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1. PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

HOW TO MAKE COMMENT

This consultation pamphlet relates to the review of the Land Use Recovery
Plan required under section 5.4 of the Land Use Recovery Plan.
The purpose of this pamphlet is to seek feedback on the draft LURP
Review recommendations.
A final LURP Review Recommendations Report will then be prepared,
approved by Environment Canterbury Council and sent to the Minister
for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery by 30 September 2015.
The Minister will consider the report and any recommended changes
and how they are given effect to, including any process required.
This pamphlet, a comment form as a Word document and other
information can be found at www.ecan.govt.nz/LURP
A copy of the Draft Recommendations Consultation Pamphlet
can also be viewed at:
• The offices of Environment Canterbury, 17 Sir Gil Simpson Dr, Christchurch
• The head offices of Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council
and Waimakariri District Council.
• All public libraries and service centres in Christchurch City,
Selwyn District and Waimakariri District

You can provide comment on the information
contained within this pamphlet by using the
form at the back of this pamphlet, or download
a comment form as a Word document
This can then be emailed to: lurp@ecan.govt.nz
Or posted to:
Comments on Land Use Recovery Plan Review
Environment Canterbury
P O Box 345
Christchurch 8140
Responses must be received by 5pm on
Friday 28 August 2015.
When making comments please identify the
specific recommendations or sections in this
document on which your points are being made.

2. INTRODUCTION
2.1. Greater Christchurch Urban
Development Strategy
Prior to the Canterbury earthquake sequence in 2010-11 the
Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy (UDS) was
the framework for the development of Greater Christchurch. It
provides a strategic framework to ensure Greater Christchurch
will have enriched lifestyles, enhanced environments,
prosperous economies, managed growth, and integrated and
collaborative leadership.
A joint committee of the councils, the Urban Development
Strategy Implementation Committee (UDSIC) overseas
the implementation of the UDS. It has representation
from Environment Canterbury, Christchurch City Council,
Waimakariri District Council, Selwyn District Council and Te
Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu. The New Zealand Transport Authority
(NZTA), the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA)
and the Canterbury District Health Board are observers on the
committee.

2.2. The Land Use Recovery Plan
The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) is a statutory document
prepared under the Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Act
2011 (CER Act) and gazetted in December 2013.
It sets a policy and planning framework necessary to rebuild
existing communities; develop new communities; meet
the land use needs of businesses; rebuild and develop the
infrastructure needed to support these activities; and take
account of natural hazards and environmental constraints
that may affect rebuilding and recovery.
1
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The LURP focuses on the metropolitan Greater Christchurch
area, including the towns and rural land from Lincoln,
Prebbleton and Rolleston in the south to Kaiapoi, Rangiora
and Woodend/Pegasus in the north, but does not address
matters relating to the residential red zone land or covered
by the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan.
The LURP was developed through a collaborative approach
involving the earthquake recovery strategic partners, with
input from key stakeholders and the wider community.
The purpose of the LURP is to help to achieve the vision
of the Recovery Strategy for greater Christchurch: Mahere
Haumanutanga o Waitaha by providing for residential and
business land use to support recovery and rebuilding over
the next 10 to 15 years. The LURP must be consistent with
the Recovery Strategy.
The focus of the LURP directs changes to plans, policies
and programmes for earthquake recovery reasons. Fifteen
Outcomes and 50 Actions are identified in the LURP. Most
of the Actions in the LURP directed changes to planning
documents that took immediate effect and were directly
incorporated into relevant plans and policies. Some of the
Actions are ongoing and will require more time to embed
into plans and policies and to see results.
Included in the LURP is a requirement that it be monitored
(section 5.3) and reviewed (section 5.4)1.

LURP Section 5.4 “Environment Canterbury will formally review the Land Use Recovery Plan in collaboration with the strategic partners.
All aspects of the Land Use Recovery Plan will be reviewed, and in particular the package of measures that promote infill and intensification.

