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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Andrew William Craig.  I hold the position of sole director of 

Andrew Craig Landscape Architecture Limited. My expertise is in landscape 

architecture.  I have been in this position since 2010. 

 
1.2 I hold a Bachelors of Arts degree (Canterbury University) and a post graduate 

diploma in landscape architecture (Lincoln University). 

 

1.3 I have been practising since 1987.  For 5 years until mid-2009 I was employed 

by Peter Rough Landscape Architects Ltd.  Before that I was employed by the 

Christchurch City Council (Council) for 13 years, working in the area of 

environmental policy and planning. Of particular relevance I was involved in 

the development of the operative City Plan which included all landscape 

matters concerning the Port Hills. Prior to that I worked for a short time with 

the Department of Conservation in the West Coast Conservancy.  Most of my 

work since graduation and to date has involved landscape assessment and 

the development of landscape policy.  On an ad hoc basis, I also teach 

landscape architecture at Lincoln University. 

 

1.4 As a consultant I have assessed many proposals on behalf of applicants and 

various Councils. I have presented landscape evidence on numerous 

occasions in Council hearings and in the Environment Court.  

 

1.5 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to the landscape character and amenity effects arising 

from matters raised by submitters on the Stage 2 Residential Proposal. I am to 

confine my evidence to the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula. 

 

1.6 Prior to my engagement I have had no previous involvement with the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) apart from appearing as a submitter to 

Stage 1 on my own behalf. Since early July 2015 I have been providing the 

Council with my expertise in relation to submissions regarding rules and re-

zoning requests concerning the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula.  

 

1.7 I have been on three site visits to: the Port Hills (16 July 2015), Akaroa 

Harbour (27 July 2015) and Lyttelton Harbour (30 July 2015).  Each site visit 

involved an evaluation of sites arising from submitters' re-zoning requests. 
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This involved looking at sites from various vantage points with a view to 

gaining an appreciation of their character and the context of their setting.  

 

1.8 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   

 

1.9 The key documents I have used, or referred to where relevant, in forming my 

view while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the relevant submissions; 

(b) the Stage 2 Residential Chapter of the pRDP (the Proposal); and. 

(c) the part of the Strategic Directions decision concerning urban design 

(from page 52) and Schedule 1.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are: 

 

Port Hills 

 

(a) appropriate building height (14.11.3.3); 

(b) site coverage (14.11.3.4); 

(c) site density (14.11.3.2); 

(d) setbacks (14.11.3.6 and 14.11.3.9); 

(e) building reflectivity and colour (14.12.3.8);  

(f) landscaping (14.11.3.10 and 14.12.3.9); 

 

Banks Peninsula 

 

(g) appropriateness of rules for the Residential Small Settlement (RSS) 

Zones; 

(h) appropriateness of rules for the Residential Large Lot (RLL) Zones; 

(i) the planning maps for the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula; and 
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(j) the landscape related residential objectives and policies for the Port 

Hills and Banks Peninsula residential areas. 

 

2.2 My evidence also addresses the site specific rezoning sought by Stage 2 

submitters, and in particular requests to rezone land from Rural to Residential 

and from one type of residential zone to another.  

 

2.3 In this regard, I have however previously assisted two submitters prepare their 

submissions.  They are Cathedral City Development Ltd (2129) and Rockhill 

Ltd. (2170).  I no longer advise them and do not comment on their submissions 

in my evidence for the Council. 

 

2.4 For completeness I note that I have also previously advised two further 

submitters, but I have not been involved in the preparation of their submissions 

for Stage 2.  They are Castle Rock Ltd (2168 & 2169) and Ms Andrea Kiddle 

(2074).    

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The key landscape question is: what is the best landscape design outcome for 

Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills? 

 

3.2 In summary, the best outcome involves: 

 

(a) Existing residential settlement patterns are more or less maintained; 

(b) Contrast between urban and rural environments; 

(c) Abrupt transition between urban and rural environments; 

(d) Natural character is maintained and enhanced; 

(e) Residents enjoy amenity characteristics unique to the hills; and 

(f) The existing coherence of residential areas is maintained. 

 

3.3 The relief sought by submitters is assessed as to the extent which the above 

landscape design outcomes will be achieved by the relief sought. 

 

3.4 Most, but not all, relief sought concerning the proposed rules will have little 

adverse effect on the above outcomes should it be granted. The same applies 

concerning rezoning requests. 
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4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 Having been engaged by the Council since early July 2015, I have not had 

input into the preparation of the Proposal. I have however familiarised myself 

with the Plan provisions that are relevant to my evidence, particularly those 

involving matters raised by submitters. 

 

4.2 As mentioned, I was previously employed by the Council (1992 – 2005). 

During that period I had considerable involvement in the preparation of the 

current City Plan. This included not only assistance in the preparation of plan 

provisions, but following the review, administration of them where landscape 

matters were concerned. In helping to prepare plan provisions, certain 

landscape design principles were applied. I explain the landscape design 

principles in the next section of my evidence below.  

 

4.3 In preparing my evidence I have identified what I consider are desired 

landscape outcomes for Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills based on these 

design principles. These address what I consider to be the central or over-

arching landscape question, which is: what is the best landscape design 

outcome for the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula?  Some of these are reflected 

in policy while others are not. The design I consider appropriate where they 

support the general direction and intent of the landscape relevant objectives 

and policies. It is these principles in combination with the intent of the 

objectives and policies that effectively form my criteria for determining whether 

the relief sought by submitters is rejected or accepted. 

