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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  I hold the position of Principal Advisor 

Planning (Strategy and Planning Group) at the Christchurch City Council 

(Council). I have been in this position for five and a half years. 

 
1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my First Statement of 

Evidence, dated 18 August 2015.  In that same statement I also set out the 

key documents and evidence from other Council witnesses that I have used, 

rely on, or referred to in forming my view that is presented in this evidence. 

 

1.3 I confirm again 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.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 As mentioned I have prepared two statements of evidence for this hearing.  

The first is strategic evidence covering the key resource management issues 

and higher level policy direction of most relevance to Stage 2 residential (my 

Strategic Evidence). The second, this evidence, covers the specific zone 

boundaries and associated provisions. It also responds to the specific relief 

sought by submitters, including a large number of rezoning requests.   

 

2.2 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 this assessment, I 

have come to a conclusion that the relief sought should either be accepted or 

rejected. For the avoidance of doubt, where I say the relief is rejected or 

accepted, that is simply a statement of my professional opinion and my 

recommendation to the Hearings Panel. Where I refer to an issue number, this 

refers to the "Issue" as set out in the Council's updated Statement of Issues 

dated 11 August 2015.  
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2.3 I have generally grouped submissions under the following subject matters: 

 

(a) Objectives and policies; 

(b) Port Hills – Residential Hills and Residential Large Lot Zone; 

(c) Banks Peninsula – Residential Small Settlement Zone and 

Residential Large Lot Zone (Akaroa Hillslope, Alandale and 

Samarang Bay) and the Residential Small Settlement Zone of Kainga 

and Spencerville;  

(d) Character Areas and the Residential Conservation Zone (Stage 1 

and 2 submissions); and 

(e) Guest Accommodation zone and the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay. 

 

2.4 Additionally, my evidence has the following attachments:  

(a) Attachment A: List of Scheduled Guest Accommodation;  

(b) Attachment B: My analysis of submissions on Stage 2 of the 

Residential Proposal seeking rezoning of areas of land either to a 

residential zoning, or away from a notified residential zoning;  

(c) Attachment C: Accept/Reject table of submissions on Stage 2 of the 

Residential Proposal; and  

(d) Attachment D: Council's Revised Residential Proposal dated 18 

August 2015 – redlined version. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Stage 2 residential focuses on distinct spatial areas within the district, 

including residential areas on the Port Hills and within Banks Peninsula.  It 

also gives particular consideration to whether there are areas of special 

character and amenity, and how the Replacement District Plan should respond 

in terms of maintaining these areas. 

 

3.2 Submissions on proposals raise a range of issues, including but not limited to: 

 

(a) refinement of the objectives and policies, but broadly recognising that 

the character and amenity of particular areas in the district are of 

importance; 

(b) whether the zone provisions are sufficiently enabling of community 

facilities, guest accommodation and emergency servicing facilities; 
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(c) the prescriptiveness of the proposed rules, in particular in relation to 

the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay and Character 

Areas; 

(d) the built form standards and whether they will effectively manage 

potential adverse effects on character and amenity values. 

 

3.3 There are also a large number of requests for rezoning, predominantly from 

rural to a residential zone. 

 

3.4 In achieving the purpose of the Resource Management Act, giving effect to the 

CRPS, not being inconsistent with the Recovery documents (most relevant are 

the Recovery Strategy and Land Use Recovery Plan) and having particular 

regard to the Strategic Directions and Statement of Expectations, amendments 

are put forward to the Panel. These changes are considered to improve the 

Stage 2 provisions, in particular resulting in: 

 

(a) simplification of the plan, through the consolidation of the Residential 

Conservation Zone and Residential Banks Peninsula Zone; and the 

deletion of the Guest Accommodation Zone and its replacement with 

scheduling of the existing guest accommodation facilities; 

(b) more enabling provisions to reduce resource consenting 

requirements, in particular providing for a greater range of community 

facilities as permitted activities, deletion of the Category 2 Character 

Area related rules, and an increase in the permitted height limit from 

7m to 8m;   

(c) recognition of the established and changing environment along parts 

of three major arterial corridors should be recognised through a 

proposed new overlay; and 

(d) recognition that the district does have areas of special and unique 

character that require a tailored management approach to ensure the 

quality and integrity of these places remains intact.   

 

3.5 There are some matters where further discussions with submitters may enable 

resolution of issues which my rebuttal will address. 
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 Rezonings 

 

3.6 A significant number of rezoning submissions that I have considered that seek 

a rezoning to one of the residential zones, are located outside of the Existing 

Urban Area, Greenfield Priority areas (residential) and Projected Infrastructure 

Boundary as shown on Map A of Chapter 6 of the CRPS.  Policy 6.3.1 of the 

CRPS is clear that there is not to be any expansion of urban activities outside 

of "the extent of urban development" identified on Map A.  Through sub-clause 

(4) the Council is also directed to ensure new urban activities only occur within 

existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas (both of which are 

shown on Map A), unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the 

CRPS.   

 

3.7 Although Council witnesses have considered the merits of these rezonings 

from the perspective of wastewater, water supply, stormwater, traffic and 

landscape, Policy 6.3.1 of the CRPS prevents me from recommending that 

new urban activities be provided for outside of the Projected Infrastructure 

Boundary as shown on Map A of Chapter 6. 

 

3.8 I have recommended rejecting a number of the rezoning on the basis that 

insufficient information is available, in particular with regard to impacts on 

landscape values and risks from hazards. I have also rejected rezoning 

submissions where I consider that the rezoning of the land may set a 

precedent for a significant change to the pattern of land use within the wider 

area.   

 

3.9 With a few exceptions, I am recommending accepting those submissions 

requesting a reduction in minimum lot size in the Residential Hill Zone. My 

reasons are that the proposal to establish a "Residential Mixed Density" within 

parts of the Port Hills, will result in a more efficient and effective use of the 

land whilst achieving the landscape and amenity outcomes sought for these 

elevated areas.   

 

4. OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

 

4.1 The relevant submissions on the Stage 2 Residential objectives and policies 

broadly support the provisions as notified, but many do seek some 

amendments and refinement.  The Crown (#2387) seeks the most changes, 
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predominately to achieve better integration with the final position reached by 

the Council in its Revised Proposal of 23 April 2015.  I agree with the Crown's 

submission points
1
 that seek to consolidate and refine those policies notified in 

Stage 2 with those under the Revised Proposal of 23 April 2015.   

 

4.2 I note that there may be a need to reconsider this integration, when the 

Hearings Panel releases its Stage 1 Residential decision. 

 

Port Hills 

 

4.3 The Crown (#2387) sought that the policy criteria in Policy 14.1.5.7 Character 

of residential development on the Port Hills (now referred to as Policy 14.1.4.5 

in the updated chapter and this evidence) be refined.  Mr Andrew Craig has 

provided evidence on this Policy and has recommended changes.
2
  I accept 

Mr Craig's evidence and consider that proposed Policy 14.1.4.5 adequately 

covers the principle landscape character values that should be maintained and 

enhanced in the Port Hills.   

 

4.4 Rock Hill Limited (#2170) and Bassett and Talbot (#2171) also seek more 

significant changes to Policy 14.1.4.5.  These submitters seek that the Policy 

specifically provide for mixed density development on the Port Hills. I do not 

consider that the Policy requires any reference to any specific type of 

development density as in my view, the Policy should be principally focused on 

the outcomes that are desired for the Port Hills to maintain and achieve a high 

quality environment.  How these outcomes are achieved is a matter for the 

zone provisions, rather than a matter for policy.  This does not mean that I do 

not support a mixed density approach on the Port Hills (as discussed at 

paragraphs 6.9 to 6.11 below). 

 

Banks Peninsula 

 

Issue 5: Do proposed Objective 14.1.8 and Policies 14.1.8.1 - 14.1.8.4 capture and 

provide appropriate direction to manage key issues in Banks Peninsula such as 

managing changes to the boundaries of residential settlements and maintaining 

special character? 

 

                                                   
1
  Crown (#2387.349, .351, .352, .353, .354, .355, .356, .357, .393, .394, and .395) 

2
  Statement of Evidence of Andrew William Craig, Section 6. 
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4.5 As notified, Objective 14.1.8 Residential development in Banks Peninsula  

seeks outcomes that are, for the most part, provided for or can be provided for 

with additional wording under Objective 14.1.1 Housing supply and Objective 

14.1.5 (now 14.1.4) High quality residential environments.  I have therefore 

recommended the deletion of Objective 14.1.8 and supporting Policies 

14.1.8.1 to 14.1.8.4.   To address the concerns raised in the submissions, I 

have recommended the inclusion of a new subclause 14.1.1.a.vi, which would 

retain the principle outcomes sought for Banks Peninsula previously included 

under Objective 14.1.8. 

