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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. I 

have been in this position for five and a half years. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Commerce and Management and Post Graduate Diploma 

of Resource Studies from Lincoln University. I have 17 years’ experience in 

resource management planning, the first six as a private planning consultant 

followed by 11 years in local government. I have a broad range of experience, 

including in resource consents, plan changes, structure and area plans (leader 

of the South-West Christchurch Area Plan), policy, earthquake recovery 

planning (seconded to CERA in 2012) and strategic policy and planning at the 

district and regional level (through the Urban Development Strategy and 

proposed Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement).  I am a 

Graduate Plus member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.   

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Christchurch City Council (Council) I have been 

asked to provide planning evidence in relation to Stage 2 of the Residential 

Proposal 14 of the Proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  I have been 

the Stage 2 Chapter 14 leader since June 2014 and have been responsible for 

reviewing those residential areas not addressed in Stage 1 of the Residential 

Proposal.   

 

1.4 I have visited the majority of sites where submitters have requested their land 

be rezoned (predominantly from rural to a residential zoning).  Where I have 

not visited a site it is because I am already familiar with the site and have 

chosen instead to undertake a desktop analysis of the site.   

 

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

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

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

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

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

evidence of another person.  

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the Recovery Strategy For Greater Christchurch;  
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(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP);  

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

(d) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 Order in Council (OIC) and in particular Schedule 4 - the 

Ministers' Statement of Expectations (SOE);  

(e) the Independent Hearing Panel's decisions on the: 

(i) Strategic Directions Proposal; and 

(ii) Stage 1 of the Natural Hazards Proposal. 

 

1.7 I have also read and considered the following documents to ensure I have 

adequately considered matters of integration and consistency; 

 

(a) Stages 1 and 2 of the notified Residential Chapter of the pRDP and 

the supporting section 32 assessment; 

(b) the notified Stage 3 Natural Hazards and Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Chapters and supporting section 32 assessments; and 

(c) Mr Scott Blair's Stage 1 Residential Chapter 14 Evidence in Chief 

and Rebuttal evidence. 

 

1.8 I am also relying on the evidence of the following witnesses: 

 

(a) Mr Andrew Craig - Landscape evidence (rezonings); 

(b) Ms Bridget O'Brien – Infrastructure Wastewater (rezonings); 

(c) Mr Brian Norton – Infrastructure Stormwater (rezonings);  

(d) Mr Andrew Milne – Transport (rezonings);  

(e) Mr Ian Wright - Geotechnical (rezonings); and 

(f) Ms Josephine Schröder – (Character Areas – urban design);  

(g) Mr Simon Harris – (Character Areas – costs and benefits). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have prepared two statements of evidence. The first statement ('strategic' 

evidence) covers the key resource management issues and higher level policy 

direction of most relevance to Stage 2. My second statement of evidence 

covers the specific zone boundaries and associated provisions and responds 

to the specific relief sought by submitters on the provisions relevant to Stage 2, 

including rezoning requests.   
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2.2 In this brief of evidence I focus specifically on: 

 

(a) the higher order policy directions, and how they have informed the 

content of the Stage 2 Residential Proposal (Proposal); 

(b) the limitations of the higher order directions in terms of the urban 

limits; 

(c) the various zones and overlays in the Proposal. 

 

2.3 I have provided a series of overview maps and plans to assist with the 

understanding of the location, setting and key features of the areas covered in 

Stage 2, residential. These are attached to my evidence and include as 

follows: 

 

(a) Attachment A: CRPS Chapter 6 - Map A of the Greater Christchurch 

Area as it sits over the Port Hills and Lyttelton Harbour; 

(b) Attachment B: Series of Port Hills Maps providing an overview of the 

key features; extent of notified zone boundaries; hazard management 

areas as per the IHP's Natural Hazards decision; Stage 3 notified 

Outstanding Natural and Significant Landscape Overlays; and an 

overview of areas within the CERA Red Zone; 

  (c) Attachment C: Topographical map of Banks Peninsula depicting the 

location of residential areas; 

  (d) Attachment D: Overview maps of the Category 1 and 2 Character 

Areas as notified; 

  (e) Attachment E: Aerial map of the Accommodation and Community 

Facilities Overlay as notified; 

  (f) Attachment F: Location of all rezoning requests on the relevant 

Planning Maps; and 

(g)  Attachment G is a desktop analysis of vacant residential zoned land. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Stage 2 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 should the District Plan respond in terms of maintaining 

these areas. 
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3.2 The Port Hills and Banks Peninsula are historically not high growth areas, nor 

are they projected to be in the future.  They however provide a valued choice 

of housing location and diversity of residential environments.  Change within 

these areas needs to be carefully managed given the often challenging 

physical environmental conditions and high environmental value of the land 

with which the residential areas are set within. There are a number of policy, 

environmental and infrastructure constraints to new residential proposals, and 

these will significantly limit what changes can occur in immediate future.  

 

3.3 Some areas within Christchurch City have been assessed as having a 

particularly high level of character value.  These areas, referred to as 

Character Areas in the Proposal, may be at particular risk due to the pressure 

for redevelopment to provide new housing opportunities. What management 

controls, if any, are considered necessary and appropriate to maintain the 

quality and integrity of these Character Areas, is a key issue for Stage 2. 

 

3.4 Other formerly residential areas in Christchurch City have already faced 

significant change due to their attractiveness to support a range of non-

residential activities. Parts of three main arterial corridors (Bealey Avenue, 

Papanui Road and Riccarton Road) now accommodate numerous motels, 

retirement homes and community facilities. Recognising this change in 

character and use, whilst managing further development within these areas, is 

important to ensure the residential coherence of adjoining residential 

neighbourhoods is maintained.   

 

4. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

 

4.1 The higher order policy direction has already been traversed in Stage 1 of this 

Proposal, however I consider it necessary to highlight the following strategic 

considerations as they are of particular relevance to Stage 2.   

