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INTRODUCTION  
 
My name is Janice (Jan) Audrey Cook. I am a self-employed designer and 

business administrator. I reside at French Farm. Our 44 hectare property is a 

mixture of grazing, forestry and conservation, including an 11 hectare 

covenant with QEII Trust, and is also the base for our successful design and 

building business. My family has owned rural land and a small bach at 

Opukutahi, on Akaroa Harbour, for more than 50 years.  

 

Brent Martin and Suky Thompson have resided at their 8 hectare rural 

property at Robinsons Bay for 23 years. Dr Martin is an IT solution architect 

and Ms Thompson is a project manager.  

 

The Akaroa Civic Trust was founded in 1969 as a society dedicated to the 

preservation of the beauty, history and character of Akaroa and its 

surrounding area. I have served on the Board of the Akaroa Civic Trust (Trust) 

since 1997 and currently hold the position of Deputy Chair.  

 

I have been asked to provided evidence for the above submitters (Submitters) 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

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

Chapter 17, Redline version dated 15 October 2015 - 

Rule 17.2.3.1 Identified building area.  

 

 

 

SUMMARY 

• The Rural provisions of the current Banks Peninsula District Plan 

went through an extensive community process, culminating in two 

Environment Court decisions in 2008. 

• The Rural provisions work as a ‘package’ that was developed through 

considerable negotiation and compromise by a wide range of parties. 

• The current Rural provisions for Banks Peninsula are generally 

working well. 

• Subdivision needs to take into consideration any new building right 

that is being created on the new site and the potential effects of 

larger buildings on the openness and landscape character and 

amenity of the Banks Peninsula Rural zone. 
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1. I have provided evidence to the Stage 2 Subdivision Hearing relating to the 

rural provisions of the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan (BPDP) and 

the background to those provisions (Reference: J A Cook, for #2285, 

#2241, #2418, 14 October 2015, paragraphs 1 to 13).  

2. The subdivision and rural provisions are closely linked and that evidence is 

also relevant to the Banks Peninsula Rural Zone. 

3. I attended mediations relating to the Rural and Subdivision Proposals on 6, 

7 & 8 October 2015. Agreement was reached on a number of matters. 

Agreement was not reached in relation to provisions for multiple one 

hectare lots and Identified Building Areas.  

One hectare a l lotments 

4. Since the mediations the Council has recommended amendments to the 

Subdivision provisions for one hectare lots (Rebuttal Evidence of D Hogan, 

21 October 2015, paragraphs 3.3 to 3.14). I agree with these 

amendments.  

5. These subdivision amendments do not necessitate any amendments to the 

Rural Zone Rules. 

Ident ified Bui ld ing Areas. 

6. The Submitters have requested that the intent of the standard in the 

Banks Peninsula District Plan (BPDP) relating to ‘building platforms’ is 

retained. This is; 

Ch 19, Rule 3.4  

Any building located on sites created by subdivision occurring after January 

1997 must be located on a building platform identified on an approved plan 

of subdivision. For the purpose of this rule ‘building’ excludes those less 

than 50m2 in area and 6m in height provided the structure is not used for 

sleeping accommodation. 
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7. This rule was intended to control the effects not only of residential units, 

but also of large ‘farm buildings’. These are a permitted activity in the Rural 

Zone up to 300 m2 per building with maximum site coverage of 10% of the 

site area up to 2000m2 per site. Creation of a new site brings with it a new 

site coverage entitlement. The ‘building platform’ rule was part of a Rural 

‘package’ that recognised that the Rural Zone is a ‘Rural Amenity 

Landscape’ (now named ‘Significant Landscape’ in the Stage 3, Ch 9 

Proposals) The intention was to maintain the open landscape character and 

amenity of the zone, by requiring consideration of the potential location of 

new buildings at the time of subdivision. 

8. In the Proposed Plan Identified building area is now defined as - means an 

area identified on an approved plan of subdivision on which a building is 

anticipated, (emphasis mine), however the rules in relation to this in 

Chapters 8 and 17 only apply to residential units.  

9. At the Subdivision mediation it was agreed that in the case of 1 ha lots 

created by subdivision the Identified building area standards would apply to 

all buildings. Ms Hogan for the Council has addressed this in her Subdivision 

Rebuttal Evidence, dated 21 October 2015, and in her Rural Evidence 

dated 16 October 2015, at 12.55 and 12.56.  

10. I consider that it would be more appropriate for the Identified building area 

requirements to apply to all buildings on new lots below 4ha.  Amendments 

to the Subdivision proposal, referred to in paragraph 4 above, now mean 

that creation of new sites below 4ha will be a non-complying activity, 

(except for those created under Rule 8.2.2.1, C7).  

11. Ms Hogan is not correct in stating, at 12.52 and 12.53 that the notified 

Proposal carries over the rule in the Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan 

that required just residential buildings to locate within the identified 

building area. As stated in paragraph 6 above, the rule in the BPDP applies 



 5 

to all buildings greater than 50m2. The Submitters are not seeking an 

amendment that is more restrictive than the current BPDP.  

12. I consider that large farm buildings can potentially impact on visual amenity 

and landscape values at least as much as a residence and that it is not 

unreasonable or unduly onerous to identify potential building areas for such 

buildings at the time of subdivision of new sites, particularly if such 

subdivision is a non-complying activity. 

13. I agree with Ms Hogan that buildings for farming activities should not be 

unduly restricted. If the requirement for all buildings to locate on identified 

building areas is limited to sites smaller than 4ha, I consider that farm 

buildings for bona fide farming activities will still be appropriately provided 

for.  

14. In addition an exemption for buildings less than 100m2 will allow for a 

range of activities on smaller sites, while limiting the potential adverse 

effects of inappropriate siting of larger buildings. 

15. It is usual for applicants to seek affected party approvals for subdivision 

applications.  In my opinion, neighbours having given their agreement to 

subdivision and a house site, may be unpleasantly surprised to then find 

that a 300m2, 7.5 m high building (or indeed several such buildings) can be 

erected 10m from their boundary, or in a location that could impact on 

their views or rural outlook. While I acknowledge that this can potentially 

occur without subdivision, I consider that the creation of a new small site 

substantially increases the likelihood of new buildings in addition to the 

residential unit.  

16. In particular I would note that horticulture within glasshouses or shade 

houses is not a permitted activity in the operative BPDP, but will be 

permitted by the current Rural Proposal. This increases the potential for 

such structures in the BP Rural Zone, including on small sites.  
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17. As a resident of Banks Peninsula for more than 25 years, I am also aware 

of many examples of new ‘farm buildings’ that are actually intended for 

residential use, either as holiday homes or permanent residences. Farm 

buildings are a permitted activity, whereas new residential units on sites 

smaller than 40ha, or 100ha above the 160m contour, even within an 

identified building area, require consent under Rule 17.2.2.3 RD8. This 

creates a temptation for some people to circumvent the requirement for a 

resource consent. While this is of course unlawful, successive councils have 

consistently shown a great reluctance to monitor or take action against 

such non compliance. 

18. In addition, the permitted activity status for farm buildings creates a 

‘permitted baseline’ argument for the establishment of buildings for other 

activities, especially in relation to the consideration of landscape or visual 

amenity effects.  

19. I consider that Rule 17.2.3.1 should be amended as follows;  

17.2.3.1 Identified building area 

b. Any new building greater than 100m2 on a site less than 4ha created by 

subdivision occurring after 30 January 1997 shall be located on an 

identified building area. 

 

 
Jan Cook 

28 October 2015 

 