   

4.6 This addition will ensure some limited residential development is provided for 

where it adjoins an existing residential settlement.  As I have discussed in 

Section 7 of  my Strategic Evidence, it is my view that the pRDP should 

encourage the existing residential settlements to grow and change in order to 

support the local economy and respond to housing demands (albeit low) and 

impacts from natural hazards such as sea level rise.  I therefore do not agree 

with Akaroa Civic Trust's submission
3
 that requests changes to the objectives 

and policies to significantly restrict any settlement growth from occurring.  

 

4.7 Changes to residential areas, however small, can have a significant impact on 

the local and wider rural and coastal environments. For example, a large scale 

building set on a prominent spur can be visually dominant both locally and 

when viewed far afield.  For this reason, I consider that policy direction should 

be clear and very direct as to the outcomes sought, whilst still facilitating an 

appropriate level of growth and change to occur.   

 

4.8 In response to the submissions
4
, I have recommended a new Policy 14.1.1.3 - 

Residential development in Banks Peninsula. I consider this policy retains 

what I consider to be the most important policy criteria – to ensure the unique 

qualities of the Banks Peninsula environment are maintained and where 

possible enhanced (thereby achieving Objectives 14.1.1 Housing supply and 

Objective 14.1.4 High quality residential environments). 

 

4.9 However, I do not agree with the Crown submission point 2387.388, which 

submits that views are not an important issue in Banks Peninsula, and 

similarly on the Port Hills. The Akaroa Civic Trust submission points 2285.1 

and 2285.8 support my position and request that Policy 14.1.8.1 - Character, 

                                                   
3
  Akaroa Civic Trust (#2285.9,.10 and .11) 

4
  Akaroa Civic Trust #2285, Crown #2387, Waibl #2488 
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amenity and identity of Banks Peninsula include an additional matter regarding 

the protection of views. 

 

4.10 Having a view over land or water contributes significantly to the amenity value 

of living on a hillside.  I accept that protecting views from properties cannot be 

guaranteed or easily regulated under a District Plan. Further, I accept that 

individual property owners must be able to use their hillside residential 

property in an efficient and effective manner.  My understanding of case law 

reinforces my understanding that views are a resource management 

consideration, but that individual properties should not be protected from all 

obstruction
5
.   

 

4.11 Therefore, in order to maintain and enhance amenity values (section 7(c) of 

the RMA), I consider it appropriate for some recognition of views to be made 

within relocated and revised Policy 14.1.1.3 Residential development in Banks 

Peninsula. I address the matter of rules to give effect to this policy in 

paragraphs 6.2-6.8 below.  

 

4.12 On the basis of the changes to the policies I have recommended, I consider 

that the Stage 1 Policy 14.1.5.5 Neighbourhood character and residential 

amenity in residential areas of Banks Peninsula is no longer required.  I 

appreciate that this Policy was considered in the Stage 1 hearing, but in my 

view including this policy will result in unnecessary repetition of other policy 

criteria.   

 

Guest Accommodation and Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay 

 

Issue 18: Do the proposed objectives and policies adequately provide for and 

manage guest accommodation?  

 

4.13 Carter Group Limited (#2330.27) seeks to have a new policy included that 

recognises and enables guest accommodation to be established through the 

City in appropriate locations.  I consider this submission alongside the Crown's 

submission (#2387.349) on notified Policy 14.1.7.6. Non-residential activities in 

arterial corridors. 

 

                                                   
5
  Foot v Wellington City Council W073/98, 2 September 1998 at [104]. See also RE Meridian Energy Limited [2013] 

NEnvC 59 at [112]. 
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4.14 Policy 14.1.7.6, which sets the context for the proposed ACF Overlay, is 

generally supported by submitters
6
. In response to the Crown's submission, I 

have essentially moved the policy direction for medium density housing from 

the notified version of Policy 14.1.7.6 to (renumbered) Policy 14.1.1.2 

Establishment of new medium density residential areas and for community 

facilities to (renumbered) Policy 14.1.6.2 Community activities and facilities.   

 

4.15 I accept that guest accommodation has been established in a number of 

locations through the City, but is focused, largely for market reasons, within 

particular locations (such as within the Central City and proposed 

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay (ACF Overlay)).  I consider 

that there is some risk in providing a policy, as sought by the Carter Group) 

that is too enabling of new guest accommodation activities to establish within 

residential suburban areas. In my view, it is more appropriate to encourage 

new guest accommodation facilities to establish in the commercial centres and 

the ACF Overlay. In these locations adverse effects on residential amenity and 

coherence will be avoided and the viability of commercial centres supported.   

 

4.16 Revised policy 14.1.7.6 will do two things; provide for the continued operation 

of existing guest accommodation facilities and promote guest accommodation 

facilities within the ACF Overlay.   

 

Character areas 

 

4.17 The Crown (#2387.349) has sought that Policy 14.1.5.8 Residential Character 

Areas be refined.   

 

4.18 I accept that this policy should be refined to better articulate the primary 

principles of what constitutes a "Character Area".   The revised policy wording, 

including the change in Policy name to Christchurch City Character Areas, is 

reflective of Ms Schroder's evidence. 

 

4.19 Ms Schröder has also provided evidence on the character values of Lyttelton 

and Akaroa.  On the basis of her evidence, I consider that the Stage 1 Policy 

14.1.5.6 Heritage values in residential areas of Lyttelton and Akaroa is more 

                                                   
6
  Canterbury District Health Board #2360.41, Crown #2387.385. 
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appropriately representative of character values rather than heritage values.
7
  

Furthermore, I note that buildings, sites and areas of heritage value are 

matters for Stage 3 of the pRDP, specifically Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 

Heritage.  It is therefore proposed that Policy 14.1.5.6 be reworded to only 

address character values, rather than heritage. 

 

5. GENERAL SUBMISSIONS SEEKING COMMON CHANGES WITHIN ZONES 

 

5.1 There are a number of submissions that seek to amend provisions across all 

or a number of the residential zones.  This aligns with Issue 24 of the Council's 

updated Statement of Issues dated 11 August 2015, which asks:  

 

Should amendments agreed to by the Council in Stage 1 carry over to 

the Stage 2 residential zones, taking into account the different purpose 

and character of each of the Stage 2 zones? The particular amendments 

include:  

 

(i) deletion of standards relating to life stage and 

energy/water efficiencies;
8
  

(ii) retirement villages as permitted activities in the RPH, 

RSS and RLL Zones
9
 and adoption of Stage 1 Residential 

standards for retirement villages;
10

 

(iii) health care, veterinaries, preschool facilities, education 

activities, emergency service facilities, and places of 

assembly, relocation of buildings, community welfare 

facilities as permitted activities;
11

 

(iv) Transpower/Orion transmission setbacks;
12

 and 

(v) KiwiRail setbacks.
13

 

 

5.2 Further to the issues outlined in (i) to (v), I consider that there are four further 

general issues arising from submissions:  

  

(vi) provision for firefighting water supply;
14

 

                                                   
7
  Although this is a Stage 1 hearing, I understand that the Hearings Panel agreed at the pre-hearing meeting to defer 

decision making on Policy 14.1.5.6 in Stage 1, Residential, and instead make a decision on it alongside the 
Residential Conservation Zone provisions through this hearing. 

8
  Refer Crown (#2387) and Ryman Health Care Ltd (#2347). Canterbury District Health Board (#2360) have requested 

partial retention of some of the standards.  
9
  Ryman Healthcare Ltd (#2347). 

10
  Arvida Group Ltd (#2334). 

11
  Crown (#2387) and Methodist Central Mission (#2082). 

12
  Crown (#2387) and Orion (#2340) 

13
  KiwiRail (#2246) New Rule-built Form standards for Zones below page 6 
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(vii) provision for amateur radio structures;
15

 

(viii) provision for small scale renewable energy;
16

 

(ix) carry over/simplifying of various performance standards;
17

 

and 

   (iix) minor corrections and improvements to the plan provisions.
18

  

 

5.3 The following issues as set out in the updated Statement of are also able to be 

addressed when considering all of the above matters.   

 

Issue 10: Are the rules for managing development within the Residential 

Small Settlement Zones appropriate (Kainga and Spencerville)? 

 

Issue 11: Do the Residential Small Settlement Zone rules adequately 

minimise resource consent requirements (Kainga and Spencerville)? 