 

5. LANDSCAPE DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

 

5.1 The specific landscape design principles mentioned above still inform my 

responses to submissions on the pRDP.  I also remain of the view that these 

landscape design principles are necessary to achieve desired landscape 

outcomes for the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula.  The landscape design 

principles are described below and they, in my opinion, should be applied in 

identifying what are desired landscape outcomes for the district. 
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Complementary contrast 

 

5.2 'Complementary contrast' is to create a high degree of contrast between rural 

and urban environments – see Attachment A Photograph 1. 

 

5.3 The Oxford English Dictionary defines 'complement' as: 'A thing that 

contributes extra features to something else in such a way as to improve or 

emphasize its quality'.
1
  Applied to the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula as a 

whole, this means that the contrast between the urban and rural environments 

highlights the quality of each. This is particularly apparent on the Port Hills and 

Banks Peninsula because they are elevated and are therefore visible from 

most parts of the City and the various vantage points on the Peninsula. 

Further, both environments are important for recreational and conservation 

activity and the contrast between the urban and rural environments enhances 

this.  The greater the contrast between the urban and rural areas therefore, the 

better is our appreciation of them.  

 

5.4 In my view, the desired response within the pRDP in order to provide 

complementary contrast requires the following factors, most of which are 

reflected in the pRDP's policies which I discuss in the section below:  

 

(a) Urban development is contiguous with existing areas and isolated 

pockets of development are avoided. 

(b) Building density is more or less uniform throughout the urban area. 

(c) The transition from urban to rural is abrupt and lucid. 

(d) Physical development within the rural Port Hills and Banks Peninsula 

is minimal or is highly recessive (via colour / reflectivity / bulk and 

location controls, site density and so on) 

(e) The natural character of the rural Port Hills is enhanced (via, for 

example, environmental offsets, reserve contributions, conservation 

covenants and various enhancement programmes).  

(f) Maintain, more or less, the current proportion of rural and urban 

areas on the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula by limiting further urban 

rezoning. 

(g) The urban / rural boundary occurs at salient natural (water courses, 

changes in gradient and such like) or physical (roads, pylons and 

such like) boundaries.  

                                                   
1
  Online version, available at http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/complement. 
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 Protection, maintenance and enhancement of natural character 

 

5.5 Much of the rural Port Hills and Banks Peninsula is identified as an 

Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) or Feature (ONLF) in the Natural 

Cultural and Heritage Stage 3 Proposal. To varying degrees, remaining rural 

areas exhibit natural character also. Appreciation of naturalness counters city 

living. Naturalness also facilitates conservation outcomes through the 

provision of habitat. Additionally, naturalness contributes scenic qualities that 

in large part occur where contrasts exist – for example, between the sea and 

land; plains and hills; bush and grasslands and urban / rural environments. 

See Attachment A Photographs 2, 3, 4. 

 

5.6 In my view, the desired response within the pRDP to provide for this design 

principle requires the following factors: 

 

(a) the complementary contrast factors described above; 

(b) encouragement of public ownership or other means of protection (eg, 

covenants); 

(c) provision of appropriate zoning and overlays – eg, Open Space that 

enables appropriate development (for recreational purposes for 

example) which enhances experience of rural Port Hills and Banks 

Peninsula natural character and amenity; 

(d) salient or outstanding natural features such as prominent rock 

outcrops, water courses and native vegetation are protected from the 

adverse effects arising from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development; 

(e) maintain, more or less, current land use patterns regarding extent of 

residential zones, where the urban environment is mostly confined to 

spurs, lower slopes and valley floors; and 

(f) recognition of the degree of naturalness – that is; to what extent the 

rural environment is modified? 

 
High quality visual backdrops to the City and Banks Peninsula settlements 

 

5.7 Because most of the City is located on a flat plain, the Port Hills provide a very 

prominent backdrop. Because they are elevated, activity on them is highly 

visible. The reverse is true for those living on and visiting the hills when looking 

toward that part of the City on the plains. The Port Hills contribute significantly 
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to the City's identity as does Banks Peninsula's rural environment with respect 

to its residents. Regarding the latter, see Attachment A Photographs 5 & 6. 

 

5.8 I consider the desired response within the pRPP to provide for this landscape 

design principles requires (in addition to the factors described for the two 

design principles above): 

 

(a) Maintain and enhance aesthetic cohesiveness where the visual 

character of the rural and urban environments appears more or less 

consistent throughout their extent. 

(b) To achieve the above, anomalous elements (very large buildings, 

structures, plantations and such like) are avoided or mitigated. 

 

Providing for the character and amenity expectations of Port Hills and Banks 
Peninsula residents 

 

5.9 Due to elevation and hill slope topography, Port Hills and Banks Peninsula 

residents live in an environment that is different from those residing on the 

Canterbury plains. There is a likelihood they may have expansive views, and 

because of this a greater sense of open space – see Attachment A 

Photograph 7. Varied topography such as gradient, aspect, vehicle access, 

sunlight access and soil conditions inform building design which results in 

diversity. The same conditions influence lot configuration and layout. 

Residents are also close to recreational and conservation areas on the hills 

which contributes to their amenity. See Attachment A Photographs 8a and 

8b. 

 

5.10 There are actual and potential adverse effects on amenity from living in hill 

environments, such as: 

 

(a) loss of privacy and outlook due to elevated neighbours; 

(b) the blocking or intruding of views by buildings and vegetation; 

(c) the marring of view quality due to neighbouring buildings and utilities; 

(d) shading due to landform; and 

(e) wind exposure. 

 

See Attachment A Photographs 9 and10.  
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5.11 I will address these effects in more detail when considering related matters 

arising from submissions. 

 

5.12 In my view, the desired response within the pRDP is: 

 

(a) Compared to plains residential areas, generally larger residential lots. 

