the proposed Living Z zoned land would also have that expected amenity v...
	185. He considered the key question to be whether or not having a more densely populated area beyond the 600m buffer would result in any increase in potential for adverse nuisance effects.
	186. He advised that whilst PC73 would enable more dwellings which have a high sensitivity to the odour discharge, beyond 600m, in his opinion this did not increase the potential for adverse effects as the odour discharge from the PRRP composting oper...
	187. He concurred with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen that the frequency and duration of the winds that would blow towards those receptors would remain the same and removing the closest dwellings – the four dwellings which could legally be established within 600m ...
	188. He discussed the potential for upset conditions resulting in observable odour within the Holmes Block beyond the 600m.  He agreed that at other poorly run/higher risk composting operations in New Zealand nuisance odour has been observed well beyo...
	189. He noted that condition 15 of the current air discharge consent required that activities did not result in offensive or objectionable effect beyond the boundary of the site.  If they did, as Mr Bender considered, result in offensive odour being o...
	190. Mr Van Kekem provided evidence in reply.  He addressed his understanding of Mr Boyd’s concern that as the PRRP composting operation grows to meet the increased demand, population growth and Government directions to divert organic waste away from ...
	191. He contended that this growth and subsequent potential for adverse effects was specifically addressed in the recent air discharge consent application.89F
	192. Mr Van Kekem spent some time in his evidence in reply addressing the documents provided with the s127 Change of Condition application which had originally sought there be no numerical limit on the amount of compost that could be processed on-site...
	193. He noted that the increase in the composting rates was specifically acknowledged and assessed as not being likely to result in adverse odour effects beyond the site boundary in a number of reports which supported the consent application which he ...
	194. He advised that all of the above reports had specifically acknowledged and assessed the potential for effects on the Living 3 zoned Holmes Block despite those houses not having been built yet.
	195. Mr Van Kekem advised that during his review, he was of the opinion that it was not appropriate to have no limit on the volume of compost.  He considered that the then ODMP and historic consent conditions did not contain sufficient detail to ensur...
	196. He again discussed the preliminary advice that he had provided to SDC and CRC after his initial site visit which included additional controls around leachate management, windrow monitoring, raw material mixing, contingency measures and other matt...
	197. From a planning perspective, Mr Phillips, relying on the 600m buffer and the evidence of Mr Van Kekem and Ms Nieuwenhuijsen, considered that it would adequately avoid reverse sensitivity effects associated with the operation of the PRRP currently...
	198. Ms White in her Summary Statement of 28 September 2021 remained concerned.  Based on the evidence of Mr Bender, she continued to have concerns that the proposed setback from the PRRP may not be sufficient to avoid potential for reverse sensitivit...
	Legal Submissions

	199. In Reply Submissions, Counsel for the Applicant submitted that the existing zoning does provide for a ‘quasi permitted baseline’ to be considered as part of the existing environment.  They submitted that under the existing Living 3 zoning, reside...
	200. Notwithstanding the above, the submissions recorded that the Applicant has proposed conditions, supported by multiple experts, to alleviate these concerns and otherwise manage effects to an appropriate level.94F
	Discussion

	201. The PRRP is clearly, on the basis of Mr Boyd’s evidence, important strategic infrastructure for the SDC.  That was not disputed.  Indeed the s32 analysis provided as part of the Request states:
	Notwithstanding, recognising the strategic importance of this infrastructure and the potential need for increased operations at these facilities in response to population growth in the District, Golder Associates have considered potential growth in th...
	202. The 600m setback from the composting area was addressed in the odour assessment dated 11 November 2020 and forming part of the Request (Appendix A).  This identified the South Australia, Victoria, Western Australia EPA recommended buffer distance...
	203. The assessment records:
	In summary on the basis that the throughput is maintained close to the current throughput, i.e., limited to 4,200 tonnes/annum and there is a high degree of control in the manufacture of the compost, the leachate management (particularly maintaining b...
	204. As a result of the information provided with the Request, and in light of the subsequent consenting of the increased capacity, I discussed with Ms Nieuwenhuijsen what if any impact that had on her confidence in the 600m setback.
	205. During these discussions, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen quite properly confirmed that the 600m setback recommendation was on the basis of her understanding of the then 4,200 tpa maximum.  She advised that there may be some odour beyond 600m.  Ms Nieuwenhuijs...
	206. Mr Bender agreed that odour is likely to be strong at 100m but drops off after that.  At times there could still be an odour at 500-600m and he remained concerned in relation to upset conditions potential for odour effects beyond that.
	207. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen, in her Reply Evidence, referred to Mr Van Kekem’s greater familiarity with the composting operation.  I accept that Mr Van Kekem has considerable knowledge and understanding of the operation of the PRRP and the conditions of co...
	208. In terms of the “baseline” argument, I am not convinced that there can be a reliance on a de facto permitted baseline when undertaking an analysis under s32 of the RMA.  I do of course acknowledge that in the comparative analysis as to what is th...
	209. Both Mr Bender and Ms Nieuwenhuijsen advised that odour is likely to be perceptible at 600m.  I acknowledge that there are various matters in terms of frequency which are relevant, particularly given that it is the south-west wind which is most r...
	210. I accept that the 600m setback is likely to be sufficient for avoiding adverse effects of odour from the future residents of the Holmes Block from the normal operations of the PRRP.  I remain concerned that there is potential for odour and conseq...
	PWTP

	211. The s32 evaluation assessed odour and associated reverse sensitivity effects on the PWTP.  It noted the odour assessment had accounted for the lawfully existing environment (accounting for designations, permitted activities, and any applicable ai...
	212. Notwithstanding that, and in recognition of the strategic importance of the infrastructure and the potential need for increased operations of these facilities, the assessment considered potential growth of the PWTP capacity of 80,000 PE rather th...
	213. The s42A Report included an assessment from Mr Bender.  Mr Bender considered a separation distance of 500m to be appropriate from the wastewater treatment plant to minimise the risk of reverse sensitivity for the PWTP.  He noted that distance did...
	214. Mr Bender noted that Mr England stated that they had received 11 odour complaints regarding the operation of the PWTP during the three year period August 2018 to August 2021, although the locations were not stated.
	215. Mr Bender was comfortable with the separation distances proposed and noted that the Holmes Block was located 800m and the Skellerup Block 1,700m from the PWTP treatment infrastructure which he considered a sufficient separation from the odour gen...
	216. In terms of the treated wastewater spray irrigation, he noted the conditions of consent (CRC153952) allow the irrigation of treated wastewater on land up to 25m of the boundary of the areas designated for the irrigation, and that was increased to...
	217. He agreed that a separation distance of 100m was sufficient to protect against adverse effects from bacteria and viruses, and provided the PWTP maintained an internal separation of 25m from the site boundary, the odour control setback of 75m from...
	218. Ms Nieuwenhuijsen addressed the PWTP on behalf of the Applicant.  She noted her recommended buffer distances but, in light of what appeared to be agreement between the odour experts, did not address the PWTP in any detail in her evidence other th...
	219. Mr Bender, by reference to Mr England’s evidence, noted the complaints and recorded that he understood that the adverse odour discharges had occurred because the PWTP is currently operating at the upper end of the current design capacity of 30,00...
	220. Mr England confirmed in his evidence that the PWTP is significant infrastructure and its ongoing expansion is critical to allow for the future growth of Rolleston and the other townships the plant treats.  He considered it was critical that this ...
	221. He referred to Mr Phillips’ evidence proposing a new rule limiting the establishment of residential allotments within 1,500m of the PWTP prior to certification that the necessary regulatory approvals of the upgrade had been obtained, or 31 Decemb...
	222. He advised that these measures went some way to addressing his concerns in terms of the future consenting of the PWTP, but he remained concerned that it would not address the potential for complaints after regulatory approvals are obtained, or af...
	223. His concern was that the Applicant’s proposal may not fully address the Pines 120 operation itself and was concerned that reverse sensitivity issues could be directed at the operations of the Pines 120 upgrade, including in relation to any unfore...
	224. During discussions at the hearing, Mr England advised that the majority of the complaints arose from Burnham Road to the west of the site and the majority of those were from one property, but there were also others.  The property generating the m...
	225. In her reply evidence, Ms Nieuwenhuijsen commented on the complaints and her understanding, from responses to my questioning of Mr England, that these had been up to 1,500m away.  She noted that Mr England’s concerns were that additional dwelling...
	Assessment and Findings

	226. The PWTP is undoubtedly critical infrastructure for Selwyn and its growth.  As advised by Mr England, if the upgrades to 120,000 PE cannot be obtained, then essentially there would be no capacity for further growth in the Selwyn District.
	227. The amendments proposed by the Applicant have been shaped to respond to the issues raised by Mr England in particular and his concern about the consenting process.  The proposal that no residential allotments may be created within 1,500m of the P...
	228. However, if the Holmes Block is rezoned on that basis, there is potential that that may still impede the consenting process, or potentially result in more constraining conditions and additional costs.  The no complaints covenant proposed is helpf...
	229. Overall, and on the basis of the expert evidence, I accept that the probability of reverse sensitivity effects is low.  If significant reverse sensitivity effects were to arise, that creates a real concern given the absolutely critical nature of ...
	Conclusion on Reverse Sensitivity

