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Introduction

1. I have been appointed to hear submissions and make a Recommendation on Private Plan
Change 78 to the Operative SDP.

2. | attended and conducted the hearing at the Selwyn Sports Centre on 5 November 2021. Mr
Cleary provided some comments in reply at the hearing and did not seek to file a written reply

as he considered no further legal issues had arisen. The hearing was formally closed o

November 2021.

3. I have not included a specific summary of all of the documents considered, evidelic \ed
and submissions made. All of that information is publicly available and ha edto
SDC'’s plan change site at www.selwyn.govt.nz/pc78. | refer to the \relevant "evidence,

submissions and other documents, when addressing the particular igsues and statutory
provisions. | have carefully considered all of the releva s, evidence and

submissions.

s \\/

4. PC78 is a private plan change initiated by Urba giimited to rezone 63.35 hectares of
Rural (Inner Plains) land to Living Z. The det properties to be rezoned were set out
in Table 1 of the Request.? This is to Pgovideyth€ opportunity to develop approximately 756
residential allotments in the south-g ﬁ seetor of Rolleston with frontage onto Selwyn Road
and Lincoln Rolleston Road. e ‘allotplents are proposed to be developed to achieve a

12hh/ha density and in accokdance with Living Z standards with a low density average
allotment area of 650m? and medium (small lot) maximum average allotment area of 500m?2.
The Request note a comprehensive development is also anticipated.
5. An ODP % overall guidance for the development and addresses the mixture of low
m

density ium density. Itincludes links through to the south-eastern corner of the Acland
Park developinent together with intermediate routes providing linkage through to Acland Park
d e north-west and to the south-east. A major collector road is proposed to run

yn Road through to “almost” Ed Hillary Drive —the CRETS collector road.

0 he changes requested were:
% (&) Amending the SDP Planning Maps by rezoning the land from Rural (Inner Plains) to

Living Z;

(b)  Adding the PC78 ODP to Appendix 38 of the SDP Township Volume with accompanying
text to guide the subdivision and development of the land; and

(c) Undertaking any consequential amendments (such as renumbering).

1 Request for a Change to the Selwyn District Plan dated December 2020 — Amended April 2021 at page 2
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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

7. PC78 was formally received by SDC on 19 January 2021. A Request for Further Information
was issued on 15 February 2021 with the Applicant’s response received on 12 April 2021. It
was accepted for notification pursuant to clause 25(2)(b) of Schedule 1 to the RMA on 12 May
2021. It was publicly notified on 2 June 2021 with the submission period closing on 1 July
2021. A Summary of Submissions was publicly notified on 18 August 2021 with the further

submission period closing on 1 September 2021.

8. 4 primary submissions were received, together with 1 further submission. Oi .

Procedural Matter

9. In addition to the matters discussed above, on 16 December 2021 | issu n this
and other plan change requests seeking comments on issues arisi om the "Resource

Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Act (Amigndse ct).

10. By Memorandum of Counsel dated 21 December 2021, Mr Cle ressed the issues and
queries | had raised, particularly whether | could or shauld reoper’the hearing. Mr Cleary
submitted that there would be no particular value i 1V ny further evidence on the

issues of supply/demand and infrastructure for the feaso hich he specified.?

11. | considered the various responses rec %ssued a Minute on 10 January 2022
recording my view that there was nothifig in t mendment Act which suggested decisions
on the plan changes be delayed t evidence on the likely outcome of future and
uncertain SDC variation proc . Ycopcluded that the appropriate approach was for me to
continue with my deIiberation@commendations.

o o

potential conseqg@ienges, further. Any matters arising from the Amendment Act are properly

addressed @h the Variation process specified.

12.  Other than recordi ove, | do not propose to address the Amendment Act, or its

Site Visit

ed the site from the neighbouring PC75 site and traversed a number of the roads and

%nes throughout the site. | travelled along both Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road. |
also went through a number of nearby subdivisions. |was able to observe the area to the

13. ertgok a site visit on 10 November 2021, accompanied by Ms Lewes from SDC.
I §

south of the plan change site which is presently being used for market gardening.
The Site and Surrounding Environment

14. The site was described in the Request. This identified that the land is currently occupied by
rural activities being predominantly farmland and rural residential holdings and described the

site as being relatively flat with gentle undulations and depressions in some areas.

2 Memorandum on Behalf of Urban Estates Limited 21 December 2021 at para [1.8]
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15. The description noted that there were 11 houses within the site and these were largely
associated with rectangular 4 hectare blocks, some of which are accessed from lengthy rights
of way.® The Request addressed the context of the zoning. This included the then proposed
Plan Change 1 to the CRPS. The site and surrounding environment were also described in
the s42A Report, which also provided a description of the context. In terms of that conte
the s42A Report identified that the site is within the boundary of the RSP where it is ide

for mixed density residential development supported by a local centre (SR1
development horizon of 2041-2075. It noted that the site is contained within the P4BHlu

on Map A of Chapter 6 to the CRPS. It noted that it had also been identified a %ﬂ
Space. It advised that at the time of lodgement it was subject to Plan Ch@he CRPS
and that the decision had subsequently been notified and the FDAfIncl the CRPS

Chapter 6 Map A.

16. For completeness, the s42A Report identified that SDC ha tified and is hearing

submissions on the PDP. It advised that the Applicant Witted on the PDP on a range
of specific provisions and requesting rezoning.

17. Ms Harte, in her evidence, described the nge site and the surroundings in her
paragraph [3.1] and also addressed the planii ontext in some detail. She provided a table
summarising the purpose of the vari nts and the significance of them in relation to

the proposed rezoning.*

Statutory Framework Q

18. The Environment @5 provided a comprehensive summary of the mandatory
requirements in its ision in Long Bay.5> This was updated to reflect changes to the RMA in

2009 in the&)nment Court’s decision in Colonial Vineyards.®
19. The eral fequirements are:
%@ 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;”

Q (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;?8

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

3 Request for a Change to the Selwyn District Plan dated December 2020 — Amended April 2021 at page 2
4 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [4.1]

5 Long Bay — Okura Great Park Society Inc v North Shore City Council A078/08

8 Colonial Vineyards Limited v Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55

7s74(1)(a) and (b) of the RMA

8 575(3)(a), (ba) and (c) of the RMA
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0] Have regard to any proposed Regional Policy Statement;°
(i)  Give effect to any operative Regional Policy Statement;°

(d)  The district plan (change) must not be inconsistent with an operative Regional Plan for
any matter specified in s30(1) or a Water Conservation Order,'! and must have r

to any proposed Regional Plan on any matter of regional significance;*?

(e)  The territorial authority must also have regard to any relevant managem%:\nd
u

strategies under other Acts, and must take into account any relevant N ment
recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with a territorial authgrity, to the extent that

its contents has a bearing on the resource management issu e district; 13

) The policies are to implement the objectives, and the are to implement the

policies; \Ve

() The plan change shall have regard to the ac@ ntial effects on the environment
of activities including, in particular, any ad? cts.15
20. Section 32 requires that:

(@) Each proposed policy or me @ luding each rule) is to be examined, having regard
to its efficiency and effﬁijss, as to whether it is the most appropriate method for

achieving the obje district plan taking into account the benefits and costs of

&

t information;

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

uncertain u

(b) Ifa nal Environmental Standard applies, and the proposed rule imposes a greater
gohibiiion r restriction than that, then whether the greater prohibition or restriction is

ified in the circumstances;

% e 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;16

(d)  The provisions in PC78 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the
% SDP and the purpose of the proposal.t’

Assessment of Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment/Matters Raised in Submissions

21. The Request included an assessment of effects in Section 5. That identified:

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

10'575(3)(c) of the RMA

11 575(4) of the RMA

12 574(2)(a)(ii) of the RMA

13 574(2)(b)(i) and s74(2A) of the RMA
14 s75(1)(b) and (c) of the RMA

15 576(3) of the RMA

16 532(1)(a)

17 532(1)(b)
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(@) Benefits of the plan change;

(b)  Servicing;

(c)  Transportation;

(d)  Soil contamination;

(e) Natural hazards and geotechnical constraints; O%
0] Water quality; \

(g) Versatile soils; \%

(h) Potential reverse sensitivity. C)

22.  Mr Friedel identified the key issues that had either been raised .% itters or are necessary
to be considered in ensuring SDC's statutory functions and responsitlities are fulfilled. These

were: \V
(@) Urban form, density, enabling social and ablg/housing, and character;
(b)  Reverse sensitivity; 0

(c) Infrastructure servicing;

(d)  Transportation network()
(e) Land suitabili technical risk;

()] Versatile soils.

23.  lwillu se dings. Before addressing those matters, | record that the Reporting Officers
proyided a Jaint Officer Summary Statement which was circulated prior to the hearing. That

C idgntified the remaining areas in dispute. This enabled the various participants to focus
%\ atters which remained unresolved.

orm and density

% 4.  As noted by Mr Friedel, the Request includes an assessment of the influence that the rezoning
may have on the urban form of Rolleston, discusses the rationale for why 12hh/ha has been
identified as the optimal minimum density, and what the amenity implications and expectations

in respect to the site are in terms of its current and potential future states. The assessment

was supplemented and informed by an urban design, landscape and visual assessment which

was provided in response to SDC's further information request. 2

18 542A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.3]
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25.  Mr Friedel identified the relevant submissions. Selwyn 564 Limited (S78-001-001) supported
PC78 and submitted that the Request was required to increase the number of affordable
residential sections in Rolleston. CCC (S78-002-002) and CRC (S78-004-001) neither

supported nor opposed PC78 but requested a minimum density of 15hh/ha to better achieve
efficiencies in the coordination of land use and infrastructure, support mixed land use activities
and multi-modal transport systems, and protect the productive rural land resource.

26.  Mr Friedel identified that CCC and CRC also sought mechanisms be included to ena

and affordable housing based on the recommendations contained in the GC% nd

Affordable Housing Report. \

27. Interms of the wider urban form, Mr Friedel identified that the site is in P boundary,

was identified as an FDA in Our Space, and is identified as an FD ithim the PIB on Map
A of Chapter 6 CRPS.1® He considered that the rezoning uld implement the
preferred urban form of Rolleston as had been determined throug
effect to the CRPS and NPS-UD. He noted that this Wﬂban form includes the site
and remaining pockets of rural land between the cu@ship and the “urban containment

Road to the south-west, Weedons

e spatial plans to give

boundaries” of State Highway 1 to the north-we
Ross Road to the north-east and Dunns C d to the south-west. He considered the

ODP would further ensure that the site I§jintegtated into that urban form through connections
to the wider transport and infrastruc @ s and community facilities such as open space
reserves, commercial centres oammtinity facilities.2°

28. Ms Wolfer identified tha
@ fied for future development in the framework documentation of
he noted that both documents identified the site as an FDA. She

g site within the Rolleston Metropolitan Urban Limit in the RSP

and was within the

the CRPS and

referenced Rolicy B4.3.3 in terms of avoiding leaving a Rural zoned area surrounded on three
or mor &es by Living zones. She considered the proposal to be keeping with that
poligy.§She Gonsidered that developing the proposed site to a residential density would be in

with Greater Christchurch’s settlement pattern and achieve a consolidated expansion

isting urban areas within Rolleston Township.?!

Q%Ar Compton-Moen described the growth of Rolleston in paragraphs [5.1] — [5.7] of his

evidence. He concluded that overall, given the context he had described, the urban
development should and will inevitably grow to the south-east of Rolleston and PC78 was a
natural, in-sequence extension of existing urban areas (Falcon’s Landing, PC75 and Acland
Park).?2

19 s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.5]

20 542A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.6]

2L Evidence of Gabi Wolfer 7 October 2021 at para [10.5]

22 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 20 October 2021 at para [5.8]
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30. Ms Harte described the PC78 site and its relationship with other residential developments to
the west. She identified that the land to the north-west was also proposed for residential
zoning pursuant to PC75.28 Ms Harte considered the plan change site to be a logical extension
of the south-eastern residential area of Rolleston. She addressed the planning context in
tabular form at page 4 of her evidence. This identified its relationship with the RSP; identified
that it fell within the PIB; identified that it falls within the eastern FDA identified in PC1; that
falls within the Eastern Urban Growth Overlay for Rolleston in the PDP; and identifiQ

master planning and the Future Growth Staging for Rolleston.

31. She considered that all of the documents she had addressed directed tha@nh of
oll

Rolleston should be provided in a planned manner and that this sho% a logical
e

boundary which is clearly defined and creates a relatively compact t ted that the

town had a large area devoted to industrial commercial activi idipg business and

employment opportunities. It was her opinion that all the do d their associated
corner which includes

the PC78 area. In her opinion there could be no doub\Wroposal was consistent with

all of the relevant spatial planning documents.?* < l

Density

policy approaches support the growth of Rolleston in the south-ea

32. Interms of density Mr Friedel “generz parted the position outlined in the CCC and CRC

um net densities from 12hh/ha to 15hh/ha would

submissions that an increase to thg
achieve efficiencies in the coafdination*of land use and infrastructure, support mixed land use
activities and multi-modal tran ystems, and protect the productive rural resource. He

also considered that a

@ase in minimum net densities would implement the RSP which
indicated densiti 20hh/ha should be considered for residential ‘greenfield’ areas

through higher and medium density areas that utilise locational attributes.?5

33. He refefenced the GCP Density Report but noted that report identified that there were several
co tr;@d options for Partnership councils and organisations to activate the benefits.
ineluded Recommendations 1-4 to undertake spatial planning; address constraints

(btilding partnerships and investing in places; improving planning systems and processes and
stablishing funding arrangements); building the evidence base; and to implement associated
changes to the CRPS. He also advised that Recommendation 5 identifies that a minimum

density of 12hh/ha should be applied as an interim measure. 2%

34. He advised of his understanding that the appropriateness of increasing the minimum densities
from 10hh/ha to 15hh/ha or somewhere in-between was being considered through the PDP
evidence and that SDC has advised that further initiatives to give effect to the NPS-UD and

Recommendations 1-4 of the GCP Density Report are being progressed. Mr Friedel noted

23 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [3.1]
24 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [4.3]
2 s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.7]
26 s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.9]
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that the CRPS continues to require a minimum net density of 10hh/ha in greenfield areas in
the Selwyn District and that the Living Z Zone framework includes medium density that could
achieve densities of 15hh/ha when applied across the PC78 site. He considered the minimum
densities proposed of 12hh/ha was consistent with the policy direction in the CRPS, Our Space
and the greenfield development occurring to the north and west of the site as well as other

greenfield areas in Rolleston.?”