(b) Appropriate bulk and location controls. 

(c) Design guides advising on matters such as colour, reflectivity, 

building form and site formation. 

(d) Integration and connectivity within and between the urban and rural 

areas. 

 

 Summary 

 

5.13 From the above, I have used the following criteria to evaluate submitters' 

requests to rezone rural land to residential. 

 

(a) Contiguousness with existing residential zones. 

(b) Congruity with the location and extent of existing residential patterns. 

(c) The degree of modification and therefore naturalness. 

(d) The degree of visual complexity within the rural land. 

(e) Whether the land in question is identified as an Outstanding Natural 

or Significant  Landscape or Feature in the pRDP.  

(f) Concerning the above, whether the loss of any ONLF land is 

countered by any form of landscape enhancement or protection. 

(g) The presence of natural or physical boundaries or potentially 

confining features such as Open Space zones and reserves. 

(h) Potential to maintain clarity of the urban / rural boundary. 

(i) The effects on the rural backdrop to the City and Banks Peninsula 

settlements. 

(j) The degree of visibility arising from elevation. 

(k) The presence of a landform backdrop. 

(l) The overall extent of the rezoning, smaller areas being preferable. 

 

5.14 It should be noted that the weighting I have given to each of the above criteria 

will vary depending on how important it is in terms of landscape and visual 

effects. It is on this basis that I have assessed the relief sought regarding 

zoning.  
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6. CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED POLICIES AND ASSESSMENT MATTERS 

 

6.1 I have assessed the proposed policies and assessment matters that are of 

most relevance to the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula.  The Council's position 

in its 11 August 2015 Revised Proposal advanced the following policies and I 

comment on them as follows. I also consider the Policies in terms of whether 

they align with the design criteria discussed earlier and summarised above. 

 

14.1.1.3 Policy - Residential development in Banks Peninsula 

 

a. Provide for limited growth and changes to residential townships and small settlements that: 

i. improves the long term sustainability and viability of the townships, settlements and their 

communities; 

ii. manages their resilience by providing new housing opportunities in locations that are not 

subject to significant risks to life safety and property damage from natural hazards; 

iii. maintains a consolidated urban form that does not compromise the dominance of the 

landscape setting, and avoids ribbon residential development along the coastline, on 

prominent spurs, ridges and significant skylines; 

iv. maintains the rural and coastal character elements that are distinct and unique to the 

local area; (#2387 Crown) 

v. where possible does not visually dominate protect views, both from neighbouring 

properties land and water; (#2285 Akaroa Civic Trust) 

vi. where possible provides access to mahinga kai and places sites of Ngai Tahu cultural 

significance to manawhenua. (#2387 Crown); and 

vii. encourages innovative design and sustainable land-use development. (#2387 Crown 

and #2488 Waibi). 

 

Note: This policy also applies to Objective 14.1.1 High quality residential environments. 

 

6.2 Clauses iii, iv, and v of Policy 14.1.1.3 affect landscape outcomes.  

 

6.3 Clause iii (urban consolidation) will help achieve:  

 

(a) contiguousness within existing urban development;  

(b) complementary contrast between urban and rural environments (and, 

arising from that, clarity between them);  

(c) the maintenance of existing urban and rural patterns;  

(d) maintenance of rural backdrops to urban areas; and  

(e) the protection and maintenance of outstanding or significant natural 

landscapes and features. 

 

6.4 Clause iv reinforces the outcomes listed in paragraph 6.3 above – especially 

those concerning the ONL/ONLFs and significant landscapes identified on the 
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Planning Maps. This is notwithstanding that '…coastal character elements…' 

will include settlements and townships on Banks Peninsula as they are 

virtually all coastal. Maintenance of '…rural character elements…' also enables 

rural landform backdrops, which is another design criteria. 

 

6.5 Clause v (avoiding visual dominance) will be achieved via clause iii – 

consolidation. The site density and bulk and location rules will assist. This 

clause does align with my criteria concerning the correspondence between 

elevation and visibility. I am less concerned however, about visibility of 

buildings within townships and settlement areas provided there is an abrupt 

delineation between them and the surrounding rural area. 

 

14.1.5.74.5 Policy  Character of Residential development on the Port Hills 

 

a. Ensure that the residential development of greenfield land on that part of the Port Hills:  

facing the Christchurch main urban area and character of the hillside by ensuring that 

development: 

i. has a backdrop maintains the visual dominance of the Port Hills rural 

environment as a backdrop to the City a natural landform or vegetation when 

viewed from the flat land and coastline/coastal environment;  

ii. complements the natural landform; 

ii. avoids buildings and structures on skylines within significant and outstanding natural 

landscapes on significant and outstanding skylines; 

iii. is of a density that provides ample opportunity for ample tree and garden planting;  to 

reduce the visual dominance of buildings within the hillside landscape 

iv. integrates well with existing residential areas and where possible provides 

connections to public open space; 

v. has regard to the location and scale of the principle building to reduce its visual 

dominance on the landscape; 

vi. if adjoining significant and outstanding natural landscape, conservation and 

biodiversity areas, remains compatible with these areas; and 

vii. where possible provides access to mahinga kai and places of cultural significance. 

(#2387 Crown) 

 

6.6 All but clause vii is relevant to landscape.  

 

6.7 Importantly clause i will achieve the rural backdrop sought in the design criteria 

described above. It will therefore govern the location and extent of urban 

development. Further, it will enable the contrast to be achieved between the 

Port Hills urban and rural environments. Finally, it will protect and maintain the 

natural character of the rural Port Hills and the recreational activity that 

depends on it. Appreciation of the Port Hills scenic qualities will also be 

protected and maintained. 
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6.8 Clause ii achieves the criteria seeking protection of outstanding and significant 

natural features, of which skylines and salient ridgelines are an important 

contributor. 