	230. In my view, the potential, albeit of low probability, of reverse sensitivity effects in relation to the PRRP and the PWTP should be given some weight in the overall consideration of the appropriateness of the rezoning sought.
	Economic Effects

	231. The s32 evaluation addressed economic effects somewhat briefly in its text but provided, as Appendix G, an economic assessment.
	232. I received considerable expert economic evidence on behalf of the Applicant from Mr Copeland and Mr Colegrave in particular.
	233. Mr Colegrave addressed the likely economic costs and benefits in addition to the land market competition benefits from a direct ‘boost’ in supply and increased land competition.  He considered that the Request could have broader impacts including...
	234. Mr Colegrave addressed the critical mass to support greater local retail/service provision.  In his Table 5, he calculated that future households on the site when fully built out would spend $148.2 million on a range of household goods and servic...
	235.  The main economic cost was identified as the loss of land for rural production, noting the Land Use Capability Class 4 soil classification.  Mr Colegrave also addressed potential adverse impacts on the Rolleston key activity centre  from the sma...
	236. Mr Copeland considered that the 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 elsewhere within Greater C...
	(a) Increased economies of scale;
	(b) Increased competition;
	(c) Reduced unemployment and under-employment of resources; and
	(d) Increased quality of central government provided services.
	237. In terms of economic costs he assessed these as lost agricultural production, retail effects, but noted the retail centres proposed were intended only to meet the convenience needs of local residents, would not undermine the viability, vibrancy a...
	238. In terms of transport costs, he noted that any additional transport costs are internalised to owners or renters of the newly developed properties.  He did not consider that there would be additional transport externality costs.
	Finding/Conclusion on Economic Effects

	239. Provided there is no displacement, the figures identified by Mr Colegrave show the benefits are significant.
	The Form of Urban Growth
	Submissions


	240. A number of submitters raised issues relating to urban growth form.
	241. CCC (PC73-0007) supported growth in townships in Selwyn but identified that this was outside the areas identified for development in the CRPS and within Our Space, and considered that as it did not give effect to the CRPS it must be declined.  It...
	242. Waka Kotahi (PC73-0010) identified that it should be considered against the UDS, including settlement patterns in Our Space and CRPS.  It submitted further that while the proposal would increase housing supply, consideration to prioritising devel...
	243. M & X Bentley (PC73-0012) submitted the rezoning will shift the suburban edge of Rolleston too far west, and this would push out traditional large lot residential options and blur the boundary between Rolleston and Burnham.  They also raised a co...
	244. CRC (PC73-0049) submitted it was inconsistent with Objective 6.2.1(3) and Policy 6.3.1(4) of the CRPS as it was not a Greenfield Priority Area and was outside the PIB.  It submitted that neither Our Space nor the CRPS identified the land as neces...
	Evidence
	245. In response to submissions, Ms White in her s42A Report noted that there was no proposal for larger rural lifestyle zoning beyond the site and could not be considered at this stage, and in any event Mr Nicholson did not consider it likely that PC...
	246. Ms White, while acknowledging that there was no specific requirement to consider PC73 against the PDP, considered that the site’s location outside the areas anticipated for further urban intensification reinforced that increased density of the si...
	247. Ms White identified Mr Nicholson’s concerns in relation to ‘peninsula’ urban form surrounded by roads, infrastructure and rural land;  the Holmes Block not being well connected to the existing township or any future urban development in adjacent ...
	248. Ms White noted Mr Nicholson’s support for additional capacity being identified and provided through a more comprehensive and strategic process and that would allow the costs and benefits of alternative growth options to be assessed and discussed ...
	249. Ms White accepted that there was a counter-argument that the current zoning allows for a level of development to occur and that there is a risk that if the rezoning was not approved and the site instead developed at the lower density, that would ...
	250. Ms White was concerned that rezoning would lose the transition/hybrid function anticipated and reduce this type of housing choice.  In her opinion, it was difficult to make a determination as to the appropriateness of that in isolation, particula...
	251. Overall it was her opinion that the adverse effects of PC73 on urban form, and while acknowledging those effects could be mitigated to an extent, could not be overcome through the current plan change process.
	Expert Evidence

	252. Mr Nicholson was unable to attend the hearing.  He did provide a written brief.  With the agreement of the Applicant, I directed that Mr Nicholson, Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein conference.
	253. The conferencing was held on 23 September 2021 and resulted in a Joint Witness Statement.  The areas of agreement were:
	(a) That future growth options in Rolleston are likely to extend primarily to the west, the south and south-east and that proposed development should not preclude future growth options;
	(b) That if approved, the revised ODPs would provide an appropriate urban form and would allow for future connections to adjacent land;
	(c) Both blocks would provide neighbourhood commercial areas within a walkable distance of the plan change area and that the town centre, schools and recreation areas would be reasonably accessible;
	(d) Both blocks would provide reasonable access to green space;
	(e) Revised ODPs would provide appropriate future connections to adjoining areas to allow for future connectivity and would not preclude adjoining areas from being rezoned for residential use;
	(f) That fully formed shared pedestrian/cycle facilities along Dunns Crossing Road would be a positive contribution and that footpaths should be provided on both sides of the road;
	(g) Medium density residential should be incorporated to achieve appropriate urban densities;
	(h) In terms of the Holmes Block ODP:
	(i) Agreement that revised ODP would provide improved urban design outcomes compared to that notified and that additional connections onto Burnham School Road and Dunns Crossing Road provide improved connectivity supported by the removal of the bund a...
	(ii) Additional pedestrian/cycle link should be provided to Dunns Crossing Road to the northern section to improve connectivity;
	(iii) Providing a road at the interface between the commercial (Business 1) and the school to reduce potential adverse effects;
	(iv) The shared pedestrian/cycle facility along Burnham School Road should connect from the plan change area in front of the West Rolleston School to the intersection with Dunns Crossing Road;
	(v) That a connection with the future Burnham-Rolleston cycleway along State Highway 1 would be desirable but final location needed to be confirmed;
	(vi) The State Highway forms a barrier to the north and the PWTP forms a barrier to the west on the Holmes Block with no opportunities for further connection and that it is an appropriate response for properties along these interfaces to be larger to ...
	(i) In terms of the Skellerup Block ODP the specific areas of agreement were:
	(i) Primary road connections along Dunns Crossing Road should align with east-west primary roads in PC70, located to the east of PC73;
	(ii) The number and location of future road connections through adjoining properties in the revised ODP would provide appropriate levels of connectivity and would not preclude development of adjoining sites;
	(iii) Provision of two pedestrian/cycle priority crossing facilities on Dunns Crossing Road as shown on the revised ODP would provide appropriate level of accessibility for pedestrians and cyclists;
	(iv) Not providing larger lots along the rural interface for the Skellerup Block is appropriate to allow for future connectivity to potential residential development on adjacent land.
	254. The areas of disagreement remained as follows:
	(a) Scale of impact on landscape character with Mr Nicholson considering it moderate-high and Mr Compton-Moen considering it low due to the changes being localised and already anticipated due to the residential development potential under the Living 3...
	(b) Disagreement as to the most appropriate method to enable future urban growth and development in Rolleston being the private plan change/comprehensive strategic planning exercise.  The experts put that difference to one side for the purposes of exp...
	(c) Mr Nicholson considered that PC73 on its own did not contribute to a compact shape/urban form while acknowledging if surrounding areas were rezoned as residential it did not preclude a compact form.  Mr Nicholson remained of the view that both blo...
	(d) Mr Nicholson considered there are other options to accommodate future urban growth and that a more comprehensive and strategic approach would allow the costs and benefits of alternative growth options to be assessed and discussed with the wider co...
	255. There were a number of agreements recorded between Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen being as follows:
	(a) Both considered the blocks to be natural extensions of existing urban form, and given the Living 3 zoning, the extension of urban form in this direction is anticipated and is a logical consequence of the growth pattern of Rolleston and in general ...
	(b) They considered the RSP has provided clear guidance and created the underlying composition of the urban form of Rolleston but anticipated urban growth has nearly reached completion and considered PC73 was a natural extension of the underlying urba...
	(c) Both considered the plan change process to be a valid tool to direct urban design matters including urban form and growth, and did not preclude SDC from making comprehensive and strategic decisions on growth options.  Both agreed the plan change p...
	(d) Both considered that the perceived insularity of the development to the existing urban form is only a temporary situation and is a natural occurrence as part of any urban development and growth.  Both noted awareness of other development proposals...
	256. Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein, in their evidence summary, put considerable weight on the matters of agreement arising from the joint witness statement.  Ms Lauenstein, in her summary, noted that the general disagreement between Mr Compton-Moe...
	257. Ms Lauenstein identified the RSP and from a purely urban design perspective she considered that to be less detailed and a more aspirational or visionary plan that provides a broad physical structure of the township and assists in guiding the dire...
	258. In relation to the second area of disagreement, being the compact urban form, her Summary recorded that it was agreed that each PC73 block in itself would achieve a compact urban form and that if other areas to the south and north of the blocks w...
	259. She recorded Mr Nicholson’s view that PC73 alone did not contribute to a wider compact urban form and lacked sufficient connectivity.  As set out in her full evidence, she considered this to be a natural occurrence as growth mostly occurs in smal...
	260. Again Mr Compton-Moen in his Summary of Evidence recorded that he remained of the opinion that PC73 “as an extension of the existing residential zone” is an appropriate use of land from an urban design and landscape perspective.114F   He recognis...
	261. In relation to landscape character changes, he remained of the opinion that the magnitude of change was low given that residential activity on both blocks is already anticipated, it was just at a higher density.
	262. I issued a Minute following the hearing seeking some clarification in relation to Mr Nicholson’s position.  Mr Nicholson provided his response on 8 October 2021.  Mr Nicholson advised that while he did not consider that the PC73 area would be wel...
	263. Mr Nicholson advised that there were two separate urban design issues being referred to in my question.  The first could be broadly termed ‘accessibility’ or ‘walkability’ which relates to the provision of access to public services and facilities...
	264. In relation to ‘connectivity’, he explained that relates to creating streets that are joined together in city-wide networks that provide choice and support increased resilience and safer places.  By reference to the Skellerup Block, he noted that...
	265. Again, because the Skellerup Block was surrounded on three sides by rural land, the plan change only proposes four street connections to the east onto Dunns Crossing Road and in his view that would provide a low level of connectivity with Rollest...
	Assessment and Findings

