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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder. I hold the position of 

Principal Advisor Urban Design at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have 

been in this position since July 2011. 

 

1.2 I hold a Masters of Arts in Urban Design and a Diploma in Urban Design from 

Oxford Brookes University, UK.  I also have a Bachelor in Planning (first class 

Hons) from Auckland University and an Advanced Certificate in Landscape 

Design from Unitec, Auckland. I am a full member of New Zealand Planning 

Institute and a Recognised Practitioner of Urban Design (UK).  I am also a 

member of the New Zealand Urban Design Forum and the Urban Design 

Group (UK). 

 

1.3 I have 15 years' experience in the field of urban design, the last 10 of which 

have been as a Principal Urban Designer. Prior to this I was a landscape 

designer and horticulturalist.  Full details of my experience are set out in 

Attachment A to this evidence. 

 

 Experience relevant to the District Plan Review 

 

1.4 In addition to the more direct experience noted above, I also have the 

following experience relevant to the District Plan review: 

 

(a) Developing and implementing the Christchurch Suburban Centre 

Masterplans; 

(b) Managing the Christchurch Urban Design Panel process; 

(c) Developing Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) actions, including 

Exemplars, and the Christchurch Housing Accord Sites, including 

Welles, Colombo and Awatea;   

(d) The design, development and review of large scale Christchurch 

subdivisions, including Prestons, Longhurst and Knights Stream; 

(e) Involved in the design, development and review of the Council’s 

social housing and community facilities rebuild programmes; 

(f) Provided pre-application and resource consent urban advice on 

wide ranging projects at a range of scales, including Housing New 

Zealand Corporation proposals, medium density developments, 

Special Amenity Areas (SAMs), and subdivision, commercial and 

industrial development; 
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(g) Prepared and delivered Neighbourhood Plans in Christchurch, 

including St Albans and Charleston; 

(h) Developed the Urban Design Strategy for Tauranga City Council, as 

well as providing urban design advise to Tauranga City Council on 

its Smart Living Places, Transport, City Centre, Open Space and 

Smart Arts Strategies; and 

(i) Reviewed and redrafted the Ministry for Environment – Quality 

Planning Website Structure Planning Guidance. 

 

1.5 As part of my role as Principal Advisor Urban Design at Council, I have been 

asked to provide evidence in relation to the appropriateness of the proposed 

Christchurch, Akaroa and Lyttelton Character Areas Overlays in Chapter 14 

(Proposal) of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP), from an urban 

design perspective (the latter two Overlays were denoted as the Residential 

Banks Peninsula Conservation Zones in the notified pRDP). Additionally, I 

have been asked to provide evidence on the built form standards for the 

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay (ACF Overlay).  

 

1.6 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in regards to Character 

Area Overlays (formerly SAMs) in the pRDP since early 2014. Further, I have 

been involved in the appraisal and resource consents administration of SAMs 

from an urban design perspective for the Council since 1998 (excluding the 

years from 2005 -2011). 

 

1.7 I became involved in the Akaroa and Lyttelton Character Areas and the 

Banks Peninsula Small Settlement Zone in early 2015, initially in a review 

role. I have been involved in the ACF Overlay since May 2015.  

 

1.8 I have been on at least two site visits to each of the Character Areas denoted 

in the Christchurch, Lyttelton and Akaroa Character Area Overlays and the 

areas covered by the ACF Overlay.  The most recent site visits were 

undertaken in June, July and August 2015.  I have been present at 

mediations in respect of the  Overlays. 

 

1.9 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 
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this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am 

relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

1.10 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this evidence are: 

 

(a) the Resource Management Act 1991; 

(b) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(c) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Minister's Statement 

of Expectations (SOE); 

(d) the Christchurch Independent Hearings Panel's decision on the 

Strategic Directions Chapter including the overarching Objectives;  

(e) Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments: Phase 1.  

(Beca Ltd, January. 2015) (Phase 1 Beca Report) – this report is 

Appendix 20 to the s 32 Report and is attached as Attachment B to 

my evidence; 

(f) Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments: Phase 2 

(Beca Ltd, June 2015) (Phase 2 Beca Report) – a copy of this report 

is attached as Attachment C to my evidence; 

(g) Akaroa Township Character Project (Boffa Miskell Ltd and Archifact, 

2009); 

(h) District Plan Review – Akaroa and Lyttelton Design Guides and 

Character Area Report (Context Urban Design, 2015); 

(i) Akaroa Heritage Conservation Areas Study (Harrison Grierson Ltd, 

2010); 

(j) Submissions relating to Character Areas, the Residential Banks 

Peninsula Conservation Zone and the ACF Overlay;  

(k) Registration Report for  a Historic Area – Lyttelton Township Historic 

Area (2009); and 

(l) Partial Assessment of Benefits and Costs of Character Areas in 

Christchurch City.   Harris, S., Snelder, T.; and Dey, K.  2015. LWP 

contract report prepared for Christchurch City Council, August 2015.   

 

1.11 I have read the evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver, Principal Planner with the 

Council.  I confirm that I concur with Ms Oliver's evidence to the extent that it 

is relevant to the matters discussed in my evidence.  I have also read the 

evidence of Mr Simon Harris in relation to his objective assessment of the 

benefits of character areas (a hedonic valuation) and subjective survey 
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assessment of a limited range of the costs and benefits of Character 2 Areas. 

I refer to Mr Harris' evidence below, where appropriate. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific areas of Proposal 14 that my evidence relates to are: 

 

(a) The importance of character and the approach to the assessment of 

character values in Christchurch City (Issues 12 and 13).  This is 

covered by the following provisions;  

(i) Allotment size - rule 8.3.1.1; 

(ii) Site density - rule 14.2.3.1 as notified; 

(iii) Road boundary building setback - rule 14.2.3.9 as notified; 

(iv) Street scene amenity and safety - rule 14.2.3.10 as notified; 

(v) Restricted Discretionary Activity - rule 14.2.2.3 RD33 

(previously RD22) as proposed in the Revised Proposal 

dated 18 August 2015; 

(vi) Tree and garden planting - rule 14.3.3.1 as notified; 

(vii) Road boundary garage and building setback - rule 14.3.3.8 

as notified; 

(viii) Fences and screening structures - rule 14.3.3.9 as notified; 

(ix) Restricted Discretionary Activity - rule 14.4.2.3 RD17 as 

proposed in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 2015; 

and 

(x) Restricted Discretionary Activity - rule 14.4.2.3 RD18 as 

proposed in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 2015. 

(b) The Christchurch, Akaroa and Lyttelton Character Areas Overlays 

policy and provisions package, including the approach, standards 

and accompanying guidance material (Issues 6, 14, 15 and 16). This 

is covered by the following provisions: 

(i) Allotment size - rule 8.3.1.1;  

(ii) Restricted Discretionary Activity - rule 14.2.2.3 RD33; 

(iii) Restricted Discretionary Activity - rule 14.4.2.3 RD17 and 

RD18 as proposed in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 

2015.  
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(c) Relief sought by submitters, including Character Area boundaries, 

state housing areas, and the approach to and provisions for Akaroa 

(Issues 12, 13, 14 and 15). 

(d) The Residential Small Settlement Zone built form standards (in brief) 

(Issue 7). This is covered by the following provisions: 

(i) Site density - rule 14.14.3.1 as notified;  

(e) The ACF Overlay built form standards, in response to submissions 

(Issues 21 and 22). This is covered by the following provisions:   

(i) Continuous building length and Front entrances and facades 

- rule 14.2.4.5.12 as shown in the Revised Proposal dated 

18 August 2015 (14.2.4.4.10 as notified)). 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

 Residential Character Area Overlays 

 

3.1 Residential character in Akaroa, Lyttelton and Christchurch City has been a 

specific matter managed through the provisions of the operative Christchurch 

City and Banks Peninsula District Plans. A wide variety of residential 

environments are represented, including state housing areas, a hill side 

suburb and an affluent architect designed comprehensive development,  

which contribute to the identity and richness of the District.  

 

3.2 The success of the operative City Plan provisions has been questionable in 

regard to the retention and management of character and amenity values in 

Christchurch City.  However, in respect to Akaroa and Lyttelton (which are a 

different set of provisions) the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan 

provisions have been well understood and more effective than those of the 

operative City Plan. 

   

3.3 For character values to be retained and effectively managed, I consider that 

regulatory support provided through the pRDP, and assisted by non-statutory 

methods is required. This would provide greater assurance that the integrity 

of residential character areas would remain intact. 

 

3.4 A provisions package accompanied by non-statutory guidelines is proposed to 

effectively address residential character. However, I also consider that the 
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areas to which Character Area provisions are proposed to apply require 

rationalisation. 