 

6.9 The existing Port Hills residential environment is characterised by an 

abundance of tree and garden planting. I attribute this to the larger lots 

occurring on the Port Hills and generally low building density. Such planting 

also contributes to the contrast between the rural and urban areas, particularly 

east of Cashmere where grassland predominates. 

 

6.10 While the predominance of vegetation provides amenity it can however, 

potentially affect views.  

 

6.11 Similarly in regard to the above, I have considered the most specific and 

relevant assessment matter that would come into effect should a proposed 

land use or subdivision consent be required (for some non-compliances). As a 

result I have recommended the following amendments to the Residential 

design principles, which are shown with in red.   

 

14.9.69 Residential Urban design Māori urban design principles 

 

"14.9.1.8 Residential design principles 

1. Hillside and small settlement areas  

a. Whether the development maintains or enhances the context and amenity of the area by: 

i. retaining free from residential development, the maintaining significant and distinctive 

landforms, geological features, water bodies and courses, indigenous and exotic 

vegetation, vegetated hillsides and rural landscapes, coastal margins edges and the 

habitat of indigenous fauna; other significant features; 

ii. having regard to and protecting historic heritage protecting and Ngāi Tahu manawhenua 

cultural values, including access to mahinga kai and places sites of cultural significance;  

iii. locating and designing the buildings and structures in a way that reduces their associated 

built features within the landform, balanced by open space and planting, to reduce the 

visual dominance of the development .  

iv. using colours and cladding materials which continue reflect or complement those of the 

surrounding natural and existing built environment,  

v. maintaining a building size  mass, scale and form that is compatible with the surrounding 

built and landscape environment; and 

vi. demonstrating incorporating environmentally sustainable and low impact subdivision, site 

and building design;  

vii.  responding to the qualities that are distinct and unique to each small settlement;(#2387 

Crown) , such as: 

A.    the setting of buildings within a highly vegetated hillside landscape in Governors 

Bay, Robinsons Bay, and the hillslopes of Little Akaloa and Takamatua; 
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B.    the absence of buildings on the surrounding hillsides and along the coastline in 

Purau and Pigeon Bay ; 

C.    the predominantly open space and rural character of Little River, Cooptown, 

Kukupa, Barrys Bay, French Farm, Takamatua Valley, Okains Bay; 

D.    the dominance of bachstyle buildings within a coastal landscape setting in 

Birdlings Flat, Tikao Bay, Wainui, Little Akaloa, Le Bons Bay, and along the 

foreshore of Takamatua. (#2387 Crown) 

viii. where appropriate and possible maintain views from properties (#2074 Kiddle) 

 
 

7. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

7.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further submitters, 

insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  As a result of my assessment, I 

reach conclusions based on the effects of granting the relief sought on the 

desired landscape character and amenity outcomes described above.  

 

7.2 My assessment is set out in the sections 9 to 10 of my evidence. As 

mentioned, I determine the significance of potential adverse effects on 

achieving the desired landscape outcomes arising from the relief sought.  

 

8. RE-ZONING RELIEF 

 

8.1 In Attachment B I consider submitter requests for rezoning.  On this basis, I 

determine to what extent the requested re-zoning adversely affects desired 

outcomes and conclude using a three point scale (low, moderate or high). 

  

9. RULES RELIEF  

 

9.1 Submitters seeking amendments to the rules where they affect landscape 

outcomes are now discussed as follows. The rules are listed by topic with 

reference to the specific relief sought by submitters. 

 

Colour and reflectivity  

 

9.2 In the notified version of Proposal 14 (Stage 2) there are colour rules for select 

areas, as specified in 14.12.3.8 (in short this relates to areas in Worsleys 

Road, Samarang Bay, Allandale, and Akaroa).  The remainder of the Stage 2 

Residential areas are not subject to colour and reflectivity rules, which is the 

area the following submitter is concerned with.  
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2008.1 (Brent George) 

Residential Hills: Rule 14.11.3 Built Form Standards 

 

9.3 The submitter seeks a rule controlling reflectivity from buildings, with the 

purpose being to control the adverse effects of glare, particularly from roofs.  

 
9.4 Reflected glare is an issue unique to the Port Hills because dwellings overlook 

each other and in certain circumstances roofs can comprise a significant 

portion of views. Depending on the material and finishes, roofs can be highly 

reflective resulting in adverse glare effects.  

 

9.5 The submitter refers to the following rule from the Queenstown Lakes District 

Plan:
2
  

 
All metal cladding, roofing or fences shall be painted or otherwise 
coated with a non-reflective finish. 

 

9.6 In my view, a rule requiring a non-reflective finish would be difficult to monitor 

and hard for the relevant party to achieve as all finishes are reflective to some 

degree. Should relief be granted, my recommendation is the rule must quantify 

reflectivity. The commonly accepted standard is that roof finishes do not 

exceed 30% Light Reflectance Value (LRV). This is based on observation 

where 30% LRV is sufficiently dark enough to prevent adverse effects arising 

from uncomfortable levels of reflected glare. An example close to 30% is 

shown as Figure 1 to follow. 

 

                     

 Figure 1 The above colour ('sandstone grey' from the 'Colour-Steel' range)                

has an LRV of 27% - close to my recommended 30%. 

 

9.7 I therefore suggest that the following rule is inserted into the pRDP: 

 

                                                   
2
 QLDP Volume Section  7 Residential Rules;  7.5.5.2 Site Standard  ix. 
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That within all Port Hills and Banks Peninsula residential zones roof 
finishes do not exceed 30% light reflectance value (LRV). 