	266. In my assessment of this matter, I have focused my consideration on PC73 itself.  I note that, post-hearing on PC73, Private Plan Change 81 (PC81) and Private Plan Change 82 (PC82) have been lodged.  PC81 abuts the Skellerup Block of PC73 to the ...
	267. Both PC82 and PC81 incorporate some of the land which the submitters represented at the hearing by Mr Thomson sought to be rezoned by way of submissions.  Both are at an early stage in the process and their merits or otherwise is not a matter whi...
	268. While the urban design and landscape evidence for the Applicant was thorough and helpful, I discerned a considerable reliance on what may occur in the future.
	269. I explored this in discussions with Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein.  Mr Compton-Moen advised that he did not rely on PC70 for his conclusions, but it would be “good”.  He saw PC70 and PC73 as a natural progression in terms of urban growth.  In...
	270. Ms Lauenstein discussed the nature of sequential developments and that there may be some delay in achieving planned connectivity to other adjacent areas.  She noted that development does occur in clusters and relies on the willingness of landowne...
	271. I am of the view that relying on what may or may not happen in the surrounding environment in the future to assess the urban form creates some difficulties.  It is uncertain.  The lodging of PC81 and PC82, and Mr Thomson’s evidence for his client...
	272. PC73 must be assessed on its merits.  I agree with Mr Nicholson that as matters now stand, the Holmes Block, and to a greater degree, the Skellerup Block, are in essence peninsulas which do not contribute to a compact urban form.
	273. In considering the appropriateness, I am conscious of Ms Lauenstein’s opinion that the Living 3 Zone density presently enabled was important.  She considered it was ill-suited to facilitate the consolidated form and connectivity required for futu...
	274. Mr Compton-Moen also identified and discussed examples in Rolleston where large lot subdivisions had caused problems with integration and connectivity.
	275. I accept that the present zoning may not be ideal if urban growth is to be accommodated to the west of Dunns Crossing Road.  However there is nothing which anticipates that in any of the relevant planning and other statutory and non-statutory doc...
	276. In assessing the appropriateness of PC73 on its merits, I am not satisfied that it provides for an appropriate and compact urban form.
	Geotechnical and Ecological Considerations

	277. Ms White assessed the geotechnical and ecological considerations in her paragraphs [146] to [149].  She concluded that on the basis of the technical reports and the conclusion of the peer reviews, she was satisfied that there were no geotechnical...
	Other Matters

	278. As noted by Ms White, M & X Bentley (PC73-0012) considered that the consequence of the changes proposed to various rules throughout the District Plan would affect other properties within the District, not just the plan change site, removing restr...
	279. I agree with and adopt Ms White’s analysis at paragraph [151] where she notes that the amendments to the proposed District Plan rules through the Request would only affect the application of those rules to the site and not alter the current regim...
	Conclusion on Effects and Other Matters Raised in Submissions

	280. Having considered all of the submissions, the evidence, reports and other documents provided, I consider that a number of the specific concerns raised by submitters have been appropriately addressed in so far as they are relevant at this stage.  ...
	281. I received undisputed economic evidence that the rezoning of the land, and subsequent development, would have, potentially, significant economic benefits.
	282. I remain concerned in relation to the form of urban growth.  I am not satisfied that PC73 would lead to the provision of an appropriate compact urban form.
	283. In relation to infrastructure, particularly in relation to the PWTP, I accept that once the proposed upgrades are consented and in place, capacity will be available for the treatment of wastewater generated by the development of the PC73 land.  T...
	284. My residual concern is what happens in the interim period while the PWTP is consented and upgraded.  PC73 is outside the RSP and the PIB.  I did not receive any specific technical evidence on the CRC’s concern, expressed by Mr Tallentire, that th...
	285. I remain concerned around the potential for reverse sensitivity effects.  I acknowledge that on the expert evidence, reverse sensitivity effects are of low probability but, given the absolutely critical nature of the PWTP and the PRRP to the futu...
	Statutory Documents
	Responsive Planning Under the NPS-UD

	286. Before undertaking my assessment of the plan change against the relevant statutory documents, I address the relationship between the NPS-UD and the CRPS.  This is a critical issue which was the subject of thorough and detailed submissions of Coun...
	287. In considering this issue, I have applied the principles of statutory interpretation.  There appears to be no dispute as to what those principles are, rather the differences are in the application.
	288. This part of my Recommendation addresses the issue of whether the directive objectives and policies in the CRPS (and the SDP objectives and policies which implement those) operate, in essence, as a veto.  Or, expressed another way, as Mr Wakefiel...
	289. I received detailed submissions from Ms Appleyard for the Applicant, both in her opening and in her closing submissions which responded to CCC and CRC’s legal submissions and evidence.119F   I have also reviewed a Memorandum provided by Mr Paul R...
	290. I received comprehensive legal submissions from Mr Wakefield on behalf of CCC and CRC.
	291. I do not propose to repeat the legal submissions and the contents of Mr Rogers’ Memorandum in this Recommendation.  I have considered those in full.  I will identify the key matters as appropriate.
	292. I consider that Ms Appleyard summarised the question when she submitted “The question that is to be asked is how the [C]RPS is to be interpreted in light of the NPS-UD?”.121F   She expanded that question by identifying that this was especially so...
	Key Objectives and Policies
	CRPS


	293. The key objective and policy of the CRPS which trigger this question are:
	(a) Objective 6.2.1:
	Recovery framework
	Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that:
	1.  identifies priority areas for urban development within Greater Christchurch;
	…
	3.  avoids urban development outside of existing urban areas or greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS;
	…
	(b) Policy 6.3.1:
	Development within the Greater Christchurch Area
	In relation to recovery and rebuilding for Greater Christchurch:
	1.  give effect to the urban form identified in Map A, which identifies the location and extent of urban development that will support recovery, rebuilding and planning for future growth and infrastructure delivery;
	…
	3.  enable development of existing urban areas and greenfield priority areas, including intensification in appropriate locations, where it supports the recovery of Greater Christchurch;
	4.  ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS;
	…
	SDP

	294. I note that the objective and policy identified above are implemented through Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1 of the SDP being:
	(a) Objective B4.3.3:
	For townships within the Greater Christchurch area, new residential or business development is to be provided within existing zoned land or priority areas identified in the Regional Policy Statement and such development is to occur …
	(b) Policy B4.3.1: (relevantly)
	Ensure new residential, rural residential or business development either:
	…
	 The land is rezoned to an appropriate Living or business Zone and, where within the Greater Christchurch area, is contained within existing zoned land and greenfield priority areas identified in the Regional Policy Statement and developed in accorda...
	NPS-UD