2.3. LURP Monitoring Report

2.6. Links to wider recovery matters

The strategic partners completed a LURP Monitoring Report in
March 2015. This document includes a summary of progress of
the 50 Actions, and indicators to measure the extent to which
the 15 Outcomes identified in the LURP are being achieved.
This LURP Monitoring Report is therefore a useful document in
informing the review of the LURP. The Monitoring Report can
be accessed at www.ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/lurpmonitoring-report.pdf
The LURP has established much needed planning certainty
through a comprehensive land use planning framework and
has significantly increased the supply of greenfield land for
urban development and opportunities for intensification in
existing urban areas.

The LURP Review is underway when many other processes
and workstreams which impact on LURP outcomes are
occurring, not least the release of the draft Transition
Recovery Plan and the Christchurch Replacement District
Plan processes and hearings. The LURP Review needs to be
cognisant of how these processes relate to LURP Review
draft recommendations.
Some of the key related documents are listed in the Further
Information section on pages 15-16.

2.4. LURP Review
Originally anticipated to be delivered by April 2015, the
timeframe for the LURP review has been extended to 30
September 20152 to allow for a more informed view and be
based on better clarity about any transitional provisions in
relation to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011.
The review has also been informed by consultation occurring
in other processes including the Christchurch Replacement
District Plan, the Regional Land Transport Plan and councils’
Long Term Plans.

2.5. Consultation to inform the
LURP Review
Section 5.4 of the LURP states that: “In undertaking the review
Environment Canterbury must obtain the views of greater
Christchurch communities generally. Environment Canterbury
can determine the exact nature and timing of how it consults
with communities.”
Initial consultation was undertaken from 30 April - 29 May
2015. The focus of that consultation was on the effectiveness
of the LURP; the implementation of the 50 Actions contained
within it; and sought feedback on the information in the LURP
Monitoring Report.
A total of 56 submissions (or ‘comments’) were received.
A summary of the comments received is in Appendix 1. The
full submissions are available at www.ecan.govt.nz/ourresponsibilities/regional-leadership/Pages/lurp-subs.aspx.
These comments have been considered when preparing the
draft recommendations in this document.
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2.7. Draft Transition Recovery Plan
The Draft Transition Recovery Plan Greater Christchurch
Earthquake Recovery: Transition to Regeneration was
released on 2 July 2015. Submissions closed on 30 July 2015.
The draft Plan sets out proposals and decisions for the
transition of central government’s role in the recovery to
long-term arrangements including new recovery legislation;
a set of new recovery arrangements for the central
city; governance and leadership through UDSIC with a
reinvigorated UDS; the transfer of recovery responsibilities of
CERA to other central government agencies; a business unit
within the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet; and an
approach for reporting on priority recovery issues.
It is proposed the legislation would provide for:
• continued powers for the Minister for Canterbury
Earthquake recovery to make changes to the
regulatory framework and address regulatory
issues through expedited, multi-agency and
multi-framework planning processes
• powers to allow new Recovery Plans (to be re-titled
as ‘Regeneration Plans’) to be developed, for existing
Recovery Plans to continue to have statutory force,
and for the revocation of these Recovery Plans

2.8. Refresh of the Urban
Development Strategy
UDS Partners have recently agreed to undertake a ‘refresh’
of the UDS. This will consider the strategic planning needs
across Greater Christchurch and reaffirm a high-level
framework which integrates recovery priorities and longer
term objectives. This approach is intended to enable a more
holistic and collaborative approach to address economic,
social, cultural and environmental issues. It is anticipated
the ‘refresh’ of the UDS will be completed in 2016.

The extension to the review was publicly notified in The Press on 14 May 2015.
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3. PROPOSED LURP REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1. Assessment methodology
and considerations
A method for assessing matters for the LURP Review has
been developed so that it is robust and fair. To enable this
assessment criteria were developed. Fundamental to the
LURP Review is that any amendments need to:
• be necessary for recovery,
• meet the purpose of the CER Act,
• be included in the matters to be dealt with in the
‘Minister’s Direction to develop a Land Use Recovery
Plan’, and
• be consistent with the Recovery Strategy.
Other criteria considered were whether a matter raised:
• is already included in a plan or strategy,
• needs resolving urgently,
• contributes to the LURP outcomes,
• is a change needed to more effectively deliver the intent
of a LURP action,
• is a minor matter which can be actioned through a
resource consent process, and
• could be progressed efficiently using Section 60 of the
Resource Management Act 1999 (RMA).

