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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Helen Margaret Anderson.  I currently work for AECOM New 

Zealand Ltd (formerly URS New Zealand Limited) ("AECOM") as a planning 

consultant.  I have been working for AECOM since April 2000. 

1.2 Prior to joining URS/AECOM I worked for Auckland City Council for six years 

as a planner in the Hobson Eastern Bays Area Office and then for City 

Environments, Auckland City Council's regulatory unit.  I held various 

planning and team management roles in the organisation.  

1.3 I hold a Bachelor of Planning and Master of Planning (with Honours) from the 

University of Auckland. I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute and I have more than 20 years' experience in resource management 

planning, both in local government and as a planning consultant. 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence in relation to the Crown's 

submission on the Stage 2 notification of Proposal 14 (Residential) 

("Proposal 14"), specifically planning evidence addressing the Character 

Area Overlay provisions of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan") 

1.5 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to Proposal 14 

since March 2015.  I provided input on the Crown's submission and further 

submission on Proposal 14, specifically in relation to the Character Area 

Overlay provisions.   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the Character Area 

Overlay provisions contained within Proposal 14. 

3.2 My evidence does not address or assess the urban design, amenity, or 

character area assessment undertaken by the Christchurch City Council 

("Council") for Proposal 14 or the purpose and appropriateness of the 

proposed Character Areas.  Evidence on these matters for the Crown is 

provided by Mr William Field.   

3.3 My evidence also does not address the specific application of the Character 

Area Overlay to Housing New Zealand Corporation's ("the Corporation") 

land at CA32 Emmett St, CA29 Auburn Ave, CA8 Tika St and CA7 Piko / 

Shand Crescent.  The implications of applying a Character Area Overlay to 

these areas are addressed by Mr Maurice Dale on behalf of the Crown. 

3.4 I have reviewed the amendments in the Council's revised version of Proposal 

14 dated 24 August 2015 ("Revised Proposal").  A number of matters 

identified in the Crown's submission with respect to Character Areas have 

been addressed by Council in the Revised Proposal.  While I consider that a 

high level of agreement has been reached between the Crown and Council, 

with many of the matters raised in the Crown's submission now addressed, 

there are some matters which the Crown considers remain in contention.  

The matters of agreement and those matters at issue are identified in section 

5 of my evidence. 

3.5 In addressing the Crown's submission points that remain in contention, I have 

had regard to the statutory framework and higher order planning documents 

which support Character Area provisions, addressed in section 6 of my 

evidence. These establish the matters that are relevant and which must 'be 

given effect to' or 'not be inconsistent with' when addressing residential 

character issues. 

3.6 In my evidence I address: 

(a) The statutory planning framework which supports Character Area 

provisions. 

(b) The objective and policy framework in Proposal 14 specific to the 

Character Area provisions. 
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(c) The Character Area Overlay tool and whether this is an appropriate 

method to maintain and enhance character values and whether any 

non-regulatory alternatives would be more appropriate. 

3.7 I have considered and been informed by the evidence of Messrs Field and 

Dale and Ms Sandra McIntyre while preparing my evidence.  I have also 

read the evidence of the witnesses1 for the Council and am familiar with the 

range of submissions on Proposal 14 as they specifically relate to the 

Character Area provisions.  A list of documents I have relied on or referred to 

is provided in Appendix A to my evidence. 

3.8 I attended a meeting with Council officers on Thursday 30 July 2015 to 

discuss amendments the Council officers proposed to make to Proposal 14 in 

response to the Crown's submission. 

3.9 I also attended formal mediation on the Character Area Overlay, held on 

Thursday 20 August 2015. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values is one of the matters 

that the Council must have particular regard to under section 7 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") when seeking to achieve the 

purpose of the RMA.  It is my opinion that a balanced approach must be 

taken to ensure that the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values 

(including within Character Areas) does not override the achievement of the 

sustainable management purpose of the RMA, which includes reference to 

enabling people and communities to provide for their wellbeing. 

4.2 Objectives and policies have been included in Proposal 14 which identify the 

character and amenity elements that the Council seeks to maintain and 

enhance. In order to give effect to these objectives and policies the Council 

has identified particular residential areas within the District containing 

character values that are considered to be worthy of an additional layer of 

protection over and above those provided by the rules of the underlying 

residential zones.  