 

2387.579  (CERA) 
Residential Large Lot Zone: Rule 14.12.3.8 
 

9.8 The submitter seeks to delete the rule concerning colour and reflectivity for the 

Port Hills and Banks Peninsula zones identified in the rule.  

 

9.9 In my view, Rule 14.12.3.8 applying to Worsleys Road can be deleted as this 

maintains consistency with residential areas elsewhere on the Port Hills. The 

same applies to Vangioni Lane located within the residential area of Akaroa. 

Both these areas are located in established residential environments and are 

therefore urban in character. That is, they are not located in rural areas where 

apparent concentrations of dwellings may detract if they did not appear 

recessive in the landscape of their setting. Additionally, to have colour and 

reflectivity controls for selected urban areas requires recognition that they are 

somehow exceptional. I do not regard Worsleys Road or Vangioni Lane to be 

exceptional in this regard. Further, these residentially zoned areas are 

consistent with and fulfil the criteria seeking contrast between the rural and 

urban environments.  

 

9.10 For the remaining areas at Samarang Bay and the Allandale Density Overlay 

areas (at the head of Lyttelton Harbour) I recommend that the rule remains as 

notified as these are residential large lots located in a predominantly rural 

harbour side setting.   

 

9.11 Samarang Bay is not yet developed, while Allandale currently has low building 

density. Consequently there is little in the way of contrast between what are 

essentially rural residential environments. It is therefore preferable that the 

current rural character prevails. And where there is the possibility of building 

clusters in such a setting it is better that they blend into it. Colour and 

reflectively controls are one effective means of achieving this.  

 

9.12 The reason for the colour controls are stated in the Operative City Plan
3
 as 

follows: "This colour palette has been developed to link the colour of built 

structures with each other as well as be compatible with the landscape." In my 

opinion this is a desirable design outcome given the location of the sites and 

the character and amenity of their surrounds. Further, such controls reinforce 

                                                   
3
 Op.cit. 
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visual coherence while reducing visual impact, particularly in more sensitive 

landscapes where natural values are prevalent. Additionally, colour and 

reflectivity controls have no bearing on cost, particularly where paint finishes 

are involved, and therefore is not onerous. 

 
9.13 I note that submissions 2228.5 and 2468.5 are in support of retaining the rule 

or extending it to other areas. 

 

Building height 
 

9.14 In the notified version of Stage 2 Proposal 14, there are building height rules 

for the various Stage 2 Residential zones as follows: 

 

(a) Residential Hills Zone, maximum building height 8m, except minor 

residential units with a maximum building height of 5.5m (14.11.3.3); 

(b) Residential Large Lot Zone, maximum building height 7m, except 

minor residential units with a maximum building height of 5.5m 

(14.12.3.3); 

(c) RSS Zone, maximum building height 7m (except in specified overlay 

areas and for accessory buildings, as specified) (14.14.3.2); and 

(d) Guest Accommodation Zone, maximum building height 11m for the 

areas as specified (14.15.3.2). 

 

2335.5 (NZ Institute of Architects
4
). 

All Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Residential Zones 

 

9.15 The submitter (NZIA) supports the increase in building height from the current 

7m to 8m. They also support the current means of measuring building height. 

 
2074.1 & 2074.2 & 2074.3 & 2074.4 & 2074.5 (Kiddle), 2462.3 (Church), 

2485.2 & 2485.9 (Tindall) 

Residential Port Hills and Large Lot Zones: Rules 14.11.3.2 & 14.12.3.3 

 

9.16 The submitters seek to retain the permitted 7m height limit for buildings on the 

Port Hills, and suggest additional discretionary matters relating to excess 

building height and recession plane intrusion. 

 

                                                   
4
 Part B page 2 paragraph 4.0 of their submission. Also see CCC submission 2123.123 and Tindall 2485.2 / 2485.9. 
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9.17 To a certain extent, increased building height will reflect current activity where 

many buildings on the Port Hills exceed the current 7m height limit. Research 

by the Council indicates that all buildings up to 8m high were granted consent 

under the Operative City Plan.
5
 I have annexed that research document as 

Attachment D  to my evidence.   

 

9.18 Additionally a unique characteristic of the hills is that residents take advantage 

of slopes to include basements and garaging beneath dwellings. Building 

height effects relative to neighbours remain the same irrespective of whether 

or not this happens. This effect is shown on  Figure 3 to follow. . 

 

9.19 Increased building height will however increase the risk of view intrusion for 

existing residences – see again Attachment A Photograph 10. There are 

however other contributing factors that assist in reducing this effect. These 

include setbacks, recession planes and site coverage. Larger lot sizes also 

help in this regard. They assist those building houses to locate them so as to 

lessen view intrusion for neighbours.  

 

9.20 On hills topography will also influence the effects of building height. Rarely are 

buildings at the same level as each other. Or, to put it another way, buildings 

will invariably be either higher or lower in relation to each other. Aspect, that is, 

north, south, west and east orientation, is also important. Aspect affects views, 

privacy and sunlight access which are significantly more variable across a hill 

environment compared to buildings on the plains. 

 

9.21 A further consideration involves how height is measured on the hills. In the 

current City Plan height is defined:     

 

Height in relation to a building means the vertical distance between 

ground level at any point and the highest part of the building immediately 

above that point… 

 

 The Banks Peninsula section defines height similarly, but adds the following 

diagram - Figure 2.  

