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MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL REGARDING PROCESS FOR 

PROPOSED PLAN AND VARIATION HEARINGS 

To:  The Proposed Selwyn District Plan Panel 

And to: The Independent Hearings Panel regarding Variation 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1 This memorandum is filed on behalf of the following submitters with 

respect to the Proposed Selwyn District Plan (the Proposed Plan) 

(the PDP Submitters): 

1.1 Rolleston West Residential Limited (DPR-0358); and 

1.2 CSI Property Limited (DPR-0392). 

2 It is also filed on behalf of the following submitters with respect to 

Variation 1 to the Proposed Plan (the Variation) (the V1 

Submitters): 

2.1 CSI Property Limited and Rolleston West Residential Limited 

(Part A: V1-0114, Part B: PCV1-0024); and 

2.2 Carter Group Property Limited (Part A: V1-0103). 

3 This memorandum has been prepared for the purposes of informing 

both the Proposed Plan Panel and the Independent Hearings Panel 

as to the position the Submitters are taking in relation to the 

interaction between the Proposed Plan and Variation processes.   

THE PROPOSED PLAN PANEL’S POSITION AS WE 

UNDERSTAND IT 

4 The Proposed Plan Panel will be aware from our previous 

appearances at the rezoning hearings, that there are some serious 

legal issues arising about the legality of the position the Council 

appear to be taking with respect to rezoning requests under the 

Proposed Plan.   

5 In particular at paragraphs 91 to 107 of the legal submissions 

regarding the ‘West of Dunns Crossing Road’ rezoning request dated 

20 January 20231 we squarely addressed the assertions by the 

Selwyn District Council that: 

                                            
1  Made on behalf of Rolleston West Residential Limited and CSI Property Limited.  
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5.1 Submissions on the Proposed Plan seeking rezonings are 

redundant and have been superseded by the Variation 

process; and 

5.2 Submissions on the Proposed Plan seeking a residential zone 

that does not incorporate the MDRS should be rejected as not 

aligning with the Resource Management (Enabling Housing 

and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021. 

6 The Proposed Plan Panel has on a number of occasions informally 

expressed its views on the jurisdiction it has to proceed and 

determine rezoning submissions.  This being that: 

6.1 The Proposed Plan Panel will be making decisions on the 

merits of the submissions on the Proposed Plan as to whether 

residential zoning is appropriate for a particular site.2  

6.2 The Proposed Plan Panel has an obligation to consider the 

appropriateness or not of the residential zoning sought in a 

submission on the basis of the evidence in front of that Panel 

at the Proposed Plan hearing.3 

6.3 Decisions on the rezoning requests sought under the 

Proposed Plan will be made only on the evidence the 

Proposed Plan Panel has before it in the Proposed Plan 

hearings (and not in separate plan change hearings, or 

Variation hearings which are before a differently constituted 

Panel).4 

6.4 The above is particularly so in the case of those areas of land 

not included as a ‘new residential zone’ in the notified version 

of the Variation where a submitter has presented evidence at 

the rezoning hearings.5 

6.5 Should land in respect of which rezoning is sought also be the 

subject of a submission on the Variation, then the 

Independent Hearings Panel can consider (in the context of 

the Proposed Plan Panel having determined it is appropriate 

                                            
2  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.4 – Rezone Lincoln Day 2, Thursday 23 

February 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F3nO7Erpsag from 

00:03:40) 

3  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.1 – Rezone Rolleston Day 1, Monday 30 

January 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dm2CM5Rp71w from 

00:12:00). 

4  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.1 – Rezone Rolleston Day 3, Thursday 2 
February 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KUCKYqnnPp4 from 

00:07:24). 

5  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.1 – Rezone Rolleston Day 1, Monday 30 
January 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dm2CM5Rp71w from 

00:12:00). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F3nO7Erpsag
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dm2CM5Rp71w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KUCKYqnnPp4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dm2CM5Rp71w
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to rezone residential) whether it is appropriate for that land to 

further intensify to medium density residential zone (MDRZ) if 

a submitter seeks that.6    

6.6 There should not be a need to re-justify the core residential 

rezoning sought again through the Variation 1 process if the 

submitter has already presented their case as part of the 

Proposed Plan hearings.7  

7 In summary, the Proposed Plan Panel has been clear to date that it 

considers it has jurisdiction to determine submissions seeking 

rezoning from GRUZ (or LLRZ as the case may be) to GRZ 

notwithstanding those submissions do not seek MDRZ density, and 

regardless of whether a submitter is also a submitter in the 

Variation process or not. 