35. Overall he supported an increase to 15hh/ha in principle but considered the m|n|mE
12hh/ha enables PC78 to give effect to the CRPS pending any changes to it or the N ng
land use zone in the future to increase minimum household density. %
36. Ms Harte addressed this issue in her evidence. In direct response to @ and CCC
submissions she advised that the Applicant intended to provide séctigns sing that the
public want and has no issues with higher density living envij d provisions for
different housing typologies. She noted that PC78, although ha minimum of 12hh/ha,
that did not prevent higher densities occurring. She congidered the only real limitation was
that within the current SDP, namely the minimum@\w/eings. She noted that the
ro

plan provides for more intensive developmen ugh a consenting process which she

advised was now quite common.28

37. Ms Harte also addressed the CRPSSginimum density of 10hh/ha and addressed the
constraints or methods to facilitate cased density identified in the GCP Density Report.
In her summary and discussigfis at thesdtearing, Ms Harte identified the then draft Resource
Management (Enabling Hou%pply and Other Matters) Amendment Bill having been

released. In her view, agdded another dimension to consideration of density in residential
zones and in tho circes she considered there was “probably little point” in refining
the current Liv'ngr&or this greenfield site “as it will soon be subject to a plan change under
this propo@slaﬁon".

38. Mr ptonsMoen considered the proposal to be consistent with the current urban
d@ent practice in Rolleston of creating densities of 12hh/ha and greater. He was
% ve of that approach. He considered the proposed density was a positive change from
Ohh/ha previously proposed in the Living Z Zone and was consistent with other residential
developments in Rolleston. He noted it was higher than the recommended density in
Township objectives and policies for Living Zones but considered it appropriate for Rolleston
% to meet the outcomes desired by the NPS-UD.2°

39. Ms Wolfer in her report identified that the site is within the Rolleston Metropolitan Urban Limit
of the RSP and within the areas identified for future development in the framework
documentation of the CRPS and Our Space. Ms Wolfer was generally in agreement with the

spatial distribution of the medium density housing and encouraged the Applicant to consider

27 342A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.11]
2 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [8.4]
29 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 20 October 2021 at para [7.4]
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S

40.

41.

providing for a variety of densities to support more intensive affordable developments and

building different building typologies to achieve that.
Findings

Based on all of the evidence, | consider PC78 clearly assists in the implementation of the
preferred urban form for Rolleston as has been identified through the RSP and various oth

documents. | agree entirely with Mr Friedel's conclusion that the rezoning to Living

implement the preferred urban growth form that has been determined through the sp

to give effect to the CRPS and NPS-UD. That conclusion is clearly in accord
planning context discussed by Mr Friedel and by Ms Harte. It is clear, on \sis f the

planning and urban design evidence, that this is an appropriate urban for

In terms of density, | have carefully considered all of the evidence @\ to this issue. |
accept that while an increase to 15hh/ha may in principle rep ‘Q re optimum use of
the site, it is not required by either the CRPS or the SDP. It is

density is appropriate. It is comparable to that of Wfield areas in Rolleston; is
consistent with the policy direction in CRPS, Our Sy<ce: an P. The zoning requested does
in

enable increases in density in response to move
Harte’s view that applying minimum densitigs Il plan change area is a coarse control
and that more sophisticated tools and % re required to achieve good housing and

community outcomes. | agree with @
density of 12hh/ha be retaine

the

iew that the proposed

arket preferences. | agree with Ms

t, at this stage, it is sufficient that the minimum

Enabling social and affordable sin

42.

43.

The submissions&j d CRC identified that the GCP was developing a social and

affordable hoysing ac plan and sought its recommendations be incorporated.

Ms W addr@ssed this in her report. She confirmed that the housing action plan had not
been approved and that it in her view it was not appropriate to be considered as part of the

plan change process.0

riedel supported the need for developers to facilitate the development of affordable
ousing and for councils, service providers and the Government to support affordable and
social housing. He was uncertain as to the status of the action plan and how its
recommendations could be applied to an evaluation of the appropriateness of PC78 or inform
any recommended changes to the ODP or related policies.®! He considered that the granting
of PC78 would facilitate the subdivision and development of mixed-density subdivisions that
would be coordinated through the Living Z Zone provisions. He acknowledged that the
minimum density proposed provided for a reasonably small range of housing typologies and

they would meet a relatively narrow affordability range. However, Mr Friedel supported the

30 Evidence of Gabi Wolfer 7 October 2021 at paras [13.6] — [13.8]
31 s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [7.15]

Page 13



45,

submission from Selwyn 564 Limited (S78-001-001) in relation to this plan change potentially
improving housing affordability in Rolleston. He opposed in part the submissions of CCC and
CRC.

Finding

I do not consider there is sufficient and clear policy direction in this regard that would enable
the integration of social and affordable housing into this plan change. | received no evidenc

from CCC or CRC. In my view it is difficult to see how those issues could proper

considered and incorporated. | acknowledge the issues raised are important. | conside
the approval of the plan change request would enable the supply of approxifffate
residential unit. If that eventuates, in my view, it is likely to contribute to housi pply and
potentially assist in the affordability of such housing. \

Character and amenity %

46.

47.

48.

49,

Ms Wolfer described the adjoining residential developments cum ly having an impact on
the character and outlook of the site. She identifie® that part of the existing natural
characteristics included a flat topography, large op er with clusters of vegetation
framed by tall evergreen shelterbelt plantings whic
to the Alps and the Port Hills. She describe

rovide a backdrop for intermittent views

characteristics as being sub-urban with
a lifestyle character. She considered the of the clusters of built development were

located well within the site and accgssed%a

alter the site but would align wit @

supported the retention and i@a ion of existing dwellings and tree and garden planting
and the distribution of depsity t

) long driveways and that the proposal would

bsidential sub-urban character to the west. She

re that lower density sites are on the perimeter.

Her principal concétn r o the water race which she described as running north to south
approximately, halfwayabetween Acland Park and Lincoln Rolleston Road. She considered it
to be a str eature of the site. She identified a number of other amendments which in her
view n@o incorporated into the ODP in terms of land use and connectivity.

on-Moen considered the main issues to be addressed as:
Rolleston’s urban form and growth;
(b)  Connectivity and walkability;
(c) Density and character; and
(d) Landscape and visual effects.

| have addressed the consolidated urban form and growth issues previously in this
Recommendation. In terms of connectivity and walkability, Mr Compton-Moen advised that

walkability and connectivity were key principles of the ODP with a hierarchy of street types
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50.

51.

52.

N

53.

and connections provided throughout the area. He advised that the aim of the movement
network was to provide a range of modal options for residents. In terms of visual amenity
effects, he noted that the proposal would result in an overall change in character from open
and rural residential to one that is more dense and suburban in nature, noting that the receiving

environment could be considered as peri-urban.

Mr Compton-Moen advised that it was proposed to maintain aspects of openness through t

management of fencing and frontage upgrades along Lincoln Rolleston Road and S

Road, the improving of connectivity, and the centralisation of denser development. Indi

the highest likely effects after mitigation would be those experienced by the existi Si

properties closest to the proposal along the Lincoln Rolleston and Selw\ad He
f

acknowledged that there would be a change in the overall charactér o receiving
environment and that overall the scale and bulk and location of the psopas Id allow it to
appear as a natural extension of the existing development with a mag@nitude of change

anticipated.3?

Wolfer’s evidence noting that he and Ms Wolfer wefe

Mr Compton-Moen discussed the mitigation measur posed. He commented on Ms
ar agreement that the proposed

plan change was consistent with the objectives, provisions of the SDP. He agreed

with a number of the recommended chan
ODP and Policy B4.3.77 being amendégd to

Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selw, wthe ODP plan being amended to illustrate the

S DP plan and text. These included the

iCate the need for a frontage upgrade along
walking and cycling routes withimth cluding a key link to Te Rohutu Whio School; and

that the catchments for the tw@,resetfves were 500m radii.

Overall he concludgd @ e amenity effects on existing and future residents could be
successfully miti d; proposed ODP provides a high level of connectivity and is
consistent with the context and character of the receiving environment. He noted it does not
precludefuturéyconnectivity/growth. In terms of landscape character, he concluded that the

proposal wodld result in an acceptable magnitude of change on the existing rural landscape

ragte d values and again summarised the reasons for that view. In relation to visual

e considered the rural properties would experience a change in openness of views

% s the space, noting however that many of the adjoining properties are surrounded by

ell-established shelterbelt and boundary plantings.

Findings

There was a significant level of agreement between the relevant experts in relation to these
matters. The Applicant has accepted a number of the changes proposed by the Reporting
Officers. On the basis of the evidence | am satisfied that the amenity character effects have
been appropriately assessed and addressed. | accept that the granting of the Request will

enable a change to the character and amenity of the site of those close to it, but that has

32 Statement of Evidence of David John Compton-Moen 20 October 2021 at para [8.3]
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clearly been signalled through the various planning documents. In that context, in my view,
any of the potential effects on character and amenity are minor and appropriate. Mitigation

measures can be addressed more fully at subdivision stage.

Water race

54. Mr Compton-Moen considered that the inclusion of the existing water race in the ODP and its

reference in supporting text was not appropriate. He considered the water race to be a

element of the existing landscape character and not of a scale or importance wo

protection. He considered this to be supported by the majority of the ODPs whic

developed in Appendix E38 of the SDP which do not reference the water race.
its inclusion could be evaluated at the subdivision stage as a matter g cr

Summary of Evidence presented at the hearing, he confirmed that h agreement with

Ms Wolfer for all aspects except for the inclusion of the water race in . He confirmed
that he did not consider water races to be of sufficient scale or 4@

the ODP. He advised they were not listed in the Schedule of Heritagé' Items in the SDP.32

55. Ms Wolfer referred to the RSP and references withi Wer races.

56. On areview of the RSP, there are numerous,me the water races. Examples include

merit inclusion on

at page 112 where it states: (my emphasis

New development should algo pro
routes, integrated with op
wherever possible, providing

or interconnected walking and cycleway
and proposed green corridors and water races
its for social and environmental well-being.

57. The water race networ, dressed specifically in 9.5. At page 130 it states:

The waterérace network also provides a visual corridor along which views of the
Port Hills and th&,Southern Alps can be appreciated.

ss te,the water’'s edge and resting places provide additional recreational
pportgnities. ...

58. SPralso recognises that they are the only open waterways within the RSP area and
al h not natural waterways they possess many of the same characteristics as streams. It

otes that the RSP provides opportunities to increase their amenity and ecological value and

that landscaping and suitable planting can create attractive green walkways and access

corridors.
Findings

59. The water race issue is one which | discussed with a number of withesses. On my site visit, |

observed the treatment of the water race at the Stonebrook subdivision. It has been integrated

33 Summary of Evidence of David Compton-Moen 5 November 2021 at para [9]
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into that development, and particularly the lineal park. This is shown in the following

photograph.

60. In my view, and in accordance wit

an opportunity for increased n &
within Rolleston. There are however matters of discretion which enable consideration of the

water races at the s %s stage. | do not consider a reference to such needs to be
incorporated into OBP text or plan.

Reverse sensitivi

61. The issue of ieverse sensitivity was addressed in the Request and in the Applicant’s response
tefa for further information. The response identified the inevitability of rural land

residential land areas on the edge of townships. The Applicant did not consider the

&ity on the land, which is the block located on the corner of Lincoln Rolleston Road and

elwyn Road, to be an intensive horticultural activity. The response also advised that at this

%0 stage it was not appropriate to determine methods for managing any potential reverse

sensitivity effects given that the use of the neighbouring land may change.

62. Ms Harte addressed this issue in paragraphs [10.1] — [10.9] of her evidence. She noted that
only one of the existing Rolleston ODPs had a notation relating to reverse sensitivity and it
was only for a very small section of one boundary. She noted that most of the ODP areas will
have had rural neighbours when they were created. In her view, this indicated clearly that the

potential for a reverse sensitivity issue justifying some kind of restriction on development in an
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ODP is quite limited.3* She discussed the factors which would need to be present for there to
be a problem. She then advised that she had received an email from Liz and Mike O’Connor
who are the owners of 548 Selwyn Road which adjoins the market garden operation. She
provided their comments. That notes that there “has been a few occasions” when they have
noticed spray odour and occasional noise from the tractor and spray operations, but it was
neither excessive nor prolonged. They described it as a minimal effect. The email also notes
that a recently installed laser bird scarer is a light beam only with no noise. It advised th

they had no concerns during the daytime operation but laser at night does cause a rs
flash across the property and they have installed light blocking material to the Bedfe
shutters to mitigate this. The email also advised that there was no effect at all fr@

operation which is across the road from the market garden. :\

63. Ms Harte’s concern was that reference to reverse sensitivity on the O

%

Moen'’s urban design evidence that in the past the responge to the potential issue of residential
development adjoining current rural land had been to XVr lots on the current edge of
nnegtivity between developed areas that

It in an over-

zealous approach and restrictions which would significantly affe outf’design and yield

of the development for what may be a temporary situation. erred to Mr Compton-

settlements and that this had resulted in a lack of
is difficult to overcome. It was her view that the Id be treated the same as the other
ODPs adjoining currently farmed land an propriate time to determine whether there

was an issue was at the subdivision sta

64. In her summary evidence pr

considered to be the difficultieg withfaddressing this in an ODP. She proposed the inclusion

of the following refere he ODP text:

Neighbousi ro e activities may also need to be taken into account when
investigating sufdivision layout and design.

‘revers

65. Mr Fri in hisS\s42A Report considered that the ODP and Policy B4.3.77 should include a
ensitivity treatment’ to identify the need for methods to be developed to manage any

lal adverse reverse sensitivity effects associated with the horticultural operation on the
% he corner of Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road.

%he Officers Joint Summary recorded that the officers generally agreed with the Applicant that

the risk of adverse reverse sensitivity effects is low (when compared to other intensive rural

% production activities or strategic infrastructure) and as a result any treatment should be limited
to close board fencing, landscaping or similar responses as opposed to a buffer of lower

density allotments along the boundary setback or realignment of the road. The report identified

other possibilities for consideration during the subdivision stage including consent notices, a

note on LIMs and/or covenants to highlight the potential effects from the adjoining land use to

the future owners.