3.2. Position statements
The LURP Review discussions and resulting draft
recommendations are guided by the following proposed
position statements:
1. The LURP as gazetted established much needed planning
certainty and a comprehensive land use planning
framework, particularly through the insertion of Chapter
6 into the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).
2. The LURP Actions that required changes to statutory
documents have been substantially completed. However,
it is too early to be definitive on the impact of the LURP
in achieving the LURP outcomes.
3. Implementation of LURP Actions has significantly
increased the supply of greenfield land for urban
development in Greater Christchurch and opportunities
for intensification in existing urban areas.
4. The LURP Monitoring Report indicates there is likely to
be sufficient greenfield land that is or will become
available for residential and business development to
meet demand for the next 10-15 years.
5. The transport and infrastructure repair and improvements
planned to be implemented over the next 2-5 years will
significantly improve the performance of these networks.
6. The Christchurch Replacement District Plan process,
together with workstreams underway through
complementary initiatives3, will provide further
planning certainty and address the role public agencies
can play in facilitating and enabling residential
intensification and assisting housing affordability.

6
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7.

From the LURP Monitoring Report, and the comments
received during the initial consultation, very few issues
have been raised that are necessary for recovery and
would require amendments to the LURP. There is no
compelling argument for any fundamental amendments
to the LURP for the purposes of recovery.
8. Decision making under the RMA must be not inconsistent
with the Recovery Plan. Aspects of the LURP therefore
require amendment to enable the consideration of
matters through the RMA.
9. It is suggested that any further actions to advance the
outcomes contained in the LURP should, wherever
possible, occur through more traditional statutory
mechanisms such as councils’ Long Term Plans, the
CRPS, regional plans, and district plans rather than
expedited through recovery related legislation.
10. Depending on the final outcome of transition
discussions regarding the statutory weight being
continued for recovery plans some further LURP Review
recommendations may be required.
For the reasons outlined above some draft recommendations
have been developed. It is these draft recommendations on
which we are seeking your views in this second round
of consultation.

3.3. Draft recommendations
3.3.1. Strategic recommendations
Based on the context described above it is suggested that
any further significant changes should occur through more
traditional statutory mechanisms rather than expedited
through recovery related legislation. This also reflects a
return to decisions being made at a local level.
This overall approach is supported by the content of the
LURP Monitoring Report and the comments received during
the initial LURP Review consultation phase have broadly not
reported otherwise.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 1
The LURP Review should principally identify any areas
for further consideration through more traditional
statutory mechanisms rather than attempt to resolve
them directly by recommending changes to the LURP.
Decisions regarding significant further changes to land use
or infrastructure provision need to be considered as part of
a broader dialogue that assesses the inter-relationships with
creating sustainable and resilient communities. A spatial
planning process can draw from the current information base,
including the feedback received through the LURP Review, to
determine an holistic future strategy and its implications for
future land use.

This includes work as part of the Christchurch Housing Accord, the residential chapter of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, LURP exemplars, HNZC
investment plans, as well as possible national initiatives flowing from the Productivity Commission ‘Using land for housing’ inquiry and proposed RMA reforms.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 2
Any consideration of significant change is best
undertaken through a more comprehensive future
spatial planning process or in the review of the
Regional Policy Statement including:
• any consideration of additional greenfield land
• any consideration of further intensification
initiatives
• any consideration of further significant investment
in strategic infrastructure.
3.3.2. Enabling RMA decision-making to be not
inconsistent with the LURP
RMA decision-making must be ‘not inconsistent’ with the
LURP (including its appendices) and district plans must ‘give
effect’ to Chapter 6 of the CRPS.
Aspects of the LURP therefore require amendment to
enable the consideration of matters through the RMA. The
above draft strategic recommendations effectively defer
consideration of many of the comments received to a future
strategy development process so they can be tackled through
the more comprehensive process discussed above for
Recommendation 2.
There may however be some proposals for development in
Greater Christchurch that need to be considered sooner,
albeit not for recovery purposes. There would need to be
a relatively high ‘bar’ for any such exceptions.
For example:
• allowing some additional flexibility for RMA decisionmakers when determining the detailed zoning and extent
of identified priority greenfield areas. Technical reports
and evidence prepared for hearings may highlight better
outcomes if minor boundary adjustments are enabled
in the CRPS Chapter 6,
• statutory processes currently underway will soon provide
greater clarity on options for associated land use that
was not available at the time the LURP was gazetted, so
resolving these matters now would provide a more joined
up and timely decision on future land use,
• further investigation into the provision of infrastructure
to greenfield priority areas in an efficient and effective
manner recommends the addition of further land to
maximise infrastructure utilisation, or
• timely development of a greenfield priority area would
be assisted by minor amendments to the current land
uses provided for.
These could require amendments to the CRPS and other
RMA documents, but making such amendments would
currently be inconsistent with the LURP.
Recommendation 3 proposes that Figure 4 in the LURP
becomes ‘indicative’ only, meaning Map A in Chapter 6
of the CRPS would be the map that RMA decision-makers
would have reference to when determining rezoning or
consenting matters.