THE SUBMITTER’S POSITION ON VARIATION 1 

8 The statements made by the Proposed Plan Panel have given the 

Submitters comfort that the Proposed Plan process is the correct 

process for pursuing rezoning from GRUZ (or LLRZ as the case may 

be) to GRZ and that their investment in preparing evidence and 

appearing at the rezoning hearings was the right choice.  

9 The Submitters’ continue to have a fundamental concern that the 

Independent Hearings Panel may not have the jurisdiction to 

consider the rezoning of land outside the land included in the 

Council’s notified Variation as ‘new residential zones’, i.e. “me too” 

submissions.   

10 Even if we are wrong on this jurisdictional point, the Independent 

Hearings Panel will not be determining the appropriateness of 

residential zoning generally (at least for those parties who have 

already presented at the rezoning hearings), and the Variation 

process is limited to considering the appropriateness of 

intensification from GRZ to MRZ.  

11 Putting aside jurisdictional arguments, the Submitters also are 

concerned at a practical level that they may not have evidence to 

support the rezoning of their land further from GRZ to MRZ.  The 

Submitters have already presented evidence by a number of expert 

witnesses in the Proposed Plan rezoning hearings that: 

                                            
6  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.4 – Rezone Lincoln Day 2, Thursday 23 

February 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F3nO7Erpsag from 

00:03:40) 

7  Mr Van Voorthuysen at Hearing 30.1 – Rezone Rolleston Day 3, Thursday 2 
February 2023 (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KUCKYqnnPp4 from 

04:04:15). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F3nO7Erpsag
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KUCKYqnnPp4
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11.1 the market lacks the appetite for land in Selwyn to be 

intensified to MRZ; and  

11.2 regardless of any MRZ zoning, developers may seek to 

maintain the quality of their subdivisions by placing covenants 

on the titles to prevent intensification. 

12 Because of the considerable investment in the Proposed Plan 

process already, the concerns about the Independent Hearings 

Panel’s jurisdiction in respect of “me too” submissions, and the 

potential lack of evidence to support further intensification to MRZ, 

the Submitters have decided not to pursue submissions seeking 

intensification from GRZ (if that is the recommendation to Council 

under the Proposed Plan process) to MRZ through the Variation and 

have withdrawn these submission points.  

13 For your information, we attach what remains of the Submitter’s 

Variation submissions at Appendix 1.  

Merger of processes not possible 

14 For completeness, we have considered clause 16B(1), Part 1, 

Schedule 1 to the RMA which deals with variation and provides: 

Every variation initiated under clause 16A shall be merged in 

and become part of the proposed policy statement or plan as 

soon as the variation and the proposed policy statement or 

plan are both at the same procedural stage; but where the 

variation includes a provision to be substituted for a provision 

in the proposed policy statement or plan against which a 

submission or an appeal has been lodged, that submission or 

appeal shall be deemed to be a submission or appeal against 

the variation. 

15 There is no ability for the Proposed Plan process and the Variation 1 

process to merge or be substituted.  This is because: 

15.1 Part 6 of Schedule 1 of the RMA governs the intensification 

streamlined planning process (ISPP) the Council must follow 

to incorporate the medium density standards.  Clause 95(2), 

Part 6, Schedule 1 of the RMA lists the clauses of Part 1, 

Schedule 1 that apply to the ISPP.  Clause 16B is not listed as 

one that would apply to the ISPP.  It is therefore not possible 

under the RMA to merge the Proposed Plan and Variation 1, 

even if they were at the same procedural stage.  

15.2 This must be correct, as: 

(a) Variation 1 is not a carte blanche rezoning exercise like 

the Proposed Plan with a substitution of zoning across 

the board. The extent of rezoning through Variation 1 
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is confined to incorporating the MDRS and NPS-UD 

intensification policies. Original submissions on the 

Proposed Plan seeking rezoning cannot, and will not, 

therefore be deemed to be submissions on Variation 1. 