4.3 The Council has adopted a Character Area Overlay approach with 

associated rules and matters of discretion, including the use of non-statutory 

guidance to be provided through design guides.  

                                                
1
 First and second statements of evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015, and statement of evidence of 

Josephine Schröder dated 18 August 2015. 
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4.4 The Revised Proposal addresses many of the matters of concern raised in 

the Crown's submission with respect to the Character Area Overlay 

provisions. In particular, Proposal 14 as notified introduced two Character 

Areas, Category 1 and Category 2.  The Crown's submission questioned the 

need and rationale for the Category 2 Character Area.  Further discussion 

with Council officers following the close of submissions has resulted in 

Council officers recommending that the Category 2 Character Areas and 

related rules be deleted2.  The Crown supports this recommendation.  

4.5 However, there continue to be some matters that remain in contention, and 

these are identified in Section 5.2 below and addressed in Section 9 of my 

evidence. 

5. AGREEMENTS REACHED BETWEEN THE COUNCIL AND THE CROWN 

AND MATTERS REMAINING IN CONTENTION 

5.1 The Revised Proposal has addressed a number of matters raised by the 

Crown in its submission with respect to the Character Area provisions.  As a 

result there is agreement between the Crown and Council on the following 

matters: 

(a) Policy 14.1.4.43 has been amended to make specific reference to 

'character' of residential development in the Port Hills.  The Policy has 

also been simplified and amended to now provide a focus on 

maintaining the visual dominance of the Port Hills and avoiding 

buildings and structures on skylines within outstanding natural 

landscapes.  

(b) New Policy 14.1.4.54 has been included, which addresses character of 

residential development in Banks Peninsula. This new policy5 identifies 

specific character elements of Banks Peninsula to provide clear 

direction about amenity expectations for development on Banks 

Peninsula. 

(c) Policy 14.1.5.86 (renumbered 14.1.4.5 in the Revised Proposal)7 has 

been amended to reduce the level of prescriptiveness and better 

                                                
2
 Category 2 Character Area is removed with the exception of CA3 Beckenham Loop and CA19 St James Ave, 

which are recommended by Council to be retained as Character Areas. 
3
 Revised Proposal pg.11. 

4
 Revised Proposal pg.11. 

5
 Policy 14.1.4.5 originates from Policy 14.1.1.3 iv to vii. 

6
 Crown submission  #2387.378.  

7
 Revised Proposal pg. 11-12 – Note numbering is incorrect, should be 14.1.4.6 which will then affect subsequent 

Policy numbering. 



 

 Page 6 

articulate what constitutes a Character Area.  Council has also 

incorporated the specific character elements of Lyttelton and Akaroa 

Character Areas into this policy. I support the proposed changes to 

Policy 14.1.4.5, as the policy now clearly identifies the key elements 

that contribute to maintaining and enhancing identified special 

character values across the District.  

(d) Removal of the Category 2 Character Area Overlay8 and related rules9, 

resulting in a single category of Character Area Overlay for 

Christchurch City.  The intent of Category 2 was that it manage 

landscape elements such as site size to ensure the retention of large 

tree and garden plantings, landscaping along road frontages, and 

buildings and garage setbacks.  Both Mr Field and Ms Schrӧder 

support the deletion of the Category 2 areas (however Ms Schrӧder 

recommends retention of CA19 St James) on the basis that these 

areas are difficult to differentiate from adjacent and other established 

residential neighbourhoods of Christchurch and should not be afforded 

additional protection.  I support this recommendation.  I also agree with 

the evidence of Ms Oliver that the inclusion of Category 2 areas will 

result in an unnecessary and inappropriate level of regulatory control in 

the Replacement Plan.10 

(e) The deletion of CA32 Emmett Street, a Category 1 Area, which falls 

over the Corporation's landholdings.  CA32 Emmett Street is identified 

as a CHRM area enabling medium density redevelopment for social 

housing.  The Council has agreed that the inclusion of Emmett Street 

as a Character Area would impede the redevelopment of this area for 

social housing purposes11.  