 

 Applicable provisions of the CRPS 

 

4.2 In my view the following Objectives and Policies from Chapters 5 and 6 of the 

CRPS are of particular relevant to the Proposal: 
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Chapter 5 of the CRPS 

 

(a) Objective 5.2.1 Location, design and function of development - is 

relevant to the wider Canterbury Region, not just the Greater 

Christchurch Area, and therefore is applicable to Banks Peninsula. 

This objective is aimed at ensuring that land development is 

consolidated within and around existing townships.  In my view this 

objective is supportive of changes to the current boundaries of 

existing townships to provide for communities needs and to support 

economic development. The Proposal, specifically the proposed 

policies for Banks Peninsula, provide for such change.   

 

(b) Policy 5.3.1 Regional growth (Wider Region) states how the region's 

growth needs are to be met, acknowledging that some limited rural-

residential development may be appropriate provided it concentrates 

or is attached to an existing urban area. The Proposal addresses this 

through the proposed Banks Peninsula policies, noting that rural-

residential development is restricted in the Greater Christchurch area.  

This policy also recognises that the sense of identity and character of 

a region's urban areas is important.  I consider that the Proposal 

gives effect to this direction through its proposed policies relating to 

residential areas on the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula, and 

Character Areas.  

 

(c) Policy 5.3.6 Sewerage, stormwater and potable water infrastructure is 

of relevance again to the Banks Peninsula residential areas.  This 

policy directs that investment into new infrastructure be discouraged 

where it will promote development that does not achieve a 

consolidated or compact urban form.  This is of particular importance 

to the Residential Small Settlements Zones proposed under Stage 2, 

as for most areas there is limited infrastructure capacity to 

accommodate any major new growth.  Nor is there major planned 

investment, particularly in Banks Peninsula to support any major 

extension to the small settlements. 
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  Chapter 6 of the CRPS 

 

(d) Objective 6.2.1 Recovery framework is relevant only to that land 

located within the Greater Christchurch area.  I refer to Attachment 

A of my evidence which illustrates the extent of this area and notably 

what parts of Banks Peninsula are located outside this area. 

Importantly, this objective and its supporting policy, Policy 6.3.1 

Development within the Greater Christchurch area, restricts any new 

urban development from occurring outside of existing urban areas or 

Greenfield Priority Areas under Chapter 6, Map A.  The Proposal 

mirrors this objective by acknowledging the importance of managing 

the Port Hills landscape values, and the importance of maintaining 

the character and amenity of rural settlements.   

 

(e) Objective 6.2.2 Urban form and settlement - is to avoid unplanned 

expansion of urban areas. I note that no major extensions to the 

residential areas on the Port Hills is planned beyond providing for the 

existing residential zoned land (within the Map A Projected 

Infrastructure Boundary).  The Council's investment is focused on 

supporting the development of Greenfield Priority Areas and the 

intensification of identified areas in Christchurch City (principally the 

Residential Medium Density Zones and the Central City).  

 

(f) Policy 6.3.2 Development form and urban design - recognises that 

sense of place, the character and quality of the existing built and 

natural environment is of importance. The Proposal addresses this by 

identifying specific areas and features that are considered to be 

special and unique to the District. Maintaining these special places is, 

in my view, more important than ever given the impact of the 

earthquakes on urban areas. It not only provides contrast to the 

urban fabric across the city, but it fosters a local community's sense 

of belonging and attachment to an area.  Great cities have, in my 

view a great diversity of spaces. If we do not support this diversity by 

protecting areas of special character, I believe we will lose this 

diversity and quality within residential areas.   

 

(g) Policy 6.3.9 Rural-residential development restricts such 

development within the Greater Christchurch area to Lyttelton 
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Harbour.  All rural-residential development proposals must be 

prepared in accordance with an adopted rural residential strategy 

prepared in accordance with the Local Government Act (except in the 

case of Christchurch City, no further residential development is to be 

provided for within the Christchurch City Plan area).  No such 

strategy has been prepared for Lyttelton Harbour. Any rural 

residential development proposal is also required to meet a number 

of policy criteria, such as achieve good integration with an existing 

settlement and with it prepare an outline development plan (ODP). 

The purpose of the ODP is to demonstrate how a rural-residential 

proposal sets out the pattern of future subdivision and maintains rural 

residential character. This policy is of particular relevance to the 

rezoning requests seeking rural-residential development in 

Governors Bay.   

 

 General approach taken to rezoning requests 

 

4.3 Following the earthquakes, and due to expected population increases over the 

life of the plan, residential patterns and urban sprawl must be carefully 

considered.   Urban sprawl (ie the extension of the Greater Christchurch Urban 

Limit) is one way of allowing for population increases and subsequent 

residential growth.  However, as detailed further below, changes to the urban 

limits which are prescribed in the CRPS are not possible through this pRDP 

process.  Therefore, the pRDP is required to meet residential demand and 

resolve residential related issues within the confines of the existing urban limit 

itself. 

 

4.1 Policy 6.3.1(1) and (4) of the CRPS are very directive in where local authorities 

must direct any new urban activities.  The Council must give effect to the 

urban form identified on Map A, which identifies the location and extent of 

urban development (through the identification of the "Existing Urban Area" and 

the "Projected Infrastructure Boundary") that will support recovery, rebuilding 

and planning for future growth and infrastructure delivery.  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. 
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4.2 Under Policy 6.3.1, the CRPS also states that the Council will provide for the 

rebuilding and recovery of Greater Christchurch in accordance with the Land 

Use Recovery Plan for Greater Christchurch, Policy 6.3.1 and Map A, by 

including in district plans objectives, policies and rules (if any) to give effect to 

the policy. 