34 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [10.3]
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

The Officers Joint Summary reiterated that there were no general matters of discretion in the
SDP for managing reverse sensitivity effects of this nature at the time of subdivision and that
a general reference to the potential for reverse sensitivity effects on the ODP was considered

to be appropriate.

| discussed this issue with Ms Wolfer. She noted the interface was approximately 930m and
considered it was appropriate to have a note. She acknowledged the land use on the

neighbouring property will be changed in the future but nobody knows when.

Findings \O
it.

have observed the market garden. At the time of my site visit there appear, e form

I have carefully considered this matter and the evidence and submissions

of cultivation being undertaken. ltis clear that the land is being used fogpragductive agricultural
purposes. There is a potential for that activity to have amenity effe future occupiers of
the PC78 site, particularly given the length of the interface. Sueg @‘ entially give rise to
reverse sensitivity effects.

| agree that it is not appropriate to have any form Matment which would render

ultimate integration difficult. The block where t arketigardening is occurring is within the

FDA but of course that identification is enabli re Is nothing which in any way compels

the occupier of that property to embark on r tial intensification.

The information from the residents through Ms Harte’s evidence was helpful in

enabling an understanding of the likeNmsignificance of this issue. Having considered all of the

evidence, | consider Ms Harte} posed wording for inclusion in the ODP is the most
appropriate method tss this issue. During discussions at the hearing Mr Friedel
confirmed that h ed/Ms Harte's wording. It, at least, identifies that such may be an

issue which ngeds to Be addressed at subdivision stage.

Infrastructure, icin

72.

S

73.

way 0 mary, Mr Hall concluded that in terms of stormwater, the site was underlain with

p gravels suitable for direct soakage as is normal practice throughout Rolleston. He

d that groundwater is approximately 9m below ground level. In terms of wastewater, he
dvised that a new pump station is to be constructed at the lower end of the site on Selwyn
Road. This would receive wastewater from the catchment which includes the PC78 area. The
wastewater would be pumped to Pines WWTP which had sufficient allocated capacity for the
flows from PC78. In terms of water supply, he noted SDC has a strategy for the supply of

potable water to the FDAs in Rolleston of which the PC78 site was included.

He also made reference to Chapter 6 of the CRPS which describes the site as an FDA and
noted that was subject to a number of policies listed in Section 6.3.12 of the CRPS and, in

respect to servicing, he considered the proposal to be compliant.
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74.

75.

76.

77.

Expanding on his summary, he advised that he had consulted Mr England as to existing
capacity regarding wastewater. He advised that it had been confirmed that capacity currently
exists and is allocated to the FDAs within the PIB including the PC78 site. He advised that
the Applicant was willing to work with SDC to facilitate the construction of key wastewater
infrastructure by way of private developer agreement or similar instrument, or it could be

constructed by SDC with the cost recovered through development contributions.

In terms of water supply, he addressed the water supply system, noted the SDC water sup

strategy for the provision of water to the FDA. He advised that all future homes and busingSse
within the PC78 area would be serviced by a water supply connection to the bo
accordance with the SDC standards. He also addressed power and teleco u%s,

noting that future homes would be connected to the Orion and Enable netwg N ance

with the standards of those utility companies.

Mr England again provided officer comments. Mr England has prouid ffiger comments and

s
District. In terms of water supply, he described the Rolleston wateM§upply system, consents,
demand and capacity. He addressed future growth dex ofihg that hydraulic models had
been used to plan future water infrastructure far a

and elsewhere in the

)

appeared before me on a number of private plan changes in R

er of water supplies including

Rolleston. He advised that the master plannin id€s an assessment of the sizing and

timing of new infrastructure for new reservi atersources and pipelines to service growth.
He noted that Rolleston was expected ignificant growth over the next 30 years and

capacity upgrades were proposed {0 t. He advised that the LTP included budget for

further development funded capacity'upgfades on the Rolleston water supply. He advised, as
he had in earlier hearings, of tRg negd for prioritising water allocation to those within the RSP
area and confirmed th ented water could be made available to service the site.

In terms of waStewater, Mr England described and discussed the wastewater system,
discussed wastewater conveyance and the Pines WWTP. He noted the strategic planning
which ee dertaken in relation to its upgrade. He advised that a master plan had been
developed fop the treatment plant to confirm what it would take to expand ultimate treatment

y {0 120,000 Person Equivalents (PE). He advised that if the plan change were to be
approved, development contributions would be payable for any additional lots. Again in terms

ormwater he was comfortable there was a viable means to dispose of it.
Findings

On the clear evidence before me, | am satisfied that there are no infrastructure constraints
which would render approval of this plan change inappropriate. | note that this is in an area
identified as suitable for residential intensification (subject to an assessment). It is also within

the PIB. The infrastructural requirements are therefore, to a large degree, anticipated.
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Infrastructure — Matters Raised by Selwyn 564 Limited (S78-001-002)

79.

80.

81.

o

83.

This submitter sought that PC78 be conditioned to require landowners to enter into an
agreement with SDC to coordinate the installation of infrastructure services, including by way
of point strips. Mr Schulz, a director and beneficial shareholder of both Nimbus Group (NZ)

Limited and the submitter, provided a written brief of evidence and attended the hearing.

Mr Schulz has had a long involvement in the development of Rolleston. He advised that wa

over a 27 year period having been the initiator and facilitator in the implementation of m

the main planning, infrastructure and social assets of the town.3> He summaris

of the projects that he had been involved in. He advised that his interest in the ange
was as a beneficiary of family interests as shareholder of Selwyn 564 Li N ner of
the property at 564 Selwyn Road. Mr Schulz described the site and nership with 5 of
the properties having frontage to an existing legal road and the bala operties utilising

@ t to the ODP, there

would be cross-boundary issues regarding provision of roading,%seWwer, potable water and

other matters. He identified that some of the prox are now subject to unsettled
di

various mutual right of ways for access. It was his view that ing

conditional sale and purchase agreements. Notwit that, the ability to further develop

the properties would be highly dependent on co tiop from all owners, albeit the number

of owners may rationalise over time.
He considered it was “totally prude Iopers agreement be entered into to facilitate

@ all services in a fair and equitable manner. He

the installation and payment of _ca

requested that | consider requiring , as a condition of subdivision consent, to require the
resource consent applicaqt to e into a developers agreement with all affected parties for
the provision of all @ 0 as to facilitate the installation and cost-sharing and deal with

any other cross dary™iSsues. He confirmed his understanding that 9 of the properties
were subjecigto some 1@rm of conditional sale and purchase agreement to one entity, 2 were
subject salg,and purchase agreement to a second entity, and a single property which was
not sulject tayany sale and purchase agreement. He discussed point strips and advised that

C pre not to impose them within any ODP. He recorded his understanding that SDC
3{1 that all landowners within the ODP are deemed to have agreed to provide

inated and connected developments.

He advised that in respect of this plan change request all owners have agreed to coordinate
to apply for the plan change only, and there is no reference within the agreement to coordinate
cost sharing and cross-boundary issues. He considered it would be prudent and productive

to require all owners to enter into such an agreement.

To assist, Mr Mazey, SDC’s Asset Manager Transportation, attended the hearing. He advised
that he had been dealing with point strips for years, particularly in relation to helping people to

have them removed. He discussed the SDC policy, noting that policy was informed by

35 Statement of Robin Anthony Schulz in support of submission by Selwyn 564 Limited 18 October 2021 at [1.5]
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difficulties that were being experienced. He was firmly of the opinion that ODPs are not the
appropriate place for point strips and other such matters to be incorporated. In his view,
owners should agree how to develop and fund the infrastructure. He considered that process
was appropriately addressed at subdivision stage. He advised that it could be assessed at

that stage.

84. Mr Mazey also discussed developer agreements as being between SDC and the applicants.
He discussed the development contribution policy for targeting wider infrastructur

improvements. Developer agreements related to very specific agreements in relati@r

particular proposals or particular items of infrastructure. He noted that in terms of tHe p
that is to guide how SDC assesses point strips. He advised that the policy is folfSDC,t0
ownership of, and responsibility for, the point strip.

Findings %
85. | appreciate Mr Schulz’s interest and time in appearing before K ledge that he has

considerable experience in residential and other developments, cularly in Rolleston. |

also accept his concerns that difficulties can arise in relgtiog to infrastructure provision where

there are numerous landowners. | note that here, ajoxity*of the lots appear to be subject
to conditional sale and purchase agreements. utcome of those may be to consolidate
ownership.

86. Overall, | am of the view that it is ng e to address such matters at this stage. The

rezoning enables the development p to the landowners as to how that aspiration is
achieved. Infrastructural mattgrs can be properly addressed at the subdivision stage. | do not

consider it appropriate fogthat t ddressed at ODP stage.

Transportation network

87. TheRequ as accompanied by a detailed ITA which was prepared by Mr Smith. That was
a detai andS¢omprehensive assessment. It included a detailed assessment of the
trapnspoktation) network, addressed the key intersections, and addressed walking, cycling and

transport facilities. It also addressed the future receiving environment in relation to the
in ctural upgrades planned and included in the draft SDC 2021-2031 LTP, before
cribing the proposal, providing a network effects assessment, together with an assessment

against the strategic and local planning framework.

% 88. Mr Collins undertook a peer review of the ITA. Again that was comprehensive. Mr Collins
made a number of recommendations including that the ODP indicates frontage upgrades for
Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road. He also recommended amendments to include
walking and cycling routes within PC78 including north/south and east/west cycle routes.
Overall, he considered the proposal to be generally consistent with the RSP from a

transportation perspective.
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89. Mr Smith also provided evidence and attended the hearing. In his summary he concluded that
the transportation modelling assessment demonstrated there was sufficient capacity in the
transport network to accommodate development traffic, with future intersection upgrades in
the vicinity of the plan change anticipated by SDC and included within the LTP. His summary
identified that the plan change site integrates well with the adjacent development areas and

sought to maximise connectivity and accessibility. He advised that it was well located to be
directly serviced by public transport and has the potential to integrate well with the future
Rolleston-wide public transport network, to maximise opportunities for uptake of sustainab

transportation modes. O

90. In terms of the strategic planning framework, it was his view that the plan
consistent or can be consistent with the relevant transport related provisio \7 uded
that the plan change could be supported in relation to transportation matters a y effects

were appropriately mitigated or anticipated by the SDC LTP. He npétedsth r Collins had

made several recommendations and minor changes to the ODE supported those

recommendations. By way of summary, Mr Smith identified the s as including:

(@) That minor adjustments are undertaken so thWP aligns with the adjacent

development areas;

(b)  Frontage upgrades for Lincoln Rollest nd Selwyn Road be noted in the ODP

with detail to follow at subdivisiomgconsént Stage;

(c) Consideration of continuous uth and east/west cycle routes through the sites to

be included in the ODP

91. Mr Smith addressed ﬂ sportation issues raised in the submissions including those
relating to public ed by CCC and CRC. He also addressed a concern raised by

CCC in relatign to i cts on the Christchurch network. He advised that travel on road

networks be widely dispersed and diluted due to the range of employment opportunities

and othier destinations within the city. Mr Smith provided a more detailed breakdown of that.

92. 0 addressed the concerns expressed by the Ministry of Education in its submission.
elated to walking and cycling connectivity with the site for the future Te Rohutu Whio
ary School, which is located approximately 20m west of the site. He noted that a cycle
and pedestrian route had been proposed east of the school towards PC78 which he
considered to be located in an ideal position to connect the site to the school, creating cycling

and pedestrian permeability.

Finding

93. On the issues raised by the Ministry of Education, | note that the Ministry, by letter of 2
November 2021 (tabled), advised that it had met with the Applicant’s consultant to address
submission points and had reviewed the s42A Report and the Applicant’s evidence. The letter

advised that the Ministry was satisfied with the pedestrian/cycle routes indicated on the revised
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ODP in Appendix B of Ms Harte’s evidence and requested that be included. If so, the Ministry

would consider its submission points to have been appropriately addressed.

94. Given the level of agreement between the transportation experts, and the depth and quality of
their reports and evidence, | do not propose to traverse this issue in greater detail than
necessary. In my view, the Applicant has considered and responded appropriately to the
matters raised by Mr Collins in his peer review. Both Mr Smith and Mr Collins, in addition to

their detailed written reports and evidence, responded helpfully and thoroughly to any queri

mith
advised that travel on road networks would be widely dispersed and dilut<d fue the range
n

of employment opportunities and other destinations within the city. %
96. In relation to the matters raised by CCC and CRC regardi % sport, Mr Collins

advised that the ODP provides for a transport network within PC7¢

| raised during the hearing. Q
95. | am satisfied that the concerns expressed by CCC in relation to the im%\
, Mr;

Christchurch network have been appropriately addressed in the evidence. As gt

hat does not preclude the
efficient provision of public transport services. He Wt the network within PC78
provided several route options, had reasonabl ckl ty and therefore reasonably
walkable catchments to future bus stops if pr 'Qﬁwas his view that the funding and
implementation of a public transport syste ter for Rolleston as a whole, rather than

a site-specific matter relating to this plamcha

97. Mr Smith confirmed that there weré tly two public transport routes servicing Rolleston,
being a direct service to Christchu Route #5) and a link service connecting Burnham,
Rolleston and Lincoln (Route # It was his understanding that there were proposed public

transport services upd

nned as part of the Greater Christchurch PT Futures Combined
Business Case. ote@=that as the surrounding area is still being developed, the existing

ransportbeing provided nearby is limited but that the site could be developed

ccess to public transport if provided along the CRETS connector road in the

el of the site, he advised that he was unaware of precedent for that. He did note
30 e southern Rolleston urban area develops it will be more attractive to provide
i

ved public transport services due to the larger residential catchment.

| accept Mr Smith’s and Mr Collins’ evidence in relation to this issue. It would be, in my view,
both inappropriate and unrealistic to expect a funded and implemented public transport system
upgrade to be in place to service the site prior to any residential development.

99. | am entirely satisfied, on the basis of the evidence and the discussions at the hearing, that

the transportation issues have been appropriately and properly considered and addressed.
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Land suitability and geotechnical risk

100.

This is an issue which requires comment but not further analysis. There was clear and
sufficient information both in terms of reports prepared by the Applicant and the peer review
undertaken by Mr McMahon to establish to my satisfaction that there are no land suitability or

geotechnical issues which would render the rezoning inappropriate.

Versatile soils

101.