  

Life stage and energy efficient standards 

 

5.4 In respect of Issue 20(i), Council's legal counsel is to advise on this matter 

through opening legal submissions.  I do not support their application to Stage 

2 residential zones. 

 

Retirement villages 

 

5.5 In respect of Issue 20(ii), Council agreed that it was appropriate that some 

form of retirement village be permitted in the Stage 1 residential zones.  I note 

that the residential zones in Stage 1 generally occupy the "flat areas" of 

Christchurch, which contain low to medium density areas.  The Stage 2 

residential zones apply to the hill areas, smaller settlement areas and areas 

that do not contain this density range.  Mr Craig in his evidence at 9.41-9.44 

has described the potential for large scale buildings to adversely dominate 

hillside landscapes.  I also note that Ms Bridget O’Brien in her evidence refers 

to the demand retirement villages can place on Council’s infrastructure.  

 

5.6 I consider it appropriate that retirement villages remain as restricted 

discretionary activities in terms of the Residential Hills (RH) and Residential 

                                                                                                                                                              
14

  Crown (#2387) 
15

  Amateur Radio (#2155) 
16

  Ngai Tahu (#2235) 
17

  Crown (#2387) 
18

  Christchurch City Council (#2123) 
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Small Settlement (RSS) zones.  The matters of discretion should be limited to 

those relating to scale of activity, traffic generation and access safety, and the 

new proposed assessment matter under 14.9.1.8 Residential principles 

Hillside and small settlement development.  I also consider that a new 

assessment matter that requires consideration of wastewater and water supply 

capacity is appropriate, as servicing constraints could have a significant impact 

on the feasibility of a proposed development. 

 

5.7 Within the Residential Large Lot (RLL) on the same grounds, I consider that 

the building scale associated with retirement villages could have an adverse 

visual impact. I therefore recommend that these activities should be restricted 

discretionary activities within the RLL zone.  The same matters of discretion 

should apply as for the RH and RSS Zones. I address the provision for 

retirement villages within the Accommodation and Community Facilities 

Overlay in paragraph 10.11 of my evidence.  

 

Community facilities 

 

5.8 In respect of Issue 20(iii), I consider that activities such as health care, 

veterinaries, and preschool facilities are appropriate as permitted activities 

provided that the built form standards I have proposed are complied with.  The 

built form standards in my view will effectively manage the scale of these 

activities and their potential effects on residential amenity values.   

 

Transmission lines 

 

5.9 In respect of Issue 20(iv) and transmission lines, I understand that setbacks 

are being considered as each topic chapter is heard by the Hearings Panel 

and the revised chapter reflects the relief sought by Transpower and Orion
19

.  I 

have however, only accepted this submission in part as I consider this type of 

rule is more appropriately located in General Rules as it will reduce the length 

and complexity of the pRDP, however that issue will need to be considered in 

the Chapter 6, General Rules hearing.   

 

5.10 In respect of Issue 20(v), Council agreed that rules requiring a setback from 

rail corridors be inserted into the Stage 1 Residential Zones.  In relation to 

Stage 2, it appears that such a rule is only required in respect of a RLL site 

                                                   
19

  Orion #2340 
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located in proximity to Bridal Path Road.  Accordingly, in order to retain 

consistency, a similar rule to that of Stage 1 should be inserted for the RLL 

zone.  Again, I have only accepted this submission by Orion in part as I 

consider this type of rule is more appropriately located in General Rules. 

 

Fire fighting 

 

5.11 In respect of Issue 20(vi) and firefighting water supply, the Council's preferred 

approach is to have a single section in the General Rules Proposal relating to 

the requirement to provide water supply and access for firefighting, rather than 

duplicating these provisions in every zone. As these rules are fundamentally 

the same for every zone, and because they apply across the District, they are 

more consistent with other activities and standards covered by the General 

Rules Proposal (e.g. noise, signage, airport protection surfaces). 

 

5.12 The Crown (#2387) has expressed concern that these water supply rules will 

be "lost" if they are included in the General Rules Proposal rather than in each 

zone. There is a presumption, however, that all proposals will consult the 

General Rules Proposal. "How to Use the Rules" section of every zone 

proposal also flags the need to consider the general rules, and further cross-

referencing could also be provided.  A single General Rule for water supply for 

firefighting is more consistent with the Statement of Expectations to produce a 

concise and user-friendly plan.  I therefore accept in part the Crown's 

submission as I support the content of the rule just not the location where it 

sits within the RDP. 

 

Stage 1 provisions to apply to Stage 2 zones 

 

5.13 In respect of issue 20(vii), the Crown (#2387) has generally suggested the 

carrying over of a number of performance standards (other than those referred 

to above) for such matters as setbacks, landscaping, home occupations, 

repair/rebuild on cross leases and unit titles, and site coverage.  To ensure 

consistency across the pRDP and a reduction in rules, I generally support 

these amendments.  However, I generally do not support submissions seeking 

to place further restrictions such as tightening home occupation hours or 

imposing conditions in respect of heavy vehicle storage, particularly given 

existing standards in place.
20

 

                                                   
20

  For example, Ken Sitarz (#2012). 
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Amateur Radio 

 

5.14 Amateur Radio (#2155) seeks amendments to the permitted standards in both 

Chapter 14 - Residential and Chapter 11 - Utilities and Energy in order to 

enable a more permissive approach to the erection of utility structures for 

amateur radio.  In relation to Chapter 14, the submission seeks amendments 

to the residential provisions so that radio equipment is exempt from daylight 

recession plane rules and minimum setbacks from internal boundary 

provisions. 

 

5.15 The submission refers consistently to an Environment Court appeal
21

 involving 

Tauranga District Council (TDC).  The provisions adopted by TDC following 

this decision are promoted as relief for the pRDP.  Both Hamilton and Waipa 

District Council have utilised the provisions determined following the TDC 

Environment Court decision. 

 

5.16 The submitter notes that masts and poles do not cast significant shadows and 

therefore should not be subject to the daylight recession plane rules.  In 

support of their request to make radio equipment exempt from the setback 

provisions, they have proposed an amendment to the Utilities Chapter stating 

that "no part of an antenna or utility structure shall overhang the internal 

boundary." 

 

5.17 There were no submissions from Amateur Radio in Stage 1 of the Residential 

Chapter. The only matters which are relevant to Amateur Radio within the 

Stage 2 Residential Proposal are the definitions of "building" and "height".  The 

definition of building excludes masts, poles, radio and telephone aerials less 

than 6m above mean ground level.  Above this threshold, however, they are 

considered part of the building and therefore subject to zone standards relating 

to buildings.  The definition of height indicates that radio and television 

arterials are excluded provided that the maximum height permitted by the rules 

for the zone is not exceeded by more than 2.5m. 

 

5.18 The Utilities and Energy Proposal (also a Stage 2 matter) sets out the 

approach to radio equipment and address the issues raised by the Amateur 

Radio submission.  This will align to the approach taken by Hamilton and 

                                                   
21

  Tauranga Emergency Communications Group Inc v Tauranga City Council  [2012] NZEnvC 107. 
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Waipa District Councils and noted within submission #2155. Chapter 11 rules 

will address provisions for radio equipment in the residential zones, and the 

majority of the relief sought by the submitter is currently being considered by 

relevant Council officers.   

 

5.19 As far as the submission is relevant to the Residential Proposal, I do agree 

that poles and aerials have a limited effect on overshadowing and visual 

amenity, except in the case of dish antenna.  Dish antenna structures can be 

up to 5m in diameter and are erected on a pedestal base.  I understand that 

these structures can be very visually dominant. The general community may 

not anticipate these structures to be erected as of right in a suburban 

residential area. It is my view that if dish structures are provided for in a 

residential environment, this should be on a restricted discretionary basis with 

assessment matters related to Stage 1 matters of discretion 14.9.3 Impacts on 

Neighbouring Properties and 14.9.5 Scale of Activity. 

 

Small scale renewable energy 

 

5.20 Ngai Tahu (#2235) has sought a more permissive approach to the provision of 

small or community scale renewable energy generation. The relief sought is 

amendment of P2 of Rule 11.3.3.1 of Chapter 11 - Utilities or the insertion of a 

permitted activity rule for small or community scale renewable energy 

generation in all residential and new neighbourhood zones. 

 

5.21 Council's preferred approach is for this matter to be dealt with in the Utilities 

chapter (i.e through P2 of Rule 11.3.3.1).  It is understood that this matter is 

currently being addressed within the approach to the Utilities chapter, and 

whilst there are some issues which will require resolution, amendments are 

likely to address submitter concerns. Chapter 11 is also a Stage 2 hearing. 

