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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 18 August 2015.  

 

1.2 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.   

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

 

2.1 The Panel granted leave to file this supplementary evidence in its Minute 

dated 24 August 2015. 

 

2.2 This supplementary evidence is limited to addressing why changes agreed 

between Christchurch City Council (Council) and various submitters at 

mediation are more appropriate in terms of section 32 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991.  In certain instances, where agreement has been 

reached, the submitter has chosen not to file evidence in support of the agreed 

position. 

 

2.3 This statement of evidence is provided in addition to my Strategic Evidence 

and Second Statement of Evidence dated 18 August 2015 and my Rebuttal 

Evidence dated 2 September 2015.  

 

3. AGREEMENTS REACHED AT MEDIATION 

 

3.1 On 20 and 21 August 2015, the Council and various submitters attended 

facilitated mediation sessions in relation to the Stage 2 Residential Proposal of 

the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). At these mediation sessions, 

agreement was reached between the Council and submitters, and 

consequentially a number of changes were made to the Proposal. These 

agreed changes were recorded in the Revised Proposal dated 24 August 2015 

(24 Revised Proposal). 
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3.2 A further Revised Proposal has been prepared in response to submitters' 

evidence and is attached to my rebuttal evidence of 2 September 2015 

(Revised Proposal).  Both the 24 August and 3 September versions show the 

changes agreed to at the mediation in blue underlined text (for additions) and 

blue strikethrough text (for deletions). 

 

3.3 In this supplementary evidence I record my view on why the changes agreed 

to at mediation and recorded in the Revised Proposal are more appropriate 

from a section 32 perspective. 

 

3.4 Section 10 of this evidence addresses some of the site specific rezonings for 

this hearing.  That section is limited to addressing submissions where: 

 

(a) a representative attended facilitated mediation;  

(b) agreement was reached between the submitter and the Council on 

the site specific rezoning; and 

(c) the submitter has not provided evidence on what was agreed to at 

the mediation in terms of the site specific rezoning. 

 

4. AGREED CHANGES TO POLICIES 

 

Amended Policy 14.1.1.1(a)(vi) – Housing and distribution and density 

 

4.1 It was agreed that this Policy on limited low density residential development be 

amended as shown in the Revised Proposal.  The amendment included the 

addition of the requirement that low density residential development occur 

adjacent to existing residential settlements.  The original reference to small 

settlements was agreed to be removed so that it applies to all settlements, 

regardless of size. This change was agreed because the original wording did 

not reflect paragraph 4.6 of my Second Statement of Evidence, where I 

consider that some limited residential development should be provided for 

where adjacent to an existing settlement, including the existing townships and 

small settlements.  The Crown (#2387) were in agreement with this change. 
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Amended Policy 14.1.1.3 – Residential development in Banks Peninsula and New 

Policy 14.1.4.5 – Character of residential development in Banks Peninsula 

 

4.2 The Council and the Crown (#2387) agreed that this Policy should essentially 

be split in two and that the policy criteria relating to character and amenity 

should be included under a new policy heading titled "14.1.4.5 Policy - 

Character of residential development in Banks Peninsula" as shown in the 

Revised Proposal.  This change was agreed because it provides clarity as the 

policies that relate to character and amenity more appropriately relate to 

Objective 14.1.4 High quality residential environments.   

 

4.3 A further agreement was reached with the Crown to include within the Policy a 

requirement that new development integrates with the existing residential 

settlement and where possible creates and enhances connections to 

recreational, open space and ecological areas.  This requirement was initially 

included in the Notified Residential Proposal 14.1.8.4.a.i. Policy - Residential 

Large Lot development in Banks Peninsula, but that Policy was subsequently 

removed in response to submissions.    It was agreed that this is an important 

outcome that should be considered and where possible provided for as part of 

any residential development proposal.  I have amended the policy wording 

slightly from the wording in the 14.1.8.4.a.i as notified because it was agreed 

with the Crown that this is a desirable outcome for all residential areas within 

Banks Peninsula, not just refined to small settlements. 

