
 

 

Barristers and Solicitors 
Christchurch 
 
Solicitor Acting:  Cedric Carranceja / Jenna Silcock 

Email:  cedric.carranceja@buddlefindlay.com / jenna.silcock@buddlefindlay.com 
Tel 64 3 379 1747  Fax 64 3 379 5659  PO Box 322  DX WX11135  Christchurch 8140 
 
Counsel Acting:  Paul Radich QC 

Tel 64 4 974 5951  Fax 64 4 974 5955  PO Box 10731  Wellington 6143 
 

BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
HEARINGS PANEL 
 
 
 
 
IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014 

AND Stage 2 of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF WILLIAM HEMMING FIELD  

ON BEHALF OF THE CROWN (SUBMITTER #2387) 
 

STAGE 2 – PROPOSAL 14: RESIDENTIAL (PART)  
 

Character and amenity – Character Areas and Residential Conservation Zone 
 

Dated 27 August 2015 
 

 
 



 

 

  Page 1 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................. 2 
2. CODE OF CONDUCT ...................................................................................... 3 
3. SCOPE ............................................................................................................ 3 
4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................. 4 
5. IDENTIFICATION AND PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER AREAS 5 
6. REVIEW OF THE COUNCIL'S CHARACTER ASSESSMENT APPROACH .... 7 
7. CROWN'S SUBMISSION AND FURTHER SUBMISSION ............................... 9 
8. HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION SITES ..................................... 13 
ATTACHMENT A  QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE ................................ 20 
ATTACHMENT B – CHARACTER AREAS CA7 AND CA29 MAPS ...................... 21 
ATTACHMENT C  CA19 - ST JAMES AVENUE ................................................ 22 
 



 

 

  Page 2 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is William Hemming Field.  I am a Principal and Landscape 

Architect at Boffa Miskell Limited, a national firm of consulting landscape 

architects, planners, cultural advisors, ecologists and urban designers.  I 

have been in this position since December 1997. 

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first 

statement of evidence dated 23 May 2015 was provided on behalf of Calder 

Stewart Industries Limited at the Commercial and Industrial Hearing.1  That 

evidence addressed the boundary landscape setback provisions for the Sir 

James Wattie Drive and South West Hornby areas in the Industrial Heavy 

Zone.  While I continue to support the views contained in my first statement 

of evidence, the matters I covered in that evidence are unrelated to the 

matters I cover in this statement of evidence. 

1.3 My qualifications and experience are set out at paragraph 2 of my first 

statement of evidence.  I provide further details of my qualifications and 

relevant past experience in Attachment A to this evidence. 

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

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide evidence on urban design and 

amenity matters in relation to the proposed Character Areas ("Character 

Areas") and related provisions in Proposal 14 – Residential (Stage 2) 

("Proposal 14").  I have also been asked to provide evidence on the 

revised Character Area Overlay and associated provisions for Akaroa and 

Lyttelton.  

1.5 I undertook site visits to each of the proposed Character Areas within 

Christchurch city on 5, 7 and 9 August 2015.  Although I did not visit 

Lyttelton and Akaroa as part of preparing this evidence, I am familiar with 

the residential areas of these townships from previous site visits.  I also 

attended expert conferencing on Thursday 7 August 2015 with Ms 

Josephine Schröder for the Council. 

                                                
1
 Statement of Evidence of William Hemming Field, dated 23 May 2015 – Available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-industrial-to-be-heard-together/ 
under the heading "Submitter evidence". 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-15-commercial-and-chapter-16-industrial-to-be-heard-together/
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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. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence comments on the following matters:  

(a) The identification and purpose of residential Character Areas. 

(b) The Council's approach to the assessment of Character Areas. 

(c) The appropriateness of amendments sought in relation to Character 

Areas in the Crown's submission and further submission. 

(d) The following areas of concern to Housing New Zealand 

Corporation ("the Corporation"):  

(i) CA32 Emmett Street, Shirley;  

(ii) CA29 Auburn Ave, Riccarton;  

(iii) CA7 Piko/Shand, Riccarton; and  

(iv) CA8 Tika Street, Riccarton. 

(e) Amendments to Heritage Values in Residential Areas of Lyttelton 

and Akaroa. 

3.2 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the following documents in so far 

as they are relevant to Character Areas: 

(a) Appendix 19 – "Background Report on Character Areas" to the 

Council's section 32 report for Proposal 14.  The report was 
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prepared in September 2014 by Ms Schrӧder and Ms Sarah Oliver, 

Strategy and Planning Group at Christchurch City Council. 