 

Minor corrections and improvements to the plan provisions 

 

5.22 The Council (#2123) and the Crown (#2327) have submitted on a number 

matters in order to provide corrections to the publicly notified pRDP.  As these 

amendments are mostly minor and will improve the reading and administration 

of the pRDP, I support these changes and they are included in the updated 

chapter.  
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6. PORT HILLS RESIDENTIAL AREAS  

 

6.1 Aside from the issues discussed above, the issues raised in submissions in 

relation to the Port Hills focus on: 

 

(a) provision for views – Issue 2 in the 11 August updated Statement of 

Issues; 

(b) whether the minimum site size should be reduced in certain areas to 

provide for more intensive housing development – Issue 3 in the 11 

August updated Statement of Issues; 

(c) reflectivity and colour – Issue 4 in the 11 August updated Statement 

of Issues; 

(d) status of "shade sails";  

(e) whether the rules proposed to manage development within the 

Residential Large Lot Zone are appropriate; and  

(f) rezoning of particular sites (see Attachment B) – Issues 26 and 27 in 

the 11 August updated Statement of Issues.  

 

Views and building height 

 

Issue 1: What is the appropriate height for residential units, specifically whether 

an 8m permitted height limit is appropriate? 

Issue 2: What is the extent to which views can or should be protected?  

 

6.2 I have already provided my viewpoint on the provision for views from a policy 

perspective earlier in this evidence. I now turn to the matter of how the rules 

work together as a package to manage views.  

 

6.3 Submitters, including the Cashmere Residents Association (#2485.4) and 

Andrea Kiddle (#2074.2) have requested that additional provisions be inserted 

into the pRDP in respect of the effects on views from properties in the Port 

Hills.  This matter appears to be partly related to the issue of building height.  

There are no specific rules proposed to protect views, nor have there ever 

been under the Operative City Plan.  The pRDP does contain provisions which 

can be construed as protecting views, including Policy 14.1.5.7(v) and Matters 

of Discretion 14.9.3 Impacts on Neighbouring Properties (notified as Building 

height and daylight recession planes)..   
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6.4 The built form standards also offer some degree of view protection.  The built 

form standards proposed under the Residential Hills (RH) and RLL zones are 

largely reflective of those under the Operative City Plan.  Site density, site 

coverage, recession planes, internal boundary setbacks and building height, 

work together to ensure open space is maintained around a building and the 

building bulk and scale is controlled. My observation of hillside development is 

that the rules package is effective in maintaining sufficient levels of open 

space and providing adequate opportunities for views to be achieved.   

 

6.5 The exception is in relation to the permitted building height under the RH 

Zone.  The pRDP as notified stipulated a maximum height of 8m in the RH 

Zone, as compared to 7m in the RLL and RS Zones.  A number of 

submissions have been received on these provisions, including from the 

Council (#2123.123) and the Cashmere Residents Association (#2489.2 and 

.9) requesting that the maximum height in the RS Zone be reduced to 7m.
22

 

The NZIA (#2333.5) support the 8m height limit in the RS Zone, and the Crown 

(#2387.574 and .597) request the height limit be increased to 8m in the RLL 

and RSS Zones. 

 

6.6 I note that the Council submitted that the 8m height limit in the RS Zone was 

an administration error and that 7m is more appropriate as it is the height limit 

in the Operative District Plan and enables development whilst maintaining the 

predominant character and amenity of the residential hillsides.  Mr Craig has 

addressed the matter of height in his evidence and offered views on both the 

7m and 8m height limit, but hasn't supported either height with any certainty, 

noting that there is a need to strike a balance between the advantages and 

disadvantages of increasing height (refer paragraph 9.24)].  In my view, the 

height limit in the RH should be retained as notified (8m) because I do not 

consider a reduced height is fundamental to retaining the character of the hills. 

 

6.7 In particular, the other bulk and location provisions in the RH Zone including 

the requirement for a larger site area and the recession plane provisions are 

sufficient to retain character.  I also note that the Council generally grants 

resource consent for dwellings that breach the height limit, which indicates to 

me that character is not compromised.  I also acknowledge the increase will 

enable a more flexible approach to be taken and is in accordance with 

Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.3 and 3.3.7. 

                                                   
22

  See also Bruce Graham (#2462.3) and Andrea Kiddle (#2074.1) 
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6.8 For similar reasons, I also support an increase in the maximum height in the 

RLL and RSS zones because this will enable the application of a consistent 

standard. 

 

Density of development 

 

Issue 3: Should the minimum site size be reduced in certain areas to provide for 

more intensive housing development?  

 

6.9 Mr Craig has also provided evidence on some provisions, in particular relating 

to site size and site coverage.  Mr Craig advises that site size and site 

coverage are important controls to manage the scale of buildings on the Port 

Hills.  In paragraph 9.42 of his evidence he comments that large buildings are 

not common on the Port Hills.  

 

6.10 In my opinion, for the existing developed residential areas on the Port Hills, the 

package of rules as set out in Attachment D, will achieve an appropriate 

balance between managing adverse effects on amenity, whilst providing 

sufficient land development opportunities. 

 

6.11 However, I accept in principle that a more mixed density approach to 

developing two particular currently undeveloped areas on the Port Hills is 

appropriate. Rock Hill Limited (#2170) and Bassett and Talbot (#2171) 

propose what I consider to be an innovative approach to hillside development. 

Their submissions demonstrate a sound understanding of the constraints and 

opportunities of hillside development. However, I do not consider that a new 

zone is required to give effect to their submissions. Rather, I consider that a 

"Residential Mixed Density Overlay" over the RH Zone is more appropriate. 

Aside from site density and potentially other built form standards, the activities 

to be provided for under this "mixed density" area should be the same as for 

the RH Zone.  I have discussed with the submitters that whilst I support their 

submission in principle, I consider further work is required to finalise the 

supporting built form standards.  The submitters have agreed to continue to 

work on the built form standards through informal mediation and submit a 

revised proposal through their evidence, or through my rebuttal evidence.   
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Reflectivity and colour  

 

Issue 4: Should the reflectivity and colour rules applying to specific Residential 

Large Lot Zone areas (as set out in 14.12.3.8) be deleted, or should they be 

expanded to also apply to other hillside Residential Large Lot Zone areas?  

 

6.12 Rule 14.12.3.8 of the pRDP relates to building reflectivity and colour, which is 

specific to areas at Worsleys Road, the Samarang Bay Density Overlay and 

the Allandale Density Overlay and Vangioni Lane, Akaroa.  The Crown 

(#2387) has submitted that this rule should be deleted because it is 

prescriptive and there is insufficient justification for it.  Conversely, Brent 

George (#2008) submits there should be additional controls in respect of glare 

from reflective surfaces, Christopher Gardiner (#2468) requests the addition of 

the Purau Density Overlay Area, and the Mason Family Holdings Limited 

(#2228) requests the addition of the Governors Bay Density Overlay Area. 

 

6.13 Whilst the proposed rules to control building reflectivity is an additional control 

to those for other Residential Suburban areas, I do not consider it to be 

inappropriate or onerous on landowners.  As stated by Mr Craig in paragraphs 

9.2 to 9.13 of his evidence, it is only proposed to apply in areas which are 

located in particularly sensitive landscape environments and is easily met 

through choices of exterior colour.  In these limited circumstances, I support 

the retention of the rules so that there is a consistent level of amenity standard 

within each development, particularly as development within the areas is 

ongoing.  I do not consider that additional controls are required, as suggested 

by the other submitters. 

 

Status of Shade Sails      

 

6.14 Maria Simmonds (#2036) has requested that shade sails require resource 

consent if they exceed certain dimensions.  I consider that shade sails are 

defined as "buildings" in the Proposal 2 definition and accordingly they are 

required to comply with the relevant district plan standards, such as those 

applying to accessory buildings. I consider that shade sails could equally have 

the adverse effect on shading adjoining properties as would a building. 
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 Residential Large Lot 

 

6.15 The RLL zone in the Port Hills covers a number of areas, including those 

located at Kennedys Bush, Worsleys Road, Cashmere, Morgans Valley, Bridle 

Path Road and Monks Spur.  A number of submissions variously seek a 

simplification of the rules
23

, reinstatement of provisions that are similar to the 

existing zone in the City Plan
24

 and retention/deletion of the 1500m
2 

and 

3,000m
2
 (RLL Density overlay) minimum site density.