 

3.5 My evidence responds to the submissions that seek amendments to the 

character overlay areas (i.e. inclusion or exclusion of particular properties in 

the overlay).  I also respond to submissions that seek amendments to the 

provisions relating to the character area overlays. 

 

 Banks Peninsula Small Settlements Zone  

 

3.6 The Banks Peninsula Small Settlements zone is characterised by 

developments of a smaller scale than those found in larger urban settings 

within the District.  The proposed rules package is intended to address a 

scale and form of buildings appropriate to the smaller settlements.  

 

 Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

 

3.7 The land use and built form adjacent to key arterial roads in Christchurch City 

is changing. The concept of an ACF Overlay was developed to address the 

interface between established residential development, while meeting the 

demand for additional guest accommodation and non-residential activities in 

these locations.  

 

3.8 I consider that to effectively address the residential interface and the likely 

increase in use of the arterial routes, and to ensure that commercial creep 

from commercial centres is restricted, built form standards are required to 

manage these areas.  

 

4. EXPERT CONFERENCING 

 

4.1 I attended expert conferencing on 13 August 2015 with Mr William Field who 

was representing the Crown (#2387).  A full report of that conferencing is 

attached at Attachment D to this evidence.  The key outcomes of the 

conferencing session were: 
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  Matters of agreement  

 

(a) The recommended deletion of Category 2 Character Areas; 

(b) The retention of CA29 Auburn (with the exception of the Riccarton 

Road frontage) and of CA7 Piko (including 219 to 225 Riccarton 

Road); 

(c) The deletion of CA32 Emmett Street; 

(d) Not to support the area including Rata, Titoki, Kauri and Rimu Streets 

as a new Character Area; 

(e) The amalgamation of CA2 Beckenham Loop and CA3 Beckenham 

Central, including limiting the rule (with the exception of site size) to 

sites with street frontage, and the inclusion of numbers 102 to 154 

Tennyson Street in CA2 Beckenham Loop, but not the deletion of 98 

Tennyson Street; 

(f) The deletion of 14 Barrington Street and the adjacent sites numbered 

12, 20 and 22 from CA4 Tainui;  

(g) The deletion of Gwynfa Avenue from CA20 – Cashmere; 

(h) The retention of the sites located above the intersection of 

Hackthorne and Dyers Pass Roads within CA20 Cashmere; 

(i) The incorporation in part of CA21 Hackthorne into CA20 – Cashmere;  

(j) The increase of the site density (minimum site size) to 500m
2
 in 

CA27 Beverley;  

(k) The retention of 130, 132, 138, 140, 142, 144, 146, 150, 154, 158, 

162, 166 and 170 Heaton Street from CA13 Heaton;  

(l) Amendments to 14.9.39 as notified to rationalise the matters of 

discretion; and 

(m) Support the development of non-statutory design guidelines. 

 

Matters where agreement was not reached 

 

(a) The retention of the sites within CA29 Auburn along the Riccarton 

Road frontage; and   

(b) The retention of CA19 St James (in part), including numbers 4 to 58 

(both sides of the street).   
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5. CHARACTER VALUES AND POTENTIAL MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

 

 Character versus heritage values 

 

5.1 A clear distinction has been made in the pRDP between heritage and 

character values. While heritage and character values may overlap for a 

given collection of buildings, sites or locations, character values and heritage 

values are quite distinct.  

 

5.2 In the context of residential environments, character is generally derived from 

a grouping of physical elements that communities can easily identify with, 

such as a group of buildings with consistent form, scale and architectural 

detailing. Heritage values incorporate physical elements, such as buildings, 

but also include less tangible values associated with the historical, social or 

cultural values, such as an association between a person and a place.  

 

5.3 Additionally, areas of special character will often be characterised by 

coherence and homogeneity, rather than the diversity and heterogeneity that 

arises in regard to heritage values and the protection of uniqueness 

associated with a building, person or place for example.  

 

5.4 My evidence only addresses matters relating to character values.  Matters 

relating to heritage values are not covered in this evidence, as heritage 

matters are part of Proposal 9 which is not within the scope of this hearing 

(Proposal 9 was notified as part of Stage 3 of the pRDP).  

 

The importance of character values 

 

5.5 Many features, places, areas and landscapes are important to the District for 

their natural and cultural values. These special places contribute to the 

District’s identity, sense of place and social and cultural well-being. Both 

Akaroa and Lyttelton are easily identifiable as such places.  These places, 

particularly when they have a high collective or shared significance, can also 

contribute positively to the economy of the district or neighbourhood. For 

example, the character of Akaroa is actively marketed to encourage tourism, 

resulting in its economic importance to the District.  At a localised level, such 

as illustrated in Figure 1 below, these special places can support 
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Figure 1: Character Area 28 - Ranfurly Street, Christchurch - the combination of 
built and landscape character values 

 

neighbourhood cohesion, contribute to personal identity, and increase property 

values.
1
  

 

5.6 In my opinion, particularly as a result of the 2010/2011 Canterbury 

earthquakes, identifying and retaining areas of special residential character is 

integral to Turangawaewae (a sense of place of and belonging), as well as 

community well-being. This view is supported by Submission #2630 

(Canterbury District Health Board) and the finding that "The majority of 

respondents consider that character area provides value, that the costs will 

not be large, and that the benefits outweigh the costs both to themselves and 

to the wider community."
2
  Many residential neighbourhoods, particularly 

within Christchurch, have been, or are being, redefined as a result of the 

earthquakes.  The special residential places, denoted as Character Areas 

within the Proposal, provide a constancy, amenity and a link to pre-

earthquake Christchurch, as well as continuing to contribute to the identity of 

Akaroa and Lyttelton, as illustrated in Figure 2 below. 

                                                   
1
  Partial Assessment of Benefits and Costs of Character Areas in Christchurch City.  Harris, S., Snelder, T.; and Dey, 

K.  2015. LWP contract report prepared for Christchurch City Council, August 2015. 
2
  Partial Assessment of Benefits and Costs of Character Areas in Christchurch City,  Page 26.  Harris, S., Snelder, 

T.; and Dey, K.  2015. LWP contract report prepared for Christchurch City Council, August 2015. 
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Character elements 

 

5.7 In identifying Character Areas, a clear set of parameters is needed to 

understand what character comprises.  Character in an urban context is a 

combination of the elements of the built and natural environment. This may 

include a mix of land uses, building types, styles and ages, public or private 

spaces, site layout, street patterns, topography and vegetation, each 

influencing the level of distinctiveness of an area.  

 

5.8 Character can be positive, negative or neutral in respect of the way in which 

people evaluate and respond to it. In contrast to historic heritage (the focus of 

Proposal 9), individual elements of the character may have no or limited 

aesthetic or community value. It is in combination that the elements within a 

particular context generally gain their character value, as illustrated in Figure 

3 below. 

Figure 2: Lyttelton Character Area - Godley Quay - Lyttelton - built character of an 
era synonymous with the Lyttelton Character Area. 
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5.9 Therefore, I consider that an evaluation of the character values of an area, as 

well as the level of integrity that the combination of these values within a 

Character Area illustrates, is key to being able to define and give statutory 

support to them. If it is not clear what is of value as character, it becomes 

very difficult to manage or protect. 

 

5.10 Within an urban context the character elements may be broadly divided into 

two areas – landscape character elements and built character elements.  In 

turn, these two areas may be comprised of dominant and secondary 

elements. The dominant elements can be described as key indicators of the 

character, with the secondary elements being those that support and 

reinforce the character, rather than being an overt contributor to it.  For 

example, a collection of houses of a vernacular style within an area may be 

the dominant character element, with the landscape response to the open 

spaces around the collection of houses being the secondary element.  The 

character elements become highly interrelated in the resultant character. 

 

5.11 The character elements that are generally accepted by practitioners to 

provide the basis for urban character assessment, which were used in the 

Character Areas Assessments in the Phase 1 Beca Report and the Phase 2 

Beca Report, are listed in more detail below. No submitters have opposed the 

character elements or the Assessments.  Character elements can be both 

dominant and secondary elements depending upon the context. Broadly 

these character elements comprise of: 

 

Figure 3: Akaroa Character Area - Rue Jolie - the built form is the predominant 
character element, with supporting landscape values. 
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(a) Landscape elements: 

(i) Topography and aspect;  

(ii) Open space, including:  

 Location and distribution of open space and 

vegetation;  

 Relationship of open space to surrounding built or 

natural environment (streetscapes);  

(iii) Green framework, including; 

 Street trees and vegetation, located within public or 

private spaces, as illustrated in Figure 4 below. 

 

(b) Urban/built character elements, as illustrated in figure 5 below: 

(i) Land uses; 

(ii) Street, block, site and open space pattern;  

(iii) Density, scale, layout; 

(iv) Building age, style and type; and 

Figure 4: Character Area 15 - Massey Crescent - the contribution of street trees 
to the landscape values of the character area 
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(v) Iconic structures or elements. 