Conclusion On Effects and Other Matters Raised in Sub

This issue was raised by submitter Mr Carrick. Versatile soils are of course a releva @

important matter. | did not have the benefit of detailed technical evidence in rel \

issue but | am comfortable that such effects have been appropriately considere\ ssed
ange

when this land was included in the Rolleston FDAs through the recent Pl . There
is nothing in the planning documents or in the pNPS-HPL (to the degrge I1\¢an have regard to
that) to indicate the loss of versatile soils is such that the rezoning is e Mmost appropriate

outcome. The issue has been considered in the releva and non-statutory

the Rolleston FDAs.

documents and in the ultimate identification of this land as being w

102.

103.

Overall, having considered all of the submjssions, evidence and reports, and having

spoken with the relevant witnesses in rela matters identified, | consider that the actual
and potential effects on the environm

ent'are adequately addressed in so far as that is relevant

at this stage. | note that a numbe ects will of course be subject to further scrutiny at

consent stage in accordance With th e framework adopted. There is nothing, in my view,

from an effects perspective w Id render this plan change inappropriate.

| accept that othergha sed in submissions in relation to density, infrastructure, urban
form and similar ich 1 have addressed in the preceding paragraphs) have been
appropriatel§jconsidered and addressed by the experts. None of those issues raised and
addres are Such so as to render the rezoning inappropriate. Of particular importance in

thisgoverall sgtting is the planning context. This has provided the lens through which | have

C ered those issues.
bAssessment

thtory Tests

104.

I have identified the statutory framework in paragraphs [18] to [20] above and | do not repeat
those here. Both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte provided a thorough statutory assessment in the
s42A Report and Ms Harte’s evidence respectively. The formal plan change request also

contained a comprehensive assessment.
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Part 2 Matters

105. Mr Friedel identified the purpose and principles of the RMA. He noted that pursuant to
s74(1)(b) any changes to the SDP must be in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the
RMA, including s5. He noted matters of national importance must be recognised and provided
for pursuant to s6 and the other matters to which particular regard is to be had pursuant to s7.
It was his view that, notwithstanding the notification of the PDP, the purpose of the RMA |
largely reflected in the settled objectives and policies of the SDP which PC78 did not s @
change to any fundamental extent. Mr Friedel considered there was no reason to he

granting of the Request on the grounds that it would not give effect to Part 2 of t

106. In her evidence, Ms Harte identified the “series of considerations and re@e " listed in
s74(1) and (2) of the RMA. Ms Harte considered the requested plangha

basic needs of people, namely provision of homes to Iive%
Functions of Territorial Authorities < \’

107. Mr Friedel identified the functions of territgr ities pursuant to s31. He considered
PC78 would enable SDC to carry out itsfuncti nder the RMA. He noted that this included

providing for

development at a rate which enables people and communiti llgSton and Greater

Christchurch to provide for their well-being. In particular it wo ist in providing for the

ensuring that there was sufficient development capacity in respect of housing

land to meet the expected de District. Overall it was his view the Request was

necessary to provide sufficie g capacity as it would facilitate the development of an
FDA identified in the CRPSChapter 6 and Our Space. He considered the ODP as amended,
in combination withghe @ ying Living Z Zone rules, would achieve integrated management
and all potential €ffeets associated with the use, development and protection of the land can

be effectivelffmanaged.3’

108. In her @e Ms Harte addressed, in particular, s33(1)(aa) which lists “methods to ensure
that t is'sufficient development capacity in respect of housing and business land to meet

r
cted demand of the district”. She considered the requested rezoning of land for

ential purposes to meet known short-medium term demand fell exactly within this
nction.38

r
% 9. | agree with the planning evidence and assessment and | consider that PC78 will enable SDC

to continue to carry out its functions under the RMA.
Statutory and Non-Statutory Documents

110. Mr Friedel advised that the SDP must: (a) give effect to any operative national policy statement

(s75(3)(a)) and any regional policy statement (s75(3)(c)); (b) have regard to any management

36 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [6.5]
7 s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [8.5]
38 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [6.6]
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S

plan or strategy prepared under any other Acts (s74(2)(b)(i)); (c) take into account any relevant
planning document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with the territorial authority, to
the extent that its content has a bearing on the resource management issues of the district
(s75(2A)); and (d) not be inconsistent with any regional plan (s75(4)(b)).

111. Ms Harte also identified and discussed s75(1) and (2) setting out what district plans must and

may contain. She also discussed s75(3) requiring district plans to give effect to any Nation
Policy Statement, National Planning Standard and any Regional Policy Statement. Shg 6
noted that s74(2) requires that regard is had to management plans or strategies

under other Acts. %
112. There was no difference of opinion between the planning witnesses <s to\‘ statutory

requirements. %
NPS-UD Q

113. Mr Friedel considered the planning context, which was guflined in Section 2 of the s42A Report
and summarised in SDC’s Technical Memo, to be 'Nouchstone when evaluating
the extent to which PC78 ‘gives effect’ to the @bjective§ and policies of the NPS-UD. He
considered that this confirmed an urban cons@li approach had been applied through the
UDS, LURP Actions, Our Space, Selwyn 2 d the RSP which had been implemented

through the SDP and the CRPS.3° Q
114. Mr Friedel also identified the <echn emo which signalled the current work programme

that is underway through the PJor being advanced by SDC to manage growth through
application of the urba Iidation principles and to ‘give effect’ to the NPS-UD. He listed
the relevant doc ntsYighis paragraph [8.9].

115. Ms Harte ﬁd the NPS-UD in some detail in paragraphs [6.10] — [6.30] of her evidence.
Shen he

releanito bé Objective 2 — “Planning decisions improve housing affordability by supporting

-UD had a number of very significant objectives. She considered the most

C titive land and development markets”.

arte addressed the economic assessment undertaken by Mr Ballingall of Sense Partners

nd the valuation evidence of Mr Sellars of Colliers which analyses the current and predicted
future market forces operating in the housing market and in particular the housing market in
Rolleston. She considered these markets have been reacting in a ‘classic way’ with section

prices rising in direct response to limited supply of sections.4°

117. Ms Harte also addressed Objectives 3 and 6. In terms of Objective 3, she considered the area
to be in or near a centre zone with many employment opportunities; well serviced by existing

or planned public transport; and where there is high demand for housing and business land in

3% s42A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [8.8]
40 Statement of Evidence of Patricia Harte 20 October 2021 at para [6.11]
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118.

119.

120.

oS

121.

the area relative to other areas within the urban environment. Ms Harte considered that in
relation to Rolleston, the high demand was at least partly due to factors such as land type and
the quantity of land rezoned promptly after the earthquakes, which resulted in many sections
becoming available at affordable prices, when compared to elsewhere in the Greater
Christchurch area. In her view, this had largely remained the case and had resulted in a high

level of demand for sections and houses in Rolleston.

In reliance on the evidence of Mr Ballingall and Mr Sellars, she considered Rolleston togs

special case as referred to in Objective 3(c) and decisions on this plan change sho
based on enabling more people to live in Rolleston. She also noted that Rollesto agown
Centre and a significant area of industrial zoning nearby providing opp %
considered this satisfied Objective 3(a). K

nctioning urban

Overall both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte considered PC78 to represen ell-
environment (or at least contributing to the same). Mr Friedel 4@

satisfy the NPS-UD Policy 1 criteria and Policy 6 to some extent

it would be able to
tuding by: (a) enabling a
variety of homes that meet the needs of different hous Vnsities that are in excess of
the minimum 10hh/ha provided for in the CRPS an e& pporting, and limiting as much
as possible adverse effects on, the competiti eration of the land and development

markets; (c) having good accessibility f e between housing, jobs, community

services, natural spaces and open spa g by way of public or active transport; and

(d) supporting reductions in green missions through current and future SDC and

GCP transport initiatives and i
Mr Friedel recognised_that R on, to some extent, relied on Christchurch City for

@

increase deman the“Strategic transport network associated with commuter traffic. He

employment and acge er services and facilities, and that the rezoning would inevitably
acknowled that the Site and township did not have the employment opportunities or access
to large-scale faublic transport when compared to residential greenfield areas in the larger
metropolitan gentres, but Our Space seeks to direct additional capacity to Rolleston in order
talSuppo lic transport enhancement opportunities. He advised that Our Space considers

t g a compact urban form increases the ability to contribute to the uptake of public

e advised that the employment offerings in Rolleston have progressively increased through

% port opportunities as well as reduced trip distances that enable active modes of transport.

expansions to the I-Zone and I-Port industrial parks and town centre development. It was his
view that the development and growth of Rolleston contributes to the economic and social

well-being of residents in Christchurch City.

Both Ms Harte and Mr Friedel considered the issue of significant development capacity. Both
acknowledged that the Request is no longer unanticipated or out-of-sequence in the context

of Policy 8. For completeness, | am satisfied that the capacity enabled by PC78 is significant.

41 342A Report on Submissions Relating to PC78 13 October 2021 at para [8.15]
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Mr Ballingall was of the view that the enabling of around 750 dwellings was clear evidence
that it would make a significant contribution to dwelling supply in Selwyn in the medium term
(2021-2031).

122. | found Mr Ballingall’s evidence helpful. He used a range of projections to estimate demand
and capacity. Mr Ballingall noted the difficulties in accurately forecasting future population
growth. He advised that while birth and death rates are generally stable over long periods of

time, international and internal migration can change rapidly, and frequently causing significa
swings in population when compared to projections. It was due to the inherent uncertaifity 0
population projections that he considered it helpful to use a range of projections ra\

relying on a single point estimate. %

123. It was his opinion that the most appropriate course when considering futufe dwe capacity
is taking a ‘least regrets’ approach. He considered it was bettesf'to surplus of
appropriately zoned land for housing than a deficit. He noted tha asgrecognised in the

NPS-UD and imbedded in the form of 20% medium term and 1 @ term demand buffers.

124. Mr Ballingall relied on the evidence of Mr Gary Sella Wdicates that capacity within
Rolleston is considerably lower than that anticipaqy)\ DC in the short and medium

terms.

125. Mr Sellars’ evidence was comprehensive. lly addressed the Rolleston demand noting

that the average annual volume of ntial sales in Rolleston had fluctuated during

the last ten years rising from a low @

sequence to 620 in 2013 an{ﬁlij 0 an average of around 448 sales per annum for the
period 2014 — 2018. He_poted nce 2018 there had been a sharp increase cumulating in
902 sales in 2020. He @ d that new building consents in Rolleston had generally followed
a similar trend a number of sales.

sales in 2011 immediately following the earthquake

126. Mr Sellar essed the growth in residential section sale prices. He advised that those in
RoIIes@ followed a relatively regular upward trend from 2011 until 2020 and that there
had”" b exponential growth well in excess of 100% during the last 12 months. He

rofidedgexamples of residential sales for particular years, noting that in 2020 it was a sale

% f $184,352, whereas in 2021 it was $435,000. Mr Sellars noted that there were virtually

0 vacant sections available for purchase in Rolleston and the recent small releases of

sections had resulted in significant price escalation.

: > 127. Mr Sellars’ clear evidence was that Rolleston exhibits a dysfunctional market where there is
virtually no current supply or choice with uncompetitive market practices being adopted by
vendors and extreme price escalation. He considered the only solution to this situation to be

an immediate increase in supply.

128. Mr Sellars was of the view that it was preferable to have an over-supply of appropriately zoned

land at all times so the market can determine when and if it is developed into sections
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dependent upon demand. In addition, he advised that in his experience it was important, and
necessary for the proper functioning of a land market, that it is competitive. The greater

number of suppliers in the market, the more likely that purchasers of sections will benefit.

Findings

129. | consider that the provision of potential additional plan enabled capacity of approximately 750
mixed density sections will assist in meeting the projected medium capacity shortfall for th

District and will assist the SDC in meeting its obligations under Policy 2. This require

SDC, at all times, provides at least sufficient development capacity to meet expecte
for housing and for business land over the short, medium and long terms. Of cour

that duty, SDC is also carrying out its functions pursuant to s31(1)(aa) by helgingto ensure
that there is sufficient development capacity in respect of housing land t@ expected
n

demand of the District. | consider the plan change will add signjfica evelopment
capacity. | have had particular regard to that capacity.

130. | am satisfied on the evidence that PC78 will contribute@well-functioning urban
environment. For completeness, in terms of infrastruc wider that the Request aligns
with SDC’s infrastructural planning. Mr England’s Vi x/ ich | have previously traversed
is that there is sufficient capacity. The fact thal Q)as been identified within the CRPS
and Our Space as an FDA facilitates that jon with infrastructure. | consider the
rezoning would assist in meeting the lgng t oals and strategic outcomes sought in a

number of the strategic document marily through consolidation in an area which

has been clearly identified as or residential development (subject to assessment).

131. 1 consider that a decisiogezon e land is: (a) integrated with infrastructure planning and

Keed

, IT%el€arly meets the objectives in relation to a well-functioning urban

funding decisions; ic over the medium term and long term; and (c) responsive.

). To the degree that planning decisions can do so, it meets Objective

132. | e di sed Objective 3 and amenity values earlier. | have taken into account the
%of Te Tiriti 0 Waitangi, as far as relevant to this Request, and | have used the most
b- ate information available to me. | am satisfied that Objective 8 is met, to the degree

%at it can be. The consolidation of growth in Rolleston may facilitate improvements in public
transport and similar methods of addressing reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. There

% were no other issues relating to resilience in relation to the current and future effects of climate

change which need to be expanded upon.
CRPS

133. The Request incorporated an assessment of PC78 against the CRPS. This is contained in
7.2 at pages 14-24. The assessment addressed Chapter 5 — Land use and infrastructure and
Chapter 6.
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134. The assessment addressed the update to the UDS contained in Our Space which provides
and addressed residential development out to the PIB identified in Map A. It noted that in
Rolleston the south-eastern extent of the PIB is Selwyn Road and the eastern extentis Lincoln
Rolleston Road and the land here was within that area. It identified proposed Plan Change 1
which at that stage had been requested. It concluded that the lack of consistency of this plan

change with the then current version of Map A was a function of timing.

135. Ms Harte'’s evidence referred to the assessment discussed above. Ms Harte identified th
there was now a strong and ongoing demand for houses, particularly in Rolleston. Again b
reference to Mr Sellars’ and Mr Ballingall's evidence, she noted that much of the e
land in Rolleston has been developed or sold pending development. This creates’a signifigant
excess of demand over supply with consequential increases in section and N . She

a

the UDS
which had in turn led to Change 1 to Chapter 6 providing for addition@l F im*Rolleston and

considered that some of that demand had been recognised in the recentiupd

Rangiora. She noted that the PC78 area fell within the new sg 3 DA in Rolleston
and so is fully in accord with the spatial growth policy contained RPS.