 

4.3 In my view, Policy 6.3.1 is clear that there is not to be any expansion of urban 

activities outside of "the extent of urban development" identified on Map A.  As 

mentioned above Map A identifies the Existing Urban Area and Greenfield 

Priority areas (business and residential) so there is no debate about what 

those areas are.  It also identifies the Projected Infrastructure Boundary, which 

is sometimes referred to as the "metropolitan urban limits" or "urban limits".   

 

4.4 Given this, and because the pRDP needs to give effect to the CRPS, I am of 

the view that the pRDP is not able to allow new urban activities other than as 

specified in that Policy and what is shown on Map A in the CRPS.  I have not 

identified anywhere else in the CRPS that allows new urban activities within 

currently rural land.  In my view, Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(c) 

(discussed below) further emphasises Policy 6.3.1(4) of the CRPS and re-

enforces the need for urban activity to be contained within existing urban areas 

(or on Greenfield land).  In my view, there is no flexibility within the Strategic 

Directions objective, nor the relevant CRPS policy and Map A, to expand the 

limits of the urban areas through this hearing, nor through the pRDP process 

as a whole. 

 

4.5 It appears that the only method that would allow the urban limit to be 

expanded, is for Environment Canterbury to collaborate with the Urban 

Development Strategy partners, to consider a future joint Change to the CRPS 

Chapter 6 - Map A and to the relevant policies that would allow more flexibility 

in where future new urban activities could take place.  I understand that the 

current review of the LURP is considering these issues, but the outcome of 

that review will not be known until early in 2016.  The most recent publicly 

notified recommendations
1
 propose changes that provide a slightly less 

prescriptive approach for urban extensions not considered as 'significant', than 

the LURP currently allows for.  However, at this point in time the Council has 

to give effect to the CRPS and not make any recommendations that are 

inconsistent with the LURP. 

                                                   
1
   LURP Review Draft Recommendations Consultation Pamphlet, page 7, Draft Recommendation 3  
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4.6 Within this context there are numerous site specific rezoning requests that are 

considered in this evidence, seeking rezoning to or from a Residential 

zoning.  A number of submitters seek to extend the Residential zoning beyond 

the Projected Infrastructure Boundary delineated on Map A in the CPRS.  

Whilst some rezoning requests may have merit in terms of the Act, where they 

are outside the Map A Projected Infrastructure Boundary, and are not within an 

identified Greenfield Priority Area under Map A of the CRPS or an existing 

urban area, allowing the site specific rezonings would be inconsistent with the 

LURP and would not give effect to CRPS Policy 6.3.1(4) and RDP Objective 

3.3.7(c).  

 

Applicable provisions of the Strategic Directions for the District - Chapter 3 

 

4.7 Of the Strategic Directions for the District, I consider the following to be 

relevant: 

 

(a) Objective 3.3.1 Enabling recovery and facilitating the future 

enhancement of the district, which is to achieve an expedited 

recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch in a manner that 

meets community needs and to sustain the important qualities and 

values of the natural environment, is of particular relevance to Stage 

2 of the residential chapter; 

(b) Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of language and efficiency, requires resource 

consenting costs and the prescriptiveness of plan provisions to be 

minimised. Further work has been undertaken since the notification of 

the Proposal, to give better effect to this objective. This is reflected in 

the 3 August and 18 August Revised Proposals. 

(c) Objective 3.3.3 Ngai Tahu Manawhenua, seeks to have Ngai Tahu 

manawhenua's culture and identity reflected in the recovery an 

development of Otautahi, and of most relevance to Stage 2, to where 

appropriate enhance access to sites of cultural significance.  This has 

considered in the Proposal particularly through the proposed policies 

relating to the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula.  

(d) Objective 3.3.4 Housing capacity and choice, sets requirements for 

additional 23,700 dwellings to be provided for by 2028 and aims to 

provide diversity in the location of housing.  The Port Hills and Banks 

Peninsula provide a valued alternative to the flat residential areas of 
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Christchurch City. The matter of housing diversity is of particular 

relevance to submissions requesting a more mixed density approach 

to two currently undeveloped but existing residential zoned land on 

the Port Hills.   

(e) Objective 3.3.7 Urban growth, form and design, aims to achieve a 

high quality urban environment which is of particular relevance to 

Stage 2. It seeks to create places that are attractive to residents, 

business and visitors, and to foster areas that have special character 

and amenity values. The Proposal is focused on ensuring areas of 

special character and amenity are appropriately managed. 

(f) Objective 3.3.9 Natural and cultural environment, is of relevance 

particularly in recognising that the Port Hills is an important 

landscape.  The Proposal responds to this through its policies that 

provide direction for residential development on the Port Hills, 

particularly where it should be avoided and the environmental 

outcomes sought. 

(g) Objective 3.3.11 Community facilities and education activities, aims 

to ensure the community is well supported with community facilities 

and education services.  The Proposal, but more so the Revised 

Proposal's seek to give effect to this objective.   

 

Applicable provisions of the Natural Hazards Chapter 5 

 

4.8 Whilst a number of the objectives and policies contained in the Natural 

Hazards decision may have relevance, specifically to the rezoning requests, I 

consider the following policies to have the greatest relevance:  

 

(a) Policy 5.2.1.1 Avoid new development where there is an 

unacceptable risk, and Policy 5.2.1.8 Policy Assessment of hazards, 

require comprehensive assessment of the risks from natural hazards 

when considering the merits a new residential development proposal. 

This is therefore of relevance to the rezoning requests, in particular 

those in known hazard management areas, or where the level of risk 

is not currently well known to the extent it needs to be to support 

residential use of the subject land. 
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Applicable provisions of the Stage 1 Residential Chapter 14 

 

4.9 Stage 1 includes the proposed policy direction for residential development 

within the District.  I however note that whilst consideration was given to 

matters of character and amenity, and to the Banks Peninsula, I do not 

consider the policy direction was complete in terms of addressing all district 

issues.  As was highlighted and consequently addressed by the deferral of the 

Residential Conservation Zone, the matter of managing areas of special 

character requires particular attention.  Further, that the resource management 

issues facing suburban areas within Christchurch City are different to those 

facing Banks Peninsula areas.   