 

 

 

                                                   
5
 Christchurch City Council Residential Hills Zone – Resource Consent Analysis – Building Height 2005 – 2015.  
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  Figure 2  The above diagram shows how height has been calculated in the 

Banks Peninsula section of the City Plan. The current maximum 

building height for Banks Peninsula is 7m as it is for the operative 

City Plan. 

 

9.22 It should be noted that the height limits only relate to the height of the building 

above ground level, and not below. On the hills this means that buildings can 

be taller than the height limits prescribed in the Plan as illustrated in the 

following Figure 3 diagram.  

 

 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Total building height above finished ground level = 7m + ×m 
 
Building on finished ground level  
7m maximum height envelope 
 
Original ground level 
(prior to building) 
 
 
                                                                                              
 

 

7m 
 
 

×m 
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Figure 3 A schematic cross section showing how building height can be 
calculated. This technique will potentially allow for an overall 
building height greater than 7m- or the proposed 8m - provided it 
does not intrude the maximum height envelope. This occurs 
where part of the building can be constructed below original 
ground level. Commonly on the hills these lower levels 
accommodate garages, basements, 'rumpus' rooms and such 
like.  

 
9.23 As mentioned above, other bulk and location standards also have an influence 

on building height, such as recession planes, setbacks, and site coverage.  Lot 

shape and size also contributes to the choice in height of a building, as does 

slope gradient. Maximum building height is therefore confined by a wide range 

of environmental variables in addition to the height standard. 

 

9.24 Despite the above variables, it is a fact that the higher a building is above 

ground level the more likely it will intrude the views of neighbours. The 8m limit 

now proposed will increase that likelihood. Having spoken to some architects, I 

have been made aware there are some design advantages which may counter 

effects arising from increased height, although the Institute of Architects does 

not describe these in detail in their submission (possibly they will in their 

evidence). I understand that increased height might lessen site coverage and 

earth works, however I defer to other experts on that matter. In my opinion it 

appears to be a matter of striking a balance between the advantages and 

disadvantages of increasing height.     

 

2485.3 & 2485.4  & 2485.7 & 2485.8  (Tindall), 2074.5 (Kiddle) 

Residential Hills Rule: 14.9.2 

 

9.25 This submitter seeks to add the following discretionary matter (Rule 14.9.2):  

 
(h) In relation to the Residential Hills Zone, the extent to which the 
increased building height or recession plane intrusion will result in 
decreased opportunities for views from properties in the vicinity. 

 

9.26 Although views from residences on the Port Hills are not guaranteed or 

protected, residents do have an expectation that views are potentially 

attainable. The relief sought maintains the probability that views are either 

maintained or not adversely disrupted to any significant degree.  
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9.27 In my opinion the discretionary matter proposed by the submitter is 

reasonable, subject to a minor amendment as follows:  

 

(h) In relation to the Residential Hills Zone, the extent to which the 

increased building height or recession plane intrusion will significantly 

decrease views from neighbouring properties in the vicinity.  

 

9.28 The reason is that neighbouring properties are very likely to be most affected 

and therefore the assumption is that any properties beyond will be less so. It 

follows therefore that the focus should be on neighbouring properties only. 

 

Building density
6
  

 

2171.4 (Bassett / Talbot)  

Residential Hills:  Rule 14.11.3.2 

 

9.29 This submitter seeks to introduce mixed building density for the Port Hills 

Medium Density Residential Zone as a controlled activity. A limited number 

(15%) of smaller lots (200m
2 

– 650m
2
) are sought, balanced by a minimum of 

larger lots (1500m
2
). Limits are set on clusters also – for <650m

2
 no more than 

5 dwelling sites; and for >1500m
2
 no more than 4 dwelling sites. A minimum 

distance of 75m is sought between clusters. 

. 
9.30 The effect of this will be to introduce variation in building density across the 

Port Hills. To some extent this already occurs with the operative Living Hills 

(LH), Living Hills A (LHA) and Living Hills B (LHB) zones – the proposed 

Residential Port Hills (RPH) andRLL zones.  Also in some of the older hill 

suburbs – Cashmere, Huntsbury, Clifton and others – there exists a 

considerable variety of lot sizes resulting from development prior to the advent 

of the current City Plan. These are generally apparent in the cadastral 

boundaries shown in the Planning Maps, which are annexed to Ms Oliver's 

evidence. These older settings exhibit high amenity. The key proviso however, 

is that various sized lots are mixed and the number of smaller lots are limited. 

It appears that the relief sought by the submitter(s) will, in principle, achieve 

much the same amenity effect as that found in the older established hill side 

suburbs. 

 

                                                   
6
 RDP Proposed rule 14.11.3.2 Site Density – Residential Hills Zone 650m2 & for Moncks Spur, Mt Pleasant, Shalamar Dr and 

Upper Kennedys Bush Density Overlay areas 850m
2
 (also see submission 2170.3 – Rockhill Ltd). 
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9.31 To achieve the desired outcome, it is my opinion that the Council needs to 

exercise some discretion through the subdivision matters of discretion. Matters 

of discretion would include the location, of smaller lots especially, in relation to 

open space – for example, alongside parks and rural zone. This enables 

higher density development to take advantage of adjoining open space by 

effectively 'borrowing' it. The ability to provide landscaping is another matter to 

be considered, especially given that site coverage is likely to be high. So too is 

building design, particularly regarding colour, modulation (form) and 

reflectivity. 

 

2199.2 (Croft) 

Residential Large Lot Zone: Rule 14.12.3.2 

 

9.32 The submitter seeks that consents are not granted for sites <3000m
2
 in the 

Port Hills RLL Zones. The notified Proposal requires a minimum site size of 

1500m
2
 in the RLL Zone, unless otherwise specified for particular overlays as 

per Rule 14.12.3.2.  