25
  

 

6.16 Generally I am satisfied that the package of rules that apply to the zone are a 

coherent set of provisions that will maintain the character and amenity of the 

zone, although I concur that some simplification of the rules can apply in 

accordance with the Crown submission.  In terms of the varying site densities, 

I note the Section 32 report
26

 identified that the proposed densities reflect 

existing development and the difficulties in achieving averages given the 

existing development and that overall the provisions will be more enabling. 

 

6.17 Under the Operative City Plan, the management approach through the Living 

Hills B zone, was 3000m
2
 minimum allotment sizes, the purpose being to 

create a feathered or more graduated urban edge.  In my view, the Living Hills 

B Zone approach creates too uniform section sizes and does not provide 

adequate flexibility to take account of land constraints, such as hazards and 

topography. By providing for a greater range of section sizes in these areas, 

better landscape outcomes can be achieved and greater efficiencies in land 

use.  I also note Mr Craig in paragraph 9.64 of his evidence considers that the 

contrast between the urban and rural boundary is desirable on the Port Hills. 

Larger site sizes towards the urban boundary, will not as effectively achieve 

this contrast. For these reasons I have accepted the submission of Thomas 

(#2439) to remove the 3000m
2 
allotment size restrictions.   

 

                                                   
23

  Crown (#2387) 
24

  Peter Croft (#2199)  
25

  Richard Porter (#2181), Peter Croft (#2199), Bob Webster (#2205), JD Gillard (#2377), K.Woodford (#2314) 
26

  Stage 2 Residential Chapter 14 Section 32, Appendix 22 
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7. BANKS PENINSULA RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

 

Residential Small Settlement Zone provisions 

 

Issue 7: Are the rules proposed to manage development within the Residential 

Small Settlements Zone appropriate? 

 

7.1 The Residential Small Settlements Zone within Banks Peninsula includes 

residential areas such as Barrys Bay, Little River, Le Bons Bay and Okains 

Bay.  The Akaroa Civic Trust
27

 has requested a review of the rules for the zone 

to provide clarity and consistency for a number of matters.  The submission 

lacks specific relief and it is difficult to respond in detail.  However, I am 

satisfied that the package of rules that apply to the zone is a coherent set of 

provisions that will maintain the character and amenity of the zone.  The 

submitter seeks the addition of a standard relating to "identified building 

areas", but in my view a further rule is not required given the existence of the 

site size (rule 14.14.3.1 requiring a minimum site size of 1000m
2
) and building 

setback rules (Rule 14.14.3.4 - 3m from internal boundaries). 

 

7.2 The Little River Issues Working Party
28

 seeks to prevent uncoordinated 

development that could be incompatible with Little River township.  It appears 

this issue may be directed more at the adjoining Papakainga Zone and overall 

I am satisfied that the RSS provisions will not result in uncoordinated 

development. 

 

Residential Large Lot Zone provisions 

 

Issue 8: Are the rules proposed to manage development within the Residential 

Large Lot Zone appropriate? 

 

7.3 The RLL zone within Banks Peninsula includes the Akaroa Hillslopes and two 

rural-residential areas known as Alandale and Samarang Bay.  The Akaroa 

Civic Trust
29

 has requested a review of the rules for the zone to provide clarity 

and consistency for a number of matters.  The submission lacks specificity and 

it is difficult to respond in detail.  However ,I am satisfied that the package of 

rules that apply to the zone is a coherent set of provisions that will maintain the 

                                                   
27

  Akaroa Civic Trust (#2285.29) 
28

  Little River Issues Working Party (#2493) 
29

  Akaroa Civic Trust (#2285.28) 
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character and amenity of the zone.  The submitter submits that a standard 

relating to "identified building areas" is required, but in my view a further rule is 

not required given the existing site size rule 14.12.3.2 requiring for most areas 

a minimum site size of 1500m
2
.  

 

7.4 As indicated earlier in my evidence the rules package is considered to include 

a minimum package of rules to manage adverse effects and maintain the 

amenity of residential areas.  In particular, the general alignment of the Stage 

2 with Stage 1 provisions results in a greater range of non-residential activities 

as permitted activities, subject to activity specific standards.   

 

Issue 9: Do the Residential Conservation, Residential Large Lot and Residential 

Small Settlement Zone rules adequately minimise resource consent 

requirements? 

 

7.5 It is my view that the package of rules as set out in Attachment D are all 

required to manage the potential adverse effects of land development within 

these zones, and to achieve the policy criteria relevant to character and 

amenity. They are also necessary to manage the effects on adjoining 

properties, in particular with regard to adverse shading effects and visual 

dominance of buildings.  Should these rules not be complied with, I consider 

that it is appropriate for resource consent to be triggered and the potential 

adverse effects assessed and conditions on the consent imposed, or the 

consent declined where the adverse effects are more than minor.  Should 

these rules not be in place, I do not consider the quality of residential 

environments will be maintained.       

 

8. CHARACTER AREA OVERLAY 

 

8.1 In reference to the evidence of Ms Schröder in regard to the proposed 

character area provisions, I consider that the Revised Proposal of 18 August 

(Attachment D)  effectively meets the Statement of Expectations based upon 

the following: 

(a) The Objective and policies have been rationalised and clearly identify 

the intended outcome for the character values associated with 

character areas. 

(b) The zones have been rationalised and a single approach proposed - 

the Character Area Overlay.  



22 
26609827_1.docx 

(c) The character areas within the operative City Plan have been 

rationalised, including the removal of character areas that allow for 

significant redevelopment to support earthquake recovery, increasing 

housing supply.  

(d) The remaining character areas, Category 1 areas only, proposed for 

retention are identifiable and have a high degree of integrity.  The 

character areas within Banks Peninsula have been retained, but the 

zoning simplified through the replacement of the Residential 

Conservation Zone with two character overlays for Lyttelton and 

Akaroa.  

(e) The proposed provisions are a simplification of existing provisions 

that are proven in respect to managing character values and amenity. 

They utilise a combination of regulatory and non-regulatory methods 

(design guides outside of the District Plan), to provide simplicity in 

provisions and clarity of outcomes.  

 

Residential Conservation Zone provisions 

 

8.2 Ms Schröder has addressed the restricted discretionary activity rule 14.5.2.3 

RD 9, as notified within the Residential Conservation Zone. With regard to the 

balance of the activity rules and built form standards under the Residential 

Conservation Zone, I have undertaken a comparative assessment of these 

against the Residential Banks Peninsula zone provisions.  There are no 

significant differences between the standards aside from rule 14.5.2.3 RD9.  

As further support by Ms Schroeder (variously through her evidence), the 

Residential Conservation Zone is an area of special character.  In my opinion, 

the plan can be significantly simplified by re-establishing the Residential 

Conservation Zone as two character overlays sitting over the Residential 

Banks Peninsula Zone.  These two areas should be titled as the Lyttelton 

Character Area Overlay and the Akaroa Character Area Overlay.   

 

8.3 As a result, I have recommended that RD Rule 14.5.2.3 be deleted, as well the 

balance of the activity rules for the Residential Conservation Zone, as well as 

all references to the Residential Conservation Zone in the Proposal. 
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Character Areas 
 

Issue 13: What are the risks and costs of not managing development within areas 

of special character? 

 

8.4 As explained by Ms Schröeder in paragraph 6.5-6.6 of her evidence, where 

the rules have been weak, which is comparable to having no rules in place, 

there has been a loss in character values. I have relied on the evidence of Ms 

Schröeder (who also refers to the evidence of Mr Harris which I have also 

read).  It is also my view that managing character areas through rules in the 

District Plan controlling land-use and subdivision is the most effective method 

to achieve policies relating to character and amenity.  This is provided they are 

only focused on areas that do have a high level of integrity (in terms of 

character value).  A rule controlling development where there is a moderate to 

low level of integrity will be ineffective, as the strength of character values will 

not be clearly identifiable and understood.   

 

8.5 The rule must require the assessment of multiple matters (values) and the 

inter-relationship between these matters (values).   I therefore support the 

need for the restricted discretionary status of the rule and the matters of 

discretion required to be considered.  Any lesser rule, in terms of the matters 

of regulatory control, will not be effective.  .      

 

8.6 Ms Schröder has discussed the appropriate wording of the rule and 

assessment matters. The changes to the wording as set out in Council's 

Revised Proposal will in my view improve the rules application and 

effectiveness.  

  

9. GUEST ACCOMMODATION ZONE  

 

Issue 19: Can the approach to the Guest Accommodation Zone (at 14.15) and 

associated zone provisions be simplified and streamlined, by adopting the 

surrounding underlying zone (for example Residential Suburban Zone) and 

scheduling the seven sites (in Chapter 6) (being the approach taken for some 

taverns), or is the notified Guest Accommodation Zone more appropriate?  Are 

the Built Form Standards sufficiently enabling? 