 

4.10 In addition I note that at the time Stage 2 objectives and policies were agreed 

by Council for notification (14 April 2015), the Council had not reached its final 

position on the Revised Proposal 14 (this being reached on 23 April 2015). At 

notification Stage 2 had therefore not benefited by the efforts made to 

streamline and refine the Residential Chapter objectives and policies.  

Through Stage 1 there have also been some specific changes to some 

policies from the notified version, which reflects a more permissive and 

enabling approach to community facilities and home occupations.       

 

4.11 Submissions to Stage 2, most helpfully the Crown submission, has enabled 

me to reconsider how the Stage 2 objectives and policies can better integrate 

with the Stage 1 provisions.  I shall discuss the Residential Chapter objectives 

and policies in more detail within my Second Statement of Evidence.    

 

5. EXPLANATION OF ZONES NOTIFIED IN THE STAGE 2 RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL 

 

5.1 The Stage 2 Residential Proposal has five main components:  

 

(a) the residential areas on the Port Hills;  

(b) the small settlements scattered around various parts of Banks 

Peninsula, and the rural settlements of Kainga and Spencerville in 

northern Christchurch;  

(c) areas being previously known as Special Amenity Areas under the 

Operative City Plan, and are now referred to as Character Areas in 

the Stage 2 Proposal;   
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(d) the changed character and use of properties along parts of three 

major arterial corridors, Bealey Avenue, Papanui Road and Riccarton 

Road. These corridors whilst originally dominated by residential 

activity, have over the last decade attracted a broad range of non-

residential activities, including motels, hotels, and health care and 

care facilities; and  

(e) a number of existing motel and hotel sites in various residential 

locations within Christchurch City. 

 

5.2 Within this context there are numerous site specific rezoning requests, seeking 

rezoning to or from a Residential zoning.  A number of submitters seek to 

extend the Residential zoning beyond the Projected Infrastructure Boundary 

delineated on Map A in the CPRS.  As explained in my evidence below, the 

higher order policy direction (of the CRPS) on where further residential 

development can occur within Greater Christchurch is directly relevant to my 

recommendations and the Panel's decision making on these submission 

points.  Despite the higher order policy direction, the merits of the rezoning 

requests have been considered in the Council's evidence. 

 

6. PORT HILLS RESIDENTIAL AREAS  

 
6.1 The Residential Hills (at 14.11) and Residential Large Lot (at 14.12) Zones are 

the two relevant residential zones that cover the Port Hills.  The Residential 

Hills Zone covers most of the existing hillside development on the Port Hills 

ranging from Scarborough in the east, through to Kennedys Bush to the west.  

The Residential Large Lot Zone covers areas predominantly on the western 

parts of the Port Hills, and provides for a much lower density of development 

than the Residential Hills Zone.  Areas located within the Residential Large Lot 

Zone are located within Heathcote Valley and Avoca Valley; at the top end of 

Monks Spur Road on Mt Pleasant and on Worsleys Spur; within Cashmere 

Worsleys Valley; and on Redmund Spur near Kennedys Bush.   

 

6.2 Attachment B of my Second Statement of Evidence covers a series of 

submissions seeking a change in zoning from Rural Hills to Residential in 

different areas of the Port Hills, and in a number of areas, a change in the 

permitted density of development. While it is necessary to consider the relative 

adverse and beneficial effects of the individual submissions, there is potential 

for urban development proposals on the Port Hills to have cumulative effects. I 
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have therefore taken an overview of all the urban growth proposals to achieve 

the integrated management of the resources involved.  

 

6.3 As a resource, the natural features of the Port Hills have significant value for 

the community from a number of perspectives including open space, rural use, 

landscape and tourism, as well as a place to live. Residential areas on the Port 

Hills are generally of lower density than the 'flat' residential areas.  The 

operative City Plan and previous district schemes have sought to maintain the 

visual predominance of open space and planting over buildings as viewed 

from the rest of the City. Currently development is mostly focused on the more 

prominent lower spurs that adjoin the residential flatlands.  

 

6.4 As will be discussed in more detail by Mr Craig, the Port Hills rural and under-

developed areas are of great importance and value, particularly as the 

backdrop to the City.  The section 32 assessments
2
 provided under Stage 3 

Proposal 9 - Natural and Cultural Heritage, state that the Port Hills are an 

outstanding natural feature and landscape in terms of Section 6 of the RMA.  

In my view consideration should be given to the degree to which landscape 

and rural values will be adversely affected against the 'counter balancing' 

positive benefits of further residential development (beyond the existing urban 

area). These values and associated resource management issues will be the 

subject of further detailed evidence in later proposals (Rural and Natural and 

Cultural Heritage chapters). I however consider it is important for my evidence 

to acknowledge the broader context within which I have evaluated the 

proposals for urban zoning. 

 

6.5 Not only do the Port Hills have significance in terms of their being the rural, 

natural, and open backdrop for the City, they also have local landscape 

significance for neighbours and local communities.  Living on the hills is highly 

valued for providing the extensive views of the plains, city, harbour basin and 

coast. Some submitters raised concern about the potential loss of views, and 

whilst the District Plan should not in my opinion protect private views, 

consideration can be given to managing land development to maximise views 

(this being achieved through site density, and building heights and setbacks 

from boundaries).   