(b) It would be inappropriate to merge the two processes 

given the inherent differences in the procedure and 

appeal rights of both processes.   

15.3 In any case, the processes are not at the same procedural 

stage.  The hearings process for the Proposed Plan is almost 

complete. However, for Variation 1, officer’s reports and 

evidence are yet to be circulated and hearings are yet to be 

held (noting that these are commencing in May).   

16 It would therefore be legally incorrect for the Council, in respect of 

Variation 1, to analyse rezoning submissions made on the Proposed 

Plan.  

17 Thank you for your assistance so far.  

 

Dated:  15 March 2023 

 

 

__________________________ 

Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Counsel for the Submitters 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

  



 

 

Form 5 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR POLICY STATEMENT OR 

PLAN, CHANGE OR VARIATION 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Selwyn District Council  

Name of submitter:  CSI Property Limited (CSI) and Rolleston West Residential Limited 

(RWRL) (together, the Submitters) 

1 This is a submission on Variation 1 to the Proposed Selwyn District Plan and on 

Variation 1 to private plan changes to the Operative District Plan (collectively the 

Proposed Variation). 

2 The Proposed Variation was made to the Proposed Selwyn District Plan (the 

Proposed Plan) and to some private plan changes to the Operative District Plan 

under the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) 

Amendment Act 2021 (the Act). 

3 The Submitters could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this 

submission. 

4 The Submitters’ submission relates to Part A – Variation 1 to the Proposed Plan and 

is attached at Appendix 1. 

5 The Submitters wish to be heard in support of the submission. 

6 If others make a similar submission, the Submitters will consider presenting a joint 

case with them at a hearing 

 

Signed for and on behalf of CSI Property Limited and Rolleston West Residential Limited 

by its solicitors and authorised agents Chapman Tripp  

 

 

______________________ 

Jo Appleyard 

Partner 

16 September 2022 

Address for service of submitter: 

CSI Property Limited and Rolleston West Residential Limited  

c/- Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Chapman Tripp 

Level 5, PwC Centre 



 

 

60 Cashel Street 

PO Box 2510 

Christchurch 8140 

Email address: Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com / Lucy.Forrester@chapmantripp.com 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 1 – RELIEF SOUGHT IN RELATION TO PART A OF THE PROPOSED VARIATION 

The drafting suggested in this annexure reflects the key changes the Submitters seek. Consequential amendment may also be necessary 

to other parts of the proposed provisions. 

The Submitters propose drafting below and seek that this drafting, or drafting with materially similar effect, be adopted by the Council. 

Suggested amendments and alternative drafting is shown in track change – the Submitters’ requested deletions are shown using red 

strike through and requested insertions shown using red underline. 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

1. Zoning Oppose The submitter opposes the Large Lot Residential Zone 

(LLRZ) proposed for land to the west of Dunns Crossing 

Road bounded by Burnham School Road, Brookside Road, 

and Dunns Crossing Road, as shown in red below, and seeks 

that land be rezoned from LLRZ to MRZ. 

 

Zone the land from LLRZ to MRZ..  



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

 

3. Objectives, 

Policies, and 

Rules (general) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters generally support the objectives, policies and 

rules, except as set out below subject to the relief it has 

sought in its original submissions, further submissions, and 

in evidence at hearings on the Proposed Plan. Including in 

particular with respect to: 

- SD-UFD objectives; 

- SUB-R1.1-4; 

- SUB-R12.12-16 

Grant the relief sought by the 

Submitters in its original and further 

submissions, and at the hearings on the 

objectives, policies, and rules of the 

Proposed Plan. 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

- TRAN-R8; and 

- TRAN-REQ7. 

4. HPW-30 (Part 

1 – How the 

Plan works – 

Relationship 

with Spatial 

Layers) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters support this provision but consider that the 

wording should clearly state that qualifying matters only 

limit intensification to the extent required to provide for that 

specific qualifying matter, as per section 77I. 