 
9.33 While generous areas of open space and vegetation characterise the large lot 

zones from which amenity is derived, there may be circumstances where such 

an outcome can still be achieved for  smaller lots. That is, each application for 

smaller lot sizes is considered on its merits. 

 

9.34 In the wider picture for the Port Hills, smaller lots are acceptable throughout 

the residential area as this maintains the design outcomes described earlier – 

namely contrast between the urban and rural area. In my opinion it is possible 

for smaller lots with a minimum of 1500m
2
 to be incorporated into RLL zones 

while achieving desired outcomes for the zone and Port Hills overall. The 

variation in size is evident in the maps I show as examples in Attachment C. 

 

2205.1, 2205.2 (Webster – Hyndhope Subdivision, Kennedys Bush) 

Rules 14.12.3.2(a) & 8.3.1.1 

 

9.35 The submitter seeks to retain the current 1500m
2 

lot size with a minimum 

average lot size of 3000m
2
. My understanding is that Hyndhope is a relatively 

small subdivision that is fully formed and almost fully developed. Apart from 

possible infill, there appears to be little scope for further subdivision and 

development at that site. Further, it does not appear possible to achieve the 
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3000m
2
 average as this would require some very big lots to counter those less 

than 3000m
2
. 

 

9.36 In any event, my opinion is that 1500m
2
 is appropriate without the minimum 

3000m
2
 lot average.  Development on 1500m

2
 lots will readily achieve the 

design criteria I describe earlier – namely the provision of contrast between the 

urban and rural environments and the abrupt transition between them.  Indeed 

the smaller lot sizes will better achieve the outcomes I consider desirable – 

particularly with regard to providing contrast and an abrupt transition between 

the urban and rural environments on the Port Hills. 

 

Maximum site coverage 

 
2171.5 & 2176 (Bassett / Talbot); 2334.3 (Arvida Group)

7
 

Residential Port Hills: Rule 14.11.3.4 

 

9.37 The submitters seek 45% site coverage maximum for allotments <450m
2
 

within the Port Hills residential zones.   

 

9.38 The 45% site coverage sought is 10% higher than that proposed for the 

residential Port Hills zones
8
. It may be possible to entertain the higher site 

coverage subject to the provisos sought by the above submissions concerning 

mixed densities – that is, a minimum number of lots with minimum separation 

distances from each building cluster. 

   

9.39 As I mentioned earlier, the ability to take advantage of 'borrowed' space from 

adjoining reserves and / or rural zoned land will definitely counter the effects of 

diminish open space arising from the higher site coverage. But this will only 

occur where higher density housing is located alongside such land. 

 

9.40 A potential consequence of the relief sought is the possibility of very large 

buildings appearing. This will be likely if sites are large with the 45% site 

coverage proposed by the submitters. Arvida Group (2334) also seek 

increased site density. 

 

9.41 My observation is that large buildings are not at all common on the Port Hills.  

The largest I am aware of is the recently rebuilt Glenelg Health Camp building 

                                                   
7
 Also see 2170.4 & 2170.5 (Rockhill). 

8
RDP Proposed rule 14.11.3.4 Maximum Site Coverage 35% for Residential Port Hills. 
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on Murray Aynsley Hill – see Attachment A Photograph 11. Although well 

designed, this building is extremely prominent by virtue of its size, high 

elevation and location on a skyline ridge. Further it is inconsistent with the size 

of other buildings – dwellings – in the area. 

 

9.42 Apart from the occasional church, schools (Mt Pleasant and Cashmere 

schools for example), retail outlets – namely cafes, and large historic buildings 

(Sign of the Takehe) virtually all buildings on the Port Hills are detached 

dwellings.  As a result the urban environment on the hills appears remarkably 

consistent and therefore visually coherent throughout their extent. As a 

landscape outcome, this is highly desirable, particularly given that the hills are 

visible from nearly every part of the city.  

  

9.43 Additionally, there exists a more or less even balance between buildings and 

vegetation with neither overly dominating the other. This results in a very 

pleasant environment – that is, it exhibits high amenity.  

 

9.44 In relation to large buildings, it is my view that firstly, the character and amenity 

of the existing Port Hills needs to be maintained as it is. So any large buildings 

would have to be designed so as achieve that outcome.  Design 

characteristics would include: extensive architectural modulation; recessive 

colours; varied materials; and preferably within permitted heights, setbacks 

and site coverage. Further, their sites would need to be able to accommodate 

reasonably extensive tree and garden plantings.  The overall aim would be to 

give the impression that such buildings appear at least consistent with existing 

building patterns. And further, they do not stand out or dominate their setting. 

 

9.45 It is my view that the Council would need considerable intervention when large 

buildings are proposed so as to ensure the above listed outcomes.  Key to this 

is appreciation of the setting or landscape context where variables such as 

slope gradient, the location of neighbouring dwellings and the like can be 

taken into account. This does not rule out large buildings or building 

complexes, but their effects have to be well managed in order to maintain 

existing consistency and visual coherence. 

 

9.46 A further consideration will be, as mentioned, building design and associated 

landscaping. It is particularly important that road frontages are landscaped with 

vegetation able to attain reasonable size in order to counter the effects of 
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potential building dominance.  Proposed rule 14.11.3.10 c requires at least 2m 

wide landscaping within the 4m wide
9
 road frontage setback for the Residential 

Hills Zone. In response to my advice, the rule has since been deleted. 

Nevertheless, to counter the likelihood of building domination resulting from 

increased site coverage there would need to be a rule requiring landscaping in 

these circumstances. Alternately it could be a potential matter of discretion 

where increased site density is sought. 