(f) Replacing the originally proposed Residential Conservation Zone 

provisions with Character Area Overlays for Lyttelton and Akaroa.  I 

support this change as these overlays provide recognition of the 

existing character values of these two areas and will afford a level of 

protection (through the restricted discretionary activity classification) of 

the key character elements of these areas.  The Residential 

Conservation Zone did not provide any specific recognition of character 

                                                
8
 Crown submission  #2387.377. 

9
 For example rule 14.2.3.1 Site Density Activities 6, 7, 8, 9 (pg.45-46 Revised Proposal), Rules 14.3.3.8 Road 

boundary garage and building setback (pg. 112-113 Revised Proposal), 14.3.3.9 Fences and screening structures 
(pg.113-114 Revised Proposal), Rule 14.3.3.19 Front entrances and facades (pg.120 Revised Proposal) (Crown 
submission #2387.413 to 416). 
10

 First statement of evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 9.9. 
11

 First statement of Evidence of Sarah Oliver dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 9.12. 
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values.  In my opinion the use of overlays provides greater recognition 

of the existing character values of these two areas and affords a level 

of protection that the zoning tool did not provide. 

(g) Rules 14.2.2.312 RD22 (now numbered RD32 but should be RD33 in 

the Revised Proposal), 14.3.2.313 RD14 (now renumbered RD22)14 and 

14.11.2.315 RD19 (now renumbered RD14)16 have been amended to 

clarify terminology, reduce duplication, and be more certain and 

specific.  The Council has amended this restricted discretionary activity 

rule17 to remove reference to the front façade in the first part of the 

activity description, and reference to 'interface between the street' in 

item (b).  I support the proposed amendments to this rule as there is 

now greater clarity with regard to its implementation and the type of 

activities that will trigger a consenting requirement. I note however that 

the Council has not amended the wording of Rule 14.11.2.3 RD14 

(Residential Hills Zone) in the Revised Proposal to the same wording 

as Rules 14.2.2.3 RD33 and 14.3.2.3 RD14, which appears to be an 

omission.  

(h) I also support the Council's position in the Revised Proposal that any 

application arising from Rules 14.2.2.318 RD22 (now numbered RD32 

but should be RD33 in the Revised Proposal), 14.3.2.319 RD14 (now 

renumbered RD22)20 and 14.11.2.321 RD19 (now renumbered RD14)22 

will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly 

notified.  In my opinion, the activities covered by  the restricted 

discretionary activity rule, which controls building which is visible from 

the street, and/or located between the road boundary and the main 

residential unit and/or changes the front facade, are not activities that 

warrant written approval or limited notification.  Given the matters of 

discretion that Council is able to consider in 14.9.39 when assessing an 

application made under these rules, I consider that there is a sufficient 

level of control provided to Council without requiring written approval or 

limited notification. 

                                                
12

 Revised Proposal pg.32 to 42. 
13

 Revised Proposal pg. 95 to 103. 
14

 Crown submission #2387.405; 407; 409; 409. 
15

 Revised Proposal pg.237 to 240.  
16

 Crown submission #2387.541 & 542. 
17

 An identical restricted discretionary rule applies consistently across the following four residential zones: 
Residential Suburban zone, Residential Suburban Density Transition zone, Residential Medium Density zone. 
18

 Revised Proposal pg.32 to 42. 
19

 Revised Proposal pg. 95 to 103. 
20

 Crown submission #2387.405; 407; 409; 409. 
21

 Revised Proposal pg.237 to 240.  
22

 Crown submission #2387.541 & 542. 
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5.2 While the Revised Proposal has gone some way to address the Crown's 

concerns, the following matters remain in contention:  

(a) The continued retention of Character Areas CA19 St James Ave, CA7 

Piko/Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave.  

(b) Deletion of 8.3.1.1 Table 1 – Minimum allotment sizes in Character 

Areas. 

(c) Site Density Rules 14.2.3.123 and 14.3.3.2024 and whether applying a 

site density control to a Character Area is appropriate. 

(d) The consolidation of Matters of Discretion 14.9.39.  

5.3 Before I comment on the remaining matters in contention and further 

improvements (see section 9 of my evidence), I will comment on: 

(a) aspects of the statutory framework that are relevant to the 

consideration of the Character Area provisions of the Replacement 

Plan; 

(b) the objective and policy framework of Proposal 14 as it relates to 

Character Areas; and  

(c) the Council's consideration of the use of the Character Area Overlay 

tool and its alternatives. 