 

Deleted Policy 14.1.4.6 - Heritage Character values in residential areas of 

Lyttelton and Akaroa and amended Policy 14.1.4.5 – Residential Character Areas 

in Christchurch City, Akaroa and Lyttelton 

 

4.4 Policy 14.1.4.6 was part of the Stage 1 Residential Proposal.  At the Stage 2 

Residential pre-hearing meeting the Panel agreed to defer decision making on 

this Policy to Stage 2. In mediation the Crown stated that this Policy is 

unnecessarily repetitive of other character related policy matters.  More 

specifically those policy matters relevant to Lyttelton and Akaroa in this policy 

are the same or very similar to the policy matters for Christchurch City under 

the 18 August Revised Proposal Policy 14.1.5.8 Christchurch City Residential 

Character Areas.  
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4.5 I agree with the Crown that some matters contained in Policy 14.1.4.6 repeat 

other character related policy matters.  However, I also agree with Akaroa 

Civic Trust (#2285) that some policy matters included in Policy 14.1.4.6 are 

still appropriate for Lyttelton and Akaroa. In particular, I agree with Akaroa 

Civic Trust's position that within the Lyttelton and Akaroa Character Areas, the 

relationship to sites and areas of historic heritage is important. I also agree 

with the Trust that it is not only the views looking from people's property out 

that are important, but that the views towards Akaroa and Lyttelton are also 

important.  

 

4.6 Therefore, I have deleted Policy 14.1.4.6 of the Revised Proposal (previously 

14.1.5.6) and amended Policy 14.1.4.5 to also apply to Character Areas in 

Akaroa and Lyttelton as well as Christchurch City.   

 

Deleted Policy 14.1.4.5 – Neighbourhood character and residential amenity 

Landscape and Ngai Tahu cultural values in residential areas of Banks Peninsula 

 

4.7 This Policy was included as part of the Stage 1 Residential Proposal.  In the 

Council's Stage 2 Residential memorandum dated 11 August 2015, the 

Council has sought that decision making on this Policy be deferred to Stage 2.  

The Council and the Crown agree that this Policy is unnecessarily repetitive 

and that it therefore should be deleted if the Panel agree to its deferment from 

Stage 1 to Stage 2. At this stage, I have shown it as being deleted in the 

Revised Proposal to reflect the agreed position between the Council and the 

Crown.  

 

 Amended Policy 14.1.7.6 – Guest accommodation  

  

4.8 The Crown considered that the first policy matter, 14.1.7.6.a.i, was 

unnecessarily repetitive of Policies 14.1.6.3 - Existing non-residential activities 

and 14.1.6.4 - Other non-residential activities. I agree with the Crown that a 

further policy to specifically provide for new and existing guest accommodation 

facilities is not necessary.  I have therefore deleted policy matter 14.1.7.6.a.i 

from the Revised Proposal.     
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5. AGREED CHANGES TO RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN ZONE 14.2 AND MEDIUM 

DENSITY ZONE 14.3 

 

5.1 Kauri Lodge Rest Home (#2222) noted at mediation that 14.2.2.2 Permitted 

Activity P31, which provides for care homes within the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay, is more appropriately located under 14.2.4.1 

Area Specific Permitted Activities.  I agree this is a more appropriate location 

primarily because there is no scope to have it apply to the Stage 1 Residential 

Suburban Zone.  I have therefore relocated this provision in the Revised 

Proposal.   

 

5.2 I also agree with submission and comments of Ms Lowe (#2308) regarding the 

application of 14.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activity RD32 and RD22, which 

both relate to the Christchurch City Character Area Overlay.  Ms Lowe brought 

to Council's attention that the rule as proposed under its 18 August Revised 

Proposal would unnecessarily potentially trigger a resource consent to 

construct new or alter accessory buildings located at the rear of a site. I agree 

that the rule should not trigger resource consent for such structures as they do 

not contribute to the character values of these areas, nor are they likely to 

impact on character values.  The 5m structure height limit is provided, 

however, because a two story building even at the rear of a site could be 

highly visible from the street and have an effect on character.  

 

5.3 I note that the same changes to include exemptions to the Character Area rule 

were not made to 14.11.2.3 restricted discretionary activity RD14. This 

omission was agreed to in mediation but not included in the Revised Proposal 

error.  In my opinion the same exemptions should apply to 14.11.2.3. I have 

therefore made this amendment in the marked up Revised Proposal attached 

to my rebuttal evidence. 

 

5.4 The Spreydon / Heathcote Community Board attended the mediation in 

support of their submission on character areas and building heights within the 

Stage 2 Residential zones.  I agree with the Spreydon / Heathcote Community 

Board (#2342) for the same reasons as set out in paragraph 5.2 above.   