 

 Character Areas’ assessment 

 

5.12 Utilising the character elements listed above, in combination, the Character 

Areas Assessments
3
 established a hierarchy of classification (of primary, 

contributory, neutral or intrusive, as illustrated in figures 6 and 7 below) to 

identify the integrity of a site in relation to the overall character of an area. In 

conjunction with this, a threshold was established in order to establish 

whether an area had sufficient integrity and cohesiveness to be classified as 

a Character Area.   

 

                                                   
3
  Phase 1 Beca Report and Phase 2 Beca Report. 

Figure 6: Character Area 15 - Massey Crescent - an example of a site that is classified 
as primary. 

Figure 5: Lyttelton Character Area - Exeter Street, Lyttelton.  The combination of 
urban/built elements resulting in a very tight urban quality, distinctive to Lyttelton.  
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5.13 This threshold required that 80% of the properties in an area wereclassified 

as primary or contributory sites
4
   for an area to be considered as a Character 

Area.  An additional threshold of a minimum of 20 sites was also incorporated 

to ensure that the Character Area was of a sufficient size to be identifiable 

within a neighbourhood, and to reduce the potential level of complexity within 

the pRDP, ie the identification of many small areas within the Character 

Areas Overlay.  

 

5.14 In addition, a desktop review of site sizes in each of the Character Areas was 

undertaken in conjunction with the assessment of character values and 

scheduled items such as significant trees.
5
  The intent of this was to provide 

further context in relation to site density and the open space environment.  Site 

density has relevance to, by way of example, the predominance of large scale 

trees within the centre of residential blocks, the balance of building to open 

space, and the grain of development in regard to site dimensions, building 

form and placement. In conclusion, I consider that the site density is very 

important to the overall character of an area in respect to a recognition of the 

built and landscape elements and how they balance out across a site, within a 

block, and the wider area, if applicable.   

 

                                                   
4
  Phase 1 Beca Report at paragraph 2.4.1; Phase 2 Beca Report at paragraph 2.4.1.  

5
  Phase 1 Beca Report at paragraph 2.2; Phase 2 Beca Report at paragraph 2.2.  

Figure 7: Character Area 15 - Massey Crescent - an example of a site that is 
classified as contributory due to the garage and fence. 
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 Background to the Christchurch City Character assessment process, and the 

results 

 

5.15 Due to resourcing limitations and in response to the timeframes in the SOE, 

the appraisal of Character Areas was limited to only 17 of the 35 existing 

Christchurch suburban residential SAMs denoted in the operative 

Christchurch City Plan. No new areas were considered for inclusion as has 

been sought by submitters (#2342 Spreydon/Heathcote Community Board).  

No SAMs or character areas as such are identified in the operative Banks 

Peninsula District Plan, rather character is currently addressed through the 

Residential Conservation Zone.  

 

5.16 In regards to the Banks Peninsula District Plan, character and heritage 

assessments had been undertaken for Akaroa in 2009/10 and it was not 

considered necessary, nor cost effective, to repeat these.  

 

5.17 In regard to the Lyttelton Residential Conservation Zone (now proposed as 

the Lyttelton Character Area Overlay), I was satisfied, as a result of site visits, 

a review of the demolition mapping, and a discussion with resource consent 

planners, that the character of the Residential Conservation Zone in Lyttelton 

remained intact.  This has been recently reconfirmed through further site 

visits. However, as discussed later in this evidence, there has been 

reconsideration of the boundaries to the Akaroa Residential Conservation 

Zone (now proposed as the Lyttelton Character Area Overlay). 

 

5.18 Due to the limitations noted above, a staged approach was taken to the 

Christchurch City Character Areas, with the first stage being to prioritise the 

areas to be reviewed.  More specifically, the approach sought to identify, 

through initial site visits and a desktop analysis, the areas that demonstrated 

a high level of integrity and therefore should be considered for a full character 

assessment, as opposed to areas that could potentially provide 

redevelopment opportunity in keeping with the Objectives 14.1.1 Housing 

supply (as notified) and 14.1.7 Redevelopment of brownfield sites (as 

proposed in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 2015)..  

 

5.19 The initial Character Areas Assessment
6
 identified 17 (of the 35) operative 

City Plan suburban Character Areas for retention, with some minor changes 

                                                   
6
  S32 Appendix 19 - Background Report on Character Areas (CCC 2014). 
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to boundaries.  These areas were included in Proposal 14 as a draft to the 

Councillors.  However, for the reasons I have stated in paragraph 5.15 above, 

the Councillors sought that the remainder of the SAMs also be included as 

Character Areas in Proposal 14.  As a consequence, to better inform the 

Section 32 and identify the characteristics and level of integrity of the 

remainder of the SAMs, Council's consultants, Beca, and Council staff 

undertook character assessments for the remainder of the SAMs (which is 

contained in the Phase 2 Beca Report). 

 

5.20 With the exception of one of the SAMs (St James Avenue, but with a reduced 

boundary), the assessment concluded that the remainder of the SAMs did not 

meet the level of integrity (and one was in a Red Zone), in conjunction with 

the 20 site threshold, set in the Phase 1 Beca Report.
7
   

 

5.21 However, as the Councillors had stipulated the retention of all of the operative 

City Plan Character Areas in Proposal 14, to provide clarity as to the level of 

integrity and value of the Character Areas and an associated provisions 

package, a Category 1 and Category 2 rating was applied to the 35 Character 

Areas from the operative City Plan. Category 1 has the highest level of 

integrity in respect of the character values demonstrated. 

 

5.22 Category 1 Character Areas include the 17 areas identified in the Phase 1 

Beca Report, and the 1 extra area identified in the Phase 2 Beca Report (ie 

18 in total).  A full list of the operative City Plan SAMs and the notified 

Character Areas can be found at Attachment E to this evidence.  The 

Category 2 areas are the remaining 17 areas that the Councillors sought to 

be included.  Maps showing the Category 1 and 2 Character Areas are 

Attachment F  to this evidence. 

 

5.23 I consider that the Character Areas identified as Category 1 in the notified 

Proposal 14 illustrate character values that are positive and definable, with a 

level of integrity that supports their identification and more proactive 

management.   

 

5.24 However, while I believe that the Category 2 Character Areas have positive 

character attributes, particularly in relation to the landscape quality, including 

large scale mature trees and well vegetated open space, I do not support 

                                                   
7
  Phase 2 Beca Report.  
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their retention in Proposal 14 (with one exception, discussed below).  In my 

opinion, the Category 2 Character Areas are difficult to differentiate from 

adjacent and other established residential neighbourhoods of Christchurch. 

From my experience in assessing resource consent applications in the 

Category 2 Character Areas, I consider that they would be difficult to 

administer as a result.  As such, I consider that the Christchurch City 

Category 2 Character Areas (with one exception) should be deleted from 

Proposal 14 (as sought by #2247 Thomas, #2283 Fairweather, and #2387 

Crown). 

  

6. METHODS FOR CHARACTER RETENTION AND THE RISKS OF NON-

REGULATORY METHODS 

 

6.1 A range of potential methods to manage Character Areas was identified by 

Council.  These were on a spectrum from highly managed through regulation 

to, community ownership and stewardship through education and 

engagement, including a voluntary community management approach.  In my 

opinion, the potential effectiveness and efficiency of the spectrum of 

management options varies, and is dependent on the context and integrity of 

the Character Area and the commitment of the respective community.  The 

management options also vary in the level of risk in terms of the potential loss 

of character, or, in the alternative, the potential for unanticipated homogeneity 

within Character Areas. 

 

6.2 In addressing Character Areas, aside from a "do nothing" option, three 

management options were considered when preparing Proposal 14 Stage 2.  

It was determined that a single management option was preferable to tailoring 

a management approach to each individual Character Area. This was to 

ensure simplicity and clarity of the provisions, and to avoid the administrative 

issues experienced with the operative City Plan, in particular the variation in 

the application of standards across the SAMs.  In assessing the options, the 

assessment of the potential level of risk to the integrity of the Character Areas 

was relevant in assessing the appropriateness of the options: 

 

(a) Option 1 – regulatory, multi-criteria approach - the use of a restricted 

discretionary activity rule where the built form and urban landscape 

criteria comprise the characteristics and are considered together, 

with the presence and interrelationship of these characteristics being 
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of primary importance to the effective management of the areas 

character. This would be accompanied by statutory or non-statutory 

design guidelines. This approach currently applies to Akaroa and 

Lyttelton through the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan - 

Residential Conservation Zone.  

 

(b) Option 2 – regulatory, matter specific approach - where the urban 

landscape criteria comprise the matters controlled but with less 

ability to consider and manage the presence and interrelationships 

of multiple characteristics.  This approach currently applies to SAMs 

in the operative Christchurch City Plan.  