 

9.47 Overall, I believe it is possible to accommodate increased site coverage, and 

allied to that, potentially large buildings on the Port Hills.  But it is important 

that in so doing the appearance of consistent open space, the landscaping it 

enables and building density across all of Residential Hills needs to be 

maintained. In my opinion, the best means of achieving that is to require at 

least some degree of  intervention to ensure existing character and amenity is 

maintained.  

 

2387.575 & 2387.576 & 2387.577 & 2387.578 (CERA) 

Residential Large Lots:  Rule 14.12.3.4  

 

9.48 The submitter seeks to delete the square metre maximum site coverage for all 

RLL zones including Akaroa Hill slopes, Allandale and Samarang Bay Density 

Overlay and Worsleys Road areas. The preference is for site coverage to be 

calculated on a percentage basis only.  I discuss this together with the 

submission by Croft on the same subject matter below. 

 
2199.3 (Croft) 

Residential Large Lots:  Rule 14.12.3.4 

 

9.49 Under Rule 14.12.3.4 in the table at (a) RRL's are subject to a maximum 

percentage of site coverage of a building for any activity being 40% or 300m2, 

whichever is the lesser. This submitter seeks the removal of the maximum 

40% site coverage for all activities to be replaced with 10% or 300m
2 

whichever is lesser. 

 

9.50 Given that this rule applies to large lots from 1500m
2
 up to 5000m

2
 or subject 

where relevant to the various outline development plans, the notified 40% 

coverage for all activities could result in some very large buildings – up to 

2000m
2
 on a 5000m

2
 lot for example. This would result in building domination 

                                                   
9
 Rule 14.11.3.9. 
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in an environment where buildings are expected to be subservient to open 

space 

 

9.51 For the overlay areas specified in the rule, the 10% site coverage would in my 

opinion suffice without the need to specify a square metre maximum. 10% site 

coverage will result in 90% open space available and landscaping and other 

activity.  In my opinion this is a generous amount which is sufficient to provide 

the kind of amenity expected for the zones. 

 

9.52 For this reason, I therefore recommend that the 10% site coverage apply to all 

RRL's. .  

 

Minimum setbacks 

 

2171.7 (Bassett / Talbot)
10

  

Residential Hills:  Rule 14.11.3.6 

 

9.53 The submitters seek to include their proposed Residential Hills Mixed Density 

Zone to be subject to a 1.8m setback from internal boundaries. 

 
9.54 This aligns with the proposed rule. I agree with what the submitter seeks. As I 

mentioned earlier regarding the Mixed Density activity
11

, I believe that this 

should be subject to controlled activity status. As part of any assessment 

matter for medium density housing, consideration should be given to how the 

setback is landscaped in order to counter any adverse effects that might arise 

from potential building dominance and diminished open space. 

 
  Landscaping 

 

2123.158  (Christchurch City Council) 

Residential Large Lot Zone: Proposes Rule 14.12.3.12 

 

9.55 The submitter seeks to require planting of native vegetation at Worsleys Spur 

as shown on a map the submitter seeks to insert into the Plan as Appendix 

14.10.35 – see Figure 4. 

 

                                                   
10

 Also sought by Rockhill Ltd 2170.6. 
11

 See discussion regarding Building Density - submitter 2171.4. 
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Figure 4 As sought by the submitter this is the proposed Worsleys Spur 

map showing the gully areas to be planted by native vegetation 

only. To aid interpretation I have highlighted the gullies in yellow. 

 
9.56 The submission refers to a map proposed by the submitter but does not 

appear yet in the pRDP.  

 

9.57 While prescriptive, I agree with the outcome the proposed rule will achieve. 

Such planting in gullies will assist in providing landscape coherence and 

identity. Further it will help to integrate the RLL Zone with the adjoining Rural 

Port Hills Zone. Native vegetation will also provide habitat for native fauna; 

particularly birds. 

 

9.58 Being part of a drainage catchment, planting in gullies helps to control erosion 

while enhancing water quality. I accept however, that exotic planting can 

achieve this as well. 

 

9.59 My only reservation is that it may be a difficult rule to administer and enforce, 

particularly over a long time period. This is further compounded by the fact that 

the area in question involves multiple land holdings. Consequently it may be 

difficult to get wide ranging compliance and consistency across all of the 

gullies. 
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2387.580 (CERA) 

 

9.60 The submitter seeks to remove the rule proposed in the preceding submission 

(2123.158 Christchurch City  Council).). 

 
9.61 While the proposed rule stands alone – that is, it does not apply to other areas 

of the Port Hills,– it will, as discussed above, achieve desired landscape 

enhancement outcome.   

 
Landscape Character 
 
 

9.62 Some submitters seek relief concerning matters of landscape character that 

are not otherwise addressed in the rules. Those submissions are addressed 

as follows. 

 

2199.5 & 2199.6 (Croft)  

 

9.63 The submitter seeks to retain the following statement from the operative City 

Plan: "The zone on Monck's Spur/Mt Pleasant is intended to minimise the 

visual effects of urban development for the city and local amenities and enable 

the continuation of rural activities''. 

 
9.64 Character and amenity outcomes need to be consistent across the whole of 

the Port Hills residential zones in order to achieve the design outcomes 

discussed earlier in the best way possible. To minimise urban effects would 

undermine the contrast between urban and rural environments which I 

consider desirable. Further, the greater the consistency within each of these 

contrasting environments, the better is their appreciation. Or, put another way, 

the simpler each environment is, the easier it is to 'read'. Additionally, the 

continuation of rural activities will occur in the rural Port Hills zones in any 

case.  

 

 

Andrew William Craig 

18 August 2015 