	295. The key objectives, policies and other matters within the NPS-UD in relation to this particular issue include:
	(a) Objective 1:
	New Zealand has well-functioning urban environments that enable all people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health and safety, now and into the future.
	(b) Objective 2:
	Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and development markets.
	(c) Policy 2:
	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.
	(d) Objective 3: (my emphasis)
	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:
	(a) the area 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.
	(e) Objective 6:
	Local authority decisions on urban development that affect urban environments are:
	(a) integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions; and
	(b) strategic over the medium term and long term; and
	(c) responsive, particularly in relation to proposals that would supply significant development capacity.
	(f) Policy 8:
	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.
	(g) 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.
	296. I note that the above is not intended to be an exclusive list.  There are other objectives and policies within the NPS-UD which provide relevant context, including Policy 1, which defines, in a non-exclusive manner, well-functioning urban environ...
	Parties’ Submissions

	297. Ms Appleyard identified the potential inconsistency as being between Objective 6.2.1.3 of the CRPS and Objective 6 and Policy 8 (and relevant clauses) of the NPS-UD.
	298. Ms Appleyard submitted that it had been decided by case law in relation to some RMA planning documents that the ordinary meaning of the word ‘avoid’ means “not allow” or “prevent the occurrence of”.  Ms Appleyard cited EDS v New Zealand King Salm...
	299. Ms Appleyard submitted that a rigid interpretation of the word ‘avoid’ in the CRPS inherently prevents local authorities from being responsive in the very way required by the NPS-UD as it prevents them from even considering the merits of a plan c...
	300. In light of the context, Ms Appleyard submitted 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 full effect to the NPS-UD).  This can be...
	301. Mr Wakefield advised that CCC and CRC accept that the NPS-UD is a higher order document but they disagreed that it should be interpreted as having primacy over the CRPS (and its avoid framework) in the manner suggested.  He submitted that the NPS...
	302. Mr Wakefield submitted that the SDC Memorandum of 13 September 2021 was based on a flawed interpretation that misconstrues the NPS-UD and focuses on select provisions only.127F   He submitted that characterising this Request as a contest between ...
	303. Mr Wakefield also identified King Salmon noting that as recognised by the Supreme Court, the cascade of planning documents under the RMA are intended to give effect to s5 and Part 2 of the RMA by giving:
	… substance to its [the RMAs] purpose by identifying objectives, policies, methods and rules with increasing particularity both as to substantive content and locality.129F
	304. He submitted that the NPS-UD provided higher level direction and the CRPS provided more particularised regional (and in particular sub-regional) direction in relation to similar matters, as well as other relevant policy matters for the purpose of...
	305. Mr Wakefield developed his argument by noting that there were a number of relevant directions in both the NPS-UD and the CRPS that have varying degrees of directiveness.  He submitted this may be relevant when seeking to reconcile those planning ...
	306. He then addressed the CRPS noting that given its regional focus it provides more specific direction on a multitude of resource management matters, including urban growth, particularly that of Greater Christchurch.  He submitted this is to be expe...
	SDC Memorandum of 13 September 2021

	307. I have read and considered Mr Rogers’ Memorandum of 13 September 2021.  Again it provides a thorough assessment.  That Memorandum was not prepared to specifically address Mr Wakefield’s submissions on this Request.  Rather, it addressed the wider...
	308. The Memorandum addresses the purpose and the text of the NPS-UD, noting that the RMA allows the Government to prescribe objectives and policies for matters of national significance relevant to sustainable management under the RMA.  The Memorandum...
	309. Mr Rogers referenced the Supreme Court decision Commerce Commission v Fonterra Cooperative Group Ltd134F  and quoted paragraph [22] of that decision.  I agree that that is a significant case and I include the full quotation of paragraph [22] here:
	It is necessary to bear in mind that section 5 of the Interpretation Act 1999 makes text and purpose the key driver of statutory interpretation.  The meaning of an enactment must be ascertained from its text and in the light of its purpose.  Even if t...
	310. Mr Rogers considered the social objective of the NPS-UD to be influential if not critical in the interpretative exercise noting Objective 2 which states:
	Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and development markets.
	311. The Memorandum notes that the NPS-UD, particularly the responsive planning provisions, have come into force against a context of what is frequently described as a national housing supply crisis.  The supply crisis impacts upon affordability of ho...
	312. The Memorandum notes that Policy 1(d) “more pointedly” addresses competition in land development markets:
	… have planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments which are urban environments that, as a minimum support, and limit as much as possible adverse impacts on, the competitive operation of land and development markets.
	313. The Memorandum also identifies Objective 6 which provides:
	Local authority decisions on urban development that affect urban environments are integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions and strategic over the medium term and be responsive, particularly in relation to proposals that would supp...
	314. Mr Rogers agreed that the CRPS is to be included as part of any merits assessment but not in the determining manner which Simpson Grierson advance.  To apply and weight Objective 6.2.1 in that manner, in his opinion, clashed directly against the ...
	315. Mr Rogers addressed the words “give effect to”, drawing attention to s75(3) which details the contents of district plans and in sub-section (3)(a) provides a district plan must give effect to any national policy statement.  He stated that if deci...
	316. The Memorandum concluded by stating that it recognised that the hierarchy of plans, as well as recognising the NPS-UD deals with matters of national significance, assists in resolving what at first may appear to be an irreconcilable choice for de...
	317. Mr Rogers addressed Objective 6.2.1 and recorded his understanding that the purpose of the objective is to avoid ad hoc development, particularly urban development in locations that are not supported by infrastructure and transportation services ...
	318. As well the size of an area identified for development within the CRPS is intended to meet anticipated demand for development, for which demand has been assessed by a number of exercises such as Our Space.138F
	319. Mr Rogers’ view was that if Simpson Grierson’s approach 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 sched...
	320. The Memorandum concluded at paragraph [167] that, provided the plan change via evidence submitted at a merits hearing delivered on the development capacity and well-functioning urban environments outcomes sought by the NPS-UD, and proper regard w...
	Evaluation

	321. I have carefully considered all of the matters raised in the legal submissions which I have summarised above, and in the relevant planning evidence.  I accept that this is a difficult and somewhat complex issue given that a district plan must giv...
	322. There are a number of provisions of the NPS-UD which are particularly relevant to the interpretation issue.  I consider the social context is relevant, particularly when considering that there is a focus, albeit not a complete focus, on housing s...
	Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting competitive land and development markets.
	323. 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.
	324. On its face and text, the direction in Policy 8 appears to me to be 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.
	325. Policy 8 specifically identifies responsiveness in the context of plan changes.  In my view, “unanticipated” must be read to include circumstances where planning documents (and here the CRPS as reflected in the SDP) contain avoidance objectives. ...
	326. To find otherwise would amount, in my view, to a significant watering down, and potentially an undermining, of the responsive provisions of the NPS-UD and I agree with Mr Rogers’ view that it would lead to a conclusion that responsive planning pr...
	327. I do not accept that the avoidance objective and policies in the CRPS, implemented by Objective B4.3.3 and Policy B4.3.1 of the SDP, mean the proposal must be declined.
	328. Overall, it is my view, in light of the position the NPS-UD holds in the hierarchy of documents; that it is the latter in time; that it was promulgated in the context of a housing crisis; and after carefully considering its text, its purpose and ...
	329. This is a complex and important issue and I appreciate the comprehensive manner in which Counsel in particular have addressed it.  Overall, I accept the submissions of Ms Appleyard and the conclusions reached by Mr Rogers.  I acknowledge they rea...
	330. The assessment will of course entail careful consideration as to whether the plan change meets the requirements of responsive planning provisions including whether or not it provides significant development capacity; whether it contributes to a w...
	Statutory Assessment
	Statutory Tests

	331. I have identified the statutory framework in paragraphs [16] to [18] above and I do not repeat those here.
	Functions of Territorial Authorities

	332. Ms White identified the relevant functions of territorial authorities pursuant to s31 in paragraphs [152] to [154] of her s42A Report.
	333. By way of summary, SDC has the function 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 p...
	334. While of course all the functions are relevant, there has been a degree of focus on development capacity and I address that issue in my subsequent assessment of the NPS-UD.
	Part 2 Matters

	335. As noted by Ms White in her s42a Report, pursuant to s74(1), a territorial authority must prepare and change its district plan in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA.  Ms White was of the opinion that notwithstanding the notificat...
	NPS-UD
	336. The NPS-UD was understandably the focus of legal submissions and planning evidence.
	337. Mr Phillips identified what he considered to be the principal issues to be determined in respect of the NPS-UD at paragraph [61] of his evidence.  He identified these as follows:
	(a) Does Policy 8 apply, noting it and Subpart 2, clause 3.8 provides for the consideration of proposals that are otherwise unanticipated or out-of-sequence with the CRPS and SDP? Specifically:
	(i) Will the plan change add ‘significantly to development capacity’?
	(ii) Will the plan change ‘contribute’ to ‘well functioning urban environments’?
	(iii) Will the 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 by Policy 2, and is the information relied on to inform this determination ‘robust’ and ‘frequently updated’ as required by Objective 7?
	(c) 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?
	(d) Will the proposal be consistent with Objective 8 that New Zealand’s urban environments support  (Mr Phillips’ emphasis) reductions in greenhouse gas emissions?
	338. While I address those matters in a slightly different order, I agree with Mr Phillips’ summary of the principle issues.
	Will the Plan Change Add Significantly to Development Capacity?