5.4 I provide this review in order to determine whether there is a clear rationale 

for the approach the Council has adopted with respect to Character Areas. 

6. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK SUPPORTING CHARACTER AREA 

PROVISIONS 

6.1 I consider that there is a statutory and planning framework which establishes 

the need for the Council to have objectives, policies and rules for the 

maintenance and enhancement of amenity and character values in 

residential areas. 

6.2 Section 7 of Mr Dale's evidence provides an analysis of the statutory 

framework as it relates to the provision of social housing, which is also 

relevant to the Character Area provisions. Mr Dale also makes reference to 

his prior statutory framework analysis in his first statement of evidence for the 

                                                
23

 Revised Proposal pg.45-46. 
24

 Revised Proposal pg.121. 
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Stage 1 Residential Proposal.25 I agree with his analysis and views.  

Accordingly, I do not propose repeating the analysis provided by Mr Dale 

here.  However, there are some matters arising from the statutory framework 

relevant to the consideration of Character Areas that I wish to comment on. 

6.3 Section 7(c) of the RMA requires that, in achieving the purpose of the RMA, 

the Council must have particular regard to the maintenance and 

enhancement of amenity values in managing use and development.  It is my 

opinion that a balanced approach must be taken to ensure that the 

maintenance and enhancement of amenity values (including within character 

areas) does not override the achievement of the sustainable management 

purpose of the RMA, which includes reference to enabling people and 

communities to provide for their wellbeing. 

6.4 The Replacement Plan must give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement 2013 ("RPS").  The RPS contains a number of objectives and 

policies that address character and amenity, both within the entire region 

(which includes the greater Christchurch area) or the wider region (which are 

not relevant to greater Christchurch).  Of particular relevance are the 

following: 

(a) Policy 5.3.1 Regional Growth (Wider Region), recognises that to meet 

the region's wider growth needs, providing sustainable development 

patterns that maintain and enhance character and amenity values in 

the region's urban areas is important.  This policy is relevant to 

residential areas on Banks Peninsula. 

(b) Policy 6.3.2 Development form and urban design, recognises that 

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

natural environment are of importance along with maintaining and 

enhancing those areas of special character which are unique to the 

District26. However, Policy 6.3.2 must be balanced against RPS 

provisions which seek to enable recovery and development and 

intensification in urban areas27. 

                                                
25

 Stage 1 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale on behalf of Housing New Zealand Corporation dated 20 March 
2015, section 15.  Available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ under 
the headings "Hearing Documents", "Submitter evidence". 
26

 RPS Policy 6.3.2(1) Tūrangawaewae – the sense of place and belonging – recognition and incorporation of the 
identity of the place, the context and the core elements that comprise the place. Through context and site analysis, 
the following elements should be used to reflect the appropriateness of the development to its location: landmarks 
and features, historic heritage, the character and quality of the existing built and natural environment, historic and 
cultural markers and local stories. 
27

 RPS Policy 6.3.1 – Development within the greater Christchurch area; Policy 6.3.7 Residential location, yield 
and intensification. 
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6.5 The Replacement Plan must not be inconsistent with the Land Use Recovery 

Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone which provides direction for 

residential and business land use development to support recovery and 

rebuilding and to foster a vibrant urban environment.  Of particular relevance 

is the introduction of a Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism Area 

("CHRM"), which enables redevelopment of social housing areas at medium 

densities.  Mr Dale has commented on the relevance of CHRM areas to the 

identification of Character Areas.28 

6.6 The Statement of Expectations sets out the key outcomes anticipated for the 

Replacement Plan, such as reducing prescriptiveness, use of clear and 

concise language, the need for objectives and policies that clearly state 

outcomes, and facilitating an increase in supply of housing. 

6.7 The relevant Strategic Directions objectives are discussed in detail by Ms 

Oliver29 and Mr Dale30 in their evidence.  I agree with both experts that 

Objective 3.3.7 is of particular relevance to recognising the need for the 

maintenance and enhancement of character and amenity values and 

providing a high quality urban environment. However, this must be 

considered against other objectives that seek to enable new development, 

and in particular primary Objective 3.3.1 which focuses on enabling recovery 

and future enhancement of Christchurch. 