Amend HPW-30 as follows: 

“…Qualifying Matter Areas within the 

relevant residential zones of Rolleston, 

Lincoln and Prebbleton townships 

comprise the following and are intended 

to limit intensification only to the extent 

necessary to accommodate the 

qualifying matter:” 

5. EI Rules and 

Rule 

requirements 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters –

Energy and 

Infrastructure) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

6. SUB-R1.5-8 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support  The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

7. SUB-R12.17-

21 (Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

8. SUB-R14 and 

SUB-R15 (Part 

2 – District 

Wide Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

9. SUB-REQ1.1-3 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

10. SUB-REQ1.4-5 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Oppose The Submitters consider the provision unnecessarily onerous 

when the rules already provide for assessment on merits and 

the ability to impose conditions to that effect if necessary.  

Delete provision.  

11. SUB-REQ1.13-

16 (Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

12. SUB-REQ2 and 

SUB-REQ4 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

13. SUB-REQ7 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Oppose The Submitters consider the provisions overly prescriptive 

and do not account for specific consideration of the site.  

Amend the matters of discretion as 

follows: 

“Matters for discretion: 

3. The exercise of discretion in relation 

to SUB-REQ7.2. is restricted to 

consideration of: 

a. Whether the proposal would achieve 

an acceptable a high level of walkability 

through the area. 

b. The constraints of the site or 

subdivision design which may limit the 

perimeter length of blocks.” 

14. SUB-REQ13 

DEV-LI8 (Part 

2 – District 

Wide Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

15. SUB-MAT1 

(Part 2 – 

District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters generally support this provision but seek an 

amendment to SUB-MAT1.6 to reflect the fact that there 

may be circumstances where all of those matters might not 

be able to be practicably met.  

Amend SUB-MAT1.6 as follows: 

“6. The extent to which Whether the 

shape and alignment of sites enable all 

of: 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

a. the best and appropriate 

location of:” 

16. SUB-MAT12 

and SUB-

MAT13 (Part 2 

– District Wide 

Matters – 

Subdivision) 

Support The Submitters support these provisions. Retain as notified. 

17. RESZ-PC (Part 

3 – Area 

Specific 

Matters – 

Residential 

Zones) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters support this provision but consider that the 

wording should clearly state that qualifying matters only 

limit intensification to the extent required to provide for that 

specific qualifying matter, as per section 77I. 

Amend RESZ-PC as follows: 

“Apply the Medium Density Residential 

Standards across all relevant residential 

zones in the district plan except in 

circumstances where to the extent 

necessary to accommodate a relevant 

qualifying matter is relevant (including 

matters of significance such as historic 

heritage and the relationship of Māori 

and their culture and traditions with 

their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi 

tapu, and other taonga)” 

18. RESZ-MAT6 

(Part 3 – Area 

Specific 

Matters – 

Residential 

Zones) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters support this provision, with the exception of 

RESZ-MAT6.6 which it does not consider is a relevant RMA 

matter or effect that should be included in this provision.   

Delete RESZ-MAT6.6. 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

19. RESZ-MAT7 

(Part 3 – Area 

Specific 

Matters – 

Residential 

Zones) 

Support 

with 

amendment 

The Submitters generally support the provision but suggests 

some wording amendments for clarity. 

Amend RESZ-MAT7 as follows: 

“… 3. The extent to which the proposed 

fence is constructed out of the same 

materials as the residential unit and 

incorporates materials, articulation and 

modulation, landscaping, or visually 

permeable elements that provide visual 

interest.    

4. Where located in the Large Lot 

Residential Zone, whether the fence in a 

way that is compatible with the open 

and spacious character anticipated 

within this zone.  

5.In the case of internal boundaries, 

whether the fence is to be of sufficient 

height to maintain privacy and/or 

security without adversely 

affecting the visual amenity or access to 

sunlight of adjoining land;  …” 

20. RESZ - 

General (Part 3 

– Area Specific 

Matters – 

Residential 

Zones) 

Support Except as specified above, the Submitters otherwise support 

all of the other provisions introduced by the Proposed 

Variation into the RESZ chapter. 

Retain as notified. 



 

 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

21. GRZ, MRZ, 

NCZ provisions 

(Part 3 – Area 

Specific 

Matters) 

Support The Submitters generally support these provisions. Retain as notified. 