	339. Mr Tallentire did not consider either Rolleston or the Selwyn District to be the appropriate frame of reference for assessing significant development capacity.  He preferred an interpretation that assesses the matter in relation to the agreed urb...
	(a) The scale of the development able to be delivered at pace is not significant in relation to the urban environment;
	(b) Sufficient development capacity is already identified to meet expected housing demand over the medium-term, and the proposed housing typologies do not go far enough to align with the housing needs stated in the 2021 HCA; and
	(c) It would not contribute to a well-functioning urban environment that is well-connected along transport routes.145F
	340. It was his opinion that PC73 should not engage with Policy 8 of the NPS-UD.146F
	341. Given that there did not appear to be any disagreement that numerically, the provision of 2,100 household units was significant even in the context of Greater Christchurch, I do not need to spend any time in this Recommendation focusing on what i...
	342. The Ministry for the Environment Guidance147F  identifies that it is appropriate to have consideration of:
	(a) Significance of scale and location;
	(b) Filling identified demand;
	(c) Timing of development; and
	(d) Availability of infrastructure.
	343. Recognising that the guidance does not form part of the NPS-UD and has no legal effect in terms of its application and interpretation, I have kept those matters in mind in my assessment.
	Scale of Development Able to be Delivered “at pace”

	344. Mr Tallentire noted that as outlined in the evidence provided by the Applicant, the proposal is to preclude occupation of any dwellings on the Holmes Block and enable establishment and occupation of 148 dwellings on the Skellerup Block prior to v...
	345. I discussed the likely timing of development with Mr Tim Carter.  This was largely in the context of risk and developer margins, but he noted that property development was not like a term deposit.  Development takes a long time to get to market. ...
	346. Ms Sarah White for Waka Kotahi discussed the timing of the proposed works on the State Highway improvement.  She advised that she had been provided with an estimate by Mr Phillips that 223 and 224 certification for the 148 dwellings would likely ...
	347. Ms Sarah White advised that the intersection upgrades are scheduled to commence in 2024 and therefore there would be a limited time period where crossover occurs between occupation of these dwellings and use of the existing State Highway 1/Dunns ...
	348. Ms Appleyard referenced Ms Sarah White’s evidence in her closing submissions.  Ms Appleyard submitted that development capacity, particularly of some 2,000 homes, will inherently take some years to develop and noting that earthworks and subdivisi...
	349. As identified in paragraph [221] of this Recommendation, the Applicant has proposed a new rule preventing the establishment of residential allotments within 1,500m of the PWTP prior to certification that necessary regulatory approvals have been o...
	Findings

	350. While the provisions incorporating deferral of development of the Holmes Block, and to a lesser extent the Skellerup Block, will obviously impact on the release of residential allotments to the market, taking a realistic view of the development p...
	351. Overall, I generally accept the Applicant’s submissions in relation to the delay issue and overall accept that the plan change would provide significant development capacity.
	Is There at Least Sufficient Development Capacity to Meet Expected Demand at all Times?

	352. 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, and Policy 1(d) – support,...
	353. 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.
	354. Sufficient development capacity is defined as:
	(a) Plan enabled – that is, in relation to 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 ...
	(b) Infrastructure ready – that is, development infrastructure is available for short term, funded for medium term, or identified in a local authority’s infrastructure strategy for long term;
	(c) Feasible and reasonably expected to be released; and
	(d) For Tier 1 and Tier 2 local authorities, is required to meet the expected demand plus the appropriate competitiveness margin.
	355. Mr Tallentire considered that there was sufficient development capacity already identified to meet the expected housing demand over the medium term, and the proposed housing typologies do not go far enough to align with the housing needs stated i...
	Applicant’s Evidence

	356. Mr Christopher Jones, a Real Estate Agent with 12 years experience selling down residential subdivisions, including in the Selwyn District, provided evidence relating to the Rolleston housing market, demand and supply.  He identified a number of ...
	357. In terms of demand, he considered there was an acute residential land shortage in Rolleston with demand significantly surpassing supply.  He considered that this had led to inflated prices of almost 100% from the year before.  He advised there ha...
	358. In terms of demand, he identified what he considered to be the key driver of the price increases, being the lack of availability.  He described the market in Rolleston as particularly frantic.  It was his view that if the significant shortage of ...
	359. I heard from three economists, Mr Copeland, Mr Akehurst and Mr Colegrave.  I have discussed the economic benefits earlier in this Recommendation.  In the following paragraphs, I am addressing the supply/demand issue.
	360. Mr Copeland provided a comprehensive brief which I have considered in full.  For the purposes of this Recommendation I predominantly reference his Summary.  Mr Copeland advised that in the period 2001 to 2020 the Selwyn District’s population has ...
	361. Mr Copeland advised that the proposed development of up to 2,100 dwellings represents up to 8% of the existing dwellings in the District and up to 27% of the existing dwellings in Rolleston.  He noted the Applicant’s expectation that once approve...
	362. Mr Akehurst set out his expertise and noted that he had particular experience in assessing the effects of growth on existing economies and on urban form and that he had carried out significant work in assessing requirements for housing and busine...
	363. Again, I do not propose to recite Mr Akehurst’s evidence in full.  The key points that I have taken from his evidence is that the recent growth history shows that numbers in the past nine years far exceed Statistics New Zealand’s “high” projectio...
	364. In relation to capacity, he advised that his company (Market Economics) had developed the SCGM originally in 2017 and the model used by SDC was based entirely on the Capacity for Growth Model which he explained.
	365. He considered there were issues with the estimates of capacity included in the model.  He identified a number of examples which cause him concern, particularly if they represent the tip of systemic errors in over-estimated capacity.156F   Matters...
	366. He identified concerns with the allocation methods and data issues at the parcel level.  These included: inclusion of non-urban capacity in urban measure of capacity; setbacks and reserves being included; inclusion of developed sites as capacity;...
	367. Mr Colegrave provided expert evidence in relation to supply/capacity.  In his summary, he concluded that SDC is currently not meeting its NPS-UD obligations over either the short, medium or long term because its estimates of demand for additional...
	368. In his opinion, due to the issues he identified, additional land needs to be identified and rezoned as soon as possible to meet the NPS-UD obligations and to enable the efficient operation of the local land market.
	369. Mr Colegrave considered the demand projections used in the 2021 HCA significantly understated recent trends and the corresponding estimates of capacity were “fundamentally flawed”.  He agreed that the HCA process can be a useful avenue to provide...
	370. Mr Ben Baird provided a Memorandum outlining the expected growth in current and future capacity in the context of the broader strategic planning occurring across Greater Christchurch and Selwyn.  He advised that the monitoring of take-up, remaini...
	371. In terms of household demand, he advised this was generally derived from the Statistics New Zealand population or household projections with the key inputs also from Statistics New Zealand being population age, living arrangements and household f...
	372. The Memorandum identified surplus and shortfalls in paragraph [56] identifying a medium term shortfall of 2,089 and a long term shortfall of 13,130 within the Selwyn District.  In terms of Rolleston, the medium term identified a shortfall of 2,23...
	Findings

	373. What appears to me to be readily apparent is that despite the application of the higher growth scenario in the SCGM, the number of new dwellings has significantly exceeded SDC’s predictions.  It appears that the model may have been under-estimati...
	374. Mr Baird’s Memorandum recorded that the shortfall could be met by the FUDA, some in Darfield and Leeston, and potential intensification work.  Mr Colegrave and Mr Akehurst had concerns with the inclusion of Darfield and Leeston.  Darfield and Lee...
	375. Overall, I find that in recent times, and notwithstanding the best efforts of SDC, there appears to be insufficient development capacity in Rolleston, together with clear evidence of significant demand.  SDC and CRC have taken steps to address ca...
	376. The evidence for the Applicant is clear that there has been, and remains, significant demand within Rolleston.  The evidence was also clear that there has been insufficient capacity to meet that demand.  Mr Baird’s Memorandum largely supports tha...
	377. In that context, it is my view that in light of the demand and the various matters addressed above, the capacity provided by this plan change is significant and there are clear capacity issues.  In the context of what has been described as a hous...
	Well-functioning Urban Environments

	378. To qualify under Policy 8, a plan change must do more than simply “add significantly to development capacity”.  It must also contribute to well-functioning urban environments and be well connected along transport corridors.
	379. As identified by Ms White, Policy 6 identifies the matters to which particular regard must be had when making planning decisions that affect urban environments.  These include the benefits of urban development that are consistent with well-functi...
	380. 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), and as noted no criteria has been set.
	381.  Policy 1 directs that planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments that, as a minimum (my emphasis):
	(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)