6.8 I agree with Mr Dale that the main consideration arising from the statutory 

framework that is relevant to the assessment of Character Areas and related 

provisions is the need to balance the maintenance and enhancement of 

amenity and character values with the need to enable people and 

communities, including future generations, to provide for their social and 

cultural well-being31. 

6.9 For example, providing for good quality living environments which retains 

special character and amenity values needs to be balanced with the ability to 

provide housing choice to meet housing needs, enable urban consolidation 

and intensification, and enable the recovery and rebuilding of greater 

Christchurch.  

6.10 To achieve this balance requires an appropriate set of thresholds or 

parameters to be developed.  These need to be clearly articulated in the 

                                                
28

 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraph 7.8. 
29

 First statement of evidence of Sarah Oliver, dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 4.7. 
30

 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale, dated 27 August 2015, section 7. 
31

 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraphs 7.3 to 7.6. 
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Replacement Plan to ensure that the level of regulation is appropriate to 

achieve the purpose of the RMA, the objectives and policies of the RPS and 

the other higher order documents. 

7. THE OBJECTIVE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK APPLYING TO 

CHARACTER AREAS 

7.1 In my opinion, the Council has provided a clear indication in the Revised 

Proposal, through Objective 14.1.432, of the need to have high quality 

residential environments.  This objective is supported by a range of policies, 

three of which are specific to character areas33.   

7.2 As mentioned in section 5 of my evidence, the Council has for the most part 

accepted the Crown's submission regarding the level of prescriptiveness, 

lack of clarity and duplication contained in the policies.  To a large extent 

these have been addressed in the Council's Revised Proposal.  However, 

some further improvements can be made, as I discuss in section 9 of my 

evidence. 

7.3 Subject to the further amendments to the policies which I discuss in section 9 

of my evidence, I consider that the objectives and policies relating to 

residential Character Areas are appropriate, clear and are consistent with 

Strategic Direction Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 3.3.7.  

8. THE CHARACTER AREA OVERLAY TOOL AND USE OF OTHER NON-

REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES TO CHARACTER AREAS  

8.1 The proposed Character Area Overlay has its origins in the Special Amenity 

Areas ("SAMs") in the Operative Christchurch City Plan ("Operative Plan").  

The section 32 report and the supporting Appendices (Appendix 19 and 20) 

prepared for Proposal 14 provide an evaluation and the Council's reasons for 

applying a Character Area Overlay.  The section 32 report supports the use 

of an overlay to provide for special character. 

8.2 Appendix 19 to the section 32 report considers a range of regulatory and 

non-regulatory methods for protecting residential character.  The Council has 

chosen to use an overlay tool as a means of managing land use change and 

subdivision to ensure that the character values are not compromised.  The 

                                                
32

 Revised Proposal pg.9. 
33

 Policies 14.1.4.4 Character of Residential Development in the Port Hills, 14.1.4.5 Character of Residential 
Development in Banks Peninsula and 14.1.4.5 Residential Character Areas in Christchurch City, Akaroa and 
Lyttelton, Revised Proposal pg. 11 – 12. 
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overlay applies to specific residential areas that contain particular character 

elements, in a coherent manner, that are considered important enough to 

protect.  The purpose of the overlay is to provide a mechanism for a 

regulatory approach to managing special character areas. 

8.3 Having regard to the evidence of Ms Schröder34 and Ms Oliver35, it appears 

that there are a range of non-regulatory alternatives available to manage 

character areas, including design guides, education and community 

engagement and voluntary community management. 

8.4 The Council considered three management options36 when preparing 

Proposal 14 and preferred a single management option rather than tailoring a 

management approach to each individual Character Area. 

8.5 The Council chose to adopt Option 1 which was considered to most 

efficiently achieve the resource management objective of the retention and 

management of residential character and amenity values in the District37. The 

Council considered that Option 1 provides the appropriate balance to 

manage character values in Christchurch City, Akaroa and Lyttelton, while 

meeting the intent of Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 Urban growth, form 

and design, including reducing the potential risk of compromising character 

values.  

8.6 I agree with Ms Schröder's analysis and the conclusion of Ms Oliver38 that 

managing character areas through rules in the Replacement Plan controlling 

land-use and subdivision is the most effective method to achieve policies 

relating to character and amenity, provided they are only focused on areas 

that have a high level of integrity in terms of character value. 