(b) Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas 

Assessments" to the Council's section 32 report for Proposal 14 and 

the Phase 2 report ("the Beca Assessments").2  These reports 

were prepared by Beca Ltd for the Council.   

(c) The Crown's submission and further submission on Proposal 14 

dated 15 June 2015 and 13 July 2015 respectively. 

(d) The Council's revised Statement of Issues for the Proposal dated 

11 August 2015, particularly Issues 10 to 13.  

(e) The Council's revised version of Proposal 14 dated 24 August 2015 

("24 August Proposal"). 

3.3 I have also read the evidence of Ms Schröder and Ms Oliver for the Council 

dated 18 August 2015 and the evidence of Ms Helen Anderson and Mr 

Maurice Dale for the Crown dated 27 August 2015.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In summary, I consider that Character Areas are an important overlay to be 

included in the Replacement Plan, and that the Beca Assessments have  

provided a sound and methodical basis for the review of the previous 

Special Amenity Areas ("SAMs") in the Operative Christchurch City Plan 

("Operative Plan").  The section 32 analysis is however deficient in its 

discussion about the inclusion of Category 2 Character Areas in the 

Replacement Plan.  The position of the Council's experts (Ms Oliver and Ms 

Schrӧder) in their evidence is that the Category 2 Character Areas should 

be removed from the Replacement Plan, which I support.  I also support the 

inclusion of all Category 1 Character Areas with the exception of CA19, and 

parts of CA7 and CA29 facing onto Riccarton Road.   

4.2 Ms Schrӧder is seeking to include CA19 – St James Avenue (notified as a 

Category 2 area) as a Category 1 area.  I do not support this inclusion.  Ms 

Schrӧder is also recommending that CA2 and 3 be amalgamated as one 

Category 1 area with the inclusion of some previously unidentified new sites 

along Tennyson Street.  I support this recommendation. 

                                                
2
 The Phase 2 report is the assessment annexed to Josephine Schröder's evidence as Attachment C.   
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4.3 I support the Council's consolidation of policies and matters of discretion 

relating to the Character Area Overlays for Christchurch, Lyttelton and 

Akaroa, and the proposal to reference design guidelines for individual 

Character Areas as part of the Replacement Plan.  However, I consider that 

further consolidation of policies and assessment matters could occur to 

address duplication and to provide clarity.   

5. IDENTIFICATION AND PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER 

AREAS 

5.1 According to the Council's section 32 report, Character Areas are intended 

to: 

(a) recognise individual elements and resulting character of each area, 

and allow for management of the area as a whole; 

(b) manage the collection of features, buildings and places to avoid the 

incremental loss of character values; 

(c) provide the ability to manage redevelopment of properties and 

elements within a character area which do not currently contribute to 

the character values; and 

(d) recognise the importance of the setting, surroundings and context of 

distinctive residential environments.3  

5.2 The Beca Assessments undertake a character assessment of 16 of the 

SAMs outside of the Central City that are currently identified in the 

Operative Plan.  The purpose of the character assessment was to identify 

whether the SAMs remain distinctive with a residential character worthy of 

retention, particularly in response to potential residential character change 

caused by the Canterbury earthquakes.4 

5.3 My understanding and experience of character assessments is that they are 

often a two stage process.  The first stage is to describe a defined area in 

terms of combinations of biophysical (biotic and abiotic) elements such as 

trees and other vegetation, habitats, waterways, soils and geology; and 

cultural factors such as buildings and structures, roads, land use patterns, 

and historical and cultural features.  This descriptive process assists with 

                                                
3
 Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments" to the Council's section 32 report for 

Proposal 14, at page 4. 
4
 Ibid. 
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understanding what makes an area distinctive or unique, or not.  The 

second stage of the process is evaluating the cohesiveness and 

distinctiveness of areas in terms of their recognisable contribution to 

amenity values.  The Beca Assessments have undertaken this two stage 

process using an integrated methodology. 

5.4 I support the intent of recognising and managing Character Areas as 

described above where areas have a strong, identifiable and appreciable 

character.  In my opinion, Character Areas and related provisions can be 

used to provide for the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values, 

which is a matter that particular regard must be had to under section 7(c) of 

the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA").  Character Areas can 

contribute to peoples' appreciation of "pleasantness" and "aesthetic 

coherence" through having special combinations of residential elements 

that create a clear and appreciable character.   