 

                                                   
2
  Stage 3, Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage, Appendix 3.3. 
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6.6 There are limitations to further major growth on the Port Hills. As Mr Norton will 

comment in evidence, the effects of stormwater run-off and sedimentation on 

the water quality and flood risk associated with the Heathcote and Halswell 

Rivers are issues affecting the potential for further development on the Port 

Hills. Land use on the Port Hills needs careful management to avoid 

accelerated erosion and sediment run-off. The Heathcote and Halswell Rivers 

and their tributaries have been seriously affected in terms of water quality and 

water quantity by land use activities in their Port Hills catchments.  Ms O'Brien 

has provided evidence on the site specific rezoning requests noting that in 

some areas on the Port Hills there are water supply and waste water servicing 

constraints.  I rely on Ms O'Brien's evidence. 

 

6.7 Notwithstanding these limits, I consider that that residential growth on the Port 

Hills also has beneficial effects. It provides opportunities for housing and, in 

particular, provides a different residential environment from that on the plains. 

It is a relatively frost and smog free environment that generally offers more 

extensive views and a greater sense of spaciousness. Urban development on 

the Port Hills also reduces the pressure for development in other areas, such 

as land with versatile soils. A further potential benefit is that urban growth on 

the Hills provides landowners with an alternative use for their land. However, 

the cost of sections on the hills makes them affordable to only a limited portion 

of the community. The potential reduction in growth pressures elsewhere is 

therefore also correspondingly limited.  

 

6.8 Considering the importance placed on protecting outstanding natural features 

and landscapes by Section 6 of the Act, the Port Hills generally would not be 

the preferred location to provide for significant areas of urban growth. The 

CRPS indicates a strong preference for development through intensification of 

Christchurch City and development in the Greenfield Priority Areas. In fact, 

there is no provision in these higher order documents for any further urban 

expansion on the Port Hills other than where land has already been zoned for 

residential purposes. 

 

6.9 I have considered whether the rezoning of land on the Port Hills for housing is 

needed for recovery, to offset areas on the hills that were lost due to the 

earthquakes. The City Council's vacant land register currently has 1990 

hectares shown as vacant zoned residential land. This is made up of land in 

the greenfields priority areas, greenfield land rezoned in the Operative City 
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Plan but not yet fully developed (such as Masham) and ad hoc pieces of land 

that are currently vacant in existing residential areas. It also includes areas on 

the Port Hills and Banks Peninsula. The vacant land register does not include 

all Greenfield Priority Areas identified in the CRPS as Greenfields Priority 

Areas that have yet to be rezoned - some 440 hectares.  

 

6.10 The most recent Quarterly Report on Land Availability prepared by the Council 

concluded that the existing zoned land in Christchurch's Greenfield Priority 

Areas is likely to yield sufficient sections to meet the LURP targets.  The land 

availability figures did not include vacant zoned land on the Port Hills.  

 

6.11 The amount of vacant residential zoned land on the Port Hills is 511 hectares.  

Table 1 shows how this land is distributed by zone, and the respective rates of 

take up as set under the Christchurch City Council 2009-2019 LTCCP 

Population Growth Model. 

 

Operative 
City Plan 
zones 

RPDP zones Vacant 
Land - ha 

Ave take up 
rate 

Years 
supply 

Living H Residential 
Hills 

243 8.4 29 

Living H 
Deferred 

Residential 
Hills 

24.5 3.0 8 

Living HA Residential 
Large Lot 

38 3.1 12 

Living HA 
Deferred 

Residential 
Large Lot 

98.5 2.7 NA 

Living HB Residential 
Large Lot 

107.5 0.6 10
0 

Total  511.5 18 28 

 

6.12 At a strategic level there is little justification in my view in terms of Part 2 of the 

RMA for rezoning further land for residential purposes on the Port Hills. There 

is sufficient land to meet the foreseeable needs of people seeking to reside in 

this area of the City. The Council's statutory obligations to recognise and 

provide for matters under Section 6, particularly Section 6(b) place a 

significant constraint on further encroachment over rural land. Having 

particular regard to Sections 7(b) and 7(c) of the RMA, further residential 
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zoning would not be an efficient use of resources and in my view would have 

adverse effects on the amenity of the Port Hills environment. 

 

7. BANKS PENINSULA RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

 

7.1 Aside from areas within and adjacent to Lyttelton Harbour, recovery from the 

recent earthquakes is not in my view a major issue facing Banks Peninsula 

communities. Significant growth is also not a major issue for the area. The 

total population for Banks Peninsula is projected to reach around 9,500 by 

2031 (based on medium population projections) which is an increase of 9% 

(approximately 800 people). The total number of households for Banks 

Peninsula is projected to increase by around 580 by 2031. This is an 

approximate growth rate of 14%. 

 

7.2 In 2009 holiday home projections
3
 showed that between 2013 and 2041 there 

would be an increase of around 200 holiday homes in Banks Peninsula.  Most 

of this was projected to be evenly shared between Akaroa and the Akaroa 

Harbour area units, with the Diamond Harbour area unit losing holiday homes 

to permanent dwellings over time. Between now and 2031 this growth is 

projected to be around 140 additional holiday homes.   

 

7.3 A desktop analysis of the vacant residential zoned land was undertaken to 

ascertain the potential to provide for future housing needs.  Whilst the 

individual assessments were included as part of Appendix 26 to the section 32 

report, the summary report was not included. I have provided a summary of 

this desktop analysis as Attachment B to my evidence.  The summary 

estimates that there is development potential for approximately 1900 additional 

residential houses within the current residential zoned areas in Banks 

Peninsula.   

 

7.4 In my opinion the key issues facing Banks Peninsula are in regard to: 

(a) managing small incremental land use changes to settlement areas to 

support local communities and economic growth in the area; 

(b) enabling communities to adapt to future expected environmental 

changes, such as sea level rise;  

(c) maintaining the character and as a consequence the amenity values, 

of residential settlements; and 

                                                   
3
  Christchurch City Council 2009-2019 LTCCP Population Growth Model. 
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(d) maintaining the rural and coastal landscape values that dominate the 

Banks Peninsula area.  