Removing Appendix 1 from the LURP would also be necessary.
LURP Action 44 directed Environment Canterbury ‘to include
objectives, policies and methods in a new Chapter 6 in the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement as set out in Appendix
1’. This has been completed. While appendix 1 remains in the
LURP RMA decision-making must be ‘not inconsistent’ with
Appendix 1, and has to ‘give effect’ to Chapter 6 of the CRPS,
causing unnecessary duplication.
As the LURP has now made the changes to the CRPS,
Recommendation 3 is intended to establish the CRPS
is the primary document for RMA decision-making.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 3
The Minister amend the LURP to show Figure 4 on
page 23 of the LURP as being ‘indicative’ only, and
remove Appendix 1 relating to Chapter 6.
Under section 60(2) of the RMA ‘a regional policy statement
may be changed in the manner set out in Schedule 1, at the
instigation of a Minister of the Crown, the regional council,
or any territorial authority within or partly within the region.’
A process is suggested that strategic partners discuss and
agree on any proposals that Environment Canterbury or the
territorial authorities wish to have considered for changes to
the CRPS, with possible subsequent changes to district plans.
For any matters that progress to consider such changes
a process would be agreed between the Environment
Canterbury and the territorial authority in preparing the
necessary technical information and reports. Consideration
could be given to Environment Canterbury and the territorial
authority to jointly appoint hearing commissioners who would
then have delegation to consider amending the CRPS at the
same time as a district plan.
3.3.3. Development outside greenfield priority areas
Some comments have suggested that development has been
unnecessarily and/or inadvertently inhibited or enabled
through the insertion of Chapter 6 to the CRPS.
Examples included within the comments received related
to new camping grounds in rural areas; very minor
developments such as subdivision for a single new
household, and development of recreational facilities.
The initial view of strategic partners is that the majority
of these interpretations of Chapter 6 are not fully accurate
and that greater flexibility exists to address these matters on
a case-by-case basis through resource consent applications
where a ‘have regard’ test is applied in relation to the CRPS.
Views and additional evidence in relation to these
matters is welcomed as part of this consultation.
One matter which would usefully be clarified however is
the application of the LURP outside the area in the map in
Figure 4 (i.e. the balance of the territorial area) particularly
in relation to Waimakariri District and the WDC District Plan
Policy 14.5.1.1 inserted through LURP Action 3. The following
draft recommendations would be necessary so that decisionmaking is not inconsistent with the LURP.
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DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 4
The Minister direct Waimakariri District Council to
amend Policy 14.5.1.1 as set out in the District Plan as
follows: ‘To avoid new residential and rural residential
activities and development outside of existing urban
areas and priority areas within the area identified
in Map A in Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional
Policy Statement; rural residential development
areas identified in the Rural Residential Development
Plan; and MR 873.’
3.3.4. Airport Noise Contour comments
Further clarification has been sought and comments made
in relation to the airport noise contours for Christchurch
International Airport.
CIAL has sought to clarify CRPS restrictions on intensification
under the contour within the existing urban area of the City
and further development at Clearwater. IFL and one other
comment have questioned the validity of the modelling, in
particular the projected growth in flight movements, which
results in the spatial definition of the airport noise contours.
No changes are being recommended through the
LURP Review.
Any review of the airport noise contours should be done as
part of a review of the CRPS, being the higher order statutory
document. This is provided for in Policy 6.3.11 of the CRPS.
3.3.5. Lincoln Innovation Hub
The LURP makes specific provision for the Lincoln Innovation
Hub, an agricultural research and education facility to be
sited at Lincoln, by identifying a greenfield priority area
for business at this site. The Lincoln Innovation Hub is
collaboration between tertiary and Crown research institutes
in the region on innovation opportunities that have emerged
from and respond to the impacts of the earthquakes on the
agricultural sector.
Lincoln University and SDC have commented that, further
to more detailed consideration regarding the delivery of the
Lincoln Innovation Hub, an additional sub-action to Action
27 would be beneficial to enable timely implementation of
this initiative to be consistent with the LURP. If this position
is agreed then the following draft recommendations would
be necessary:

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 5
The Minister add an additional sub-action to LURP
Action 27 to read: ‘vii. zoning that defines the Lincoln
Innovation Hub’.

8

3.3.6. Greenfield Priority Areas for Business
in NW Christchurch
Comments have been received in relation to greenfield priority
areas for business in north-west Christchurch. CCC and
one other comment have sought removal of some of these
identified areas. CRPS Chapter 6 identifies land that following
further detailed investigations can be subject to rezoning
for urban activities. However, if this detailed assessment
concludes that the identification in the CRPS is inappropriate
the LURP Review analysis suggests that not proceeding with
rezoning is still ‘giving effect’ to the CRPS.
We are interested in your views on this when you are
providing comment.
Another submitter has sought greater provision for office
and retail activities within their site. The CRPS is clear
that greenfield priority areas for business are primarily for
industrial purposes and that commercial uses are best
directed to centres and in and around key activity centres.
The changes to the LURP sought are not supported, and this is
best resolved through the Christchurch Replacement District
plan processes.
3.3.7. Implication of continued statutory weight
for the LURP
At this stage a decision on the continuance of statutory
weight afforded to the LURP has not been made. The Minister
is considering this matter as part of the Draft Transition
Recovery Plan.
Strategic partners supported the adoption of the LURP by the
Minister on the basis that its statutory weight ended in April
2016. Whilst the strategic partners would not want the intent
of the changes made to statutory plans by the LURP to be
undermined it is also important that local decision-making to
further advance agreed strategic outcomes is enabled.
The ‘refresh’ of the UDS and the collaborative and individual
workstreams that are associated with its delivery are perhaps
better placed to pick up and address many of the ‘ongoing’
and ‘agreed’ actions in the LURP that have not necessitated
changes to statutory documents.

APPENDIX 1:
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED IN APRIL – MAY CONSULTATION
The full submissions are available at www.ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-leadership/Pages/lurp-subs.aspx
No Submitter

Brief Summary
Concern over pressure on roading infrastructure, particularly due to residential development
North of the Waimakariri River.

1

Gary Foot

2

Landowners of
A request for Greenfields Outline Development Plan Area 12B to be included in Map 1 for
Selwyn District Council
Rolleston within the LURP.
ODP 12B

3

New Zealand
Manufacturers and
Exporters Association

Support for timely consenting, and a request that reverse sensitivities are considered during
the consenting process. A number of industry specific issues were raised.

4

Dirk De Lu

Limit greenfield developments. Support for intensification, affordable housing, mixed use
business and residential land, and promotion of cycle and walking infrastructure and sea
and rail freight over roads.

5

Sharon Lawrence

A request for land at a site at 79 Shalamar Drive to be rezoned as a greenfield residential area.

6

Paul Whiting

Concern that the LURP prevents subdivision of Rural land and that the LURP is being interpreted
incorrectly by local authorities. Request to subdivide a site within Selwyn District.

7

Kenya Calder

Support for intensification, low impact urban design, small businesses within the city
and public transport.

8

Grassmere Street
Residents Group and
Grants Road Holdings

A request for the rezoning of a block of land bordering Grassmere St and Cranford Street
as a greenfield priority area.