8.7 I consider that the Character Area Overlay approach as presented in 

Proposal 14 provides an appropriate level of regulatory control (Restricted 

Discretionary Activity) and will not result in more prescriptive consenting 

requirements when compared to the current Operative Plan requirements, 

which is a relevant consideration in the Statement of Expectations. 

                                                
34

 Statement of evidence of Josephine Schröder, dated 18 August 2015, section 6, pages 17-20. 
35

 Second statement of evidence of Sarah Oliver, dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 8.4. 
36

 The three management options considered by Council were:  
Option 1 – regulatory, multi-criteria approach - the use of a restricted discretionary activity rule accompanied by 
statutory or non-statutory design guidelines (the approach in the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan) 
Option 2 – regulatory, matter specific approach (the approach in the Operative Christchurch City Plan). 
Option 3 – education and advocacy - non-regulatory techniques such as community driven management plans, 
brochures and non-statutory design guidelines. 
37

 Statement of evidence of Josephine Schröder, dated 18 August 2015, at paragraphs 6.3, 6.8. 
38

 Second statement of evidence of Sarah Oliver, dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 8.4. 
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8.8 I also support the Council's approach of providing non-statutory design 

guides.  However while I consider that regulatory controls do need to be 

supplemented with design guides, any design guide needs to be specific to a 

particular character area. This would assist property owners, architects and 

developers to clearly understand what elements need to be protected and 

how this could be achieved. 

9. REMAINING MATTERS OF CONTENTION  

9.1 As mentioned at paragraph 5.2 above, there are four outstanding matters of 

contention between the Crown and the Council as they relate to Character 

Areas.  I discuss these below. 

Retention of Character Areas CA19 St James Ave (Category 2), CA7 

Piko/Shand Crescent (Category 1) and CA29 Auburn Ave (Category 1) 

9.2 The Crown's submission requests that all Category 2 Character Areas be 

deleted on the basis that these areas are not considered to be unique or 

special when compared to other residential areas in Christchurch.  Except for 

one Category 2 Area (CA19 St James), the Council has adopted the Crown's 

submission and deleted all Category 2 Character Areas. 

9.3 Ms Schröder recommends that CA19 - St James be retained as a Character 

Area as she considers that the area has a level of integrity which supports its 

inclusion in the Character Areas Overlay39.  However, Mr Field does not 

agree, due to the incoherence of built character and the discontinuous street 

tree planting40.  While it is not within my area of expertise to offer my own 

opinion on the appropriate threshold for defining Character Areas, I note that 

the Statement of Expectations directs Council to reduce prescriptiveness 

where possible.  Therefore if the Character Area Overlay is not warranted in 

reliance on Mr Field's evidence, then CA19 should be deleted. 

9.4 The continued retention of CA7 Piko/Shand Crescent and CA29 Auburn Ave 

is of concern to the Corporation. This matter is discussed in Mr Dale's 

evidence41.  I defer to Mr Dale's expert opinion on this matter.   

Delete 8.3.1.1 Table 1 – Minimum allotment sizes in Character Areas 

                                                
39

 Statement of evidence of Josephine Schröder, dated 18 August 2015, at paragraph 7.35. 
40

 Statement of evidence of William Field, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraphs 7.9 to 7.10. 
41

 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale, dated 27 August 2015, section 6. 
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9.5 The notified version of Stage 2 Proposal 8 (Subdivision) imposes minimum 

allotment sizes that are specific to Character Areas, which differ from the 

minimum allotment size that applies to the underlying residential zone. 

9.6 The Crown's submission on Proposal 8 (Subdivision) requested that either 

the Character Area specific minimum allotment sizes be deleted, or that a 

review of the proposed allotment sizes be undertaken to address the 

distinctive characteristics of each Character Area. 

9.7 Mr Field has addressed the implications of imposing minimum allotment sizes 

in Character Areas42 and considers that if the underlying zone minimum lot 

size does not adversely affect the Character Area then a Character Area 

specific minimum allotment size is not necessary. 