 

7.5 Banks Peninsula has a unique environment that is distinct from Christchurch 

City. Even within Banks Peninsula, due to the topography and settlement 

history, each residential settlement has a distinct character and setting.  The 

difference between each residential settlement arises from their local 

topography, cultural and settlement history, accessibility, coastal relationship, 

and climatic conditions. Today the settlements offer a range of living 

opportunities from the urban townships of Lyttelton and Akaroa, to the less 

populated rural villages and the more isolated smaller coastal settlements.  

 

7.6 The townships of Lyttelton, Akaroa and Diamond Harbour are larger and 

provide for a greater range of business and community activities.  In contrast, 

the Small Settlement Zones are located in contrasting environments, from the 

Akaroa Harbour Basin and Lyttelton Harbour Basin to isolated enclaves in the 

Outer Bays on Banks Peninsula. Both the townships and smaller settlements 

are different in scale and character from those areas within the general 

Christchurch City residential zones. Therefore I believe a different emphasis 

on planning controls is required to manage them. 

 

7.7 The small settlement areas are predominantly devoted to residential activities, 

with few community activities having established within them.  Community 

facilities and services understandably have located where the population is 

denser, namely the townships of Lyttelton, Governors Bay, Diamond Harbour, 

Duvauchelle, and Akaroa (all zoned under Stage 1 with the exception of 

Governors Bay).  The small settlements are not, in my opinion, strategically 

significant in respect to urban growth. They have limited potential for urban 

expansion due to topography, access and servicing constraints, or in the case 

of those within the area covered by Map A in the CPRS and  the LURP, by 

urban containment policies. The small settlements' future development will be 

influenced by the services available, and improvements to sewage disposal 

systems, both reticulated or on site. Other factors influencing the development 

of these settlements are the potential impacts on natural landscapes, and for 

areas such as Takamatua, potential effects of long term coastal inundation. 

 

7.8 However taken together the small settlements contribute to the housing stock 

of the district, and on Banks Peninsula, support local businesses, albeit in a 
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limited way compared to the larger settlements. The small settlements help 

provide for the wellbeing of the Canterbury Region by providing 

accommodation that supports recreation and tourism activities. A full 

description of their capacity, constraints and opportunities affecting 

development is attached as Appendix 26 to the Section 32 Report. 

 

8. RESIDENTIAL SMALL SETTLEMENT ZONE - KAINGA AND SPENCERVILLE 

 

8.1 The Residential Small Settlement zone includes the two small rural/coastal 

settlements of Kainga and Spencerville.  Whilst there may be some limited infill 

development potential in these two areas, there are sewer constraints that will 

limit any major redevelopment. The growth of these areas is not provided for 

under the CRPS. 

 

9. CHARACTER AREA OVERLAY 

 

9.1 Whilst earthquake recovery continues to be a relevant matter in Stage 2, a key 

resource management issue for the Stage 2 area is centred mainly on whether 

landscape, character, and amenity values warrant specific provisions to 

protect those values.   

 

9.2 A number of assessments
4
 have been undertaken to assess the character and 

amenity values of the Stage 2 areas and their setting.  On the basis of these 

assessments, it is my opinion that the District does have areas of special and 

unique character. Further, I consider that a different management approach 

should be applied to special character areas, as compared to the approach 

taken in other residential areas.   

 

                                                   
4
  

i. Banks Peninsula Landscape Study 2007; 
ii. Canterbury Regional Landscape Study Review 2010;  
iii. Akaroa Harbour Basin Settlements Study 2008; 
iv. Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments (Phase 1 and 2) - Beca Ltd 2015; 
v. Akaroa Township Character Project, Boffa Miskell Ltd and Archifact 2009; 
vi. District Plan Review - Akaroa and Lyttelton Design Guides and Character Area Report, Context Urban 

Design 2015; 
vii. Akaroa Heritage Conservation Areas Study, Harrison Grierson Ltd 2010; 
viii. Christchurch City urban Character Study 2011;      
ix. Registration report for  a Historic Area - Lyttelton Township Historic Area 2009;  
x. Ōtautahi/Christchurch Landscape Study 2015 - Stage 3 of the DPR; 
xi. Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū/Banks Peninsula Landscape Review Addendum Report 2015 - Stage 3 of the 

DPR; and 
xii. Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū/Banks Peninsula Landscape Study Ngāi Tahi Cultural Addendum Report 2015 

- Stage 3 of the DPR. 
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9.3 It is my view that areas of special and unique character contribute to the 

District’s identity and community well-being.  The Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.7(b) recognises that a high quality urban environment 

incorporates: "…areas of special character and amenity".   

 

9.4 When areas, such as Lyttelton and Akaroa, have a high collective or shared 

significance, they can contribute positively to the economy by encouraging 

tourism. At a local community level, they contribute to Turangawaewae - the 

sense of place and belonging.  In my view Mr Simon Harris' evidence, 

although not a full section 32 analysis, demonstrates that people do indeed 

value areas of special character.   

 

9.5 I understand character values, that make an area distinctive, come from a 

combination of both built and natural environment features and elements. Ms 

Schroder will discuss in her evidence how character is derived from physical, 

tangible elements and other more detailed aspects such as aesthetic qualities, 

a consistency of building scale, form and materials. It is these elements that 

collectively communities identify with.  It is however important to distinguish 

character from historic heritage.  The assessment of historic heritage is more 

stringently set through section 6(f) of the Act and the definition of historic 

heritage under the Act; and Chapter 13, Policy 13.3.1 of the CRPS.  Historic 

heritage under this policy is required to take into account a broad range of 

criteria (including social, spiritual, scientific elements) that go well beyond an 

assessment of character and amenity values. 