 

(c) Option 3 – education and advocacy - non-regulatory techniques 

such as: 

(i) community driven character area management plans, with 

potential assistance from Council to develop them (this was 

identified for Heathcote and Church Square SAMs in the 

operative City Plan but was never initiated by Council or the 

applicable community);  

(ii) information for distribution in respect to the character area 

values (SAM brochures currently on the Council website); 

and 

(iii) non-statutory design guidelines. 

 

6.3 The option that I consider will most effectively achieve the resource 

management objective of the retention and management of residential 

character and amenity values in the District is Option 1. This reflects my 

opinion that the residential character to be retained and managed is highly 

definable with a high level of integrity, and is supported by appropriate and 

clear district plan provisions, in balance with the opportunity for innovation. 

For the reasons set out below, I support the application of Option 1 to the 

Christchurch City Category 1 Character Areas and to the Akaroa and 

Lyttelton Character Areas. 

 

6.4 Option 1 relies on the level of defensibility of the Character Area 

characteristics, ensuring that Council can provide clear advice and direction 

as to the outcomes anticipated, reducing potential development timeframes 

and cost. Option 1, as applied to Akaroa and Lyttelton, particularly where 
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sustained further by community supported initiatives such as the Akaroa 

Design and Appearance Advisory Committee, has been successful in 

retaining the overall qualities and character values of their residential 

neighbourhoods.   Examples are provided in Attachment G to this evidence. 

 

6.5 Option 2 essentially retains the status quo of the operative City Plan SAMs 

provisions for those areas where the character has a reduced set of 

indicators.  To date the operative City Plan SAMs provisions have had a 

variable impact in respect to the retention of the SAMs' character.  Examples 

of Christchurch SAMs are provided in Attachment G to this evidence. 

 

6.6 Successful developments in Christchurch City, insofar as they have retained 

the character and amenity values of the SAM, have primarily resulted where a 

more extensive rules package (particularly including an external appearance 

rule) is in place more akin to Option 1. This is further supported when in 

conjunction with a pre-application urban design process and supportive 

regulatory planning, or where other non-compliances trigger wider discretion. 

Where the characteristics are less definable, a lot of time, cost and effort can 

be incurred by both Council and residents or developers trying to work 

towards an outcome that is not necessarily clear or fully justified. 

 

6.7 Option 3, the community based management approaches, design guides and 

education can be successful where there is a highly engaged and connected 

community, and particularly where the area is well defined and identifiable 

within the wider neighbourhood context.  However, it relies on community 

policing and ensuring everyone is invested as a small amount of negative 

change can make a significant difference. I consider that with post-

earthquake stresses, this is a less realistic, and more risky option. Once 

character values in an established residential area are lost they are very 

difficult to recapture.  Examples of lost character values are shown in 

Attachment G to this evidence.  

 

6.8 In my opinion, Option 1 provides the appropriate balance to manage 

character values in Christchurch City, Akaroa and Lyttelton, while meeting the 

intent of the Strategic Directions Objective - 3.3.7 Urban growth, form and 

design, including reducing the potential risk of compromising character 

values.  Option 1 provides: 
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(a) fewer, more clearly defined and intact Character Areas;  

(b) limited discretionary activity status rules, with clear matters of 

assessment (14.2.2.3 RD22 – renumbered RD33, 14.4.2.3 RD17 

and RD18 as proposed in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 

2015); 

(c) focused standards in relation to specific values including landscape 

and site density; and 

(d) non-statutory guidance to provide clarity to the character values of 

an area.  

 

6.9  In addition, Option 1 could further be effectively supported through utilising  a 

pre-application design process, including Council staff advice and/or 

independent advice of an advisory panel such as the Akaroa Design and 

Appearance Advisory Committee.  

 

 Objective and Policies - Character 

 

6.10 In her planning evidence, Ms Oliver recommends that Objective 14.1.8 and 

Policies 14.1.8.1 -14.1.8.4 (as notified) be deleted on the basis that the 

outcomes sought under these provisions are, or can be, provided for with 

additional wording under Objective 14.1.1 as notified (now 14.1.4). In relation 

to these Objectives and Policies, I support the Revised Proposal. In the 

Revised Proposal, the policies have been rationalised, consolidated and more 

clearly related to the rules, as sought by the Crown #2387, with the 

prescriptiveness of the policies relocated to the matters of discretion. 

Additionally, the matters of discretion have been further refined by adding 

new provisions in the Revised Proposal at 14.9.40 and 14.9.41 for the 

Christchurch City and Lyttelton and Akaroa Character Area Overlays.  

 

 Banks Peninsula Objective and Policies - Character 

 

6.11 I consider that the Objective and policies, as amended in the Revised 

proposal of the 18 August 2015, reflect the key resource management issues 

in respect to the retention and management of character and amenity values 

(including sustainable design) in the townships and settlements of Banks 

Peninsula. The matters identified are supported by the heritage and character 

assessments of the Banks Peninsula townships and settlements, undertaken 
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by consultant teams
8
 to Council and Council staff

9
 and submissions #2285 

(Akaroa Civic Trust), and #2488 (Waibl).    

  

A difference in approach - Christchurch City Character Areas versus Banks 

Peninsula Character Areas 

 

6.12 In Stage 1 of Proposal 14, the areas of character within Lyttelton and Akaroa 

were identified through the Residential Banks Peninsula Conservation Zone 

at 14.4.  Although that zone was notified in Stage 1, the Council sought for it 

to be deferred, and, as such, it was rolled over to Stage 2.  In my view, 

'conservation' is not an appropriate descriptor of what are more appropriately 

character values, with the issue of character being part of Stage 2 scope. 

 

6.13 In Stage 2, as a result of the Crown's submission (#2387) to rationalise 

zones, and to align provisions and recognise the minimal difference in 

standards between the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone and Residential 

Banks Peninsula Conservation zone, it is proposed that: 

(a) the Banks Peninsula Residential Conservation Zone be merged into 

the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone;  

(b) a Character Area Overlay is placed over what was the notified Banks 

Peninsula Residential Conservation Zone for Lyttelton and Akaroa; 

and 

(c) the matters of discretion in respect to the Christchurch City and 

Akaroa and Lyttelton Character Area Overlay are merged. 

 

6.14 I was initially concerned that, should the Christchurch Character Areas be 

deleted from Proposal 14 for any reason, the Akaroa and Lyttelton Character 

Areas should not follow suit.  My concern that the Akaroa and Lyttelton 

Character Areas should not be deleted was based on the recognition of the 

value and commitment to character (and heritage) values that these 

communities have, my experience in working with these communities 

(including the implementation of the Lyttelton Master Plan), and discussions 

with community-based representative groups such as the Akaroa Civic Trust. 

Therefore, I consider that the Akaroa and Lyttelton Character Overlay 

provisions should be separate from the Christchurch City Character Overlay 

provisions, with the exception of the matters of discretion. 

                                                   
8
  Refer to 1.10 Key Documents by Boffa Miskell and Harrison Grierson.  Also  Wilson J. and Beaumont L. (Akaroa 

Historical Overview 2009). 
9
  Stage 2 - Section 32 Report - Residential - Appendix 26. 
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6.15 The Character Area Overlays packages proposed, including the policies, 

rules and accompanying non statutory guidance, are very similar in their 

intent for Christchurch City, Akaroa and Lyttelton.  In effect, the key distinction 

between the packages proposed is within the wording of each of the 

restricted discretionary activity provisions.  In particular, the Akaroa and 

Lyttelton Character Overlay provisions (which have been added as 14.4.2.3 

RD17 and RD18 of the Revised Proposal) include the reference to "the 

demolition or removal of buildings" within the clause. The Christchurch City 

Character Areas Overlay (14.2.2.3 RD33) provision does not.   

 

6.16 In my view, one of the most effective ways to maintain character is to include 

demolition as a matter of discretion. As such, I support the retention of the 

wording "demolition or removal of buildings" in 14.4.2.3 RD 17 and.  The 

clause is a roll-over of the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan provisions.  

It recognises the importance of character of the townships to the respective 

communities, and the consequential need for careful consideration of the 

values that a building might have within the context.  

 

6.17 Both Lyttelton and Akaroa have been recognised by the New Zealand Historic 

Places Trust as being of heritage significance under the Historic Places Act 

1993.  This is as a collective heritage registration, rather than the individual 

scheduling as proposed in Proposal 9 of Stage 3 of the District Plan Review. 

Submitter #2285 (Akaroa Civic Trust) has reinforced the importance of 

retaining the reference to heritage values in both their submission and 

through informal mediation. 