9.8 Mr Field considers that further testing of appropriate minimum allotment sizes 

for each individual Character Areas is appropriate and I concur with his 

recommendation.  I understand that minimum allotment sizes will be 

considered further at the Stage 2 Subdivision proposal hearing. 

Site Density Rules 14.2.3.1 and 14.3.3.20 and whether applying a site density 

control to a Character Area is appropriate 

9.9 Rule 14.2.3.143 Site Density (Residential Suburban Zone and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone) requires a lower density than the 

underlying zone (eg. greater minimum net site area required per unit).  For 

example the permitted site density in the Residential Suburban zone is 

450m2  but where a site is within the Christchurch City Character Area 

Overlay the site density is 600m2.  

9.10 Similarly Rule 14.3.3.2044 (applicable to the Residential Medium Density 

Zone) introduces a minimum site density requirement for residential units in 

the Christchurch City Character Area Overlay of a minimum net site area of 

400m2.  Outside a Character Area Overlay, the permitted site density in the 

Residential Medium Density zone can vary depending on the site area; for 

example, for allotments over 900m2, not less than one residential unit per 

330m2 is permitted45. 

9.11 I understand that the intention of applying a more onerous site density 

requirement is to reflect the existing pattern of subdivision in residential areas 

                                                
42

 Statement of evidence of William Field, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraphs 8.19 to 8.25. 
43

 Revised Proposal pg.45-46. 
44

 Revised Proposal pg.121. 
45

 Revised Proposal p.120 – Rule 14.3.3.15. 
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subject to the Character Area Overlay and ensure the distinctive form and 

qualities of some Character Areas are maintained.  I agree with the Crown's 

submission that the rationale for this additional site density control has not 

been well articulated by Council in the section 32 report. Therefore it is 

difficult to understand whether these rules are appropriate to apply to an area 

subject to the Character Area Overlay.  

9.12 The more restrictive site density may not necessarily be reflective of the 

prevailing character of all areas in the underlying residential zone that are 

subject to a Character Area Overlay. This has potential implications on the 

future development of sites subject to the Character Area Overlay and in 

particular on land owned by the Corporation.  The impact of the site density 

requirement on the Corporation's land is addressed by the evidence of Mr 

Maurice Dale.46 

Consolidation of Matters of Discretion 14.9.3.9 

9.13 Assessment matters applying to activities within a Character Area Overlay 

that do not comply with the activity standards are provided in 14.9.3947 

Character Area Overlays. 

9.14 I agree with the Crown's submission that the assessment matters in 14.9.39 

do not adequately address the values that were being sought to be protected 

or make reference back to any technical report or document which outlines 

these values.  The Crown also opposed the number and prescriptiveness of 

design controls in the matters of discretion and sought a consolidation of 

these assessment matters, supported by design guidelines sitting outside the 

Replacement Plan.  

9.15 It is my opinion that the matters of discretion are too prescriptive.  I consider 

that there is an opportunity for some of the matters to be consolidated, and 

made relevant to the potential effects that have been considered by the 

consent requirement.  In my opinion this would improve the clarity and focus 

of the provisions.  

9.16 I note that Mr Field48 supports the rationalisation of the matters of discretion 

(refer Expert Conferencing Statement – Character Areas), and he considers 

that assessment matter 14.9.39 could be further simplified to key principles, 

with details being provided in design guidelines.  I support Mr Field's 

                                                
46

 Statement of evidence of Maurice Dale, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraphs 6.7 to 6.9. 
47

 Revised Proposal pg.202-203. 
48

 Statement of evidence of William Field, dated 27 August 2015, at paragraphs 7.13 to 7.18. 
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recommendation, as this will ensure improved clarity for the assessment 

matters applying to character areas, will reduce prescriptiveness and will be 

in accordance with the Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.2.  A suggested 

amendment to 14.9.39 to address the issues I have raised is attached in 

Appendix B. 

10. CONCLUSION 

10.1 The relief sought by the Crown's submission with respect to Character Areas 

can be summarised as: 

(a) Ensuring plan provisions that address character are clear and concise. 

(b) That the level of complexity is reduced and duplication of provisions is 

removed in order to improve usability in accordance with the Statement 

of Expectations. 

(c) That the Category 2 Character Areas be deleted.  

(d) That the Character Area Overlays applying to the Corporation's 

landholdings be deleted. 