5.5 Under the RMA definition of 'amenity values',5 the notions of "aesthetic 

coherence" and "pleasantness" assist with evaluating areas to determine 

their degree of special characteristics.  In my view, the term 'aesthetic' 

refers to notions of 'beauty' and formal composition; however, in a broader 

sense, it also includes expressions of underlying past values, ideologies 

and philosophies of a person or community that have contributed to the 

formation of a place or area.  The term 'coherence' refers to the clear and 

consistent legibility of character elements.  The evaluation of special 

character requires an ability to interpret and appreciate particular 

combinations of character elements within an area.  In my opinion, an 

evaluation can occur through expert analysis, and/or through perception 

studies of shared and recognised appreciation of the character of an area. 

5.6 In my opinion, a Character Area should be of high amenity and/or have 

qualities that are of special interest or uniqueness.  The proposed 

Character Areas should coherently express a character that adds very 

noticeably to a local sense of place and identity, and to peoples' shared 

appreciation of an area. 

5.7 However, Character Areas are not necessarily areas of historic heritage 

importance.  The concept of 'maturity' as a criteria for assessing Character 

Areas is important and useful.  Areas with maturity are those that have an 

established character through old or established elements such as period 

                                                
5
 See section 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 
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architecture, established street trees and gardens, and a scale and form 

consistent with a particular historical design rationale.  Areas exhibiting 

these characteristics tend to also have developed a strong sense of identity 

if the coherence of these factors has not been eroded over time. 

5.8 In paragraph 9.5 of Ms Oliver's 'Strategic Overview' evidence, she points 

out that the assessment of historic heritage 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".  This 

approach is also reiterated in paragraph 4.19 of her second statement of 

evidence, where she states that "the Stage 1 Policy 14.1.5.6 Heritage 

values in residential areas of Lyttelton and Akaroa is more appropriately 

representative of character values rather than heritage values".  Similarly, 

Ms Schröder explains, in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.4 of her evidence, her view 

that character values and historic heritage values are separate matters.  I 

agree with Ms Oliver and Ms Schröder that character values and heritage 

values should be assessed separately.  In my opinion, the criteria and 

thresholds for determining their significance are different.  Accordingly, I 

have no concerns with heritage matters being dealt with as a separate 

matter in a different Proposal.   

6. REVIEW OF THE COUNCIL'S CHARACTER ASSESSMENT APPROACH 

6.1 As part of my evidence I have reviewed the approach taken in the Beca 

Assessments.  I have not reviewed the methodology used in the original 

assessment of the SAMs identified in the Operative Plan.   

6.2 The Beca Assessments firstly undertook a desktop study of the 16 

prioritised SAMs outside the Central City.  An extensive list of landscape 

and built form elements, including positive and negative contributing factors, 

was produced.  This list, combined with GIS information, was then used to 

assist with on-site assessments.6  From this information gathering process, 

area descriptions and evaluations were prepared with recommendations for 

maintaining, or not, particular Character Areas.  In my opinion, this 

approach is consistent with my understanding of a character assessment. 

                                                
6
 Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments" to the Council's section 32 report for 

Proposal 14, at pages 9-12. 
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6.3 The evaluation stage involved classifying each site as "primary", 

"contributory", "neutral" or "intrusive"7.  If over 80% of sites were deemed to 

be primary or contributory to the character of a SAM, they were considered 

to have sufficient integrity and cohesiveness to be retained.  On the basis of 

this approach, the Beca Assessments recommended that some areas that 

the Operative Plan identified as SAMs be deleted, extended or reduced in 

size for the purpose of identifying Character Areas in Proposal 14.8  

However, the notified version of Proposal 14 identified and included 

'Category 2' Character Areas, some of which the Beca Assessments 

recommended be deleted, in full or part, or excluded from Character Area 

identification. 

6.4 A Stage 2 study of the remainder of the 9 SAMs was subsequently 

undertaken in June 2015 using the same methodology.  This study is 

Attachment C to Ms Schröder's evidence. 

Proposed Replacement Plan Provisions for Character Areas 

6.5 The Beca Assessments do not support having two categories of Character 

Area overlays.  However, as noted above, the notified version of 

Proposal 14 contains two Character Area overlays called 'Category 1' and 

'Category 2'.  I have not been able to find any section 32 analysis to support 

this approach.  It appears that areas which the Beca Assessments 

recommended be deleted from being categorised as a Character Area have 

been broadly classified as 'Category 2' without any further analysis or 

explanation.  I understand from the evidence of Ms Oliver and Ms Schroder 

that the Category 2 Character Areas were added to Proposal 14 despite 

neither supporting their inclusion.9 

6.6 The notified version of Proposal 14 gives 'Category 1' Character Areas 

higher importance, with restricted discretionary resource consent 

applications required from landowners for property modifications using 

assessment matters to guide and assess applications.  'Category 2' 

Character Areas were covered by a suite of rules (built form standards, plus 

the assessment matters if a consent was required).  The notation on the 

relevant Stage 2 Planning Maps describes that "The Category 2 Character 

                                                
7
 Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments" to the Council's section 32 report for 

Proposal 14, page 4. 
8 
Appendix 20 – "Christchurch Suburban Character Areas Assessments" to the Council's section 32 report for 

Proposal 14, Appendix 1.
 