9

Hughes Developments
Limited

A request for a section of land adjacent to Faringdon to be identified as a greenfield priority area.

10 Tegel Foods Limited

A request that identification of greenfield sites ensures that land uses are compatible, amenity
values are maintained, and reverse sensitivity issues are avoided.
Concern over the need to review the LURP at this time. A request to rezone periphery land
within Cranford Basin as greenfield residential. Request that a number of actions are removed,
as they are now complete or no longer necessary. Request that areas 1 and 3 in the North West
Review Area are removed.

11

Christchurch City
Council

12

Progressive Enterprises
and the West Prestons Request to rezone land at Prestons as Priority Greenfield Areas.
Group

13

Dryden Trust

A request that a site at Rolleston is rezoned and identified as an exemplar housing project
within the LURP.

14

Dean and Lorraine
Loveridge

To allow for low density residential development at a site in Halswell.

15

Dean Geddes

A request that a site at Rolleston is rezoned and identified as an exemplar housing project
within the LURP.

16 Equus Trust

17

Retention of the Greenfield Priority Area - Business between Hawthornden Road and
Russley Road. If there is any reduction in the area, that the land at 76 Hawthornden Road
is retained within the priority area.

Mark Larson, T & J
Smith, S J Wedlock,
J & A Marshall, G & E
A request for a site at Prebbleton to be included as a priority greenfield residential area.
Dodd, J & D Phillipson,
R Iodine, M & J Hamlyn

9

No Submitter
18

Memorial Avenue
Investments Limited

19 Castle Rock

Brief Summary
A request for land owned by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited to be used for
non-industrial activities.
A request for the inclusion of a site on Port Hills Road within Map A as a greenfield priority
residential area and greenfield priority business area.

20

Cathedral City
Holdings Limited

A request for the inclusion of a site on Harry Ell Drive within Map A as a greenfield residential
Port Hills priority residential area.

21

Silver Fern Farms,
Darryn Jemmet

Request that existing land uses are considered when identifying residential greenfield land, and
that reverse sensitivities are considered in the consenting process. Request that long term goals
of the roading network are met.

22

Davie Lovell Smith,
Patricia Harte

Concern that the LURP does not provide for enough greenfield residential development.
Request that land not subject to physical limitations, particularly west of Prebbleton and
adjoining Templeton, is rezoned greenfield residential.

Housing New Zealand
23 Corporation, Paul
Commons

24

Doncaster
Developments

A request for mechanisms to assist in facilitating land use change of the Acheson Avenue local
commercial centre in the Shirley Comprehensive Housing Redevelopment Mechanism. A request
to amend the provisions in Appendix 2 of the LURP to either remove the condition on community
housing perpetuity requirements, or limit to ten years. A request that the CCC infrastructure
programme is aligned with housing intensification needs, revisit the CHRM areas for intensification
A request for inclusion of an appropriate provision within the LURP to enable land owned
by the submitter currently zoned for rural-residential development to be developed as an
Exemplar Housing subdivision.

25 Eric Woods

Request that the development of a new camping ground on rurally zoned land to be permitted.

26 David Lawry

Request that the Airport noise contour is remodelled, and that the process is overseen
by an independent body.

The Canterbury
27 Aggregate Producers
Group

A request for an additional goal and additions to actions to provide for aggregate supply
and extraction within the LURP.

A request for the inclusion of a new Action within the LURP which will facilitate the development
28 Selwyn District Council of the Lincoln Innovation Hub. A request to include ODP Area 12B within the Greenfield Residential
Area.
29 Melanda Slemint

General concern about the challenges around resilience, sustainability, urban health and economic
success. Support for intensification and active transport.

30 Chilton Farms Limited

Request for greater provision within the LURP for non-rural activities within the rural fringe areas.