 

6.18 While, I consider that the Christchurch City Character Area Overlays would 

more effectively achieve the retention of built character and associated 

amenity values with the inclusion of a restricted discretionary status for 

demolition the Christchurch City Character Area Overlays do not have the 

same level of recognition afforded to Akaroa and Lyttelton by the Historic 

Places Trust registration, nor an existing (ie, operative) demolition clause.  

Heritage assessments were undertaken in 2009
10

 that identified a number of 

the operative City Plan SAMs as having residential heritage values, for the full 

area of the SAMs or at least in part.  These SAMs included CA7 Piko, CA13 

Heaton, CA17 Dudley, CA20 Cashmere, CA25 Englefield, CA30 Clifton and 

                                                   
10

  Christchurch Proposed Residential Heritage Conservation Areas. Harrison Grierson (2010). 
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CA32 Emmett. However, the Council has not progressed this work further at 

this stage.  

 

 Akaroa Character Area overlay boundaries  

 

6.19 Through consideration of submissions it has been recommended that a 

Character Area Overlay is placed over what was the notified Residential 

Banks Peninsula Conservation Zone. The boundaries of the operative 

Residential Conservation Zone have been retained.   

 

6.20 I have given further consideration to the Akaroa Character Areas as Stage 2 

of the Proposal 14 has developed.  As a result of the review
11

 of previous 

character assessments
12

 of the township and site visits, I consider that the 

residential character values of Akaroa extend beyond the boundaries of the 

Residential Conservation Zone as notified in Stage 1 of Proposal 14 and, as a 

consequence, the Akaroa Character Areas Overlay boundaries as proposed 

in the Revised Proposal of the 18 August 2015.  

 

6.21 As such, walking around the areas within the Akaroa Character Area Overlay, 

the level of intactness as a grouping, as identifiable and distinct from the 

residential areas outside of the Overlay could be questioned, as much of the 

residential area of the township reflects the character values and amenity 

identified within the overlay. I consider there is a collective set of character 

values, including the development grain, the scale, form and materials of the 

buildings, the streetscene including low scale fencing and landscaping, worth 

maintaining.  

 

7. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS - CHARACTER AREA OVERLAYS 

 

7.1 Below I discuss the specific relief sought by submitters in relation to the 

Character Areas Overlays, where it has not been addressed through the body 

of my evidence.  However, I do not discuss relief sought by submitters in 

relation to the Christchurch City Category 2 Character Areas because, as 

stated in paragraph 5.24 above, I recommend that these Character Areas be 

deleted (with two exceptions which I discuss below). 

 

                                                   
11

  District Plan Review – Akaroa and Lyttelton Design Guides and Character Area Report (Context Urban Design, 
2015). 

12
  Akaroa Township Character Project (Boffa Miskell Ltd and Archifact, 2009). 
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Submission #2378 (Crown) 

 

7.2 The Submitter has stated that "the capacity for zones considered in Stage 1, to 

provide housing capacity to meet demand and accommodate housing choice, 

will be significantly compromised in some areas by the introduction, in Stage 2 

of Character Areas with restrictive standards."  

 

7.3 I have recommended deletion of Character 2 Areas, which goes a long way to 

addressing the Crown's submission point.  In conferencing with Mr Field for the 

Crown, the retention of the majority of the Category 1 Character Areas was 

agreed (with various refinements to boundaries etc).  In addition to the 

Category 2 Character Areas, the Crown identifies Category 1 Character Areas 

with a high rate of Housing New Zealand Corporation property ownership.   

These are CA32 Emmett, CA29 Auburn and CA7 Piko.   

 

7.4 While distinctly different from each other, each of the areas identified by the 

Crown reflects a highly intact street layout, subdivision pattern, site and 

building layouts and landscape qualities that are highly representative of the 

eras in which they were established.  

 

7.5 Of these areas, CA 32 Emmett offers the most substantial gain in housing 

density under the Comprehensive Housing Redevelopment Mechanism 

(CHRM), particularly in conjunction with the wider Shirley area which has been 

the subject of a master plan process for redevelopment undertaken by 

Housing New Zealand Corporation in consultation with Council. While I 

support the retention of all three Character Areas, from a resource 

management perspective and taking into account the Ministers' SOE, with my 

knowledge of potential residential density gains of Emmett Street within the 

wider context of Shirley, I consider that the area provides significant benefit in 

respect to the potential increase in residential unit numbers, if redeveloped 

comprehensively. As such, I do not oppose the deletion of CA 32 Emmett 

Street.  

 

7.6 In respect of CA29 Auburn and CA7 Piko, however, I do not consider that 

extensive gains, such that the cost of the loss of the character values will 

outweigh the benefits of redevelopment to the underlying zone density for the 

following reasons: 

(a) they are not located within a CHRM;  
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(b) they are significantly smaller size than CA32- Emmett Street; 

(c) there is greater fragmentation of land ownership within the Character 

Areas; 

(d) there is reduced opportunity to reconfigure the pattern of open space 

and street pattern; and 

(e) CA7 Piko, in particular, has strong built character values in respect to 

the architecture and detailing of the buildings, which was 

acknowledged by Mr Field in expert conferencing (refer to the 

conferencing report). 

 

 Submission # 2231 (Survus)  

 

7.7 The Submitter seeks to limit matters of discretion in the Character Areas 

Overlays (no distinction is made between Christchurch City, Akaroa or 

Lyttelton) to only those matters relating to streetscape, and to exclude specific 

site densities for Character Areas.  

 

7.8 As stated at paragraph 5.11 above, character is derived by a combination of 

values, including but not limited to site size, large scale vegetation, and scale 

and form of building.  By limiting the matters of control to streetscape only, i.e. 

those elements within the street and front yard setback, the qualities of the 

Character Area as a collective may not be captured.  In addition, for example, 

an over-scale development within a site to the rear of the front façade of the 

building, but that can be seen from the street, could have a significant visual 

impact on the overall quality of the area.  I do not therefore support the 

limitation to streetscape only as proposed by the submitter. In addition, I 

consider that the restricted discretion provides the opportunity to weigh up 

matters such as the functional use of the site with the retention of character 

values to achieve a design solution appropriate to the context and needs of the 

user.  
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7.9 The management of site size within Character Areas reflects the influence of 

the balance of building density to open space on a site, as well as the overall 

subdivision grain on the location and placement of building on a site.  For 

example, the Lyttelton Character Area has a very fine grain of development on 

narrow sites, with no or relatively little street-side vegetation, where as CA2 

Beckenham, illustrated below, is characterised by larger sites with a greater 

proportion of open space, including vegetation to building. I do not therefore 

support the exclusion of specified site sizes for the Character Areas.  

 

 Submission # 2270 (Broughton and Simons) 

 

7.10 The Submitter seeks the inclusion of an area of Riccarton, Christchurch, 

including Rata, Titoki, Kauri and Rimu Streets as a Character Area.  

 

7.11 Following a desktop review and a site visit to the area (July 2015), I consider 

that at best the area illustrates landscape characteristics of a Category 2 

Character Area, with the level of integrity marginal.  Given my 

recommendation that Category 2 Character areas be deleted, I do not support 

this submission. 

 

Figure 8: Character Area 2 - Eastern Terrace, Christchurch - wider street frontages 
with a relatively high level of on-site vegetation. 
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Submission # 2285 (Akaroa Civic Trust) 

 

7.12 Informal mediation was undertaken with the Submitter in regard to a range of 

matters including Character Areas.  The Submitter seeks a significant number 

of text changes to policies, rules and assessment matters, including 

referencing heritage values.   

 

7.13 Many of the text changes have been incorporated into the revised Proposal 14 

in respect to the Residential Banks Peninsula Character Overlays. However, 

the reference to heritage has not been incorporated (with the exception of 

within a matter of assessment).  It is considered more appropriately managed 

in Proposal 9.  

 

7.14 The Submitter also seeks the retention of Akaroa design guidelines, but 

submits that the guidelines should be reviewed and reduced.  

 

7.15 If the guidelines were to be retained, I would concur with the latter part of this 

request.  However, in response to submission #2387 Crown, the guidelines 

are proposed to be removed from Proposal 14 and replaced with illustrated 

detailed matters of assessment.  It is intended that the design guidelines will 

then be a non statutory contributing reference for the Character Areas 

Overlays.  This approach, in my view, removes an additional layer of detail 

from the Proposal therefore achieving the Ministers' Expectations. 

 

Submission #2308 (Lowe) 

  

7.16 This  Submitter seeks a range of relief. While supporting Character Areas, the 

Submitter considers that the specific character values of the Character Areas 

are not adequately identified and that Matter of Discretion 14.9.39 as notified is 

too broad ranging, uncertain and obtrusive to private property rights. The 

Submitter seeks that in respect of 14.9.39 a description of each Character 

Area should be incorporated, including examples of the defining features and 

values sought to be retained and managed and statutory design guidelines 

should be prepared.  On the latter submission point, I am unclear as to 

whether the preference is for statutory or non statutory design guidelines.   