 

Issue 20: Are the rules that manage Guest Accommodation sites appropriate?  
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9.1 The Guest Accommodation Zone provides for guest accommodation activities 

in geographically identified locations. It differs from the ACF Overlay in that it 

provides only for guest accommodation activities (rather than a wider range of 

non-residential activities) and is a spot zoning rather than a corridor overlay.  

The zone is focused on those sites currently zoned Living 5 in the Operative 

City Plan which are not located in arterial corridors.  No new guest 

accommodation zones have been provided for. 

 

9.2 The Guest Accommodation Zone is effectively a rolled over version of the 

Living 5 zone as per the Operative City Plan.  The zone comprises hotels 

which have been developed in primarily residential locations.  The extent of 

the proposed Guest Accommodation zone has been amended (in comparison 

to the Living 5 zone) so that it now only includes existing hotels (in some 

locations rest homes have been developed on old hotel sites). The rules as 

proposed have also been amended to better reflect the potential impacts of 

hotel extensions on surrounding residential areas. The Living 5 sites on arterial 

corridors are proposed to be located within the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay. 

 

9.3 This approach reflects the fact that, whilst spot zoning is not an optimum 

approach to city zoning, development within this zone has largely been without 

significant adverse impacts on the surrounding environment and neighbours.  

 

9.4 Submissions on the Guest Accommodation zone focused on the following 

issues: 

(a) Activity specific standards - opposing restriction on the scale of food 

and beverage outlets and requesting the introduction of retirement 

villages as a permitted activity; 

(b) Built form standards - opposing particular built form standards, e.g. 

setbacks, site coverage, height, maximum continuous building length 

and the building overhang rule; 

(c) Rezoning - the Commodore Hotel is seeking extension of its Guest 

Accommodation zone over the hotel manager's house, which is 

currently zoned Rural 5 but which is proposed as Industrial Park in 

Chapter 15 - Industrial; and 

(d) Replacement of the Guest Accommodation zone with scheduling in 

order to simplify the approach to managing guest accommodation. 
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9.5 The general approach to provision of guest accommodation within the City is 

to provide for the activity in a range of locations where the nature and scale of 

development is appropriate to the surrounding environment.  In terms of 

zoning this means that larger facilities are enabled in the City Centre and other 

centres (through commercial zoning provisions), whereas smaller facilities (ie 

bed and breakfast) are permitted in residential areas.  The proposed ACF 

Overlay will enable guest accommodation along three defined arterial corridor 

routes - Bealey Avenue, (parts of) Riccarton Avenues and (parts of) Papanui 

Road. 

 

9.6 Some existing guest accommodation is already proposed to be scheduled 

(Chapter 6 - Scheduled Activities) rather than zoned as Guest 

Accommodation, and it is accepted that rolling out this scheduling approach to 

the proposed Guest Accommodation sites would be a simpler approach to 

managing guest accommodation across the City as a whole (as per Crown 

submission #2387).  This change clarifies the approach in terms of where 

guest accommodation is acceptable in the future and recognises those 

hotels/motels which already exist but are not in locations which would be 

acceptable for new guest accommodation.  

 

9.7 Chapter 6 - Scheduled Activities will be addressed in Stage 3 hearings.  It is 

therefore recommended that consideration of the Guest Accommodation zone 

and the relevant activity specific and built form standards is deferred to Stage 

3 - Chapter 6 hearings. It is my view that the currently zoned Guest 

Accommodation sites are more appropriate in the list of Scheduled Guest 

Accommodation sites as set out in Attachment A of this evidence. 

 

9.8 In my view the appropriateness of the proposed activity and built form 

standards relating to the above guest accommodation sites should be 

considered in conjunction with those of the currently scheduled guest 

accommodation sites in order to ensure consistency of approach (as part of 

the Chapter 6 - Scheduled Activities hearing).  The standards as proposed 

within the Guest Accommodation zone sought to reflect the fact that the sites 

are surrounded by residential zoning and therefore the impact of extensions 

could be more significant than in areas where a larger scale of non-residential 

activity is permitted.  
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10. ACCOMMODATION AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES OVERLAY 

 

Issue 23: Whether the general approach of creating an Accommodation and 

Community Facilities overlay within the Residential Suburban, Residential 

Medium Density and Residential Medium Density zones, should be revised to 

improve the structure of the plan, usability and to remove duplication of 

provisions.   

 

10.1 The ACF Overlay provides for both residential and a limited range of non-

residential activities in defined arterial corridor locations.  It permits community 

facilities and guest accommodation to a greater scale than in the underlying 

residential zone, recognising that these corridor locations have a different 

character and locational attributes, including direct access to public transport, 

than the surrounding residential zone. 

 

10.2 Submissions on the ACF Overlay relate to the following issues: 

(a) whether a wider range of activities should be permitted within the 

overlay;  

(b) whether the built form provisions are appropriate in terms of the 

location of the zone and the overarching objectives of the Strategic 

Directions Proposal; and 

(c) requests for rezoning of sites to ACF Overlay. 

 

10.3 The concept for the ACF Overlay was developed following a review of the 

Operative Plan's Living 5 Guest Accommodation Zone and extensive land use 

survey work to understand the changing form of key arterial routes given that 

much of the demand for additional guest accommodation and non-residential 

activities has been in these locations.  

 

10.4 A number of key issues are evident along these arterial corridors. These are: 

(a) a significant increase in the amount of motel accommodation along 

several key arterial routes, namely Riccarton Road, Papanui Road 

and Bealey Avenue; 

(b) demand for more community facilities in these locations, particularly 

health facilities (doctors, dentists, physiotherapists and more niche 

facilities such as eye clinics etc.).; and 

(c) consequential compromised residential coherence in these locations 

despite residential zoning. 
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10.5 Alongside the empirical research noted above, the approach taken in Stage 1 

of the District Plan Review informed the concept for the ACF Overlay. The 

Commercial Chapter seeks a consolidation of commercial activity within 

existing centres, and the notified Stage 1 Residential Chapter supported a 

restriction on the scale of non-residential activity within existing residential 

areas. 

 

10.6 The approach in the pRDP to guest accommodation is therefore: 

(a) to enable guest accommodation within the City in a range of locations 

where the nature and scale of development is appropriate to the 

surrounding environment.  In terms of zoning, this means that larger, 

more extensive guest accommodation facilities are enabled in the 

City Centre and smaller (bed and breakfast scale) facilities are 

permitted in residential areas.  Commercial zoning also enables 

visitor accommodation. Additionally, the proposed ACF Overlay will 

enable guest accommodation along three defined arterial corridor 

routes - Bealey Avenue, (parts of) Riccarton Avenue and (parts of) 

Papanui Road; and 

(b) to retain existing guest accommodation currently zoned Living 5 as a 

Guest Accommodation Zone, but subject to a different set of rules in 

response to its context within residential zones (as opposed to 

locations where a greater range of activities and a larger scale of 

development are acceptable). This was based on the notified Stage 1 

residential approach to non-residential activities which limited their 

expansion. 

 

10.7 In addition to addressing demand for guest accommodation in a range of 

locations, the concept of the ACF Overlay also recognises the change in both 

existing land uses in the arterial corridors and the demand for non-residential 

activities outside of centres. As such, the ACF overlay enables community 

facilities in addition to guest accommodation.  To support the hierarchy of 

centre approach established through the Commercial Chapter, retail and office 

activities are excluded from the zone.   

 

10.8 I consider there to be three main benefits of the proposed approach. First, the 

demand for visitor accommodation and larger scale community facilities will be 

directed to arterial corridor locations which have good transport access (core 
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public transport routes, direct routes to highways etc), are in walking distance 

of centres, and are where the effects on residential neighbourhoods are 

minimised. This approach (as outlined in Policy 14.1.7.6) supports wider 

District Plan objectives relating to well integrated development, improved 

accessibility and connectivity for people and the need to meet the community's 

immediate and longer term needs for community facilities within the City 

(Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.7 and 3.3.1). 

 

10.9 Second, the proposed package of built form provisions will provide protection 

of residential amenity values and encourage improved integration between 

buildings and the street.  

 

10.10 Finally, the concept of the ACF Overlay strengthens the pRDP's policy 

approach by limiting new non-residential activities in residential areas and 

supporting the consolidation of commercial activity within commercial centres.  