	382. In essence, by adopting the Living Z zoning, the proposal is likely to provide housing of a typology which is largely reflective of that already existing in Rolleston.  The Living Z provisions do provide for a variety.  As noted in Mr Phillips’ a...
	383. I accept that in terms of the overall Greater Christchurch market, the plan change does assist in providing a variety of homes, particularly given the level of intensification occurring in Christchurch City itself.
	384. It does however, and as identified by Ms White, remove the large lot/rural residential zoning.  In doing so, it will, to a degree, reduce choice and variety in and around Rolleston.  Given that this is a private plan change in relation to particu...
	385. In relation to enabling Māori to express their cultural traditions and norms, Mr Phillips’ assessment noted that while there was nothing specifically addressing that issue, it would otherwise enable Māori to express their cultural traditions and ...
	Policy 1(b)

	386. In terms of Policy 1(b), local retail facilities are proposed for residents within the plan change site.
	Policy 1(c)

	387. Ms White shared the concerns of some of the submitters that the proposal would provide limited accessibility between the proposed housing area and jobs (her emphasis) by way of active transport.  She considered that the location of the site does ...
	388. In terms of active transport connection, Ms White noted that a number of recommendations had been made.  Ms White accepted that if the recommendations were accepted, that would provide active transport accessibility between the site and local (he...
	389. Mr Phillips’ assessment noted Policy 1(c) does not specify what form the accessibility should take.  It simply seeks good accessibility for all people.  In that context, his assessment considered that the site has very good accessibility given it...
	Findings

	390. I accept Ms White’s opinion, and the view expressed by some of the submitters, that the proposal would provide limited accessibility between the proposed housing areas and jobs by way of active transport.  This is on the basis that the location o...
	391. In terms of public transport, the site is not currently served by public transport, as is to be expected in an area which is not presently developed.  Rolleston itself is reasonably well serviced by public transport and there is considerable work...
	Policy 1(d)

	392. I have summarised the expert evidence of Mr Jones, Mr Akehurst, Mr Colegrave and Mr Copeland above.  In my view, this proposal can clearly be seen as supporting and limiting, as much as possible, impacts on the competitive operation of land and d...
	Policy 1(e)

	393. In relation to Policy 1(e), I received expert evidence from Mr Paul Farrelly.  His evidence addressed a number of matters, including greenhouse gas emissions from existing land use and future anticipated greenhouse gas emissions from the plan cha...
	394. He advised that while new emissions will arise from the construction and operation of the dwellings, and travel undertaken by residents, those emissions would likely occur elsewhere in New Zealand if this development does not proceed, due to the ...
	395. He advised that standalone or detached housing emissions are much lower on a per metre basis than the emissions of apartments or multi-storey developments, primarily as a result of different construction materials.  He noted the potential for sol...
	396. He identified the greenhouse gas emissions arising from increased travel between Rolleston and Christchurch and identified that as an issue but over time the frequency of travel between Rolleston and Christchurch will reduce due to working from h...
	397. In terms of the existing use of the site, he calculated emissions based on a total of 840 cows.  He identified the Living 3 Zone had taken effect in March 2012 but given the land use had not changed in nine years that suggested to him the economi...
	398. In response to the CCC’s submission, he acknowledged that 40% of people in Rolleston North currently travel into Christchurch for work or school, but he expected to see a significant reduction in the occurrence of travel between Rolleston and Chr...
	399. Overall, on balance, he considered the proposed development likely supports a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, relative to other development opportunities available in the Greater Canterbury region.
	Discussion and Findings

	400. I agree with Mr Phillips’ opinion that the NPS-UD is focused on New Zealand’s urban environments as a whole when addressing greenhouse gas emissions rather than strictly mandating reductions on a site by site basis.  By reference to his Attachmen...
	401. Mr Tallentire, in his Summary, referenced the suggested uptake of electric vehicles and that current travel patterns would change as increased levels of home working became more imbedded in employment practices.  He considered that those changes ...
	402. I found Mr Farrelly’s evidence helpful and informative.  We discussed matters at some length during the hearing process.  While there was no quantification of anticipated emissions from commuting, there were discussions about the increased use of...
	403. Other than the change from the existing land use, there was nothing proposed by the Applicant to specifically address greenhouse gases or to encourage sustainable energy use.  I acknowledge that linkages via pedestrian/cycle paths may assist.  I ...
	Overall Finding on Policy 1

	404. I remain concerned in relation to the compact form issue and what I consider to be reliance on future “infilling” to provide a compact form.  Looking at PC73 on its own merits, I have some residual concern as to whether or not it contributes to a...
	405. However, I accept Ms White’s opinion that the proposal can broadly be considered to contribute to a well functioning environment.  There are however a number of caveats on that and particularly what I perceive to be a reliance on proposals which ...
	CRPS
	406. As identified earlier in this Recommendation, there is a clear inconsistency of this plan change with Objective 6.2.1(3), Objective 6.2.6, Policy 6.3.1 and Policy 6.3.6.  But for the NPS-UD and the responsive planning provisions, this Request wou...
	407. The Request contained an assessment of the plan change provisions against the CRPS.161F   Ms White considered that assessment identified the relevant objectives and policies and agreed with the assessment except where she expressly stated otherwi...
	408. Ms White addressed Objective 5.2.1 and identified the following as particularly relevant:
	1  Achieves consolidated, well-designed and sustainable growth in and around existing urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth;
	2 Enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and health and safety; and which: (relevantly)
	…
	(b)  provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s housing needs;
	…
	(f) is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, efficient and effective use of regionally significant infrastructure;
	(g) avoids adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources including regionally significant infrastructure, and where avoidance is impracticable, remedies or mitigates those effects on those resources and infrastructure;
	…
	(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible activities.
	409. In terms of consolidation and well designed growth, Ms White noted Mr Nicholson’s view that the Holmes Block was poorly connected and isolated from the Rolleston Township, and that the Skellerup Block would have low levels of connectivity with Ro...
	410. Ms White considered that Objective 5.2.1 was particularly relevant with respect to the PWTP which falls within the CRPS definition as ‘regionally significant infrastructure’ but considered that Objective 5.2.1(g) and (i) were also relevant to the...
	(a) Does not affect the continued operation of the PWTP but also does not adversely affect the ability for upgrades and future planning associated with it to be implemented; and
	(b) Does not impede the optimal use of either the PWTP or PRRP or result in conflict between the proposed higher density residential use and those facilities.
	411. While noting that Mr Bender generally considers that the various proposed setback distances are appropriate to address the potential for reverse sensitivity effects to arise as a result of the odour from the PWTP and PRRP, she had concerns about ...
	412. Ms White also had concerns in relation to Policy 6.3.5 and recorded her view that to satisfy the direction in that policy there would need to be:
	(a) Satisfaction that provision of infrastructure to service the site could be done in such a way that it would not undermine coordination of the integration of infrastructure with other planned development; and
	(b) Satisfaction that the development would not compromise the efficient and effective functioning of the PWTP and PRRP.
	413. In her s42A Report, Ms White expressed her view that the Request did not achieve those.
	414. Mr Phillips identified that he was in agreement with Ms White that the proposal is contrary to those provisions which direct where urban growth is to be located, albeit Policy 8 of the NPS-UD overcomes this conflict and allows for responsive deci...
	415. In relation to the matters where Ms White considered conflict or tension existed, he noted that Mr Compton-Moen and Ms Lauenstein generally had addressed how the proposal will support consolidated and well designed urban form and growth and accor...
	416. Referencing the evidence of the air quality experts and amendments to the rules, he concluded that the proposal would not affect the continued optimal operation of the PWTP or PRRP or the ability for upgrades and future planning associated with t...
	417. Mr Tallentire’s evidence focused on Chapter 6 noting that some of the Issues and Objectives within Chapter 5 applied across the entire Canterbury Region, while others applied outside the Greater Christchurch area.
	418. He advised that Chapter 6 was promulgated to promote a more sustainable urban environment and tackle the challenges identified in the Issues.  That introduced a directive framework for urban growth and development and sought to consolidate existi...
	419. He considered that Map A and the directive objectives and policies provided for certainty for development, encouraged sustainable and self-sufficient growth of the key towns, enabled efficient long term planning and funding for strategic, network...
	420. In his paragraph [46], he identified a number of other provisions that he considered to be relevant including:
	(a) Objective 6.2.1a – that sufficient, feasible development capacity for housing is enabled in Greater Christchurch in accordance with the targets set out in Table 6.1;
	(b) Objective 6.2.4 and Policies 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 in relation to transport effectiveness and integration of land use and infrastructure;
	(c) Policy 6.3.7 in relation to densities; and
	(d) Policy 6.3.11 in relation to review and methods to demonstrate that there is available supply of residential and business land and the circumstances for initiating a review.
	421. Mr Phillips in his Summary provided at the hearing addressed aspects of Mr Tallentire’s evidence.  He considered it important to draw attention to a number of provisions.  In terms of Objective 5.2.1, he identified (b) – provides sufficient housi...
	422. It was Mr Phillips’ opinion that the provisions underpin and explain the rationale for the framework described by Mr Tallentire.  Mr Phillips concluded that the housing needs and demands referred to are not adequately met.  It was therefore his v...
	423. Mr Phillips also addressed Mr Tallentire’s evidence in relation to CRPS Policy 6.3.5.  He considered that it ultimately seeks the coordination of development and infrastructure.  He also identified that Policy 6.3.5(2) specifically seeks that the...
	Discussion and Finding on CRPS