 

7.17 In addition, the submitter seeks a definition of 'Character Area' to be included 

in Proposal 2 - Definitions.  
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7.18 Additional relief is sought in respect to the Council's proposed amendment of 

Rule 14.2.2.3 RD 22 to: 

(a) delete the reference to fences; and 

(b) delete '(a) visible from the street' and to restrict Council's discretion to 

development specified in '(b) located in the interface between the 

street and the main residential unit on the site'.  

 

7.19 In my view, incorporating the specific character values for each Character 

Area within Proposal 14 will not only make the pRDP more complex and 

wordy, but will reduce the applicability of matters to the specific context. 

Incorporating the values will not recognise the character values from street to 

street and will result in a one size fits all approach as is the case in the 

operative City Plan SAMs provisions.  I consider that the character values will 

be more appropriately addressed through the combination of the matters of 

assessment in conjunction with non statutory design guidelines.  

 

7.20 In respect to matters of discretion 14.9.39 of the notified Proposal 14, these 

have been amended in the Revised Proposal of 18 August 2015 to provide 

clarity.  However, in relation to the Council's proposed 14.2.2.3 RD 22, the 

reference to fences remains as an important landscape element. As stated in 

paragraph 7.6, I do not support the limitation to the streetscape.  

 

7.21 The Submitter requests that 14 Stapletons Road is removed from CA11 

Dudley
13

. As a result of the submission, I revisited the site and surrounding 

area.  The site, while on the edge of the Character Area, is an example of a 

property with a primary classification, including the form, style and age of 

housing, and the landscape quality and location of the building on the site.  

Furthermore, it is adjacent to and opposite sites with a primary classification.  

As such, I do not support the removal of this site from CA11. 

 

Submission # 2342 (Spreydon/Heathcote Community Board) 

 

7.22 The Submitter seeks amendment to Rule 14.2.2.3 RD33 (updated numbering) 

to ensure that the entirety of the external façade of a building, rather than just 

the front façade of a building, would trigger the restricted discretionary matters.  

 

                                                   
13

  Phase 1 Beca Report, page 33. 
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7.23 While this provision has been amended to provide greater clarity to its 

application, I consider that the relief sought by the submitter is overly onerous 

as it would potentially trigger resource consent for changes to the façade, such 

as a new window to the rear of the building, which has little or no impact on the 

overall character of the area. As such, I do not support the amendment sought 

by the Community Board. 

 

Submissions #2594 (Ellis), #2055 (Fenwick), #2208 (Winter), #2422 (Cooper), 

#2560 (Dudson W), #2561 (Dudson P) 

 

7.24 These Submitters seek the retention of the existing site sizes within CA27 

Beverley as a reflection of the character values of the area.   

 

7.25 The sites are all greater than 500m
2
 with a predominance of sites 600m

2
 plus. 

The Council's submission (#2123) proposed minimum site sizes for all of the 

Christchurch City Character Areass. An analysis of Category 1 site sizes is 

provided in Attachment H of this evidence. In respect of CA27, the minimum 

site sizes are related to the underlying zones - the Residential Medium Density 

Zone and the Residential Suburban Transition Zone. I concur with the 

submitters that the 400m
2
 provision does not effectively respond to the 

character of CA27 and should be amended to 500m
2
.  

 

7.26 The Submitters seek, in reference to the Council's proposed amendment to 

Rule 14.2.2.3 RD33 the inclusion that any application arising from the rule may 

require written approval or limited notification. Proposal 14 as notified excluded 

notification in respect to 14.2.2.3 RD33. The exclusion of notification meets 

Schedule 4 of the SOE (a) (iii).  However, I support this submission insofar as 

it provides the opportunity, when appropriate, to require written approval and 

limited notification.  This recognises that an individual development could 

potentially impact significantly on a Character Area collectively, including on 

neighbouring character values and potentially economic values
14

.  

 

Submission # 2451 (Dysart) 

 

7.27 The submitter seeks to re-amalgamate the Category 1 and Category 2 

Character Areas (CA2 Beckenham Loop and CA3 Beckenham Central 

respectively) that encompass Beckenham Loop (also sought by #2499 Power 

                                                   
14

  Partial Assessment of Benefits and Costs of Character Areas in Christchurch City.   Harris, S., Snelder, T.; and 
Dey, K.  2015. LWP contract report prepared for Christchurch City Council, August 2015. 
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and #2430 Beckenham Neighbourhood Assn.), and to incorporate additional 

sites 102 - 154 Tennyson Street into CA2 Beckenham Loop.   

 

7.28 I agree with the submitter that these Character Areas should be re-

amalgamated. My view on this submission point is an exception to my opinion 

that all Category 2 Character Areas should be deleted. 

 

7.29  CA3 Beckenham Central predominantly comprises the central areas of the 

development blocks, i.e. rear sites or sites off private lanes. In the 

classification of the sites these were largely identified as having a neutral 

classification, ie neither contributing nor detracting from the character values of 

the wider area.  The exception to this is the mid-block canopy provided by 

mature trees and larger vegetation.  The sites with a street frontage within 

Beckenham Loop, however, present a character which is highly intact and is 

represented predominantly by CA2.  

 

7.30 I have revisited Beckenham Loop and, more specifically, have assessed the 

properties along Tennyson Street noted above.  In my opinion, each of the 

properties is of a primary classification in respect to the wider Character Area, 

and would complete the block in which they are located. In conjunction with 

this, and re-observing at the boundaries proposed for Beckenham Loop, as 

well as considering how the area might be simplified, I support the 

amalgamation of the two Character Areas.   

 

7.31 However, noting the discussion above of CA3 Beckenham Central in regard to 

the extent of rear lots, I consider that an exception to the Council's proposed 

amendment to Rule 14.2.2.3 RD 22 (shown in the Revised Proposal dated 18 

August 2015) to exclude rear sites and those off rights of way and private 

lanes is appropriate.  

 

7.32 The Submitter also requested the removal of 98 Tennyson Street (a corner 

site) from CA3, given its recent redevelopment.  I consider that this site should 

be retained if CA2 and CA3 are amalgamated.  As a corner site it acts as an 

anchor and entry point into the Character Area.  I consider that the new 

development is not of a primary classification because of elements of the form 

of the buildings, including adjunct flat roofs, verticality and the building 

repetition. However, I also consider that there are aspects of the building 
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design and detailing, and retention of vegetation that results in a site that is at 

least neutral in its classification. 

 

Submission # 2347 (Ryman Healthcare Ltd) 

 

7.33 The Submitter seeks the exclusion of retirement villages from the Council's 

proposed amendment to 14.2.2.3 RD33 and 14.3.2.3 RD14 as notified.  

 

7.34 Where retirement villages are located within a Character Area, they are 

generally integral to that area.  Retirement villages can have a significant 

impact on the character of an area from the scale of the block to the more 

detailed landscape and building design and particularly in respect of matters 

such as the balance of building to open space.  I have provided urban design 

advice in respect to a significant number of retirement villages and am very 

cognisant of the potential scale and complexity of these developments and 

both the potential visual and physical impacts of these developments on the 

receiving environment.  The scale and massing of care homes/hospital 

facilities buildings in particular, within a retirement village, can often be 

significant. In respect of Character Areas, I believe that if the integrity of the 

Character Areas are to remain, an appraisal of the design and layout of the 

care home is appropriate.  As such, I consider that the relief should be 

rejected.   

 

Submission #2002 (McGammon) 

 

7.35 The Submitter supports the retention of CA19 St James Avenue as a 

Character Area.  CA19 was identified as a Category 2 Character Area at 

notification. As stated earlier, I support the deletion of Category 2 Character 

Areas. However, through the second phase of character assessment 

contained in the Phase 2 Beca Report, part of CA19 (numbers 4 to 58 St 

James Avenue, including both sides of the street) was identified as having 

character values that would support a Category 1 Character Area, and it would 

meet the 20 site threshold as per the Council methodology. I have visited the 

area, albeit in winter when the landscape values are less apparent.  I consider 

that in respect to the other Category 1 Character Areas, CA19 is of less 

significance on the spectrum of character values. However, I also consider the 

area to have a level of integrity which supports its inclusion in the Character 
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Areas Overlay (as per the Phase 2 Beca Report).  Overall my view is that 

CA19 should be included as a Character Area.  