31

Transpower New
Zealand Limited

Christchurch
32 International Airport
Limited

10

Concern over potential issues around strategic infrastructure due to intensification and infill,
particularly reverse sensitivity. Request for recognition of National Grid assets within the LURP.
Support for LURP and specific provision for the Airport and the reverse sensitivity policies
inserted into the relevant planning documents through the LURP. A request that the Canterbury
Regional Policy Statement is amended to reflect that the exception to the Policy was not intended
to encourage significant new intensification within the contour but to maintain pre-existing
permissions

33

New Zealand Fire
Service Commission

That the provision of adequate infrastructure continue to be a priority, firefighting capacity be
considered as a vital aspect of water supply infrastructure, and adequate access for fire appliances
to water supply and structures be considered.

34

Waimakariri District
Council

A request to rezone a section of land from Greenfield Residential to Greenfield Priority Area Business at Ravenswood. A request for a direction from the LURP to amend a policy 14.5.1.1 of the
Waimakariri District Plan.

No Submitter

Brief Summary

New Zealand Council
35 for Infrastructure
Development

Provision for additional transport investment needed, or land use provisions revised to
reduce pressure on the transport services. Request that infill be aligned with public transport
to reduce pressure on transport network.

L Pickering (Do not
36 publish contact
details)

Request for a site in Marshlands West to be rezoned as Rural 3 - Marshlands West

37

Independent Fisheries
Limited

A request for the airport noise contour to be remodelled, and the location of the contour
to be reviewed.

38 Avoca Valley Limited

A request for a property to be included within the Urban Limit Boundary.

39 Mark Purdon

A request for a site at Rolleston to be identified as a future priority area for
residential development.

40 Bromac Lodge Limited

A request for specific properties to be included within Map A as Greenfield Priority Areas.

41

Mercantile Trust
Limited

A request for properties to be included within Map A as Greenfield Priority Areas.

42

Anthony Pan and
San Tsun Yu

A request for specific properties to be included within Map A as Greenfield Priority Areas.

43 RJ & CB Sissons

A request for properties to be included within Map A as Greenfield Priority Areas.

44 Martin Harcourt

A request for properties to be included within Map A as Greenfield Priority Areas.

45 Lincoln University

The addition of action points directing Selwyn District Council to provide for agri-tech business
as a permitted activity within the Business 3 zone; Aligned with this include a definition of
agri-tech business.

46

Avonhead Community
Group

Concern over the zoning of two sites on Russley Road, and one at Hawthorndon Road.
A request for the zoning of the three sites to be changed.

47 The Blue Lady Trust

Include properties in Wooldridge Road in the urban growth boundary, and is identified
as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business

48 Sue Peircey

A request for the rezoning of a property at Bridle Path Road to allow for subdivision.

49 Rock Hill Limited

Request for a site on Redmund Spur to be included as a Port Hills Greenfield Residential Area.

50

Scentre New Zealand
Limited

Support for the current wording of the LURP. Concern over implementation of outcomes relating
to issues around consenting and notification requirements and urban design requirements.

51

Slava Meyn

A request for clarification on the suitability of a site at Yaldhurst for a proposed
recreational facility.

52 Lawrence John Manion
53

Human Rights
Commission

54 John Cook
55

Ravenswood
Developments Limited

56 JDH Holdings NO 1 Ltd

A request for a block of land between the Izone and Weedons Ross Road interchange
to be identified within Map A as a Priority Area - residential.
A request that the LURP facilitates incentives for provision of affordable housing.
A recommendation that the two proposed exemplar housing developments identified
within the LURP are accessible.
Request to include a property at Huntsbury Ave within the Port Hills Residential Area.
Request variations to the boundary between business and residential zoning at Ravenswood;
extension to the boundary for infrastructure provision,; retention of Woodend/Pegasus as a KAC
Inclusion of four titles in northwest Belfast within the urban boundary
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APPENDIX 2: FURTHER INFORMATION
LURP Review consultation pamphlet
http://ecan.govt.nz/lurp

Resource Management Act documents

LURP Monitoring Report
http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/lurp-monitoringreport.pdf

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/
Pages/Default.aspx

Consultation comments received
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-leadership/
Pages/lurp-subs.aspx

Operative Christchurch City Plan
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/
districtplanning/cityplan/index.aspx

Recovery documents

Christchurch Replacement District Plan
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/
districtplanning/districtplanreview/index.aspx