 

 

Form 5 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSAL FOR POLICY STATEMENT OR 

PLAN, CHANGE OR VARIATION 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Selwyn District Council  

Name of submitter:  Carter Group Property Limited  (CGPL) 

1 This is a submission on Variation 1 to the Proposed Selwyn District Plan (the 

Proposed Variation). 

2 The Proposed Variation was made to the Proposed Selwyn District Plan (the 

Proposed Plan) under the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and 

Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (the Act). 

3 CGPL could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

4 CGPL’s submission relates to the entire Proposed Variation.  Without limiting this, 

the specific relief sought is set out in Appendix 1.  

5 CGPL wishes to be heard in support of the submission. 

6 If others make a similar submission, CGPL will consider presenting a joint case with 

them at a hearing 

 

Signed for and on behalf of Carter Group Property Limited by its solicitors and authorised 

agents Chapman Tripp  

 

 

______________________ 

Jo Appleyard 

Partner 

16 September 2022 

Address for service of submitter: 

Carter Group Property Limited  

c/- Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Chapman Tripp 

Level 5, PwC Centre 

60 Cashel Street 

PO Box 2510 

Christchurch 8140 

Email address: Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com / Lucy.Forrester@chapmantripp.com 



 

 

APPENDIX 1 – RELIEF SOUGHT 

The drafting suggested in this annexure reflects the key changes CGPL seeks. Consequential amendment may also be necessary to other 

parts of the proposed provisions. 

No. Provision Position Submission Relief Sought 

1. New 

Residential 

Zones 

enabled 

through the 

Proposed 

Variation 

Oppose The submitter opposes the General Rural Zone (GRUZ) proposed 

for the land subject to private plan change 70 (PC70) in Rolleston 

(the Land), and seeks that the Land be included in the Proposed 

Variation as being a new Medium Density Residential Zone 

(MRZ). 

This land is subject to a submission on the Proposed Plan by 

Hughes Developments Limited to rezone the site from GRUZ to 

General Residential Zone (GRZ) in accordance with PC70.  The 

GRZ is a ‘relevant residential zone’ under the Act.  It is therefore 

appropriate that should the Land be rezoned to GRZ by the 

Proposed Plan Panel, it should further be zoned MRZ under this 

Proposed Variation, consistent with the Act. 

The site is not subject to any identified Qualifying Matter in the 

Proposed Variation.   

  

Amend the planning maps to 

zone the Land MRZ, should the 

Proposed Plan Panel consider it 

appropriate to rezone from 

GRUZ to GRZ.  

Consequential changes may be 

required to other provisions in 

the Proposed Variation in order 

to provide the requested relief. 
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Form 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 

SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED PROPOSED POLICY STATEMENT OR PLAN, 

CHANGE OR VARIATION 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To  Selwyn District Council (SDC) 

Name of persons making further submission: Rolleston Industrial Developments 

Limited (V1-0115, PCV1-0024), CSI Property Limited (V1-0102), Carter Group 

Property Limited (V1-0103), and CSI Property Limited and Rolleston West 

Residential Limited (V1-0114, PCV1-0025) (the Submitters) 

1 This is a further submission on submissions on the proposed Selwyn District Plan 

Variation which SDC was required to notify under the Resource Management 

(Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (the EHS) to 

incorporate the Medium Density Residential Standards (MDRS).  

2 The Submitters are persons who have an interest in the proposal that is greater than 

the interest of the public generally (in that their operations in the Selwyn district are 

directly affected by the proposed plan review). 

3 If others make a similar submission, the Submitters will consider presenting a joint 

case with them at a hearing. 

4 The Submitters’ further submissions: 

4.1 On submissions to Part A of the Variation are set out in Annexure 1; 

4.2 On submissions to Part B of the Variation are set out in Annexure 2.  

Signed for and on behalf of Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited, CSI 

Property Limited, Carter Group Property Limited, and CSI Property Limited and 

Rolleston West Residential Limited by its solicitors and authorised agents Chapman 

Tripp  

 

______________________________ 

Jo Appleyard 

Partner 

18 November 2022 

Address for service of submitter: 

Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited, CSI Property Limited, Carter Group 

Property Limited, and CSI Property Limited and Rolleston West Residential 

Limited 

c/- Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Chapman Tripp 

5th Floor, PwC Centre 

60 Cashel Street 

PO Box 2510 

Christchurch 8140 

Email address: Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com / Lucy.Forrester@chapmantripp.com 

mailto:Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com
mailto:Lucy.Forrester@chapmantripp.com
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ANNEXURE 1: FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN RELATION TO PART A VARIATION 1 TO THE PDP 

Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

Lincoln Voice 

Incorporated (V1-

0021) 

001 MRZ – MAP Reject the zone change from 

GRUZ to MRZ over the area 

included in PC69. 