 

9.6 Special character is most synonymous with amenity, where the maintenance 

and enhancement of amenity values is to be had particular regard to under 

section 7(c) of the RMA.  The value of special areas becomes increasingly 

apparent as they become more rare, unique or identifiable.  Urban character in 

Christchurch and Banks Peninsula, in the current phase of urban 

development, is dynamic with the built environment changing across relatively 

large earthquake affected areas.  In addition, redevelopment is occurring 

throughout the City’s towns, suburban and central areas.  With the loss of 

some of the districts older residential homes
5
 (age of housing being a key 

contributor to many character areas), I consider that those areas of special 

character that remain intact have even greater importance than prior to the 

earthquakes.   

                                                   
5
 Refer to Attachment F of Ms Schroders evidence = Character Area Classification Maps 
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9.7 To establish whether the District does have areas of special character, Council 

officers, including Ms Schröder together with Beca consultants, reviewed 34 

suburban Special Amenity Areas (SAM's) under the Operative City Plan.   

These areas are generally located in the older, established residential areas in 

Christchurch City.  This review involved a detailed qualitative assessment of 

every property located within a SAM. It identified elements located within the 

private property and to some extent the public space (such as trees within the 

road reserve), that contributed to the areas' special character. The assessment 

conversely identified areas where character elements were no longer present, 

or not consistent across the whole SAM.   

 

9.8 On the basis of these assessments, it became clear that different areas 

(streets) could be distinguished and categorised as having a high level of 

integrity in terms of character values.  Conversely, areas could be categorised 

as having a low or moderate level of integrity and intactness.  Those with a 

high level were titled Category 1 Character Areas and those with a less value 

were titles Category 2 Character Areas.   

 

9.9 It was my recommendation to Council that only the Category 1 Character 

Areas should be recognised and managed under the pRDP.  It was, and 

continues to be my view, that the inclusion of Category 2 areas will result in an 

unnecessary and inappropriate level of regulatory control in the District Plan. A 

more appropriate approach to managing streetscape and amenity in the 

Category 2 areas is through education and advocacy methods, such as 

information pamphlets. The Council however directed that the Category 2 

Character Areas be identified in the notified Proposal, with associated rules to 

manage character values in these areas.  

 

9.10 I believe that all of the identified Character Areas are at great risk of change. 

There is increasing pressure and demand to intensify residential areas, 

including through the CRPS direction and to produce more affordable housing. 

Sites are being subdivided with the loss of mature trees, open space and often 

the removal of built character. With the loss of much of the built heritage, 

particularly as a result of the earthquakes, areas of special character in my 

view will become of greater importance to the community than previously.  
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9.11 However, whilst there may be increasing pressure to intensify the existing 

urban area, in my view it should not be promoted in all the suburban areas of 

Christchurch City.  I consider that the maintenance of special character areas, 

specifically the Category 1 Character Areas, should be given greater priority 

than the need to redevelop within these areas.  The Category 1 Character 

Areas are predominantly located within the proposed Residential Suburban 

Zone. There are 2492 properties in Category 1 areas (refer to Attachment C 

of this evidence).  This is a very small proportion of the total number of 

properties in the proposed Residential Suburban Zone and equates to only 

0.36% of the total existing Christchurch urban area.  Further there are 

significant land redevelopment opportunities in other more suitable areas, 

particularly in the Residential Suburban Density Transition and Residential 

Medium Density Zones. 

 

9.12 There is however one Community Housing Redevelopment area that is 

impacted by the Category 1 Character Area classification, this being Emmett 

Street. This street is located within a wider area for which a joint master 

planning process between Council and Housing New Zealand has been 

initiated.  Strategic Directions objective 3.3.1 directs that precedence be given 

to enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the district, and 

that in the preparation of the District Plan it minimises transaction costs, 

reliance on resource consent processes and prescriptiveness of development 

controls and design standards.  I accept that the inclusion of Emmett Street as 

a Character Area may impede the redevelopment of this area for social 

housing purposes.   

 

9.13 I consider the principle issue relating to areas of special character is 

determining what the appropriate level of regulatory control should be. There 

are a range of methods to manage areas of special character on a spectrum of 

being highly managed by rules in a District Plan, to education and encouraging 

a voluntary community management approach.  The spectrum of management 

options varies in respect to their effectiveness and efficiency, and is dependent 

on the context and significance of the areas of special character.   

 

9.14 The appropriateness of the management method should also be cognisant of 

the level of risk to an area and its character values.  Ms Schroder will provide 

examples of existing character areas where the current rules have been 

ineffective in retaining the character values.   
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9.15 Ms Schröder will address the character values of Lyttelton and Akaroa.   

 
10. GUEST ACCOMMODATION AND THE ACCOMMODATION AND COMMUNITY 

FACILITIES OVERLAY 

 

10.1 The concept for the proposed Accommodation and Community Facilities 

Overlay (ACF Overlay) was developed following a review of the Operative 

Plan's Living 5 Guest Accommodation zone. It was also in response to an 

extensive land use survey that was undertaken to identify the changing built 

form and activity on key arterial routes. Over the last decade, much of the 

demand for additional guest accommodation and non-residential activities has 

been focused along the key arterial routes of Riccarton Road, Papanui Road 

and Bealey Avenue. 

 

10.2 Community facilities have also established within these corridors, particularly 

health facilities (doctors, dentists, physiotherapists and more niche facilities 

such as eye clinics).  As a consequence, the residential coherence along 

these corridors has been compromised despite their residential zoning, and 

further compromised by the high traffic volumes.   

 

10.3 Alongside this empirical research, the approach taken in Stage 1 of the pRDP 

informed the concept for the ACF Overlay. The Commercial Proposal seeks a 

consolidation of commercial activity within existing centres and the notified 

Stage 1 Residential Proposal supported a restriction on the scale of non-

residential activity within existing residential areas. 