 

10.11 Following submissions and site visits, I recommend a number of changes be 

made to the provisions and extent of the ACF Overlay, which have been 

incorporated into the Revised Proposal (Attachment D to this evidence).  

These are summarised as follows: 

(a) The range of permitted activities enabled within the ACF Overlay has 

been extended to include both retirement villages (Submissions from 

Kauri Lodge Rest Home (#2222), Ryman (#2347)) and emergency 

services (–Crown (#2387)).  The direction taken in the revised 

Residential Stage 1 Proposal (Council's closing position) has 

influenced the changes made to the provisions of this zone. 

 

(b) There have been some amendments to the built form standards in 

order to avoid any overlaps between the hours of operation rule and 

that noted within the permitted activity standard. The fact that the 

hours of operation rule does not extend to guest accommodation has 

also been clarified. 

 

(c) The extent of the ACF Overlay has been extended to incorporate two 

additional sites along Papanui Road (106 and 110).  It is accepted 

that the ACF Overlay is appropriate for these sites as they occupy an 

arterial location within a block which has a concentration of non-

residential uses and is within walking distance of a centre. 
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(d) As a result of mediation with the Crown, the minimum floor to ceiling 

height rule has been removed.  Whilst the rule would have provided 

for greater legibility of development in the ACF Overlay area and 

would have been more sustainable longer term (it in my view offers a 

greater ability to use the building for a range of activities), it was 

considered overly onerous by the Crown.  It was accepted that the 

ACF Overlay rules themselves limit the flexibility of the building for 

reuse as the overlay only provides for a range of discrete permitted 

activities. Activities such as retail and office (for which a minimum 

floor to ceiling would be acceptable) are not permitted. 

 

10.12 I have rejected other requests for further amendments to the built form 

standards package and extent of zoning.  I address my reasons for rejecting 

these requests in the following parts of my evidence.   

 

Issue 22: Is the geographical extent of the overlay appropriate? 

 

10.13 The extent of the zone was defined after considerable assessment of those 

arterial corridors which have seen the most pressure for development of non-

residential activities over the last 10 years. As outlined in the Section 32 

report, other corridors were discounted for the ACF Overlay as the areas 

demonstrated coherent, intact residential environments. The ACF Overlay as 

defined on the planning maps identifies the locations which meet the criteria as 

outlined in Policy 14.1.7.6. 

 

10.14 As noted earlier, I have recommended the inclusion of a further two sites along 

Papanui Road (110 and 106) in the ACF Overlay.  The sites are located within 

an urban block that meets the locational criteria in terms of frontage onto core 

public transport routes, walking distance of a commercial centre (Merivale), 

and a lack of residential coherence given the block has a significant mix of 

guest accommodation, office, restaurant and residential uses and as such the 

application of the ACF Overlay is appropriate. As such, the submission point 

by TAHL #2470 sought is accepted in part.  

 

10.15 Conversely, the requests for the ACF Overlay to incorporate sites including 10 

Webb Street (TAHL (#2470)), 52 Esplanade and 58 Marriners Street (NZ 
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Cashflow (#2486)) and sites to the rear of 148 Riccarton Road (Kauri Rest 

Home (#2222)) relate to sites that do not have frontage to an arterial corridor. 

  

10.16 The need for good access and visibility from the street frontage is in my view a 

key reasons why motels, hotels and other community facilities have sought to 

locate within the ACF Overlay Street frontage supports the concept of 

achieving a critical mass of activity on the arterial routes, including pedestrian 

use and movement, public transport use, and buffers residential activity while 

avoiding adverse impacts on established residential environments.  As such, 

enabling development of non-residential activities on sites with no immediate 

frontage onto an arterial corridors is unlikely to meet the intent of the corridor 

and could reduce the integrity of residential environments and increase the 

potential for adverse impacts on the residential zone. When the extent of the 

ACF Overlay was originally defined, sites which had only limited frontage (e.g. 

a driveway or ROW) onto an arterial corridor were excluded in order to 

address the matters above. 

 

10.17 Whilst 10 Webb Street lies to the rear of 110 Papanui Road and is currently 

used as a day spa, the key consideration in relation to this request is that 

Webb Street is not an arterial corridor.  The character of Webb Street is still 

overwhelmingly residential. Whilst close to Merivale and Papanui Road, it is 

important that new non-residential activities in this street should be limited in 

order to support the residential coherence, character and amenity of this 

street.  Extension of the ACF Overlay to this site would in my view extend too 

far into neighbouring residential areas. This could set a precedent for further 

large scale non-residential facilities to establish, in my view inappropriately, 

within suburban residential environments. The intent of Policy 14.1.7.6 is to 

focus such facilities only along these identified arterial corridors.   

 

10.18 The request for the ACF Overlay by submitter #2486 on the sites in Sumner 

(52 Esplanade and 58 Marriners Street) is not supported for the same reasons 

as I have stated above. These sites are not located on an arterial corridor, or 

even in conjunction with other commercial activity and do not offer frontage 

onto a core public transport route.  The site was identified in the Sumner 

Master Plan (a community initiated plan for the recovery of the Sumner Village 

Centre) as a site appropriate for mixed use development.  Stage 1 zoned the 

site as Residential Medium Density, which does not fulfil the aspirations of the 

site owner.  Rezoning of these sites with the ACF Overlay is still not 
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appropriate, however, as it would allow for full commercialisation of the site 

and does not meet the criteria approach set out in Attachment D - Policy 

14.1.7.6.3 Policy Guest Accommodation. The mixed use zone applied 

elsewhere in Sumner Village would be more appropriate. The request for relief 

as per submission #2486 is therefore not accepted. 

 

10.19 The Kauri Rest Home site is located on a number of land parcels along 

Riccarton Road.  Whilst those parcels with frontage onto Riccarton Road have 

the ACF Overlay, it does not extend over those properties to the rear.  Again, 

the rationale for this relates to issues of frontage and the spread of non-

residential activities into the more coherent residential areas away and 

buffered from the arterial corridor.  I do not consider this submission to be 

consistent with the policy criteria under - Policy 14.1.6.2 Community activities 

and facilities.    

 

10.20 The Kauri Rest Home site extends a considerable distance to the north from 

Riccarton Road.  Riccarton Bush adjoins the northern boundary of the site.  

Along the eastern boundary the depth of the Kauri Rest Home site is such that 

it adjoins several rear section residential properties only accessible from within 

the established Kauri Road residential area.  Enabling new non-residential 

uses across the whole Kauri Rest Home site could have adverse impacts on 

surrounding properties and falls short of the policy approach noted earlier.  As 

such, the request to rezone land parcels other than those with direct frontage 

onto Riccarton Road is not supported and the relief sought is rejected. 

 

Issue 21: Are the type and scale of activities provided for within the 

Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay appropriate?  

 

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

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

14.  This recognised that a similar scale of development and amenity 

outcomes is anticipated in both zones.  However, the proposed ACF Overlay 

package also recognises that the frontage to key public transport corridors is 

particularly important for pedestrian amenity and safety and that these 

locations are suitable for a range of non-residential uses.  Therefore, the 

proposed package also incorporates provisions that address these matters. 

This includes provisions for minimum floor to ceiling heights, a continuous 

building length, visible front entry and glazing.  
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10.2 Whilst some amendments have been accepted in terms of the type of activities 

provided for within the ACF Overlay, further relief is sought by NZ Cashflow 

Control Ltd  (#2486) to include small scale retail and hospitality activities within 

the ACF Overlay. 

 

10.3 The scope of activities enabled within the ACF Overlay has been carefully 

considered in order to determine the impacts on the centres approach.  This 

has resulted in limits on retailing activity so that anything other than small 

scale convenience retailing (as per that permitted in the residential zone), is 

directed towards centres.  Hospitality activities are permitted provided they are 

part of guest accommodation but enabling them more generally by providing 

for cafes and takeaways (for example) does not support the intent of the 

centres approach.  As such, I do not support the relief requested by Cashflow 

Control Ltd.. 

 

10.4 Submissions relating to the proposed built form package seek deletion of a 

number of rules which submitters consider are inappropriate within residential 

areas or are overly restrictive.   

 

 Minimum floor to ceiling height rule 

 

10.5 The Kauri Lodge Rest Home (#2222) and the Crown (#2387) seek the deletion 

of the minimum floor to ceiling height rule (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.3 and 14.3.5.3.2). 