9
 Evidence of Sarah Oliver "Strategic Overview" dated 18 August 2015 at paragraphs 9.7 to 9.9; evidence of 

Josephine Schroder dated 18 August 2015 at paragraphs 5.19 to 5.24.   
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Area contains landscape and built form character values and has a 

moderate level of integrity in terms of character value.  Category 2 

Character Areas manage specific urban landscape matters under the Built 

Form Standards".  

6.7 On Sunday 9 August I undertook site visits around all of the proposed 

Character Areas in Christchurch City to broadly assess the character 

thresholds between the Category 1 and 2 areas.  In summary, I concluded 

that: 

(a) All Category 2 areas should be deleted. 

(b) All Category 1 areas should be included with some boundary 

adjustments to CA7 – Shand Crescent, and CA29 – Auburn Avenue 

along Riccarton Road.  An additional section of sites along 

Tennyson Street should be included as part of combined CA2/3.   

6.8 I provide the reasons for my conclusions below.   

7. CROWN'S SUBMISSION AND FURTHER SUBMISSION 

7.1 Below I provide my comments in relation to the Crown's general submission 

points on plan provisions for Character Areas.  I comment on matters of 

specific interest to the Corporation later in my evidence. 

Amendments to Policy 14.1.5.6 – 'Heritage Values in residential areas of 

Lyttelton and Akaroa'10 

7.2 The Crown's submission sought various amendments to Policy 14.1.5.6 

which, as notified, sought to conserve historic heritage values of identified 

areas in Lyttelton and Akaroa.   

7.3 The Council's 24 August Proposal has modified and renumbered this policy 

(now 14.1.4.5 – Residential Character Areas in Christchurch City, Akaroa 

and Lyttelton) so that it now seeks to maintain character values, instead of 

conserving historic heritage values. In my opinion, the 24 August revised 

version of the policy covers the key considerations for maintaining character 

values in residential areas.  I support the policy amendment.  I also 

consider that it would be beneficial if further explanation of character values 

is provided through area specific design guidelines that sit outside of the 

Replacement Plan, with the role of such guidelines being to encourage 

                                                
10

 Crown Stage 2 submission, at pages 142. 



 

 

  Page 10 

appropriate context-based design solutions, rather than being a prescriptive 

checklist.   

Delete Category 2 Character Areas11  

7.4 The Crown's submission has requested that Category 2 overlays be 

deleted, or that a rationale for their inclusion be given.   

7.5 I discussed the Category 2 Character Areas at expert conferencing with Ms 

Schrӧder for the Council, having regard to the analysis undertaken by 

Council officers and the Beca Assessments.  I agree with Ms Schrӧder and 

Ms Oliver that there should be no Category 2 Character Areas identified in 

the Replacement Plan.  In my opinion, all Category 2 Character Areas 

should be deleted.  As noted in the Expert Conferencing Statement, the 

Category 2 Character Areas are difficult to differentiate from adjacent and 

other established residential neighbourhoods of Christchurch and should 

not be afforded additional protection.12  I consider that Character Areas 

should have a high degree of distinguishable character that adds very 

noticeably to a local sense of place and identity, and peoples' shared 

appreciation of an area. 

7.6 Subsequent to expert conferencing Ms Schröder has recommended that 

two more areas be included as Category 1 Character Areas.  These areas 

include part of CA19 – St James Avenue (previously Category 2), and the 

amalgamation of CA2 and CA3 including new sites along Tennyson Street 

(between Norwood Street and Eastern Terrace). These sites on Tennyson 

Street were not previously identified in the Beca Assessments or on the 

notified planning maps as Category 1 or 2.   

7.7 The Tennyson Street properties were addressed in Submission #2451 

(Dysart).  Ms Schröder and I reviewed the Tennyson Street properties 

separately after conferencing and agreed through the preparation of the 

Expert Conferencing Statement that they should be included as a 

Category 1 Character Area due to their cohesive character.   