‘circumstance’ referred to in that policy. She agre nitoring of housing demand and
supply in the short, medium and long term is a ve initial resource for planning growth.
However she considered the approach b{Rthe,GCP, and to a lesser extent the SDC, has
proven to have under-estimated demanthover fime. Ms Harte referenced the evidence of Mr

Ballingall and Mr Sellars. She co @ is had resulted in the current lack of land for
residential development, caus@p asPrices to increase drastically. It was her opinion that

136. Ms Harte assessed Policy 6.3.12 Future develoWas, and addressed each
<d tha’

there was an immediate issue ly which put the short, medium and long term demand

S
and supply calculatio ﬂ- sync. She considered that while the identification of FDAs
provides a gate or_rezoning the much needed development, the supply, as she
understood it,.simply ‘@pabled a short term catch-up.

137. Interm %cy and supporting settlement patterns, Ms Harte considered PC78 definitely
progoted theilsame. She considered it supported the pattern that was well established in the

he considered it would provide a range of housing types and choices, was located in

a ed location in terms of servicing, and in particular the reticulation and necessary

ping of wastewater through to the Pines WWTP. In relation to what she described as
ircumstance 4, she stated that the development will occur in accordance with the ODP which

is the basis of this plan change. She noted that the s42A Report and attached reports in

general supports the proposed ODP with minor amendments.

138. Mr Friedel's assessment of the CRPS was thorough and comprehensive. He considered
PC78 to be consistent with the key objectives and policies of the CRPS, subject to

recommended changes which have, in essence, been incorporated into the ODP.
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139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

Mr Friedel considered Policy 6.3.12 to be the most critical in evaluating PC78 as that
establishes the circumstances that need to be satisfied to enable the FDA identified in Map A

to be zoned and developed.

He summarised the matters which need to be established. In respect to feasibility of
development capacity, he referred to SDC’s Technical Memo which confirmed that PC78, if
zoned, would contribute to the medium term plan enabled capacity that has been identified as
being required for Rolleston and the Greater Christchurch Tier 1 urban environment and t
housing targets in Table 6.1, Objective 6.2.1a. The granting of PC78 would also go som

to addressing the 2,089 medium term capacity shortfalls for the District. \

He considered PC78 to be consistent with the preferred urban growth form and@some

way to meeting the desired consolidated settlement patterns identified in @bjecti 6.2.1 and
6.2.2. He considered the proposed minimum density would promote o) ity for higher
densities and would improve housing choice and mix when considered a st the minimum

10hh/ha requirement in Policy 6.3.7.

Mr Friedel was satisfied that in terms of timing and se W development, PC78 was in
sequence with planned infrastructure upgrades thﬁqd)\e coordinated through the LTP.
s i

He considered the PC78 ODP incorporated the ed in Policy 6.3.3 to ensure the site
is integrated with the adjoining urban ey consistent with the Rolleston ODPs
contained in Appendix E38 of the P ship Volume. He considered that the

recommended changes to ensure i with the Living Z policy framework, and to
achieve transport and urban design'@utcames, would assist in ensuring the desired outcomes

are achieved if the land is subdivided and developed.

He confirmed, base ngland’s evidence, that the prerequisites set out under Policy
6.3.11(5) were H rred to Mr England’s evidence confirming there was sufficient
capacity avaifable in the reticulated public water and wastewater networks and that the

resent an unreasonable risk to the drinking water supply, and that there were
viable (optiong to manage stormwater. In reliance on Mr Collins’ evidence, he noted the
mpact of PC78 on the wider transport network is negligible and the projected

e effects can be effectively managed by SDC through a future upgrade programmed
t sure there is capacity. He considered the ODP would support a safe and efficient

ansport network.

As amended, he considered the ODP including integrated walking and cycling connections
along Lincoln Rolleston Road to the Town Centre and Foster Park would ensure appropriate
connections are available to commercial centres and community facilities. He considered the
identification of the site within the RSP, Our Space and CRPS FDA confirm that the urban
consolidation principles of the UDS and the CRPS will be achieved. He identified that natural
hazards were not of concern and that there were no land stability or geotechnical risks of the
site. He considered that PC78 satisfied the identified prerequisites for enabling the FDA to be

Page 32



rezoned, ensuring consistency with Policy 6.3.12 subject to the amendments proposed and

ultimately accepted.

145. Mr Friedel identified the impact of PC78 on the Canterbury Region’s versatile soil resource
had been negligible noting that the site had been identified as an FDA within CRPS Chapter 6
and the balance of the resource has been effectively managed through the SDP Rural (Outer
Plains) Zone consistent with CRPS Policy 5.3.12. Overall he concluded that it was consistent

with the relevant objectives and policies of the CRPS subject to the modifications proposed:

Findings O
\o

146. | have spent some time discussing the evidence of Ms Harte and Mr Friedel ip r he
CRPS. 1 do not propose to repeat that here. On the basis of that evi \ ntirely
satisfied that the plan change meets the enabling requirements of Poli @d is entirely
consistent with the CRPS overall.

CLWRP and CARP

147. Pursuant to s75(4)(b) of the RMA the SDP cannot be inxwmth relevant regional plans.
i

| accept that the establishment of activities within thg site ither need to meet the permitted
activity conditions of those plans or resource will be required. | also note, as
identified by Mr Friedel, that CRC has not
development of the site for residentiaéose with the provisions of the CLWRP or CARP.

any concerns in relation to incompatibility of

MIMP

148. The MIMP is a planningsdocu which is recognised and has been lodged with SDC.

Pursuant to s74(2A),0 @

MIMP. The Re inclided an assessment of the relevant provisions of the MIMP. Mr
Friedel wa@ied h the content and conclusions of that assessment. | agree. In my
r

A, in considering this plan change, | must take account of the

view th 0 specific resource management issues, or specific sites of significance to

mana Whenug@, which would be compromised by the approval of the plan change.
Cons y with Other Relevant Documents
%\ erms of the relevant management plans, Mr Friedel addressed specifically Selwyn 2031,
Q UDS, Our Space and the RSP. He considered that PC78 had given sufficient regard to all of
those management plans or strategies. | agree. There has been considerable discussion of
those documents throughout this Recommendation and | do not expand on that further.

Consistency with Plans of Adjacent Territorial Authorities

150. 1 do not consider this to be of any particular moment to this plan change. As noted by Mr
Friedel, matters of cross-boundary interests are detailed in the SDP (Section Al1.5 of the

Township Volume). Again as Mr Friedel pointed out, SDC’s Technical Memo identified that
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the cross-boundary interests associated with the rezoning of the site have primarily been

identified, and managed, through the GCP arrangements.

151. Mr Friedel summarised again the interests identified by CCC and CRC in relation to potential
impact on sub-regional transport networks, potential for adverse environmental effects relating

to the anticipated additional movements and lack of public transport to achieve modal shift.

152. As discussed earlier in this Recommendation, PC78 will integrate with the wider transport
network. There are programmed upgrades which will avoid any adverse effects on the
and efficiency of that network. There have been a number of changes proposed by Mr C %
and accepted. Any cross-boundary effects have been appropriately identified, co% and

addressed. \

e Request addressed

Consideration of Alternatives, Costs and Benefits

153. Mr Friedel addressed this in paragraphs [8.56] to [8.63] of his R
the statutory requirements of s32 in Section 8 of the Request.

the evaluation by the person making the request must %
X

(@) The extent to which each objective is the mast ap iate way to achieve the purpose

d that pursuant to s32

of the RMA; and

(b)  Whether, having regard to their effici

methods are the most appro
154. It noted that the evaluation is %} to take into account:

(@)  The benefits anof policies, rules and other methods; and

(b)  Therisk of ac or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about the

and effectiveness, the policies, rules, or other

ieving the objectives.

subj atter of the policies, rules or other methods.

155. It also referefices s32(2) which requires identification and assessment of benefits and costs of
ir ental, economic, social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the

t
I ntation of the provisions including opportunities for: economic growth that are
iCipated to be provided or reduced; and employment that is anticipated to be provided or

Q educed.
% 56. The Request included an economic cost/benefit analysis prepared by Urban Economics. By

way of summary of the costs and benefits, it identified that it would provide additional
development land in Rolleston that would enable ongoing provision of affordable family
housing in Selwyn and the wider region. It considered that there is no other location
demonstrably able to produce a large quantity of low cost affordable housing. It stated that
Rolleston is of regional significance as it acts as a low house price anchor for Greater

Christchurch. It considered this to be a large economic and social benefit as it ensures
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Christchurch is competitive in attracting and maintaining families and people within the national
context. It concluded that the proposal would enable ongoing higher rates of construction
activity that would provide employment for 780 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) and “several
hundred million dollars” in economic activity. In terms of costs it identified that the proposal
would displace a small number of lifestyle blocks which have a relatively low economic
contribution. It records that Rolleston and Selwyn have significant ongoing investment in
various public infrastructure and that the proposal will generate significant additional

development contributions and rates that would contribute to the cost of that infrastructure.

157. Mr Ballingall's evidence identified the economic benefits from housing constr
Q

substantial economic activity that will promote community well-being. He adv he

proposed development would support an estimated 225 FTEs jobs per y r' od of
four years. He advised that at an average construction income of $55,805 pegaRnum, that

represented $12.5 million in wages per year for four years beingd” injec to the local

community. Q
158. In addition, he advised that a housing construction pro]ect of thisfscale would require the

purchase of around $105 million per year of inter I imputs — largely construction
materials, plumbing services, electrical installationfwork, He considered it reasonable to
expect most of those inputs will be sourced lo viding a further boost to the local

community. He estimated the direct impaBtofthe dévelopment on the local economy to be

around $25 million per year of value-addedYor GDP), or $100 million over a four year

construction period. O

159. Mr Ballingall considered the oRly quantifiable economic costs was the potential loss of output

from existing uses of td in question. He advised his understanding was that the 63.3

hectares of land ¢

PC78 is currently zoned Rural (Inner Plains) and comprises
farmland and ru idential holdings. He advised that in the Canterbury Region, GDP per
hectare for all agricultural land types is assessed at around $940 per year. He considered this
suggests™evenf all of the existing rural zoned land is used for farming purposes, the GDP
co ib@ould be around $60,000 per year. He considered that to be — by an order of

ude — tiny compared to the potential GDP boost associated with constructing the

% s proposed under PC78.
%he assessment accompanying the Request addressed the benefits and costs of four options

being: leave the area zoned rural; rezone the land as Living Z by private plan change; wait for
% SDC to rezone land as Living Z or General Residential Zone; or, apply for resource consent

for proposed subdivision and development. Each of those options were assessed.

161. Overall, the benefits of rezoning were summarised as: implementing Our Space and
associated changes to the CRPS; implementing the NPS-UD; not dependent on development
of other land to provide access for infrastructure such as stormwater disposal; providing an
alternative for prospective purchasers in residential allotments; economic benefits from larger

rating base and payment of development contributions for new infrastructure; providing long-
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162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

term certainty for both developer and potential purchasers as to the use of the land; supporting
and extending existing SDC reticulated services; and, the costs of assessment and

development of ODPs fall on the developer not SDC.

The costs were identified as: the loss of rural land for productive purposes; change in character

of the area from rural to residential; increase in traffic generated within and around Rolleston;
and the rezoning through this process does not take into account other land that may be
suitable to provide for growth. %

An appropriate assessment of the costs and benefits of the other three identified op
I

also provided. | have considered that. | accept that the benefits of rezoning of, or

residential use through this plan change, clearly outweighs the potenti ost§ and

disadvantages. <
Mr Friedel identified that s32 requires a consideration and evaluat@ extent to which

the objectives of the Request are the most appropriate way to a % urpose of the RMA
(s32(1)(a)) as well as an assessment of whether the provisions ilth€ Request are the most
appropriate way to achieve the objectives of both the R Wthe existing SDP objectives,
having regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of@ ions and having considered other

reasonably practicable options (s32(1)(b)).
He noted that the stated objective of PC78 is\to:

... rezone 63.35 hectares 0 % (Inner Plans) land to Living Z ... to develop
approximately 756 resid pients ... to achieve at least 12 households per

hectare ...”

It was Mr Friedel's opit the objective of PC78 would achieve the purpose of the RMA
when considere& pe relevant statutory tests. He considered that in this case it
includes consistency With the operative objectives, policies and methods of the NPS-UD,
CRPS an DP. He also noted that the identification of the land as an FDA in Our Space
and Cmap r 6 Map A signalled that it is a preferred urban growth path in the Greater
Chfist ontext. He considered further that granting the Request would provide plan

edghedium term housing capacity for the township which forms a component part of the
supply across the District and Greater Christchurch sub-region and it would enable SDC to

eet its functions under s31(1)(aa).

Mr Friedel recognised that additional policy changes and ongoing investment is required to
optimise the use of greenfield land in Rolleston, including potential increases to the minimum
densities, improvements to land transport network to maintain safety and efficiency and to
promote modal shift. He considered that the alternative of declining the Request would likely
either require SDC to actively zone the land or potentially result in less optimal locations taking
up housing shortfalls at some point in time. He considered those alternative scenarios may

not achieve the purpose of the RMA to the same extent as PC78.
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168. Mr Friedel noted that PC78 did not propose any substantial changes to the operative
objectives and policies for managing the settlement pattern and growth of townships in the
District.42 He noted that the proposed amendments were limited to addressing site-specific
issues and integrating zoning into the wider environment. Any changes to policies were in

essence either minor or in accord with providing detail of the fundamental aspects of the ODP
through incorporation of Policy B4.3.71. It was his view that PC78 was consistent with the
relevant objectives and policies in the SDP and that it had taken appropriate account of t&%
strategic guidance provided by Our Space, Selwyn 2031 and the RSP and would effeg ,
integrate with the operative Living Z Zone framework. He accepted the conclusi
Request that the proposed plan change was consistent with the existing ohjectives“and

policies of the Township Volume of the SDP. \
Finding %Q
169. | have carefully considered the matters addressed above. @‘ nd agree with the
te

conclusions of both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte that the statutory

that the most appropriate method for achieving the obj Ws proposal, the objectives of
the SDP, and ultimately achieving the purpose of ghe R iS to grant the rezoning request

ave been satisfied and
with the modifications addressed through the
Appendix A to this Recommendation.