The submissions consider that this rule is more appropriate within a 

commercial zone context, rather than the residential context of the ACF 

Overlay, as it facilitates alternative uses.  The submitters consider that many of 

the alternative uses that may populate a commercial area are not provided for 

in the ACF Overlay and therefore the additional height required is 

unnecessary.  In addition the Crown (#2387) also notes that buildings 

designed to meet this rule cannot be low scale and in keeping with the 

surrounding residential area and therefore the rule is unnecessary and 

inappropriate. 

 

10.6 The intent over time is that the ACF Overlay areas become a buffer between 

arterial roads and adjacent residential use. The ACF Overlay is located on key 

movement routes, including pedestrian corridors, with the intention that they 

provide for a critical mass of activity catering to community and visitor 
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accommodation needs.  As such, over time it can be expected that a variety of 

activities will be located within these areas.  These activities have a variety of 

fit-out needs including, for example, surgical or restaurant based activity.  

These types of activity can require higher floor to ceiling heights to incorporate 

aspects such as plant and ventilation.  The additional height required by the 

minimum floor to ceiling height provisions ensures that there is a greater level 

of flexibility within the lifespan of the building over time.  In addition, the 

additional height can provide environmentally sustainable design benefits, 

including greater access to natural light, particularly for buildings with deeper 

floor plates, and better air circulation.  

 

10.7 In addition, the additional height can provide greater legibility to the ground 

floor activity, and from an aesthetic perspective can improve the proportion 

and scale of buildings, with articulation of the increased ground floor level 

providing greater visual articulation. Overall, however, I accept that there are 

limitations on the range of uses within the overlay (no commercial or retail for 

example) and therefore the appropriateness of this rule is limited.  Despite the 

advantages the rule would bring to the form and adaptability of development 

within the overlay area, it is accepted that the rule should be removed in order 

to be consistent with Strategic Objective 3.3.2 and the need to minimise the 

number and extent of development controls. 

  

 Continuous building length rule 

 

10.8 The continuous building length rule (Rules 14.2.4.4.10.4 and 14.3.5.3.3) has 

been challenged by Kauri Rest Home #2222) as being overly restrictive, with a 

lack of clarity in the drafting.  The submitter seeks that the rule should not 

capture buildings which are well set back from the frontage which would not 

otherwise impact on the existing scale and character of built form within the 

ACF Overlay as viewed from the street. In addition, the submitter contends 

that the rule could be circumvented by multiple 10m additions being permitted 

under the rule. I concur with this statement, however the likelihood of providing 

incremental changes of this scale on larger sites is unlikely, given the cost of 

incremental change as opposed to developing larger scale buildings.  

 

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

development does not present long blank façades to the street or to 

neighbouring properties.  Christchurch sites have a tendency to be long and 
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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.   

 

10.10 Where sites have been amalgamated for visitor accommodation, which is 

common particularly along Riccarton Road, the length of buildings along the 

street frontage tends to be much greater and atypical of the grain of 

development found within the adjacent residential areas.  As such, the 

variation in detailing and recognition found within those individual residential 

units is much less and can have a significant visual and physical impact on the 

street.  

 

10.11 It is unlikely that buildings will be set well back on the site in relation to the 

street frontage. The rules package in effect encourages development to locate 

closer to the street, the purpose being to activate the street and reduce the 

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

considered that a 10m setback exception to the rule will not only further 

complicate the provision but will negate the ability to assess the impacts of 

building length on adjacent neighbours.  As such, the relief sought to exclude 

buildings set back 10m from the street boundary is rejected.   

 

10.12 For neighbouring properties, the visual effects of development are not confined 

to development within the front 10m of a site. Visual effects of larger adjacent 

developments can be reduced where building scale and blank façades are 

visually broken up, for example with an effective level of cladding variation or 

façade articulation. A development's design performance may further be 

improved with space allowed for intervening landscape planting to soften 

(partially screening) the built form.    

 

10.13 In summary, I consider that the rule should be retained but that the clarity of 

the wording is improved.  Currently the rule refers to the 'maximum length of 

continuous building frontage' and it is accepted that this could be considered 

to relate only to the frontage of the site.  As such, the rule has been amended 

to refer to maximum continuous building length thereby ensuring it is seen as 

equally applicable to development on any part of the site. 
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 Front entrance and façade rule 

 

10.14 The Crown (#2387) seeks deletion of the front entrance and façade rule (Rules 

14.2.4.4.10.6 and 14.3.5.3.5) citing that the rules are more appropriate to 

where buildings are located on key pedestrian frontages in commercial areas, 

and as such should be deleted.   The intention of the rules 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 which should be attractive to residents, business and 

visitors.   

 

10.15 Whilst the underlying zone is residential, the reality of the situation is that the 

environment in this location is different to that of a standard residential area as 

a result of the zone's location on arterial routes that are key public transport 

routes and which have a dominance of non-residential activities. The policy 

intention of the ACF Overlay relates to the increased visitor and resident 

pedestrian activity in these locations, and therefore a safer, higher quality 

interface between development and the street is sought in order to meet 

accessibility and safety considerations (CPTED).  

 

10.16 It is useful to note that this overlay was originally intended as a zone (rather 

than an overlay with an underlying residential zone) and legal issues dictated 

that the overlay approach be used. The preferred approach would still be to 

have a separate zone as this is clearer both in intention (more clearly a zone 

meeting demand for non-residential activities) and map users. 

 

10.17 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%) 

recognising that development outcomes from the ACF Overlay are different to 

that of commercial areas (built up to footpaths and large window displays) but 

still addressing the importance of creating a pedestrian friendly environment 

where buildings offer more opportunity for interaction with the street than in a 

standard residential environment. The latter environment, in respect to the 

Residential Medium Density zone, anticipates as a rule of thumb at least 25% 

of the street frontage in glazing to provide an effective level of visual 

interaction.  The increase to 30% recognises the type and nature of the activity 

promoted within the ACF Overlay, and the importance of the immediate 
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relationship between ground floor activity and the street.  The 20% above the 

ground floor recognises the more latent overlooking opportunity while 

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

 

10.18 Requiring activities to address the street promotes greater activity along the 

street by improving the amenity of the public interface. Visible building 

entrances inherently achieve a level of visual interest and building articulation, 

contributing to a sense of human scale. Where entrances are directly off the 

street, safety should also be improved by the visibility afforded of people 

coming and going from buildings. I therefore consider that this rule is integral 

to ensuring that these key arterial locations are further developed to provide 

high quality, safe urban environments. As such, in my view the rule should be 

retained. 

 

11. SITE SPECIFIC REZONING REQUESTS  

 

11.1 An assessment has been undertaken of every site specific zoning request by 

Council's technical experts.  These individual assessments are contained in 

Attachment C of my evidence, and I have made a recommendation as to 

whether each rezoning request can be accepted, accepted in part of rejected. I 

note that I may be in a position to change my recommendation on some 

submissions should additional information be provided by the submitter 

through evidence. 

 

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver 

18 August 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 Scheduled Guest Accommodation – Recommended to be included in Chapter 6 of the 

pRDP 

 

ID Name Address Legal 

Description 

Underlying 

Zone 

Map No 

GA Wigram Base 14 Henry Wigram 

Drive 

Lot 82 DP 

81079 

Residential 

Suburban 

37 

GA Garden Hotel 110 Marshland 

Road 

Lot 2 DP 

456038 

Residential 

Suburban 

25  

GA Addington 

Court Motel 

197 Lincoln Road Lot 1 DP 

79547 

Residential 

Medium 

density 

38  

GA Commodore 

Hotel 

447 Memorial 

Avenue 

Lot 1 DP 

28781 

Residential 

Suburban 

23 

GA Quality Hotel 

Elms 

456 Papanui Road Lot 2 DP 

29110, Pt Lot 

13 DP 959 

Residential 

Suburban 

Density 

Transition 

24 

GA Wigram Lodge 15 Sioux Avenue Lot 1 DP 

81926 

Residential 

Medium 

density 

37 

GA Antonio Hall 265 Riccarton Road Pt Lot 1 DP 

52478 

Residential 

Suburban 

31 

 

GA Chateau on 

the Park 

Kilmarnock - 189 

Deans Avenue 

Lot 1 DP 

51050 

Residential 

Medium 

density 

31   
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ATTACHMENT B 

EVIDENCE ON REZONING SUBMISSIONS 

 

 

[separate PDF] 
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ATTACHMENT C 

ACCEPT/REJECT TABLE OF SUBMISSIONS ON STAGE 2 OF THE RESIDENTIAL 

PROPOSAL 

 

[separate PDF] 
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ATTACHMENT D 

COUNCIL'S REVISED RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL DATED 18 AUGUST 2015 – REDLINED 

VERSION 

 

[separate PDF] 

 