Christchurch Recovery Strategy
http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/overview
Land Use Recovery Plan
http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/built-environment/
land-use-recovery-plan
Land Use Recovery Plan Monitoring Report, March 2015
www.ecan.govt.nz/lurp
Christchurch Central Recovery Plan
http://ccdu.govt.nz/the-plan
An Accessible City
http://ccdu.govt.nz/the-plan/accessible-city
A Liveable City residential chapter
http://ccdu.govt.nz/the-plan/central-city-residentialdevelopment
Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/lprplan/Pages/Default.aspx

Urban Development Strategy documents
Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/Strategy/index.aspx
Greater Christchurch Transport Statement
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/News/index.
aspx#GCTS
Greater Christchurch Freight Study
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/News/index.aspx#gcfs
Greater Christchurch Housing Market Assessment
http://www.greaterchristchurch.org.nz/News/index.
aspx#CHMA
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Waimakariri District Plan
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/
districtplanning/cityplan/index.aspx
Selwyn District Plan
http://www.selwyn.govt.nz/services/planning/district-plan

Local Government Act documents
Waimakariri District Council Draft Long Term Plan 2015-25
http://www.waimakariri.govt.nz/your_council/publicdocuments/long-term-plan.aspx
Environment Canterbury Draft Long Term Plan 2015-25
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/annual-plansreports/Pages/Readtheplans.aspx
Christchurch City Council Draft Long Term Plan 2015-25
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policiesand-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-2015-25/
Selwyn District Council Draft Long Term Plan 2015-25
http://www.selwyn.govt.nz/council/plans/long-termplan-20152025

Regional Transport documents
Canterbury Regional Land Transport Plan
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/Regional-LandTransport/Pages/canterbury-regional-land-transport-plan.
aspx
Canterbury Regional Public Transport Plan
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/Regional-LandTransport/Pages/regional-passenger-transport-plan.aspx

OFFICE USE ONLY

COMMENT FORM
Land Use Recovery Plan Review: Draft Recommendations
Comments can be emailed to: lurp@ecan.govt.nz
or posted to:
Comments on Land Use Recovery Plan Review
Environment Canterbury
P O Box 345
Christchurch 8140
All comments to be received by 5pm, Friday 28 August 2015

SUBMITTER ID:
FILE NO: LAND/LURP/PLAN/1

Full Name:

Phone:

Organisation*:
*The organisation that this submission is made on behalf of

Postal Address:
Postcode:
Email:
Contact name and postal address for service of person making comment (if different from above):
Signature:

Date:

(Signature of person making submission or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making the comment)

Please note: All information contained in comments provided, becomes public information.

Comments
Position statements on section 3.2: Do you agree with these?

Draft Recommendation 1: The LURP Review should principally identify any areas for further consideration through more
traditional statutory mechanisms rather than attempt to resolve them directly by recommending changes to the LURP.

Draft Recommendation 2: Any consideration of significant change is best undertaken through a more comprehensive
future spatial planning process or in the review of the Regional Policy Statement including:
• any consideration of additional greenfield land
• any consideration of further intensification initiatives
• any consideration of further significant investment in strategic infrastructure

Draft Recommendation 3: The Minister amend the LURP to show Figure 4 on page 23 of the LURP as being ‘indicative’ only,
and remove Appendix 1 relating to Chapter 6.

PTO
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Comments (continued)
Draft recommendation 4: The Minister direct Waimakariri District Council to amend Policy 14.5.1.1 as set out in the District
Plan as follows: ‘To avoid new residential and rural residential activities and development outside of existing urban areas and
priority areas within the area identified in Map A in Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; rural residential
development areas identified in the Rural Residential Development Plan; and MR 873.’

Draft recommendation 5: The Minister add an additional sub-action to LURP Action 27 to read: ‘vii. zoning that defines
the Lincoln Innovation Hub’.

Do you have comments on matters where the LURP Review is not recommending change?

Re section 3.3.3: Development outside greenfield priority areas: Do you have views on the conclusion reached?

Re paragraph 3.3.6: Greenfield Priority Areas for Business in NW Christchurch: Do you have views on the approach
to the greenfield priority areas for business in north-west Christchurch?

Any other comments:
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