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5 June 2015 
 
BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 
Commercial Proposal (part), Chapter 15 
 
 
Submissions of Akaroa Civic Trust relating to the Banks Peninsula 
Commercial Zone at Akaroa. 
 
1. In relation to the Trust’s submissions on 

- rule 15.5.2.3,RD3 (a) & (b) building exemptions, at paragraphs 8.5 & 8.6 

- rule 15.8.1, new clause relating to adjacent residential amenity, at paragraph 

8.7.  

- rule 15.5.2.3, RD 3 non-notification, at paragraph 8.8 

Mr Mark Stevenson in his Rebuttal Evidence for the Council, dated 1 May 2015 

agrees with the Trust’s requests.  

2. In relation to rule 15.8.1 it is the Trust’s submission that the new clause should 

relate to any existing adjacent activity, not just residential. The town centre at 

Akaroa contains a large number of historic buildings, and it is important to 

maintain the amenity and thus the desirability and viability of these buildings. This 

is in line with policies 5.1.1.6 and 15.1.2.1, a, v. 

3. The Trust’s request in relation to Rule 15.5.3.5, b, is accepted by the Council in 

Appendix F (page 509) to Mr Stevenson’s Evidence in Chief dated 13 April 2015. 

 

 

4. The outstanding matters for the Trust are: 

- Building Height 

- The deferral of decisions until they can be considered alongside the 

Heritage provisions in Stage 3. 
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5. The Trust submits that buildings that exceed the height standard of 7.5 metres 

should be a non complying activity in Akaroa. 

6. Mr Stevenson in his evidence for the Council at 20.73 may be correct in saying 

that this would be more restrictive than the current discretionary status in the 

Banks Peninsula District Plan (this is unclear as the rules in the BP Plan appear 

to conflict with each other). The current rules came about as a result of decisions 

on Variation 1 (non complying activities) in 2006 and were possibly an 

unintended consequence of that decision. The Environment Court had fully 

considered the matter of building height in 2002, and supported non complying 

status for buildings over 7.5 metres. The Council had resolved in 2004 to 

investigate a Variation to the Plan to better recognise the Akaroa Historic Area, 

and there was an expectation that the height status could be reviewed as part of 

this process. This was well underway by 2010.  

7. Mr Stevenson states that non complying status would signal that any breach is 

inappropriate. The Trust submits that controlling the scale of buildings, and in 

particular their height, is crucial to maintaining Akaroa’s character, and that any 

breach, other than those allowed for under the Height definition, is very likely to 

be inappropriate in the Akaroa Town Centre.  

8. Discretionary status would signal that even a major breach is contemplated by 

the Plan. 

9. Non complying status provides for a breach of the height limit to be considered 

where there are exceptional circumstances.  

 

Deferral of Decisions.  

10. Much of the Trust’s evidence focuses on the background to the current planning 

regime in Akaroa.  

11. This is intended to highlight the intentions behind the provisions of the Banks 

Peninsula District Plan, and the identified deficiencies. The most important of 

these is the lack of comprehensive policies and provisions for the Akaroa Historic 

Area which was registered 2 years after the BP Plan was notified in 1997. The 

current policies and assessment matters do not have a strong historic heritage 

element. 

12. The statements in my evidence in paragraphs 33 to 50, and referred to in the 

Rebuttal Evidence of Mr Stevenson at paragraphs 8.1 to 8.4, are intended to 

highlight the deficiencies in the current proposals and the lack of recognition of 

the important historic heritage of Akaroa, and were not specific requests for 

changes.  
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13. Mr Stevenson considers that the Akaroa Design Guidelines, and 15.8.1.3, 

include bulk, scale, design and location as matters of discretion.  

14. 15.8.1.3, however, refers only to minimising bulk through design and does not 

allow for discretion on scale or location.  

15. Mr Stevenson also considers that 15.8.1.1, a, ii provides for consideration of 

heritage matters, however this clause refers only to on-site heritage – it is inward,  

not outward, looking. 

16. The Akaroa Design Guidelines will not, I believe, give discretion to require a 

building to be smaller, or differently located, if it conforms with the built form 

standards. 

17. The current BP Plan explicitly gives discretion over form, bulk, scale, design and 

location of buildings. The words ‘bulk’ and ‘scale’, along with the 7.5 height limit 

were introduced following decisions on the plan in 2001 and have been crucial to 

avoiding any further large scale development.  

 

18. The Trust accepts that the Council may have made a genuine attempt to rollover 

the existing provisions for Akaroa, but considers that lack of understanding of the 

background to these, and of the implications of changes, have resulted in 

fundamental changes.  

If the proposals for Akaroa were to become operative before heritage matters can 

be  considered they would be operating in the absence of policies and other 

provisions for the protection of Akaroa’s important historic heritage. 

 

19. The Trust submits that there is no urgency to have the proposed provisions for 

Akaroa in place, and that the current provisions are adequate until a 

comprehensive consideration of historic heritage can be undertaken in Stage 3. 

 

 

 