	424. The issue of whether or not this proposal gives effect to the CRPS is of course somewhat complicated by the strong avoidance objectives which I have addressed above.  While I have concluded that they do not preclude the approval of this plan chan...
	425. As noted by Ms White, Objective 6.2.1 is broader than simply referring to locations for urban growth, and also seeks that recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework...
	9.  integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use development
	10. achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs;
	11. optimises use of existing infrastructure;
	426. I agree with Ms White’s view that the direction in both Objective 5.2.1 and 6.2.1 is particularly relevant to the plan change and ultimately require that the proposal does not affect the continued operation of the PWTP, adversely affect the abili...
	427. Policy 6.3.5 is directly relevant.  It focuses on the recovery of Greater Christchurch being assisted by the integration of land use development with infrastructure.  These include identifying the priority areas for development; ensuring timing a...
	428. The remaining provisions of the Policy address the maintenance of efficient and effective functioning of infrastructure and that the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is maintained; and only providing for new development that do...
	429. The integration of land use and infrastructure is clearly an important policy plank of the CRPS.  While I do not agree with Mr Tallentire’s view that Policy 6.3.5 requires infrastructure to be in place at this stage, there is a clear directive on...
	430. Given my discussion in relation to potential reverse sensitivity issues, I consider there is a clear tension with Objective 5.2.1, Objective 6.2.1, and Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS.  Assessing PC73 on its merits, I remain concerned in relation to the...
	CLWRP and CARP
	431. Ms White identified that under s75(4)(b) of the RMA, the SDP cannot be inconsistent with the regional plan, which in respect to this Request, she considered included the CLWRP and the CARP.  She noted that the establishment of activities within t...
	Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (IMP)
	432. The IMP is a planning document which is recognised and has been lodged with the SDC.  Pursuant to s74(2A) of the RMA, in considering this plan change, I must take it into account.
	433. The Request included an assessment of the relevant provisions within the IMP at paragraphs [191] to [198] of Attachment 6: Section 32 Evaluation.  Ms White agreed with the content and conclusions of that assessment.  I accept that assessment.  I ...
	Consistency with Plans of Adjacent Territorial Authorities
	434. Ms White identified that matters of cross-boundary interest are outlined in the SDP in Section A1.5 of the Township Volume.  She noted of relevance to PC73 this includes effects on the strategic and arterial road network from people commuting bet...
	435. CCC has submitted on this proposal and I have taken its concerns into account.  I am satisfied that there is no relevant inconsistency to a degree that is relevant to the plan change process.
	Management Plans and Strategies Prepared Under Other Acts
	436. Mr Baird, Policy Analyst at SDC, provided a Memorandum addressing growth planning in Selwyn District.  This was not focused specifically on this plan change but rather outlined the expected growth and current and future capacity in the context of...
	437. I have considered all the documents he has identified.  The documents identified included Our Space.165F   Its focus is described as being how best to accommodate housing and business land use needs in a way that integrates with transport and oth...
	438. The Update addresses Selwyn (and Waimakariri) towns in 5.3.  Future urban growth development areas were identified in Rolleston, Rangiora and Kaiapoi.  This site was not identified.
	439. Selwyn 2031 is Selwyn’s District Development Strategy.  Mr Baird described that 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 f...
	440. 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.  Mr Baird’s Memorandum recorded the drivers...
	441. Mr Baird also advised that the township network outlined in Selwyn 2031 seeks growth relative to the centre’s role in the District.
	442. He advised that SDC had provided for most of the new capacity for growth around Rolleston, and to a lesser extent Prebbleton and Lincoln.  That distribution of capacity was preferred because it:
	(a) Supports the township hierarchy of centres, including supporting ongoing expansion in retail service activities in Rolleston;
	(b) Is consistent with the objectives and policies in the regional planning document, national planning frameworks and Selwyn’s local plans;
	(c) Provided certainty for community, SDC, government and developers partially through identifying areas around Rolleston that have been signalled as future growth area.  He noted that unplanned or dispersed growth patterns can undermine the public an...
	(d) Improved the amenity of Rolleston Town Centre by contributing towards Rolleston achieving a critical mass, reducing the need to travel out of Selwyn.
	443. Relevantly in terms of Selwyn 2031 and 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 the urban growth within Selwyn District over the next 20 years within Rolleston, Lincoln, Prebbleton and West Melton townships.
	Discussion and Findings

	444. I consider the proposal is consistent with a number of the provisions of Selwyn 2031.  This is particularly so in relation to the role of Rolleston being identified as a District Centre which functions as the primary population commercial and ind...
	445. In its overview Selwyn 2031 addresses the strategic approach and records that the Council is committed to establishing and implementing a strategic planning framework for accommodating the projected rapid growth rate.  In particular, there is a n...
	446. To manage these issues and to give effect to the urban growth framework contained within the higher level CRPS, it notes that the Council needs to take a directive role in determining where, and in what fashion, urban growth is to occur.  This is...
	447. Strategic Direction 1.1 identifies the strategic approach to managing urban growth.  1.2 is to concentrate urban expansion within the Greater Christchurch Area and seeks to provide sufficient zoned land to accommodate projected household and busi...
	448. All of those matters identified are relevant.  It is a document which I am to have regard to and that requires giving it genuine attention and thought and appropriate weight.  A number of the matters addressed in it, including infrastructure, dev...
	Rural Residential Strategy
	449. Mr Baird identified the Rural Residential Strategy which was adopted by Council in June 2014.  This is a comprehensive document, albeit, being of some age.  It identifies a number of issues with rural residential development including that rural ...
	450. The Strategy goes on to discuss peri-urban rural residential development and the table at 5.21 lists the benefits of the peri-urban rural residential form.
	451. Ms White recorded her understanding, from the decisions on Plan Changes 8 and 9, that it was intended for the plan change blocks to act as a transitional hybrid edge between the rural and urban areas, as well as to provide an additional rural res...
	452. While the existing zoning of the plan change areas preceded the Rural Residential Strategy, it is still helpful in identifying the benefits and disbenefits of the existing zoning.  I agree with Ms White that the rezoning would lose the transition...
	RSP
	453. As noted by Ms White, the RSP was a strategy prepared under the Local Government Act and was a matter to have regard to under s74(2)(b)(i).  She noted it was developed as part of delivering the UDS and sought to provide a strategic framework to m...
	454. Mr Phillips noted that it had been released in September 2009 and that its boundaries were determined when the proposed Metropolitan Urban Limit for Rolleston was established and formally adopted by Council in July 2008.
	455. He shared Ms White’s view that the RSP offered useful principles for further development generally, rather than detailed planning for individual growth areas.  He referred to Ms Lauenstein’s evidence which adopted a similar position describing th...
	Discussion/Finding

	456. Clearly, the plan change areas sit outside the RSP.  The RSP is of some age but in my view it is still a very relevant document.  On Mr England’s evidence it remains relevant in infrastructure planning and allocation.  It is not of course determi...
	Section 32
	457. 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 purpose of the proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the...
	458. The s32 report that formed part of the Request noted that the existing objectives are assumed to be the most appropriate for achieving the purpose of the RMA having previously been assessed as such.  Ms White agreed.
	459. The s32 analysis identified that in regard to the more general objective of the proposal, being the purpose of the proposal, the objective is to provide for an extension of the adjoining existing urban residential area of Rolleston (with provisio...
	460. It went on to state that the provision for a variety of densities (including medium density and lower density development) within the plan change area was considered to be appropriate to provide choice, help address declining housing affordabilit...
	Objectives and Policies of the SDP