10.2 I consider that a high level of agreement has now been reached between the 

Crown and Council, with many of the matters raised in the Crown's 

submission now addressed.  However, there continue to be some matters 

which the Crown considers remain in contention.   

10.3 It is my opinion that if these matters in contention are addressed as 

requested by the Crown, then the provisions contained within Proposal 14 

that relate to maintaining and enhancing character within identified areas of 

the District will be improved through the application of an appropriate set of 

policies and rules.  This will also achieve the purpose of the RMA, the 

objectives and policies of the RPS and other higher order documents, in 

particular the Statement of Expectations, in terms of reducing 

prescriptiveness, use of clear and concise language and containing 

objectives and policies that clearly state outcomes.   

 

Helen Anderson 

27 August 2015  
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APPENDIX A 

DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO 
 
(a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; 

(b) Recovery Strategy for greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha;  

(c) The Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone; 

(d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations; 

(e) The decision of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015;   

(f) The Council's revised version of Proposal 14 dated 24 August 2015 (and an 

earlier iterations dated 19 August and 11 August 2015); 

(g) The Council's section 32 report as notified on 2 May 2015;   

(h) Appendix 19 - Background Report on Character Areas to the Council's 

section 32 report; 

(i) Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments" to 

the Council's section 32 report for Proposal 14;   

(j) The Crown's submission, dated 15 June 2015, on Proposal 14 as it relates 

to Character areas;49  

(k) The Crown's further submission on Proposal 14 dated 13 July 2015;50 

(l) The expert conferencing report on amenity and character dated 14 August 

2015; and 

(m) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013. 

 
 
  

                                                
49

 In particular pages 139 to 180 of the Crown's submission.   
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APPENDIX B 

 
Suggested Amendment to Matters of Discretion 14.9.39 Residential 
Character Overlays 
 
 
a. Area Context 
Whether development recognises the distinctive landforms, landscape setting and 
development patterns of the character area in respect to: 

i. retaining and enhancing the areas' natural features; 
ii. integrating with the existing pattern and grain of subdivision and 

building; 
iii. the extent and scale of vegetation retained and/or provided; 
iv. the relationship with adjoining sites and buildings, particularly in respect 

to heritage values; 
v. the visual coherence of the area. 

 
b. Site Character and Street Interface 
Whether the development complements the residential character and enhances 
the amenity of the character area by: 

i. providing a balance of open space to buildings across the site 
consistent with the surrounding sites within the block, and to a lesser 
extent, the wider area; 

ii. providing a front yard building setback which is consistent with the 
overall depth and pattern of the Character Area, and in particular with 
other sites within the street; 

iii. retaining the front yard for outdoor living, open space, tree and garden 
planting,  

iv. avoiding the location of vehicle access, parking, and garaging within the 
front yard, or where it visually dominates the streetscene; 

v. having low height or no fencing on the street frontage; 
vi. enabling visual interaction between the residential unit and the street; 

and 
vii. orientating the building on the site to face the street. 

 
c. Built Character 
Whether the development supports the residential built character values of the 
character area in regard to: 

i. the scale and form of the building; 
ii. the predominance of hip and gable roofs and the avoidance of flat or 

monopitch roofs; 
iii. architectural detailing including features such as verandas, materials, 

window and main door design and placement; 
iv. providing a front entry, where applicable, and it's prominence within the 

streetscape; 
v. Complementary and compatible (but not repetitive or replicated) 

building design; 
vi. The recognition of heritage values of adjacent buildings. 

 
d. Design Guidelines 
Whether the development has been designed with consideration given to the 
applicable Residential Character Area Overlay Design Guideline. 
 
e. Akaroa and Lyttelton 
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In addition to the matters listed above, in respect to Akaroa and Lyttelton character 
areas, whether the development: 

i. retains important views from public places; 
ii. reduces the potential for visual dominance of the development when 

viewed from elsewhere within the viewing catchment; 
iii. responding through the use of the landscape at the street interface to 

the existing informality or formality of the streetscape; 
iv. retains residential buildings, including accessory buildings, that were 

built prior to 1945 and/or that contribute to the architectural traditions 
and character values; 

v. reflects the small scale and simple forms of residential building; and 
vi. recognises any heritage values adjacent and opposite to the 

development. 
 
 