NPS-UD Clause 3.11 Using Evidence a g

170. Section 3.11 requires local a‘Eoritii =When making plans or when changing plans in ways

cegand hearing, and incorporated into

that affect the development of

issues being managed @ se evidence, particularly any relevant HCAs about the land and
development ma estilts of monitoring to assess the impact of different regulatory and
tion

nvironments, clearly identify the resource management

non-regulatory op nd their contribution to:

iy achie well-functioning urban environments; and
megting the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity.

171. resource management issues being managed are addressed throughout this

mmendation. Housing capacity and supply, and the provision of well-functioning urban

capacity and supply, and the provision of well-functioning urban environments.

0 nvironments, are the key issues being addressed. | consider the proposal assists in housing

Section 32AA

172. Section 32AA requires a further evaluation for any changes that have been made to the

proposal since the evaluation report was completed.

173. Section 32AA(1) provides:

42 SDP Township Volume, Objectives and Policies, B4 Growth of Townships
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(1) A further evaluation required under this Act—

(@) is required only for any changes that have been made to, or are
proposed for, the proposal since the evaluation report for the proposal
was completed (the changes); and

(b)  must be undertaken in accordance with section 32(1) to (4); and

(c)  must, despite paragraph (b) and section 32(1)(c), be undertaken at a
level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the
changes; and

(d)  must—
(i) be published in an evaluation report that is made available forO

public inspection at the same time as the approved proposal ..
or the decision on the proposal, is notified; or

(ii) be referred to in the decision-making record in sufficient detai
demonstrate that the further evaluation was un (]
accordance with this section.

(2) Toavoid doubt, an evaluation report does not have to be pgépareei
evaluation is undertaken in accordance with subsection ii)

urther

174. The assessment under s32AA has been undertaken throughout ision-making recorded

in this Recommendation. There have been a number of @hanges. | have considered each of
them both discretely and on an overall basis. \

175. Very much by way of summary, the changes%
. The ODP and Policy B4.3.77 an@ ndicate the need for a “frontage upgrade”
. n

along Lincoln Rolleston Roa

. Changes to text in re@;?o the primary and secondary routes by deletion of
“indicative”;

Road frontages;

o Indicative e@hrough to adjoining land on the corner of Lincoln Rolleston Road
and Selwyn Roath have been included;

° mendments to walking and cycling routes within the site;
3 Addition of text in Policy B4.3.77.

f the changes have been made for the purpose of addressing issues identified and
articularly those potentially impacting negatively on urban form and the quality of the
environment. Those changes are not of a scale and significance which requires any particular
elucidation and expansion at this point of the Recommendation. The most significant changes,
including those relating to road frontage upgrades and similar, may have additional costs for
the Applicant but will have considerable benefits in terms of urban design and urban form
issues. The changes in relation to connectivity are for the purpose of better integration and

are appropriate. The inclusion of text is a necessary and appropriate addition.
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Part 2 Matters

177. The relevant Part 2 matters are largely addressed by reference to an assessment against the
objectives and policies of the SDP. | have discussed Part 2 earlier in this Recommendation
and | am satisfied that the proposal will ultimately achieve the purpose of the RMA. This
proposal has been comprehensively assessed through the evidence, reports, submissions
and within the body of this Recommendation. | am entirely satisfied that the purpose of the

RMA is achieved by the approval of this plan change.

Overall Conclusion \O

eet

178. | consider that the proposal, including the amendments developed through thx
S € most

the sustainable management purpose of the RMA. | consider that the pq) i
nd

appropriate method in terms of the s32 tests and for meeting the purpes rinciples set

out in Part 2 of the RMA.

cy and effectiveness.

179. 1 have considered the proposal carefully. | have had regard to
| consider the rezoning of the land as sought by PC78y including the amendments made
through the course of the hearing, is the most appropei tM for achieving the objectives

of the SDP taking into account the benefits an s of the proposal. In terms of the risk of

acting or not acting, there is, in my view, no inty or insufficiency of information.

180. | am satisfied that the objectives of the ptgposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the

purpose of the RMA, the objectives and the purpose of the proposal.

181. I note specifically that it will enable pgople and communities to provide for their economic and
cultural well-being by gfAabling additional residential development in Rolleston, in a location
which has been s % entified for potential urban growth, and in a manner where the
effects of the development, as far as are relevant at this stage, are acceptable and appropriate.

Recommendatign

182. P% s above, | recommend to the Selwyn District Council:

% ursuant to Clause 10 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the
Council approves Plan Change 78 to the Selwyn District Plan as set out in
Appendix A.

% (2) That for the reasons set out in the body of my Recommendation above, the
Council either accept, accept in part or reject the submissions identified in

Appendix B.

'{.f ¥ / P "..-51._;. Ll

. -

David Caldwell
Hearing Commissioner Dated: 22 March 2022
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	Introduction
	1. I have been appointed to hear submissions and make a Recommendation on Private Plan Change 78 to the Operative SDP.
	2. I attended and conducted the hearing at the Selwyn Sports Centre on 5 November 2021.   Mr Cleary provided some comments in reply at the hearing and did not seek to file a written reply as he considered no further legal issues had arisen.  The heari...
	3. I have not included a specific summary of all of the documents considered, evidence provided and submissions made.  All of that information is publicly available and has been uploaded to SDC’s plan change site at www.selwyn.govt.nz/pc78.  I refer t...
	PC78
	4. PC78 is a private plan change initiated by Urban Estates Limited to rezone 63.35 hectares of Rural (Inner Plains) land to Living Z.  The details of the properties to be rezoned were set out in Table 1 of the Request.0F   This is to provide the oppo...
	5. An ODP provides overall guidance for the development and addresses the mixture of low density and medium density.  It includes links through to the south-eastern corner of the Acland Park development together with intermediate routes providing link...
	6. The changes requested were:
	(a) Amending the SDP Planning Maps by rezoning the land from Rural (Inner Plains) to Living Z;
	(b) Adding the PC78 ODP to Appendix 38 of the SDP Township Volume with accompanying text to guide the subdivision and development of the land; and
	(c) Undertaking any consequential amendments (such as renumbering).
	7. PC78 was formally received by SDC on 19 January 2021.  A Request for Further Information was issued on 15 February 2021 with the Applicant’s response received on 12 April 2021.  It was accepted for notification pursuant to clause 25(2)(b) of Schedu...
	8. 4 primary submissions were received, together with 1 further submission.
	Procedural Matter
	9. In addition to the matters discussed above, on 16 December 2021 I issued a Minute on this and other plan change requests seeking comments on issues arising from the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Act (Amendment Act).
	10. By Memorandum of Counsel dated 21 December 2021, Mr Cleary addressed the issues and  queries I had raised, particularly whether I could or should reopen the hearing.  Mr Cleary submitted that there would be no particular value in receiving any fur...
	11. I considered the various responses received and issued a Minute on 10 January 2022 recording my view that there was nothing in the Amendment Act which suggested decisions on the plan changes be delayed to await new evidence on the likely outcome o...
	12. Other than recording the above, I do not propose to address the Amendment Act, or its potential consequences, further.  Any matters arising from the Amendment Act are properly addressed through the variation process specified.
	Site Visit
	13. I undertook a site visit on 10 November 2021, accompanied by Ms Lewes from SDC.  I observed the site from the neighbouring PC75 site and traversed a number of the roads and lanes throughout the site.  I travelled along both Lincoln Rolleston Road ...
	The Site and Surrounding Environment
	14. The site was described in the Request.  This identified that the land is currently occupied by rural activities being predominantly farmland and rural residential holdings and described the site as being relatively flat with gentle undulations and...
	15. The description noted that there were 11 houses within the site and these were largely associated with rectangular 4 hectare blocks, some of which are accessed from lengthy rights of way.2F   The Request addressed the context of the zoning.  This ...
	16. For completeness, the s42A Report identified that SDC has notified and is hearing submissions on the PDP.  It advised that the Applicant had submitted on the PDP on a range of specific provisions and requesting rezoning.
	17. Ms Harte, in her evidence, described the plan change site and the surroundings in her paragraph [3.1] and also addressed the planning context in some detail.  She provided a table summarising the purpose of the various documents and the significan...
	Statutory Framework
	18. The Environment Court has provided a comprehensive summary of the mandatory requirements in its decision in Long Bay.4F   This was updated to reflect changes to the RMA in 2009 in the Environment Court’s decision in Colonial Vineyards.5F
	19. 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;6F
	(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;7F
	(c) When preparing its district plan (change) the territorial authority shall:
	(i) Have regard to any proposed Regional Policy Statement;8F
	(ii) Give effect to any operative Regional Policy Statement;9F
	(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,10F  and must have regard to any proposed Regional Plan on any matter of regional significance;11F
	(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;13F
	(g) The plan change shall have regard to the actual or potential effects on the environment of activities including, in particular, any adverse effects.14F
	20. 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;15F
	(d) The provisions in PC78 are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the SDP and the purpose of the proposal.16F
	Assessment of Actual or Potential Effects on the Environment/Matters Raised in Submissions
	21. The Request included an assessment of effects in Section 5.  That identified:
	(a) Benefits of the plan change;
	(b) Servicing;
	(c) Transportation;
	(d) Soil contamination;
	(e) Natural hazards and geotechnical constraints;
	(f) Water quality;
	(g) Versatile soils;
	(h) Potential reverse sensitivity.
	22. Mr Friedel identified the key issues that had either been raised by submitters or are necessary to be considered in ensuring SDC’s statutory functions and responsibilities are fulfilled.  These were:
	(a) Urban form, density, enabling social and affordable housing, and character;
	(b) Reverse sensitivity;
	(c) Infrastructure servicing;
	(d) Transportation network;
	(e) Land suitability and geotechnical risk;
	(f) Versatile soils.
	23. I will use those headings.  Before addressing those matters, I record that the Reporting Officers provided a Joint Officer Summary Statement which was circulated prior to the hearing.  That clearly identified the remaining areas in dispute.  This ...
	Urban form and density

	24. As noted by Mr Friedel, the Request includes an assessment of the influence that the rezoning may have on the urban form of Rolleston, discusses the rationale for why 12hh/ha has been identified as the optimal minimum density, and what the amenity...
	25. Mr Friedel identified the relevant submissions.  Selwyn 564 Limited (S78-001-001) supported PC78 and submitted that the Request was required to increase the number of affordable residential sections in Rolleston.  CCC (S78-002-002) and CRC (S78-00...
	26. Mr Friedel identified that CCC and CRC also sought mechanisms be included to enable social and affordable housing based on the recommendations contained in the GCP Social and Affordable Housing Report.
	27. In terms of the wider urban form, Mr Friedel identified that the site is within the RSP boundary, was identified as an FDA in Our Space, and is identified as an FDA and within the PIB on Map A of Chapter 6 CRPS.18F   He considered that the rezonin...
	28. Ms Wolfer identified that the site was within the Rolleston Metropolitan Urban Limit in the RSP and was within the area identified for future development in the framework documentation of the CRPS and Our Space.  She noted that both documents iden...
	29. Mr Compton-Moen described the growth of Rolleston in paragraphs [5.1] – [5.7] of his evidence.  He concluded that overall, given the context he had described, the urban development should and will inevitably grow to the south-east of Rolleston and...
	30. Ms Harte described the PC78 site and its relationship with other residential developments to the west.  She identified that the land to the north-west was also proposed for residential zoning pursuant to PC75.22F   Ms Harte considered the plan cha...
	31. She considered that all of the documents she had addressed directed that the growth of Rolleston should be provided in a planned manner and that this should follow a logical boundary which is clearly defined and creates a relatively compact town. ...
	Density

	32. In terms of density Mr Friedel “generally” supported the position outlined in the CCC and CRC submissions that an increase to the minimum net densities from 12hh/ha to 15hh/ha would achieve efficiencies in the coordination of land use and infrastr...
	33. He referenced the GCP Density Report but noted that report identified that there were several constraints and options for Partnership councils and organisations to activate the benefits.  These included Recommendations 1-4 to undertake spatial pla...
	34. He advised of his understanding that the appropriateness of increasing the minimum densities from 10hh/ha to 15hh/ha or somewhere in-between was being considered through the PDP evidence and that SDC has advised that further initiatives to give ef...
	35. Overall he supported an increase to 15hh/ha in principle but considered the minimum of 12hh/ha enables PC78 to give effect to the CRPS pending any changes to it or the underlying land use zone in the future to increase minimum household density.
	36. Ms Harte addressed this issue in her evidence.  In direct response to the CRC and CCC submissions she advised that the Applicant intended to provide sections/housing that the public want and has no issues with higher density living environments an...
	37. Ms Harte also addressed the CRPS minimum density of 10hh/ha and addressed the constraints or methods to facilitate the increased density identified in the GCP Density Report.  In her summary and discussions at the hearing, Ms Harte identified the ...
	38. Mr Compton-Moen considered the proposal to be consistent with the current urban development practice in Rolleston of creating densities of 12hh/ha and greater.  He was supportive of that approach.  He considered the proposed density was a positive...
	39. Ms Wolfer in her report identified that the site is within the Rolleston Metropolitan Urban Limit of the RSP and within the areas identified for future development in the framework documentation of the CRPS and Our Space.  Ms Wolfer was generally ...
	Findings

	40. Based on all of the evidence, I consider PC78 clearly assists in the implementation of the preferred urban form for Rolleston as has been identified through the RSP and various other documents.  I agree entirely with Mr Friedel’s conclusion that t...
	41. In terms of density, I have carefully considered all of the evidence in relation to this issue.  I accept that while an increase to 15hh/ha may in principle represent a more optimum use of the site, it is not required by either the CRPS or the SDP...
	Enabling social and affordable housing

	42. The submissions of CCC and CRC identified that the GCP was developing a social and affordable housing action plan and sought its recommendations be incorporated.
	43. Ms Wolfer addressed this in her report.  She confirmed that the housing action plan had not been approved and that it in her view it was not appropriate to be considered as part of the private plan change process.29F
	44. Mr Friedel supported the need for developers to facilitate the development of affordable housing and for councils, service providers and the Government to support affordable and social housing.  He was uncertain as to the status of the action plan...
	Finding

	45. I do not consider there is sufficient and clear policy direction in this regard that would enable the integration of social and affordable housing into this plan change.  I received no evidence from CCC or CRC.  In my view it is difficult to see h...
	Character and amenity