Changes to rear sites or those on private lanes will not significantly impact on 

the character values of the area, in particular Character Area CA2 - 

Beckenham Loop.  I therefore have clarified that the rule is not to apply to 

these areas in the Revised Proposal.  
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5.5 I also agree with Ms Lowe (#2308) that requiring written approvals and 

potentially notification of a resource consent under Rule 14.2.2.3 RD 32 is 

inappropriate. Whilst I consider that requiring written approvals and limited 

notification is appropriate where there is a non-compliance with recession 

planes, for example, I agree that requiring written approvals and notification in 

the context of character areas (namely under Rules 14.2.3.3 RD33, 14.3.2.3 

RD22, and 14.11.2.3 RD14) is overly onerous on property owners.   

 

5.6 Non-compliance with recession planes and building height rules has a very 

direct potential adverse effect on a neighbouring property.  With regard to 

character areas, understanding the matter of non-compliance is more complex 

and requires a design assessment.  I acknowledge that neighbouring property 

owners may have a strong interest and view on a potential proposal (for 

resource consent). However, such views cannot influence the design 

assessment on which a decision on a resource consent is to be based. 

Requiring written approvals could frustrate the consenting process and impose 

unnecessary costs on the applicant.  In the 3 August Revised Proposal, based 

on a response to a submission by P Fenwick (#2055), I in agreement with Ms 

Schroder changed the requirement for notification and written approvals. 

Through the mediation process I have reverted back to the notified position, 

and recommend that, in regards to Rules 14.2.3.3 RD33, 14.3.2.3 RD22, and 

14.11.2.3 RD14, no written approval be required and an application be 

processed on a non-notified basis. I have amended the Revised Proposal to 

reflect this.  

 

5.7 Some changes have been made to 14.2.4.1 Area Specific Permitted Activities 

table (Residential Suburban Zone) and 14.3.4.1 Permitted Activities.  These 

changes have been made to provide better clarity on what permitted activities 

apply in the Accommodation Community Facilities Overlay.  This was in 

response to the comments made in informal mediation with the Crown (#2387) 

that the table as written was unclear. Under 14.2.4.2 Area specific restricted 

discretionary activities and 14.3.4.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities RD7 

and RD8 I have also clarified the status of activities when they do not comply 

with the permitted activities or built form standards for the Accommodation and 

Community Facilities Overlay. 
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5.8 Consequential changes have been made to the numbering of rules under 

14.2.4.6 Area Specific Built Form Standards - Accommodation and Community 

Facilities Overlay and 14.3.5.4 Accommodation and Community Facilities 

Overlay Built Form Standards. 

 

6. AGREED CHANGES TO 14.9 MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

  

6.1 I agree with the Crown (#2387) that the Matter of Discretion 14.9.9.8 (a) (iv) 

and (v) Residential design principles in relation to 8 Hillside and small 

settlement areas points are unnecessarily prescriptive and more appropriately 

located in a design guide.  These matters provide guidance on how matter of 

discretion 14.9.9.8 (a) (iii) can be achieved.  Matter 14.9.9.8 (a) (iii) reads 

"…locating and designing buildings and structures in a way that reduces their 

visual dominance." Matters (iv) and (v) note factors such as colours, material 

and building scale, these all being how visual dominance is addressed through 

design.   

 

6.2 I am in agreement with Akaroa Civic Trust that within the Akaroa and Lyttelton 

Character Areas, any development within these areas should have regard to 

the heritage values adjacent and opposite to the development site.  I have 

included this as a new matter of discretion under 14.9.39.e.vi. in the Revised 

Proposal but only in relation to Akaroa and Lyttelton. 

 

7. AGREED CHANGES TO RULE 14.12.3.8  

 

7.1 Following mediation with the Crown (#2387) on the proposed reflectivity rules 

and reducing repetition of rules, I agree that 14.12.3.8 and its associated 

Appendix 14.10.29 Akaroa: 12A, 12B, and 12D Vangioni Lane, are 

unnecessary.  Rule 14.12.3.8.a as renumbered in the Revised Proposal will 

adequately control reflectivity issues. It was therefore agreed to remove the 

original 14.12.3.8.a from the Revised Proposal.  

  

8. AGREED CHANGES TO PROVIDE FOR THE RESIDENTIAL HILLS MIXED DENSITY 

OVERLAY WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL HILLS ZONE 14.11 

 

8.1 Following informal and formal mediation with Rockhill (#2170) and Bassett 

(#2171), I have included rules to provide for a greater range of density within a 

new Residential Hills Mixed Density Overlay.  Whilst the rules included in the 
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Revised Proposal do not mirror those proposed by the submitters, I consider 

them to provide sufficient flexibility, whilst managing the total number of 

potential new allotments.  Ensuring that the total number of allotments does 

not exceed 400 within the Redmund Spur Overlay and 9 within the 86 Bridle 

Path Overlay is necessary to address infrastructure servicing constraints and 

to maintain sufficient open space and garden plantings to reduce the visual 

dominance of future hillside development.   