 

Submission #2254 (Porter) 

 

7.36 The Submitter seeks the removal of 14 Barrington Street from CA 4 Tainui.   

 

7.37 While the property in question displays the characteristics of CA4 Tainui  this 

property, with three others (numbers 12, 20, 22) on Barrington Street, were 

added in the pRDP, as the result of assessing the area.  They are located on 

the periphery of the Character Area.  I accept that there is no submission 

seeking that numbers 12, 20 and 22 be removed from CA 4 Tainui, however I 

consider that if 14 Barrington Street is to be removed, then all four sites should 

be removed.  The removal of all four sites will not impact on the integrity of the 

Character Area.. 

 

Submission #2207 (May) 

 

7.38 The Submitter seeks the clarification of the boundaries of CA20 Cashmere, in 

respect to the inclusion of Gwynfa Avenue, a private lane. The relief sought is 

that Gwynfa Avenue is removed from Character Area.   

 

7.39 The inclusion of Gwynfa Avenue is a mapping issue associated with the 

property data. It was not intended for inclusion in CA20 due to the extent of 

demolition as a result of earthquake damage. I therefore support the removal 

of Gwynfa Avenue from CA20 on the planning maps. 

 

Submission #2485 (Tindall) 

 

7.40 The Submitter seeks the amalgamation of CA20 (Category 1) and CA21 

Hackthorne (Category 2).  

 

7.41 I do not support the relief sought by the submitter in its entirety.  Rather, in 

further reviewing the assessment of these two Character Areas and revisiting 

the area, I recommend that CA20 is extended to include the upper portion of 

Dyers Pass Road, from street numbers 47/52 to the intersection with 

Hackthorne Road. I do not consider that the integrity of the Character Area will 

be compromised by this extension of CA20.  
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Submission #2556 (Cieraad) 

 

7.42 The Submitter seeks a boundary adjustment to CA20 to reduce the extent of 

the Character Area to an upper boundary at the intersection of Hackthorne and 

Dyers Pass Roads.   

 

7.43 I do not support the relief sought by the submitter.  I have revisited the area 

and consider that the properties located within the upper portion of CA20 as 

defined in the notified Proposal 14 are representative of the character values 

of the area, and complete the block.  

    

Submission #2296 (St Georges Hospital) 

 

7.44 The Submitter seeks the deletion of 130, 132, 138, 140, 142, 144, 146, 150, 

154, 158, 162, 166 and 170 Heaton Street in CA13 Heaton as a Character 

Area in order to enable hospital expansion into these sites.    I have been 

involved with Proposal 21 - Specific Hospital Zones, providing urban design 

advice and modelling in respect to the zone provisions, and in a number of the 

resource consent applications for St Georges Hospital. I have seen the 

gradual intrusion of hospital activities in the area formerly annotated as SAM 

11 in the operative City Plan.  

 

7.45 CA13 was redefined through the reassessment of the Character Areas in 

preparation for the District Plan review.  Formerly SAM 11 incorporated most 

of Heaton Street and all of Circuit Street.  As a result of the reassessment of 

the area, the south side of Heaton Street was defined as CA13 (a Category 1 

Character Area), with the remainder of the area defined as Category 2.  CA13 

runs along the south side of Heaton Street, with a very consistent subdivision 

pattern and form, scale and design of housing, including location on the site.  

While many of the properties have high fencing, a sylvan quality to the area is 

maintained through the mature vegetation and balance of open space to 

building on the sites.  Many of the houses were designed in the English 

Domestic Revival Style by the England Brothers, well known Christchurch 

architects.  

 

7.46 Along the south side of Heaton Street, within CA 13, there has been a loss of 

this character through the intrusion of St Georges Hospital activities, including 
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removal of residences for access, car parking and vacant space. Despite this, 

in my opinion the character of the area retains a level of integrity which 

supports the Category 1 rating, and as such I do not support the removal of 

the sites from CA13 as proposed in Submission #2296.  

 

7.47 In addition to the character values that the area retains, CA13 acts as a visual 

and physical buffer between the hospital and the Residential Suburban Zone 

to the north of Heaton Street.   

 

8. RESIDENTIAL SMALL SETTLEMENT ZONE - BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

 

8.1 I do not propose to comment at any length about Proposal 14 Residential 

Small Settlement Zone rules.  However, I would like to reiterate the evidence 

of Ms Oliver as to the character, scale and form of development 

predominantly illustrated in the small settlements of Banks Peninsula, from 

my perspective as an Urban Designer.   

 

8.2 The Proposal 14 rules package for the Residential Small Settlement Zone 

14.14.3.1-14.14.3.3 as notified includes site coverage of 25% or max 250m
2
, 

site density, and a maximum height.  The intent of these provisions together is 

to support the small scale building form and character of small settlements.  

Submission #2387 Crown proposed that the 250m
2
 be removed from Proposal 

14. 

 

8.3 As notified I believe that the site coverage provision is not well articulated in 

its intent, given that it does not specify what the 250m
2
 applies to, i.e. total 

floor area or ground floor area.  In addition, if the full development potential 

was applied, it could result in a two storey 500m
2
 building of some 

considerable bulk, which does not reflect the settlement scale or context, for 

example of Wainui.  

 

8.4 I would suggest that a ground floor area of 250m
2
, allowing for above the  

average size for a dwelling in Canterbury (being 185m
2
 based on Statistic 

New Zealand building consent data since 1990), with a maximum total floor 

area of 350m
2, 

is more appropriate to the context of the small settlements.   
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9. ACCOMMODATION AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES OVERLAY - BUILT FORM 

PROVISIONS (ISSUES 21 AND 22) 

 

9.1 Submissions relating to the proposed built form package for the ACF Overlay 

seek the deletion of a number of rules, which Submitters consider are 

inappropriate within residential areas or are overly restrictive.   

 

9.2 The rules package for the ACF Overlay was drawn from the rules package 

proposed for the Residential Medium Density Zone as part of Stage 1 of 

Proposal 14.  This recognised that similar scales of development and amenity 

outcomes are anticipated in the both the zone and the overlay.  However, the 

proposed rules package also recognises the location of the ACF Overlay, i.e. 

street frontage to arterial routes and key public transport corridors, and the 

importance of these in regard to pedestrian amenity and safety.  Therefore 

the ACF Overlay rules package has additional provisions to those of the 

Residential Medium Density Zone to address these matters.   

 

9.3 Through mediation with Submitters, the number of provisions has been 

reduced with the removal of minimum floor to ceiling heights. The provisions 

that remain the subject of submissions include Continuous Building Length 

and Front Entrances and Facades (both under 14.2.4.5.12 of the Revised 

Proposal dated 18 August 2015 (14.2.4.4.10 as notified)).  

 

 Continuous building length rule 

 

9.4 The continuous building length rule 14.2.4.5.12.1.3 of the Revised Proposal 

dated 18 August 2015 (14.2.4.4.10.4 as notified) has been challenged  in 

submission #2222  (Kauri Lodge Rest Home) as overly restrictive, with a lack 

of clarity in the drafting.  The submitter seeks that the rule excludes buildings 

which are well set back from the street boundary, as they would not  impact 

on the streetscene. A 10m setback exclusion is sought.   

 

9.5 In my view, it is unlikely that buildings will be set well back on the site in 

relation to the street frontage
15

. The rules package in effect encourages 

development to locate closer to the street to activate the street and reduce the 

visual impacts of uses such as car parking from the street frontage.  It is 

                                                   
15

  Refer to Attachment I of this evidence. 
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considered that a 10m setback exception to the rule will not only further 

complicate the provision, and will remove the ability, as proposed by the 

Submitter, to assess the impacts of building length on adjacent neighbours, 

which can be significant. As such, I recommend that the relief sought to 

exclude buildings set back 10m from the street boundary is rejected and that 

the notified 3m setback is retained.   

 

9.6 In addition, the submitter contends that the rule could be circumvented by 

multiple 10m additions to the building, as permitted under the rule.  

 

9.7 I agree that this could be possible. However, the likelihood in the construction 

of incremental changes of scale suggested on larger sites is unlikely, given 

the cost of incremental change as opposed to developing larger scale 

buildings from the outset.  

 

9.8 The purpose of the continuous building length rule is to ensure that the 

development does not present long blank facades to both the street and to 

neighbouring properties.  In regard to the street, given the location of the ACF 

Overlay on arterial routes, there is a risk in reducing the potential for 

engagement, amenity and safety for corridor users, and consequently the foot 

traffic and support for businesses that locate within the ACF Overlay.  

 

9.9 In respect to neighbouring residential properties, the control of building length 

relates to long blank and bulky facades, the lack of visual breaks through the 

grain of built development that would normally be anticipated in a residential 

area, particularly for suburban areas, and the potential for extended 

overlooking into private space.  