	46. Ms Wolfer described the adjoining residential developments cumulatively having an impact on the character and outlook of the site.  She identified that part of the existing natural characteristics included a flat topography, large open grass field...
	47. Her principal concern related to the water race which she described as running north to south approximately halfway between Acland Park and Lincoln Rolleston Road.  She considered it to be a strong feature of the site.  She identified a number of ...
	48. Mr Compton-Moen considered the main issues to be addressed as:
	(a) Rolleston’s urban form and growth;
	(b) Connectivity and walkability;
	(c) Density and character; and
	(d) Landscape and visual effects.
	49. I have addressed the consolidated urban form and growth issues previously in this Recommendation.  In terms of connectivity and walkability, Mr Compton-Moen advised that walkability and connectivity were key principles of the ODP with a hierarchy ...
	50. Mr Compton-Moen advised that it was proposed to maintain aspects of openness through the management of fencing and frontage upgrades along Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road, the improving of connectivity, and the centralisation of denser deve...
	51. Mr Compton-Moen discussed the mitigation measures proposed.  He commented on Ms Wolfer’s evidence noting that he and Ms Wolfer were largely in agreement that the proposed plan change was consistent with the objectives, policies and provisions of t...
	52. Overall he concluded: that the amenity effects on existing and future residents could be successfully mitigated; the proposed ODP provides a high level of connectivity and is consistent with the context and character of the receiving environment. ...
	Findings

	53. There was a significant level of agreement between the relevant experts in relation to these matters.  The Applicant has accepted a number of the changes proposed by the Reporting Officers.  On the basis of the evidence I am satisfied that the ame...
	Water race

	54. Mr Compton-Moen considered that the inclusion of the existing water race in the ODP and its reference in supporting text was not appropriate.  He considered the water race to be a minor element of the existing landscape character and not of a scal...
	55. Ms Wolfer referred to the RSP and references within it to the water races.
	56. On a review of the RSP, there are numerous mentions of the water races.  Examples include at page 112 where it states: (my emphasis)
	New development should also provide for interconnected walking and cycleway routes, integrated with open space and proposed green corridors and water races wherever possible, providing benefits for social and environmental well-being.
	57. The water race network is addressed specifically in 9.5.  At page 130 it states:
	The water race network also provides a visual corridor along which views of the Port Hills and the Southern Alps can be appreciated.
	Access to the water’s edge and resting places provide additional recreational opportunities.  …
	58. The RSP also recognises that they are the only open waterways within the RSP area and although not natural waterways they possess many of the same characteristics as streams.  It notes that the RSP provides opportunities to increase their amenity ...
	Findings

	59. The water race issue is one which I discussed with a number of witnesses.  On my site visit, I observed the treatment of the water race at the Stonebrook subdivision.  It has been integrated into that development, and particularly the lineal park....
	60. In my view, and in accordance with the commentary in the RSP, the water races do provide an opportunity for increased amenity, particularly given the absence of natural waterways within Rolleston.  There are however matters of discretion which ena...
	Reverse sensitivity

	61. The issue of reverse sensitivity was addressed in the Request and in the Applicant’s response to a request for further information.  The response identified the inevitability of rural land adjoining residential land areas on the edge of townships....
	62. Ms Harte addressed this issue in paragraphs [10.1] – [10.9] of her evidence.  She noted that only one of the existing Rolleston ODPs had a notation relating to reverse sensitivity and it was only for a very small section of one boundary.  She note...
	63. Ms Harte’s concern was that reference to reverse sensitivity on the ODP may result in an over-zealous approach and restrictions which would significantly affect the layout, design and yield of the development for what may be a temporary situation....
	64. In her summary evidence presented at the hearing, Ms Harte again discussed what she considered to be the difficulties with addressing this in an ODP.  She proposed the inclusion of the following reference in the ODP text:
	Neighbouring productive activities may also need to be taken into account when investigating subdivision layout and design.
	65. Mr Friedel in his s42A Report considered that the ODP and Policy B4.3.77 should include a ‘reverse sensitivity treatment’ to identify the need for methods to be developed to manage any potential adverse reverse sensitivity effects associated with ...
	66. The Officers Joint Summary recorded that the officers generally agreed with the Applicant that the risk of adverse reverse sensitivity effects is low (when compared to other intensive rural production activities or strategic infrastructure) and as...
	67. The Officers Joint Summary reiterated that there were no general matters of discretion in the SDP for managing reverse sensitivity effects of this nature at the time of subdivision and that a general reference to the potential for reverse sensitiv...
	68. I discussed this issue with Ms Wolfer.  She noted the interface was approximately 930m and considered it was appropriate to have a note.  She acknowledged the land use on the neighbouring property will be changed in the future but nobody knows whe...
	Findings

	69. I have carefully considered this matter and the evidence and submissions addressing it.  I have observed the market garden.  At the time of my site visit there appeared to be some form of cultivation being undertaken.  It is clear that the land is...
	70. I agree that it is not appropriate to have any form of boundary treatment which would render ultimate integration difficult.  The block where the market gardening is occurring is within the FDA but of course that identification is enabling.  There...
	71. The information from the residents provided through Ms Harte’s evidence was helpful in enabling an understanding of the likely significance of this issue.  Having considered all of the evidence, I consider Ms Harte’s proposed wording for inclusion...
	Infrastructure servicing

	72. By way of summary, Mr Hall concluded that in terms of stormwater, the site was underlain with very deep gravels suitable for direct soakage as is normal practice throughout Rolleston.  He noted that groundwater is approximately 9m below ground lev...
	73. He also made reference to Chapter 6 of the CRPS which describes the site as an FDA and noted that was subject to a number of policies listed in Section 6.3.12 of the CRPS and, in respect to servicing, he considered the proposal to be compliant.
	74. Expanding on his summary, he advised that he had consulted Mr England as to existing capacity regarding wastewater.  He advised that it had been confirmed that capacity currently exists and is allocated to the FDAs within the PIB including the PC7...
	75. In terms of water supply, he addressed the water supply system, noted the SDC water supply strategy for the provision of water to the FDA.  He advised that all future homes and businesses within the PC78 area would be serviced by a water supply co...
	76. Mr England again provided officer comments.  Mr England has provided officer comments and appeared before me on a number of private plan changes in Rolleston and elsewhere in the District.  In terms of water supply, he described the Rolleston wate...
	77. In terms of wastewater, Mr England described and discussed the wastewater system, discussed wastewater conveyance and the Pines WWTP.  He noted the strategic planning which had been undertaken in relation to its upgrade.  He advised that a master ...
	Findings

	78. On the clear evidence before me, I am satisfied that there are no infrastructure constraints which would render approval of this plan change inappropriate.  I note that this is in an area identified as suitable for residential intensification (sub...
	Infrastructure – Matters Raised by Selwyn 564 Limited (S78-001-002)

	79. This submitter sought that PC78 be conditioned to require landowners to enter into an agreement with SDC to coordinate the installation of infrastructure services, including by way of point strips.  Mr Schulz, a director and beneficial shareholder...
	80. Mr Schulz has had a long involvement in the development of Rolleston.  He advised that was over a 27 year period having been the initiator and facilitator in the implementation of many of the main planning, infrastructure and social assets of the ...
	81. He considered it was “totally prudent” that a developers agreement be entered into to facilitate the installation and payment of costs of all services in a fair and equitable manner.  He requested that I consider requiring SDC, as a condition of s...
	82. He advised that in respect of this plan change request all owners have agreed to coordinate to apply for the plan change only, and there is no reference within the agreement to coordinate cost sharing and cross-boundary issues.  He considered it w...
	83. To assist, Mr Mazey, SDC’s Asset Manager Transportation, attended the hearing.  He advised that he had been dealing with point strips for years, particularly in relation to helping people to have them removed.  He discussed the SDC policy, noting ...
	84. Mr Mazey also discussed developer agreements as being between SDC and the applicants.  He discussed the development contribution policy for targeting wider infrastructural improvements.  Developer agreements related to very specific agreements in ...
	Findings

	85. I appreciate Mr Schulz’s interest and time in appearing before me.  I acknowledge that he has considerable experience in residential and other developments, particularly in Rolleston.  I also accept his concerns that difficulties can arise in rela...
	86. Overall, I am of the view that it is not appropriate to address such matters at this stage.  The rezoning enables the development.  It is up to the landowners as to how that aspiration is achieved.  Infrastructural matters can be properly addresse...
	Transportation network

	87. The Request was accompanied by a detailed ITA which was prepared by Mr Smith.  That was a detailed and comprehensive assessment.  It included a detailed assessment of the transportation network, addressed the key intersections, and addressed walki...
	88. Mr Collins undertook a peer review of the ITA.  Again that was comprehensive.  Mr Collins made a number of recommendations including that the ODP indicates frontage upgrades for Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road.  He also recommended amendmen...
	89. Mr Smith also provided evidence and attended the hearing.  In his summary he concluded that the transportation modelling assessment demonstrated there was sufficient capacity in the transport network to accommodate development traffic, with future...
	90. In terms of the strategic planning framework, it was his view that the plan change was consistent or can be consistent with the relevant transport related provisions.  He concluded that the plan change could be supported in relation to transportat...
	(a) That minor adjustments are undertaken so that the ODP aligns with the adjacent development areas;
	(b) Frontage upgrades for Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road be noted in the ODP with detail to follow at subdivision consent stage;
	(c) Consideration of continuous north/south and east/west cycle routes through the sites to be included in the ODP.
	91. Mr Smith addressed the transportation issues raised in the submissions including those relating to public transport raised by CCC and CRC.  He also addressed a concern raised by CCC in relation to impacts on the Christchurch network.  He advised t...
	92. He also addressed the concerns expressed by the Ministry of Education in its submission.  These related to walking and cycling connectivity with the site for the future Te Rōhutu Whio Primary School, which is located approximately 20m west of the ...
	Finding

	93. On the issues raised by the Ministry of Education, I note that the Ministry, by letter of 2 November 2021 (tabled), advised that it had met with the Applicant’s consultant to address submission points and had reviewed the s42A Report and the Appli...
	94. Given the level of agreement between the transportation experts, and the depth and quality of their reports and evidence, I do not propose to traverse this issue in greater detail than necessary.  In my view, the Applicant has considered and respo...
	95. I am satisfied that the concerns expressed by CCC in relation to the impacts on the Christchurch network have been appropriately addressed in the evidence.  As noted, Mr Smith advised that travel on road networks would be widely dispersed and dilu...
	96. In relation to the matters raised by CCC and CRC regarding public transport, Mr Collins advised that the ODP provides for a transport network within PC78 that does not preclude the efficient provision of public transport services.  He advised that...
	97. Mr Smith confirmed that there were currently two public transport routes servicing Rolleston, being a direct service to Christchurch (Route #5) and a link service connecting Burnham, Rolleston and Lincoln (Route #820).  It was his understanding th...
	98. I accept Mr Smith’s and Mr Collins’ evidence in relation to this issue.  It would be, in my view, both inappropriate and unrealistic to expect a funded and implemented public transport system upgrade to be in place to service the site prior to any...
	99. I am entirely satisfied, on the basis of the evidence and the discussions at the hearing, that the transportation issues have been appropriately and properly considered and addressed.
	Land suitability and geotechnical risk

	100. This is an issue which requires comment but not further analysis.  There was clear and sufficient information both in terms of reports prepared by the Applicant and the peer review undertaken by Mr McMahon to establish to my satisfaction that the...
	Versatile soils

	101. This issue was raised by submitter Mr Carrick.  Versatile soils are of course a relevant and important matter.  I did not have the benefit of detailed technical evidence in relation to this issue but I am comfortable that such effects have been a...
	Conclusion On Effects and Other Matters Raised in Submissions

	102. Overall, having considered all of the submissions, the evidence and reports, and having spoken with the relevant witnesses in relation to matters identified, I consider that the actual and potential effects on the environment are adequately addre...
	103. I accept that other matters raised in submissions in relation to density, infrastructure, urban form and similar (which I have addressed in the preceding paragraphs) have been appropriately considered and addressed by the experts.  None of those ...
	Statutory Assessment
	Statutory Tests

	104. I have identified the statutory framework in paragraphs [18] to [20] above and I do not repeat those here.  Both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte provided a thorough statutory assessment in the s42A Report and Ms Harte’s evidence respectively.  The formal...
	Part 2 Matters

	105. Mr Friedel identified the purpose and principles of the RMA.  He noted that pursuant to s74(1)(b) any changes to the SDP must be in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 of the RMA, including s5.  He noted matters of national importance must b...
	106. In her evidence, Ms Harte identified the “series of considerations and requirement” listed in s74(1) and (2) of the RMA.  Ms Harte considered the requested plan change was providing for development at a rate which enables people and communities o...
	Functions of Territorial Authorities