 

8.2 In discussions with Rockhill (#2170) and Bassett (#2171) it was agreed that 

site sizes less than 650m
2
 and multi-unit development should be restricted 

discretionary activities to ensure potential adverse visual effects are 

appropriately addressed. Accordingly, these activities have been included in 

the Revised Proposal at14.11.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities RD 17; 

14.11.3.2 (c) and (d) Site Density; 14.11.3.4 (c) and (d) Site Coverage. 

 

9. AGREED CHANGES TO THE RESIDENTIAL HILLS ZONE 14.11, RESIDENTIAL 

LARGE LOT ZONE 14.12 AND RESIDENTIAL SMALL SETTLEMENT ZONE 14.14 

 

9.1 The Crown (#2387) raised an inconsistency in approach to the permitted 

activity rules for Home Occupation under 14.11.2.1 P4, 14.12.2.1 P5, and 

14.14.2.1 P5. The changes proposed by the Crown were to align the rules with 

the changes made to the home occupation rules under Stage 1 Residential 

zones.  I agree with the Crown that the greater flexibility in the hours of 

operation for home occupations is appropriate in all residential areas (zones).  

Further, I agree that the restrictions on where home occupations should occur 

within a building are inappropriate.  I have therefore amended these rules in 

the Revised Proposal to align with the Stage 1 rules relating to home 

occupation.  

 

9.2 Whilst it is my view that rules relating to water supply for firefighting are more 

appropriately located in Proposal 6 General Rules, I accept the Crown's 

position that the content of the rule is appropriate and should be applicable to 

all residential zones.  I have therefore included Built Form Standards at 

14.11.3.13, 14.12.3.10 and 14.14.3.8, 14.11.2.3 and a new RD19 at 14.11.2.3, 

RD13 at 14.12.2.3 and RD14 at 14.14.2.3 in the Revised Proposal. I leave the 

matter of rule location for the General Chapter hearing. 
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9.3 I also accept the position of Orion (#2340) that the content of the rule relating 

to building setbacks from transmission lines is appropriate and should be 

applicable to all residential zones.  I have therefore included non-complying 

rules 14.11.2.5 Non Complying Activities NC2, 14.12.2.5 Non-complying 

Activity NC2, and 14.14.2.5 Non complying activity NC2 in the Revised 

Proposal.  Again, I leave the most appropriate location of the building setback 

rules to be considered in the General Chapter hearing. 

  

9.4 I agree with the Crown (#2387) that the requirement of a 0.6m landscape strip 

under 14.11.3.9 Road boundary building setback (a)(iv) and Figure 5is 

unnecessary on hillsides and unlikely to be of a sufficient width to provide for 

adequate planting.  The rules relating to site coverage and building setbacks 

will in my opinion provide adequate opportunity for tree and garden plantings 

to reduce the visual impact of buildings.  I have therefore deleted 14.11.3.9 

(a)(iv) and Figure 5 from the Revised Proposal. 

   

10. SITE SPECIFIC REZONINGS 

 

Bridle Path Estates, #2415 

 

10.1 My second statement of evidence dated 18 August 2015 addresses this site 

specific rezoning request at Attachment B, page 44.  Following the filing of my 

evidence in chief, the submitter has provided information to the Council that 

has resulted in a changed position from what was recorded.  The submitter 

has correctly raised that this land is wholly located within the existing urban 

area in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) Chapter 6, Map A. I 

was therefore in error with my conclusion that the rezoning request should be 

rejected on the grounds that it was contrary to the CRPS.  As no issues 

regarding the proposed rezoning have been raised by the Council's technical 

witnesses (Ms O'Brien, Mr Norton, Mr Milne, Mr Wright or Mr Craig), I am of 

the opinion that this submission and the proposed rezoning should be 

accepted.   

 

Jiang Nan Investments Limited #2154 

 

10.2 My second statement of evidence in chief failed to address this site specific 

rezoning request (Attachment A to this evidence is a map illustrating the land 

area subject of this submission). I however did address the boundary extent of 
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the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay (ACF Overlay) in 

paragraphs 10.13 of my evidence in chief.  I have considered this submission 

and agree in part with the relief sought to include some of this land within the 

ACF Overlay.  In my opinion only those properties with direct frontage to 

Riccarton Road should be included to be consistent with Policies 14.1.1.2.b 

Establishment of new medium density residential areas, 14.1.6.2 Community 

activities and facilities and 14.1.7.6 Guest accommodation. I have provided in 

Attachment B of this evidence the revised area that was agreed by the 

Council and the submitter to be included within the ACF Overlay, at mediation.   