 

10.4 In view of these matters and further to additional survey work, the policy 

framework proposed to manage guest accommodation is to enable guest 

accommodation to establish in a range of locations throughout the district, but 

at an appropriate scale in terms of their surrounding environment.  In term of 

zoning, this means that larger and more extensive guest accommodation 

facilities are enabled in the City Centre.  Smaller (B&B scale) facilities are 

permitted in residential areas. Commercial zoning also provides for guest 

accommodation, as will the ACF Overlay.  There are also a number of existing 

guest accommodation facilities that have established within residential 

suburban locations that I consider should continue to be provided for.   
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10.5 I consider there to be three main benefits to this approach.  First, the demand 

for guest accommodation and larger scale community facilities (those not 

permitted within residential zones) will be directed to commercial centres and 

the ACF Overlay.  These locations benefit from good accessibility (core public 

transport routes), are in walkable proximity to centres, and are located where 

the effects on residential neighbourhoods are minimised as their residential 

coherence is already compromised. In my opinion this approach best supports 

the 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). 

 

10.6 I consider it important to carefully manage the ACF Overlay boundary extent 

and the types of activities that seek to establish within it.  Importantly, retail 

and office activities are excluded from the ACF Overlay in order to recognise 

and support the centres approach advocated in the Commercial Proposal.  In 

regard to the boundary extent of the ACF Overlay, in my opinion the policies 

for guest accommodation will need to manage the potential for creep to occur 

into adjoining residential areas, potentially adversely affecting their residential 

coherence. The overlay areas should not in my view become pseudo 

commercial centre or commercial retail strip.   

 

 
 

Sarah-Jane Oliver 

18 August 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

CRPS Chapter 6 - Map A of the Greater Christchurch Area as it sits over the Port Hills and 

Lyttelton Harbour 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

Series of Port Hills Maps  
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

Topographical map of Banks Peninsula depicting the location of residential areas



 

27 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENT D 

 

Overview maps of the Category 1 and 2 Character Areas as notified 
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ATTACHMENT E  

 

Aerial map of the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay as notified 
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ATTACHMENT F 

 

Location of all rezoning requests on the relevant Planning Maps 
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ATTACHMENT G 

 

Desktop analysis of vacant residential zoned land 

 

Residential Chapter 14 – Review of Banks Peninsula Residential and Small Settlement Areas – 
Estimated potential for additional residential units and allotments - September 2014 
 
 
Methodology 
 
An analysis of vacant land able to be developed for residential purposes has been undertaken. The 
residential vacant land process takes the previous year’s vacant land layer and removes any parcels that 
have been built on, or adjusted by zoning/roads/designations/parks in the current June year, then adds 
newly zoned residential land where it is not already built on. The vacant land categories are as follows: 
 
Table 1: Categories of vacant land under the CCC Vacant Land Register 

Title Description 

Vacant Lot Vacant land under 4000 square meters. In 2005 this was split into 
'Redeveloped lot' and 'Subdivision lot' 

Redeveloped Lot Existing vacant land parcels under 4000 square meters that have had 
a dwelling demolished and has not been rebuilt on (Not previously in 
the Vacant Land Register). 

Subdivided Lot Vacant parcels under 4000 square meters that have not previously 
been built on (Resulted from the subdivision of a previous piece of 
Vacant Land). 

Undeveloped Vacant parcels over 4000 square meters with no dwelling or over 
one hectare with a dwelling. 

Potential for development Vacant parcels with a dwelling that are over 4000 square meters and 
less than one hectare. 

Deferred Zoning Vacant parcels that cannot be developed until something has 
occurred eg Infrastructure or development plan 

Under Appeal Vacant parcels that are currently zoned residential but are under 
appeal/reference to the Environment Court. 

 
A desktop analysis of the vacant land information and the estimated potential for this land to be 
developed to support additional (new) residential units and allotments. The desktop analysis has taken 
into consideration the following factors in determining the estimated development potential for each 
identified vacant land area: 
 

i. Approximate site size  
ii. Land contours 

iii. Access, including known constraints to accessing the site 
iv. Geotechnical constraints 
v. Resource consents granting new residential development  

vi. Existing land uses 
vii. Extent of existing established vegetation 

viii. Presence of heritage features 
ix. Waterways  
x. Known areas of high flood risk  

xi. Location of existing residential units. 
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The desktop analysis does not guarantee that any land is able to be developed for residential purposes. 
Whilst every endeavour has been made to compile data and information that is up to date and relevant, 
it has not been, or is capable under the scope of this analysis, to be verified.  The desktop analysis should 
not be relied upon for the purposes of property transaction, including subdivision or land use approvals 
and building consents. 
 
The following information summarises the specific assessments undertaken for each residential and small 
settlement area (refer to individual summary reports) in terms of vacant land and estimated 
development potential. 
 
Table 2: Summary of estimated potential for additional residential units and allotments within land 
zoned for residential purposes under the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan 

AREA  Estimated potential for 
additional residential units and 
allotments 

Lyttleton Harbour  

Lyttleton  
 

146 

Cass Bay, Corsair Bay and Rapaki 
 

Papakainga Zone – 126 
Corsair and Cass - 110 

Governors Bay 
 

165 

Alandale and Samarang Bay 
 

24  
 

Charteris Bay and Church Bay 
 

768 
Diamond Harbour 
 

Purau 
 

Bays to Pacific Ocean  

Port Levy 
 

Papakaianga Zone - 46 

Pigeon Bay 
 

3 

KuKupa 
 

19 

Little Akaloa 
 

21 

Okains Bay 
 

31 

Les Bons Bay 
 

0 

Lake Forsyth  

Birdlings Flat 
 

95 

Little River and Cooptown 
 

151 

Akaroa Harbour  

Wainui 
 

86 

Tikao Bay and French Farm 
 

111 
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Barrys Bay and Duvauchelle 
 

Robinsons Bay 
 

Takamatua 
 

37 

Akaroa 
 

138 

Total estimated existing zoned land and potential for 
additional residential units and allotments  

Papakaianga Zone – 172 
 

1905 

 