Oppose. The Submitters consider it is 

appropriate to include the land 

contained in PC69 as a new 

residential zone under the 

Variation. 

The Council had a discretion 

under the EHS to create new 

residential zones when it 

incorporated the MDRS.  The 

Council exercised that discretion 

in respect of the PC69 site 

independent of the private plan 

change process. 

Reject. 

Christchurch City 

Council (V1-0080) 

Whole of 

submission 

SUB-REQ3 & 

DEV 

Insert as follows: 

8. Subdivision of a site within 

any residential zone subject to 

an Outline Development Plan 

shall provide for a minimum net 

density of 15 households per 

ha.   

Oppose. A requirement for 15 households 

per ha would likely result in very 

homogenous subdivision 

designs, with little variety in lot 

sizes and housing typology.  This 

has the potential to undermine 

the achievement of a well-

functioning environment and the 

provision of variety of homes as 

sought under policy 1 of the 

NPS-UD.  It would also not 

Reject.  
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Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

provide for the staging of 

greenfield development. 

Selwyn District 

Council (V1-0092) 

010 SUB-REQ1 Amend SUB-REQ1.14.b.ii as 

follows: 

ii. Any site that is, or that is 

proposed to be as part of the 

application, subject to a legal 

mechanism restricting the 

number or location of residential 

units which may be erected on 

the site has a minimum net site 

area of 400m2, excluding any 

area which cannot be used to 

erect a residential unit. 

Or alternative relief to achieve 

the requested outcome.  

Oppose. A requirement for minimum lot 

sizes of 400m2 is unnecessarily 

prescriptive and has the 

potential to undermine the 

achievement of a well-

functioning environment and the 

provision of variety of homes as 

sought under policy 1 of the 

NPS-UD.   

Reject.  

Hughes 

Developments 

Limited (V1-0112) 

Whole of 

submission 

Whole of 

submission 

Refer to original submission.  Generally 

support. 

The Submitters generally 

support the relief sought to the 

extent it is consistent with the 

relief it sought in its own 

submissions.  

Adopt to the extent 

the relief sought is 

consistent with the 

relief sought by the 

Submitters. 

Retirement 

Villages 

Whole of 

submission 

Whole of 

submission 

Refer to original submission. Generally 

support. 

The Submitters generally 

support the relief sought to the 

extent it is consistent with the 

Adopt to the extent 

the relief sought is 

consistent with the 
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Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

Association (V1-

0079) 

relief it sought in its own 

submissions.  

relief sought by the 

Submitters. 

Manmeet Singh 

(V1-0068) 

003 SD-UFD-O3 Amend as follows:  

There is at least sufficient 

feasible development capacity in 

each Township in Selwyn to 

meet anticipated demands for 

housing and business activities.  

Generally 

support. 

This wording is appropriate and 

better reflects the wording and 

application of the NPS-UD. 

Adopt. 

Lincoln & Districts 

Historical Society 

(Inc) (V1-0062) 

001 HH –

EXPLANATION 

- HPW30 

Amend provisions to prevent 

intensive development on sites 

bordering listed heritage 

properties, in order to preserve 

their aspects and outlook. 

Oppose. There may be circumstances 

where it is appropriate to have 

intensive development on sites 

bordering heritage properties. 

Reject. 

Eliot Sinclair (V1-

0032) 

Whole of 

submission 

Whole of 

submission 

Refer to original submission. Generally 

support. 

The Submitters generally 

support the relief sought to the 

extent it is consistent with the 

relief it sought in its own 

submissions.  

Adopt to the extent 

the relief sought is 

consistent with the 

relief sought by the 

Submitters. 