 

10.3 This submission and that of the Kauri Rest Home (#2222) has raised a 

potential issue with the policy criteria under 14.1.1.2.b Establishment of new 

medium density residential areas, 14.1.6.2 Community activities and facilities 

and 14.1.7.6 Guest accommodation. This issue relates to the potential for the 

policies (discussed in 10.2 above) to unintentionally provide for larger scale 

activities in rear sites to those that front these corridors, and therefore leading 

to the ACF Overlay creeping into the adjoining residential areas.  I consider it 

inappropriate for the ACF Overly to become a pseudo commercial zone which 

whilst does not provide for retail activities, could if extended too far into the 

adjoining residential areas, be developed to a similar scale.  Controlling the 

boundary extent of the ACF Overlay is critical in my view to achieve and 

maintain the desired urban form and centres objectives.   

 

10.4 I understand however that there is, however, no scope within any submissions 

to provide the relief that I would recommend to manage the issue of potential 

encroachment of the ACF Overlay into adjoining residential areas.  Should the 

Panel be willing to consider potential relief to this issue, in my opinion the 

following amendments to these policies would more effectively confine larger 

scale guest accommodation, community and residential activities to these 

defined arterial corridors. I have shown my suggested changes in green text.   

 

 

14.1.1.1A 2 Policy - Establishment of new medium density residential 

areas. 

 

a. Support establishment of new residential medium density zones to meet 

demand for housing in locations where the following amenities are 

available within 800 metres walkable distance of the area; 

i. a bus route 

ii. a KAC or larger suburban commercial centre; 
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iii. a park or public open space with an area of at least 4000m
2
;  

i. a public full primary school, or a public primary or intermediate 

school; 

 

a. Provide for medium density residential development within arterial 

locations defined by sites that: 

i. have a street boundary with a minimum width of 15m and 

direct frontage to the arterial corridor; 

ii. are within walking distance of the central city and suburban 

commercial centres;   

iii. front onto core public transport routes; and  

iv. do not have a high level of residential coherence due to 

existing nonresidential development. (#2387 Crown) 

 

b. c. Avoid establishment of new residential medium density development in: 

i. high hazard areas 

ii. areas where the adverse environmental effects of land 

remediation outweigh the benefits 

iii. areas that are not able to be efficiently serviced by Council owned 

stormwater, wastewater and water supply networks.  

 

Note: This policy also applies to Objectives 14.1.2 and 14.1.3.   

 

 

14.1.76.2 Policy - Local cCommunity activities and facilities  facilities and 

services outside of brownfield sites 

 

a. Ensure that Enable community activities and facilities and services within 

residential areas to meet local and wider community needs and to encourage 

co siting/co location and/or shareding use of community facilities where 

practicable are limited to those that meet only local community needs.  

 

14.1.7.2A: 

b. Recognise that schools, community support activities and emergency 

services, which may have adverse effects including traffic generation, car 

parking and noise, typically need to be located within residential areas.  

 

b. Enable larger scale community activities and facilities within arterial 

locations defined by sites that: 

i. have a street boundary with a minimum width of 15m and direct 

frontage to the arterial corridor; 

ii. are within walking distance of the central city and suburban 

commercial centres;   

iii. front onto core public transport routes; and  

iv. do not have a high level of residential coherence due to existing 

nonresidential development. (#2387 Crown, #) 
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14.1.7.6 Policy  Guest accommodation on arterial corridors Non 

Residential Activities in on Aarterial Ccorridors  

 

a. Provide for guest accommodation within arterial locations defined by sites 

that: 

i. have a street boundary with a minimum width of 15m and direct 

frontage to the arterial corridor; 

ii. are within walking distance of the central city and suburban 

commercial centres;   

iii. front onto core public transport routes; and  

iv. do not have a high level of residential coherence due to existing 

non-residential development. (#2387 Crown) 

:a mix of medium density housing, community facilities and guest accommodation 

within:  

i. residential areas where the scale and form of development will 

have no more than a minor adverse effect on the residential 

coherence and amenity of the surrounding area; 

 

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver 

2 September 2015 
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Attachment A: Extent of land area within Jiang Nan Investments Limited #2154 
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Attachment B: Area of land to be included in the Accommodation and Community 

Facilities Overlay Jiang Nan Investments Limited #2154 

 