 

9.10 The threshold for additions/new developments was determined through an 

analysis of façade length and level of articulation and modulation, in relation 

to the potential for adverse impacts on adjoining neighbours and the street 

scene as a result. In the proposed Residential Medium Density zone, the 

assessment of continuous building length is triggered at three residential units 

or more. Typically these units range between 6m and 10m in width, with each 

unit being defined through further detail such as entry points, garages, 

windows and porches.  For non-residential buildings in the ACF Overlay, the 

15m building length, rather than the 20m building length with steps-in-plan as 
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per the operative City Plan residential rules, provides a simplified trigger and 

strongly relates to the predominant residential grain found in Christchurch. 

 

9.11 Christchurch sites have a tendency to be long and narrow with a street 

frontage length of 15-20m or less and depth of 40-50m. Typically visitor 

accommodation units are laid out in a row of one unit depth. Existing 

developments of the type anticipated in the ACF Overlay areas include 

buildings with a street boundary width of less than 15m.   As a result, the 

buildings extend into the site for a considerable length, with visual and 

physical impacts on residential neighbours.   

 

Front entrances and facades rule 

 

9.12 Submission #2387 (The Crown) seeks deletion of the front entrance and 

façade rule 14.2.4.5.12.1.5 (shown in the Revised Proposal dated 18 August 

2015 (14.2.4.4.10 as notified)), citing that  the rule is more appropriate where 

buildings are located on key pedestrian frontages in commercial areas.     

 

9.13 The intention of this rule is to provide for an active, safe, well-integrated, high 

quality urban environment (as per Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7), noting 

that the ACF Overlay areas are located on highly trafficked routes, attractive 

to residents, business and visitors.  While the underlying zone is residential, 

the reality of the situation is that the urban environment in the identified ACF 

Overlay locations is different to standard residential areas given the arterial 

routes and change in actual land use in these areas. The policy intention of 

the ACF Overlay draws on increased visitor and resident pedestrian activity in 

these locations, and therefore a safe, higher quality interface between 

development and the street is sought in order to meet accessibility and safety 

(CPTED) considerations.  

 

9.14 The proportion of glazing required (30% on the ground floor and 20% on first 

floor and above) is less than that required in commercial areas (60% ground 

floor) recognising that development outcomes from the ACF Overlay are 

different to that of purely commercial areas (built up to footpaths and large 

window displays). However the glazing requirement recognises the 

importance of the arterial routes and creating a safe, pedestrian friendly 

environment and immediate relationship between ground floor activity and the 

street, where buildings offer more opportunity for visual interaction with the 
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street than in a standard residential environment. The 20% glazing above the 

ground floor recognises the more latent overlooking opportunity while 

providing more of the perception, rather than actual, overlooking opportunity.    

 

9.15 As such, I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters above in 

regard to 14.2.4.5.12.1.3 Continuous Building Length and 14.2.4.5.12.1.5  

Front Entrances and Facades (shown in the Revised Proposal dated 18 

August 2015) and consider the relief sought should be rejected.  

 

 

Josephine Frederika Jane Schröder 

18 August 2015 
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Attachment A 

Additional Details of Urban Design Review Experience 

 

Set out below is my experience as an Urban Designer in both the public and private sectors: 

In recent years I have provided urban design advice to the Council for Plan Change 56 (the 

Business 1 and 2 zones review), Plan Changes 68/69 (Halswell North/Meadowlands), the 

Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (including policy and provisions), as well as more minor plan 

changes.  

 

I also managed the heritage consultant team for the Council. In this role, I provided urban design, 

planning and landscape advice for the assessment of potential heritage conservation areas for 

Akaroa and Christchurch prior to the 2010/11 earthquakes, including potential methods to 

address them through City and District Plan processes. 

 

For the Thames–Coromandel District Council, I reviewed the District Plan objectives, policies and 

rules for the District’s settlements, and undertook a character assessment and evaluation for 

potential character areas throughout the District.  In conjunction with this and the previous work, I 

developed a package of urban design objectives, policies, rules and illustrations for the District 

Plan review.  

I have provided urban design advice, character assessments, policy advice and detailed 

submissions for the Tauranga City Plan, the Western Bay of Plenty District Plan, and the Rodney 

District Plan on behalf of public and private clients.   

 

For the Matamata/Piako District Council, I identified mechanisms for integrating District Plan 

provisions with its Code of Practice for subdivision. Similarly, I have also provided design advice 

to the Thames-Coromandel District, Tauranga and Christchurch City Councils on Code of 

Practice reviews. 

 

I had considerable involvement in the drafting of the Wairakei Plan Change.  I also had 

involvement in hearings in relation to a 420ha new urbanist town centre development in 

Tauranga, as well post structure plan rules, development and implementation for The Lakes 

urban growth area in Tauranga.  
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Attachment B 

Phase 1 Beca Report 

 



26608644_1.doc   
 

Attachment C 

Phase 2 Beca Report 
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Attachment D 

Expert Conferencing Report 
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Attachment E 

 

List of operative City Plan SAMs and notified pRDP Character Areas (maps can be viewed 

at Attachment F) 

 

Category 1 

Character 
Area 

Name Operative Plan SAM 
Reference 

Changes to Notified Zone 

CA 2 Beckenham Loop SAM 2 - Beckenham Loop Amalgamate with CA3 - 
Beckenham Central & add 
102 - 154 Tennyson Street 

CA 4 Tainui SAM 3 - Moana/Darley Remove 12, 14, 20 and 22 
Barrington Street 

CA 7  Piko SAM 6 - Tiko/Pika/Shand  

CA 11  Dudley SAM 10 - Slater/Poulton & 
10a - Dudley 

 

CA 13  Heaton SAM 11 - Heaton/Circuit   

CA 15  Massey SAM 12 - Massey Crescent  

CA 16  Francis SAM 13 - Francis Avenue  

CA 17  Malvern SAM 14 - North St Albans  

CA 18 Dee SAM 15 - Severn/Mersey  

CA 19  St James SAM 16 - St James Avenue Retain nos 4 to 58 St 
James Avenue, delete 
remainder of the CA 

CA 20 Cashmere SAM 17 - Hackthorne / 
MacMillan / Dyers Pass 

Delete Gwynfa Avenue 
properties.  Incorporate 
47/52 Dyers Pass Road, up 
to the intersection with 
Hackthorne Road. 

CA 22  The Esplanade SAM 18 - The Esplanade  

CA 25  Englefield SAM 21 - Gilby/Englefield   

CA 27 Beverley SAM 28 - Beverley Street  

CA 28  Ranfurly SAM 29 - Ranfurly Street  

CA 29  Auburn SAM 34 - Auburn Avenue   

CA 30  Clifton SAM 35 - The Spur   

CA 32  Emmett SAM 37 - Emmett Street  Delete CA 
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Category 2 

Character 
Area 

Name Operative Plan SAM 
Reference 

Changes to Notified 
Zone 

CA 1 Heathcote SAM 1 - Heathcote Delete CA 

CA 3 Beckenham 
Central 

SAM 2 - Beckenham Loop Amalgamate with CA2 - 
Beckenham Loop 

CA 5 Aynsley SAM 4 - Aynsley Terrace Delete CA 

CA 6 Chomondeley SAM 5 - Chomondeley/Ford Delete CA 

CA 8 Tika SAM 6 - Tiko/Pika/Shand Delete CA 

CA 9 Totara SAM 7 - Totara/Hinau/Puriri Delete CA 

CA 10 Fendalton SAM 8 - Fendalton Delete CA 

CA 10 Fendalton SAM 8a - Bradnor Delete CA 

CA 10 Fendalton SAM 8b - Heathfield Delete CA 

RED ZONE RED ZONE SAM 9 - River Road  

CA 12 Chrystal SAM 10 - Slater/Poulton Delete CA 

CA 14 Circuit SAM 11 - Heaton/Circuit Delete CA 

CA 21 Hackthorne SAM 17 - Hackthorne / 
MacMillan / Dyers Pass 

Delete CA 

CA 23 The Esplanade SAM 18 - The Esplanade Delete CA 

CA 24 Church Square SAM 19 - Church Square Delete CA 

CA 37 Tonbridge SAM 20 - Rastrick/Tonbridge Delete CA 

CA 26 Haast SAM 21 - Gilby/Englefield Delete CA 

CA 31 St Andrews 
Square 

SAM 36 - St Andrews Square Delete CA 

CA 33 Clissold SAM 38 - Clissold Street Delete CA 

CA 34 Knowles SAM 39 - Mays / Chapter 
/Weston / Knowles 

Delete CA 

CA 35 Hawkesbury SAM 40 - Hawkesbury 
Avenue 

Delete CA 

CA 36 Naseby SAM 41 - Naseby Street Delete CA 
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Attachment F 

Phase 1 and 2 Combined Christchurch Character Area Classification Mapping 
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Attachment G 

Character Area Development Examples 
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Attachment H 

Character 1 Area Site Size Maps 
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Attachment I 

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay - Site Analysis in Residential Zones on 

Arterial Routes 

 