AgResearch 

Limited (V1-0055) 

Whole of 

submission 

Whole of 

submission 

Refer to original submission. Generally 

support. 

The Submitters generally 

support the relief sought to the 

extent it is consistent with the 

relief it sought in its own 

submissions.  

Adopt to the extent 

the relief sought is 

consistent with the 

relief sought by the 

Submitters 
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Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

Kāinga Ora Homes 

and Communities 

(V1-0113) 

Whole of 

submission 

Whole of 

submission 

Refer to original submission. Generally 

support. 

The Submitters generally 

support the relief sought to the 

extent it is consistent with the 

relief it sought in its own 

submissions.  

Adopt to the extent 

the relief sought is 

consistent with the 

relief sought by the 

Submitters 

Ministry of 

Education - Te 

Tāhuhu o Te 

Mātauranga (V1-

0073) 

001 SD-UFD-O3 Amend as follows: 

There is sufficient feasible 

development capacity and 

additional infrastructure to meet 

anticipated demands for housing 

and business activities.  

Oppose. It is not clear what is meant by 

the addition of these words. 

The Submitters do not consider 

the amendment to this Objective 

necessary, but in the alternative 

provide some revised wording to 

allow flexibility regarding 

additional infrastructure and 

ensuring that it is a 

consideration rather than a 

requirement.  

Reject.   

Alternatively, adopt 

the following wording: 

Amend as follows: 

There is sufficient 

feasible development 

capacity and provision 

for 

additional infrastructur

e to meet anticipated 

demands for housing 

and business 

activities.  

Heritage New 

Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga (V1-0051) 

004 

010 

011 

MRZ-REQ2 

MRZ-REQ4 

MRZ-REQ6 

Requests further consideration 

as to the impact of 

intensification adjacent to 

historic heritage items, and 

promotes an alternative 

approach which provides 

relevant controls to enable 

Oppose. Considers that the current 

approach adopted by Council is 

appropriate and has taken into 

account the impact of 

intensification adjacent to 

historic heritage items.   

Reject.  
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Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

development where appropriate 

without diminishing Selwyn’s 

valuable heritage resources. 

Aaron McGlinchy 

(V1-0018) 

 

Victoria Atkinson 

(V1-0106) 

003, 005, 

006, 007, 

008 

002 

Qualifying 

matters 

The inclusion of any additional 

qualifying matters. 

Oppose.  The Submitters oppose the 

introduction of any additional 

qualifying matters.  All relevant 

qualifying matters for the 

District have already been 

adequately identified in the 

Variation.  

Reject.  

 

  



 

100546800/1919879.1 7 

ANNEXURE 2: FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN RELATION TO PART B VARIATION 1 TO PC 68, 69, 71, 73, 75, 76 AND 78 

Submitter name 

(number) 

Submissi

on point 

Topic/ 

Provision 

Decision requested by 

submitter 

Support/ 

oppose 

Reason for Submitters’ 

support/oppose 

Decision sought by 

Submitters 

Lincoln Voice 

Incorporated 

(PCV1-0007) 

001 Residential 

density 

Reject the zone change from 

GRUZ to MRZ over the area 

included in PC69. 

Oppose. Clause 34 of the EHS obliged 

SDC to vary PC73 to incorporate 

the MDRS irrespective of the 

ultimate outcome of that plan 

change process.  The Council 

had no discretion not to include 

it.  

SDC acted appropriately in 

varying PC69 to incorporate the 

MDRS. 

Reject. 

Christchurch City 

Council (PCV1-

0015) 

Whole of 

submission 

Residential 

density 

That a rule be inserted into the 

subdivision chapter as follows: 

8. Subdivision of a site within 

any residential zone subject to 

an Outline Development Plan 

shall provide for a minimum net 

density of 15 households per 

ha.   

Oppose. A requirement for 15 households 

per ha with minimum lot size of 

400m2 sought by SDC in its 

submission would likely result in 

very homogenous subdivision 

designs, with little variety in lot 

sizes and housing typology.  This 

has the potential to undermine 

the achievement of a well-

functioning environment under 

the NPS-UD.  It would also not 

provide for the staging of 

greenfield development. 

Reject.  

 