	461. As identified in the s32 evaluation, s32(1)(b) requires examination of whether the proposed plan change provisions are the most appropriate way of achieving the District Plan objectives.  The evaluation addressed those in tabular form.173F
	462. Ms White generally agreed that the assessment had identified the relevant objectives, as well as a range of supporting policies.  She agreed with the Applicant’s assessment other than in relation to Objective B4.3.4, Objective B3.4.3, Objective B...
	463. In terms of Objective B4.3.4, Ms White noted that it seeks that new areas for residential development support the “timely, efficient and integrated provision of infrastructure, including appropriate transport and movement networks through a coord...
	464. Ms White discussed Objective B3.4.3.  She recorded that seeks that reverse sensitivity effects between activities are avoided; and Policy B2.2.5 seeks to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects of activities on the efficient development, use ...
	465. Mr Phillips noted Ms White’s reference to the directions in Objective B4.3.4, B3.4.3, Policy B2.2.5 and the overarching direction in the CRPS in regards to the efficient development, use and maintenance of utilities and infrastructure and avoidin...
	466. In relation to Objectives B3.4.4 and B3.4.5, Mr Phillips provided the full text of those provisions highlighting the use of the words “Growth of existing townships has a compact urban form …” and Objective B3.4.5 highlighting the words “and adjoi...
	467. Mr Phillips considered it notable that Objective B3.4.5 contemplates growth adjoining townships and necessarily therefore a less compact urban form for such townships as they grow outwards.  Secondly, he considered that as the objective seeks con...
	468. On the basis of the evidence of Ms Lauenstein and Mr Compton-Moen, he considered that the proposal would achieve a high level of connectivity with adjoining land areas (where these have been or are likely to be developed for urban activities).
	Findings

	469. While I understand the rationale for Mr Phillips’ view as addressed above, I do not consider that Objective B3.4.4 is in essence limited to growth rather than existing townships.  My reading of the relevant provisions are that it seeks to achieve...
	470. Having considered the evidence and submissions, in my view, there remains a degree of tension with the key SDP objectives when read as a whole.  I have addressed the issues relating to potential reverse sensitivity effects earlier.  I have also d...
	471. I acknowledge the potential reverse sensitivity effects could be further addressed by way of a greater setback or similar.  In my view, the changes proposed by the Applicant do not go far enough to ensure that Objective B4.3.4 is implemented.  An...
	472. In terms of the compact urban form and connectivity, I consider that is less of an issue with the Holmes Block, given a number of the changes which have been put forward, and including that in respect of the road frontages.
	473. Mr Nicholson remained of the view that because the Skellerup Block is surrounded on three sides by rural land, and the proposed street connections to the east onto Dunns Crossing Road, meant that the network proposed by the Skellerup Block would ...
	Outline Development Plans

	474. Having reviewed the revised ODPs, I consider they do address all matters necessary and are consistent with the ODPs contained within the SDP.
	Objectives and Policies - PDP

	475. The s32 evaluation included a discussion of the PDP, while noting limited weight could be afforded to the provisions.  Ms White also addressed those provisions briefly in her s42A Report.  There are no decisions on the PDP and I understand there ...
	476. Other than to note that this land is not identified for residential intensification, I do not give any weight to the provisions of the PDP at this early stage.
	Benefits and Costs

	477. The s32 evaluation forming part of the Request stated that three options had been considered.  In fact four were addressed.  Option 1 was identified as leaving the area zoned Living 3.  The benefits of this option included maintenance of existing...
	478. Option 2 is the rezoning as proposed.  The benefits and advantages include an increase in availability of allotments within Rolleston Township; economic benefit from a larger rating base; economic benefit to the landowner; provision of high quali...
	479. Option 3 is to apply for resource consent.  The benefits were listed as the ability to more fully assess the proposal; ability to place stricter controls; and, if granted, allowed for a greater number of allotments with associated efficiency of l...
	480. Finally, Option 4 identified the application for multiple/discrete plan changes in alternative locations.  The benefits and advantages cross-referenced those accruing on this proposal together with distribution of growth to other locations.  The ...
	481. Overall, it concluded that the costs of Options 3 and 4 outweighed the benefits.  It noted that numerically the benefits of Option 1 outweighed the costs but the lost opportunity to provide for additional residential housing capacity carries cons...
	482. Option 2 was considered to be the most effective means of achieving the objective of the proposal in a manner which adds significantly to development capacity and provides for increased competition and choice.
	Conclusion on Benefits and Costs

	483. I accept that PC73 does have a number of benefits and in particular the benefits of additional capacity to meet demand in an area where there appears to be a significant demand.  As noted earlier, there also appear to be reasonably significant ec...
	484. There will be localised amenity costs which will affect the local residents.  There are also the costs in relation to providing infrastructure and similar, although those costs will largely be met by the Applicant.  There is a potential cost in r...
	485. I acknowledge and agree with Ms White’s opinion that if it were to be found that the proposed setbacks were not sufficient to avoid reverse sensitivity effects, and houses have been established, there is a potential cost on the SDC and its ratepa...
	Need for a Comprehensive Approach

	486. Mr Tallentire spent some time in his evidence discussing strategic planning in Greater Christchurch and its importance.  He advised that a comprehensive spatial planning exercise has recently been initiated by the Greater Christchurch Partnership...
	487. He considered that provided the ideal opportunity to undertake comprehensive engagement and strategically consider preferred locations for future growth, including identifying the broad locations in which development capacity will need to be prov...
	488. Ms White remained of the view that the direction for future growth is better considered as part of a wider more comprehensive review and considered that the benefits of the bringing forward of this capacity now did not outweigh the potential risk...
	489. Mr Thomson in his evidence on behalf of Gallina Nominees Ltd and Heinz-Wattie Ltd Pension Plan noted that from an urban design perspective (and ideally where statutory plans and timeframes lined up and the housing market was not overheated), ther...
	490. In relation to this particular plan change, I am of the view that the growth to the west of Dunns Crossing Road would be better addressed on a more strategic basis.  That could potentially occur through submissions on the PDP where there is likel...
	Risks of Acting or Not Acting

	491. I am satisfied that I have sufficient information before me to identify the risks associated with acting or not acting.  They have largely been identified and considered throughout this Recommendation.  One risk of maintaining the status quo is t...
	NPS-UD Clause 3.11 Using Evidence and Analysis

	492. 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 evidence about land and development markets, and the results of the monitoring required by th...
	(a) Achieving well-functioning urban environments; and
	(b) Meeting the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity.
	493. Clause 3.11(2) requires that I must specifically refer to those matters and relevant evaluation reports and further evaluation reports prepared under s32 and s32AA.
	494. I have used the HCA and evidence provided in relation to the achieving of well functioning urban environments, and the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity.
	Section 32AA

	495. Section 32AA requires a further evaluation for any changes that have been made to the proposal since the evaluation report was completed.
	496. There are a number of changes proposed to the ODP.  Those addressing connectivity, including the more open and active road frontage, are of benefit.  However, the benefit of the other connectivity changes rely on future development on neighbourin...
	497. The changes proposed to address reverse sensitivity issues, and particularly the reconsenting of the PWTP, and those relating to transportation network improvements, may delay allotments becoming available and delay improvements in capacity.
	498. The changes in relation to the maximum lot numbers pending the various roading upgrades are unlikely to cause significant delay.
	499. In my view, the changes to address the potential reverse sensitivity issue do not go far enough to achieve the protection of the key infrastructure.
	Section 31

	500. While PC73 would certainly assist in enabling additional residential capacity and choice, I have some doubts as to whether it can achieve integrated management of effects, particularly in light of the potential reverse sensitivity effects.
	Part 2 Matters

	501. I note that there was largely agreement between the reporting officer and the Applicant in relation to the SDP largely reflecting and addressing the relevant Part 2 matters.  No matters of national importance which are directly relevant to the si...
	502. In terms of s8, I accept that there are no explicit s8 matters in play.  Nothing has been expressly identified in relation to this site.
	503. Overall, Mr Phillips considered the proposal as amended as the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.
	504. Ms White concluded that the rezoning was not the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA primarily on the basis that:
	(a) In relation to the Holmes Block, there was uncertainty around the sufficiency of the buffer provided with respect to the PRRP’s composting operations; and
	(b) The lack of connectivity of the Skellerup Block with the surrounding area.
	505. In presenting her Summary at the hearing, Ms White recorded that she remained of the view that the rezoning was not the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  In regards to the two key areas of disagreement, she considered that ...
	506. She remained of the view that the rezoning must be considered on its own merits and should not rely on the anticipation of development of the surrounding areas which do not form part of this Request.  She considered that the direction for future ...
	Overall Conclusion
	507. In terms of the ultimate objective of the plan change and whether that achieves the purpose of the Act, I conclude, on balance, that it does not.  That conclusion is reached after a consideration of all of the matters addressed in the body of thi...
	508. Ms White’s opinion was that the benefits of the bringing forward of this capacity now did not outweigh the potential risks of predetermining the direction of growth.  She accepted that this was ultimately based on her placing greater weight on th...
	509. Plan changes are of course an entirely appropriate way of addressing growth, and a method that is expressly anticipated by the NPS-UD.  I am addressing the merits of this plan change as it stands.  I do not consider it would be appropriate for me...
	510. Overall, I conclude that PC73 in its current form is not the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents, including the CRPS and the SDP.  I acknowledge it will provide considerable capacity and ...
	Recommendation
	511. 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 declines Plan Change 73 to the Selwyn District Plan.
	(2) That for the reasons set out in the body of my Recommendation, and summarised in Appendix A, the Council either accept, accept in part or reject the submissions identified in Appendix A.