	107. Mr Friedel identified the functions of territorial authorities pursuant to s31.  He considered PC78 would enable SDC to carry out its functions under the RMA.  He noted that this included ensuring that there was sufficient plan enabled developmen...
	108. In her evidence Ms Harte addressed, in particular, s33(1)(aa) which lists “methods to ensure that there is sufficient development capacity in respect of housing and business land to meet the expected demand of the district”.  She considered the r...
	109. I agree with the planning evidence and assessment and I consider that PC78 will enable SDC to continue to carry out its functions under the RMA.
	Statutory and Non-Statutory Documents
	110. Mr Friedel advised that the SDP must: (a) give effect to any operative national policy statement (s75(3)(a)) and any regional policy statement (s75(3)(c)); (b) have regard to any management plan or strategy prepared under any other Acts (s74(2)(b...
	111. Ms Harte also identified and discussed s75(1) and (2) setting out what district plans must and may contain.  She also discussed s75(3) requiring district plans to give effect to any National Policy Statement, National Planning Standard and any Re...
	112. There was no difference of opinion between the planning witnesses as to the statutory requirements.
	NPS-UD
	113. Mr Friedel considered the planning context, which was outlined in Section 2 of the s42A Report and summarised in SDC’s Technical Memo, to be an important touchstone when evaluating the extent to which PC78 ‘gives effect’ to the objectives and pol...
	114. Mr Friedel also identified the Technical Memo which signalled the current work programme that is underway through the GCP or being advanced by SDC to manage growth through application of the urban consolidation principles and to ‘give effect’ to ...
	115. Ms Harte discussed the NPS-UD in some detail in paragraphs [6.10] – [6.30] of her evidence.  She noted the NPS-UD had a number of very significant objectives.  She considered the most relevant to be Objective 2 – “Planning decisions improve housi...
	116. Ms Harte addressed the economic assessment undertaken by Mr Ballingall of Sense Partners and the valuation evidence of Mr Sellars of Colliers which analyses the current and predicted future market forces operating in the housing market and in par...
	117. Ms Harte also addressed Objectives 3 and 6.  In terms of Objective 3, she considered the area to be in or near a centre zone with many employment opportunities; well serviced by existing or planned public transport; and where there is high demand...
	118. In reliance on the evidence of Mr Ballingall and Mr Sellars, she considered Rolleston to be a special case as referred to in Objective 3(c) and decisions on this plan change should be based on enabling more people to live in Rolleston.  She also ...
	119. Overall both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte considered PC78 to represent a well-functioning urban environment (or at least contributing to the same).  Mr Friedel considered it would be able to satisfy the NPS-UD Policy 1 criteria and Policy 6 to some ex...
	120. Mr Friedel recognised that Rolleston, to some extent, relied on Christchurch City for employment and access to other services and facilities, and that the rezoning would inevitably increase demand on the strategic transport network associated wit...
	121. Both Ms Harte and Mr Friedel considered the issue of significant development capacity.  Both acknowledged that the Request is no longer unanticipated or out-of-sequence in the context of Policy 8.  For completeness, I am satisfied that the capaci...
	122. I found Mr Ballingall’s evidence helpful.  He used a range of projections to estimate demand and capacity.  Mr Ballingall noted the difficulties in accurately forecasting future population growth.  He advised that while birth and death rates are ...
	123. It was his opinion that the most appropriate course when considering future dwelling capacity is taking a ‘least regrets’ approach.  He considered it was better to have a surplus of appropriately zoned land for housing than a deficit.  He noted t...
	124. Mr Ballingall relied on the evidence of Mr Gary Sellars which indicates that capacity within Rolleston is considerably lower than that anticipated by the SDC in the short and medium terms.
	125. Mr Sellars’ evidence was comprehensive.  It carefully addressed the Rolleston demand noting that the average annual volume of vacant residential sales in Rolleston had fluctuated during the last ten years rising from a low of 100 sales in 2011 im...
	126. Mr Sellars addressed the growth in residential section sale prices.  He advised that those in Rolleston had followed a relatively regular upward trend from 2011 until 2020 and that there had been an exponential growth well in excess of 100% durin...
	127. Mr Sellars’ clear evidence was that Rolleston exhibits a dysfunctional market where there is virtually no current supply or choice with uncompetitive market practices being adopted by vendors and extreme price escalation.  He considered the only ...
	128. Mr Sellars was of the view that it was preferable to have an over-supply of appropriately zoned land at all times so the market can determine when and if it is developed into sections dependent upon demand.  In addition, he advised that in his ex...
	Findings

	129. I consider that the provision of potential additional plan enabled capacity of approximately 750 mixed density sections will assist in meeting the projected medium capacity shortfall for the District and will assist the SDC in meeting its obligat...
	130. I am satisfied on the evidence that PC78 will contribute to a well-functioning urban environment.  For completeness, in terms of infrastructure, I consider that the Request aligns with SDC’s infrastructural planning.  Mr England’s evidence which ...
	131. I consider that a decision rezoning the land is: (a) integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions; (b) strategic over the medium term and long term; and (c) responsive.  Ultimately, in my view, it clearly meets the objectives in ...
	132. I have discussed Objective 3 and amenity values earlier.  I have taken into account the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, as far as relevant to this Request, and I have used the most up-to-date information available to me.  I am satisfied that ...
	CRPS
	133. The Request incorporated an assessment of PC78 against the CRPS.  This is contained in 7.2 at pages 14–24.  The assessment addressed Chapter 5 – Land use and infrastructure and Chapter 6.
	134. The assessment addressed the update to the UDS contained in Our Space which provides and addressed residential development out to the PIB identified in Map A.  It noted that in Rolleston the south-eastern extent of the PIB is Selwyn Road and the ...
	135. Ms Harte’s evidence referred to the assessment discussed above.  Ms Harte identified that there was now a strong and ongoing demand for houses, particularly in Rolleston.  Again by reference to Mr Sellars’ and Mr Ballingall’s evidence, she noted ...
	136. Ms Harte assessed Policy 6.3.12 Future development areas, and addressed each ‘circumstance’ referred to in that policy.  She agreed that monitoring of housing demand and supply in the short, medium and long term is a very useful initial resource ...
	137. In terms of efficiency and supporting settlement patterns, Ms Harte considered PC78 definitely promoted the same.  She considered it supported the pattern that was well established in the RSP.  She considered it would provide a range of housing t...
	138. Mr Friedel’s assessment of the CRPS was thorough and comprehensive.  He considered PC78 to be consistent with the key objectives and policies of the CRPS, subject to recommended changes which have, in essence, been incorporated into the ODP.
	139. Mr Friedel considered Policy 6.3.12 to be the most critical in evaluating PC78 as that establishes the circumstances that need to be satisfied to enable the FDA identified in Map A to be zoned and developed.
	140. He summarised the matters which need to be established.  In respect to feasibility of development capacity, he referred to SDC’s Technical Memo which confirmed that PC78, if zoned, would contribute to the medium term plan enabled capacity that ha...
	141. He considered PC78 to be consistent with the preferred urban growth form and would go some way to meeting the desired consolidated settlement patterns identified in Objectives 6.2.1 and 6.2.2.  He considered the proposed minimum density would pro...
	142. Mr Friedel was satisfied that in terms of timing and sequencing of development, PC78 was in sequence with planned infrastructure upgrades that had been coordinated through the LTP.  He considered the PC78 ODP incorporated the matters listed in Po...
	143. He confirmed, based on Mr England’s evidence, that the prerequisites set out under Policy 6.3.11(5) were met.  He referred to Mr England’s evidence confirming there was sufficient capacity available in the reticulated public water and wastewater ...
	144. As amended, he considered the ODP including integrated walking and cycling connections along Lincoln Rolleston Road to the Town Centre and Foster Park would ensure appropriate connections are available to commercial centres and community faciliti...
	145. Mr Friedel identified the impact of PC78 on the Canterbury Region’s versatile soil resource had been negligible noting that the site had been identified as an FDA within CRPS Chapter 6 and the balance of the resource has been effectively managed ...
	Findings

	146. I have spent some time discussing the evidence of Ms Harte and Mr Friedel in relation to the CRPS.  I do not propose to repeat that here.  On the basis of that evidence, I am entirely satisfied that the plan change meets the enabling requirements...
	CLWRP and CARP
	147. Pursuant to s75(4)(b) of the RMA the SDP cannot be inconsistent with relevant regional plans.  I accept that the establishment of activities within the site will either need to meet the permitted activity conditions of those plans or resource con...
	MIMP
	148. The MIMP is a planning document which is recognised and has been lodged with SDC.  Pursuant to s74(2A) of the RMA, in considering this plan change, I must take account of the MIMP.  The Request included an assessment of the relevant provisions of...
	Consistency with Other Relevant Documents
	149. In terms of the relevant management plans, Mr Friedel addressed specifically Selwyn 2031, UDS, Our Space and the RSP.  He considered that PC78 had given sufficient regard to all of those management plans or strategies.  I agree.  There has been c...
	Consistency with Plans of Adjacent Territorial Authorities
	150. I do not consider this to be of any particular moment to this plan change.  As noted by Mr Friedel, matters of cross-boundary interests are detailed in the SDP (Section A1.5 of the Township Volume).  Again as Mr Friedel pointed out, SDC’s Technic...
	151. Mr Friedel summarised again the interests identified by CCC and CRC in relation to potential impact on sub-regional transport networks, potential for adverse environmental effects relating to the anticipated additional movements and lack of publi...
	152. As discussed earlier in this Recommendation, PC78 will integrate with the wider transport network.  There are programmed upgrades which will avoid any adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of that network.  There have been a number of chan...
	Consideration of Alternatives, Costs and Benefits
	153. Mr Friedel addressed this in paragraphs [8.56] to [8.63] of his Report.  The Request addressed the statutory requirements of s32 in Section 8 of the Request.  It noted that pursuant to s32 the evaluation by the person making the request must exam...
	(a) The extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA; and
	(b) Whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the policies, rules, or other methods are the most appropriate for achieving the objectives.
	154. It noted that the evaluation is required to take into account:
	(a) The benefits and costs of policies, rules and other methods; and
	(b) The risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the policies, rules or other methods.
	155. It also references s32(2) which requires identification and assessment of benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the provisions including opportunities for: e...
	156. The Request included an economic cost/benefit analysis prepared by Urban Economics.  By way of summary of the costs and benefits, it identified that it would provide additional development land in Rolleston that would enable ongoing provision of ...
	157. Mr Ballingall’s evidence identified the economic benefits from housing construction as substantial economic activity that will promote community well-being.  He advised that the proposed development would support an estimated 225 FTEs jobs per ye...
	158. In addition, he advised that a housing construction project of this scale would require the purchase of around $105 million per year of intermediate inputs – largely construction materials, plumbing services, electrical installation work, etc.  H...
	159. Mr Ballingall considered the only quantifiable economic costs was the potential loss of output from existing uses of the land in question.  He advised his understanding was that the 63.3 hectares of land covered by PC78 is currently zoned Rural (...
	160. The assessment accompanying the Request addressed the benefits and costs of four options being: leave the area zoned rural; rezone the land as Living Z by private plan change; wait for SDC to rezone land as Living Z or General Residential Zone; o...
	161. Overall, the benefits of rezoning were summarised as: implementing Our Space and associated changes to the CRPS; implementing the NPS-UD; not dependent on development of other land to provide access for infrastructure such as stormwater disposal;...
	162. The costs were identified as: the loss of rural land for productive purposes; change in character of the area from rural to residential; increase in traffic generated within and around Rolleston; and the rezoning through this process does not tak...
	163. An appropriate assessment of the costs and benefits of the other three identified options was also provided.  I have considered that.  I accept that the benefits of rezoning of this land for residential use through this plan change, clearly outwe...
	164. Mr Friedel identified that s32 requires a consideration and evaluation of the extent to which the objectives of the Request are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA (s32(1)(a)) as well as an assessment of whether the provisi...
	165. He noted that the stated objective of PC78 is to:
	“… rezone 63.35 hectares of Rural (Inner Plans) land to Living Z … to develop approximately 756 residential allotments … to achieve at least 12 households per hectare …”
	166. It was Mr Friedel’s opinion that the objective of PC78 would achieve the purpose of the RMA when considered against the relevant statutory tests.  He considered that in this case it includes consistency with the operative objectives, policies and...
	167. Mr Friedel recognised that additional policy changes and ongoing investment is required to optimise the use of greenfield land in Rolleston, including potential increases to the minimum densities, improvements to land transport network to maintai...
	168. Mr Friedel noted that PC78 did not propose any substantial changes to the operative objectives and policies for managing the settlement pattern and growth of townships in the District.41F   He noted that the proposed amendments were limited to ad...
	Finding

	169. I have carefully considered the matters addressed above.  I accept and agree with the conclusions of both Mr Friedel and Ms Harte that the statutory tests have been satisfied and that the most appropriate method for achieving the objective of the...
	NPS-UD Clause 3.11 Using Evidence and Analysis
	170. Section 3.11 requires local authorities, when making plans or when changing plans in ways that affect the development of urban environments, clearly identify the resource management issues being managed, and use evidence, particularly any relevan...
	(i)  achieving well-functioning urban environments; and
	(ii) meeting the requirements to provide at least sufficient development capacity.
	171. The key resource management issues being managed are addressed throughout this Recommendation.  Housing capacity and supply, and the provision of well-functioning urban environments, are the key issues being addressed.  I consider the proposal as...
	Section 32AA
	172. Section 32AA requires a further evaluation for any changes that have been made to the proposal since the evaluation report was completed.
	173. Section 32AA(1) provides:
	(1) A further evaluation required under this Act—
	(a) is required only for any changes that have been made to, or are proposed for, the proposal since the evaluation report for the proposal was completed (the changes); and
	(b) must be undertaken in accordance with section 32(1) to (4); and
	(c) must, despite paragraph (b) and section 32(1)(c), be undertaken at a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the changes; and
	(d) must—
	(i) be published in an evaluation report that is made available for public inspection at the same time as the approved proposal … or the decision on the proposal, is notified; or
	(ii) be referred to in the decision-making record in sufficient detail to demonstrate that the further evaluation was undertaken in accordance with this section.
	(2)  To avoid doubt, an evaluation report does not have to be prepared if a further evaluation is undertaken in accordance with subsection (1)(d)(ii).
	174. The assessment under s32AA has been undertaken throughout the decision-making recorded in this Recommendation.  There have been a number of changes.  I have considered each of them both discretely and on an overall basis.
	175. Very much by way of summary, the changes include:
	 The ODP and Policy B4.3.77 amended to indicate the need for a “frontage upgrade” along Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road frontages;
	 Changes to text in relation to the primary and secondary routes by deletion of “indicative”;
	 Indicative connections through to adjoining land on the corner of Lincoln Rolleston Road and Selwyn Road have been included;
	 Amendments to walking and cycling routes within the site;
	 Addition of text in Policy B4.3.77.
	176. All of the changes have been made for the purpose of addressing issues identified and particularly those potentially impacting negatively on urban form and the quality of the environment.  Those changes are not of a scale and significance which r...
	Part 2 Matters
	177. The relevant Part 2 matters are largely addressed by reference to an assessment against the objectives and policies of the SDP.  I have discussed Part 2 earlier in this Recommendation and I am satisfied that the proposal will ultimately achieve t...
	Overall Conclusion
	178. I consider that the proposal, including the amendments developed through the process, meet the sustainable management purpose of the RMA.  I consider that the proposal is the most appropriate method in terms of the s32 tests and for meeting the p...
	179. I have considered the proposal carefully.  I have had regard to efficiency and effectiveness.  I consider the rezoning of the land as sought by PC78, including the amendments made through the course of the hearing, is the most appropriate method ...
	180. I am satisfied that the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, the objectives of the SDP and the purpose of the proposal.
	181. I note specifically that it will enable people and communities to provide for their economic and cultural well-being by enabling additional residential development in Rolleston, in a location which has been specifically identified for potential u...
	Recommendation
	182. For the reasons above, I recommend to the Selwyn District Council:
	(1) Pursuant to Clause 10 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the Council approves Plan Change 78 to the Selwyn District Plan as set out in Appendix A.
	(2) That for the reasons set out in the body of my Recommendation above, the Council either accept, accept in part or reject the submissions identified in Appendix B.