7.8 Ms Schröder and I also reviewed CA19 - St James Avenue, which 

submission #2002 (McGammon) sought to be included in a Character Area.  

In paragraph 7.35 of Ms Schröder's evidence, she recommends including 

this area based on the Beca Assessments findings and her site visit.  Ms 

                                                
11

 Crown Stage 2 submission, at pages 143 to 144. 
12

 Expert Conferencing Statement dated 13 August 2015, at paragraph 3.1(a). 
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Schröder acknowledges that CA19 is "of less significance on the spectrum 

of character values" than other Category 1 Character Areas.   

7.9 I have reviewed the Beca Assessments and note that they acknowledge 

that CA19 has a diversity in setbacks, architectural styles (except at the 

southern end on the western side of the Avenue), variety of boundary 

treatments, and garages facing the street on 40% of the properties13.  The 

Beca Assessments' recommendation is to retain the southern end of St 

James Avenue as a Character Area – See Attachment C to my evidence.   

7.10 Based on my site visit earlier this month, my view is that the St James 

Avenue area displays a mixture of architectural styles as well as 

discontinuous street trees that reduce in scale and species-type 

approximately halfway along the Avenue.  In my opinion, the overall 

impression of the Avenue is that it is attractive; however, it does not display 

a strong distinguishable coherence of character elements sufficient to meet 

the threshold of a Category 1 area.    

Amend 14.1.5.8 Policy – Residential Character Areas14 

7.11 The notified version of Policy 14.1.5.8 identifies a range of assessment 

matters which inform the special character values that are sought to be 

maintained and enhanced.  The Crown's submission requests that the 

assessment matters be reduced to the following points: 

(a) The distinctive form and qualities of the area including its 

streetscape and buildings; and 

(b) The continuity or coherence of the character. 

7.12 In my opinion, the matters informing Character Areas should be reduced to 

those that cover the broad principles of maintaining the character of the 

context.  I agree with Ms Anderson's suggested wording for an 

amalgamated policy, as proposed in her evidence.  The Council's 24 

August Proposal has incorporated Ms Anderson's suggested wording for an 

amalgamated policy and rationalised the elements to 5 points15. I support 

these changes as the revised policy now covers key considerations for 

assessing applications.   

                                                
13

 Appendix 20 to the Council's section 32 report for the Stage 2 Residential Proposal, page 19. 
14

 Crown Stage 2 submission, at pages 143 to 144. 
15

 Council’s revised version of Proposal 14 dated 24 August 2015, page 12. 
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Clarify 14.9.39 Matters of Discretion  

7.13 The assessment matters for developments within Character Areas are set 

out in clause 14.9.39 'Residential Character Areas Overlays'.  The Crown's 

submission requests that clause 14.9.36 be supported by reference to a 

technical document explaining the characteristics of each Character Area, 

and design guidelines sitting outside of the Replacement Plan. 

7.14 I agree with the Crown's submission that a technical document should be 

referenced in the Replacement Plan and be consistent with the Character 

Area boundary lines shown on planning maps.  The Character Area 

descriptions and evaluations are relevant as background technical 

information and would assist designers, applicants and consent authorities 

to understand how the character values were identified.  Furthermore, the 

preparation of 'user-friendly' design guidelines with graphic illustrations of 

appropriate design solutions, including such elements as materials, colours, 

building forms and details, site layout options, and gardens, would further 

explain how the character values of an area can be translated into design 

proposals.  From my observations of the proposed Character Areas, it 

occurred to me that some design guidelines could be prepared that 

generically cover a group of Character Areas with additional detail relating 

to specific characteristics of particular areas.  

7.15 I have also reviewed the assessment matters in clause 14.9.39 in the 

Council's 24 August Proposal and consider that there is potential for further 

consolidation of matters. 

7.16 In my opinion, assessment matter 14.9.39(b)(vi) "enabling visual interaction 

between the residential unit and the street", should be deleted.  This is 

covered by assessment matter 14.9.39(b)(vii) "orienting the building on the 

site to face the street".  Visual interaction is an activity which contributes to 

strong neighbourhood and crime prevention principles but, in my opinion, is 

not necessarily a residential characteristic attributable to all Character 

Areas.  For example, some hill sites have minimal visual interaction with 

streets due to sloped landforms and views. 

7.17 Under 'Built Character', assessment matter 14.9.39(c)(ii) "the predominance 

of hip and gable roofs and the avoidance of flat or monopitch roof", could 

also be deleted.   In my opinion, this is covered by assessment matter 

14.9.39(c)(i) "the scale and form of the building".  In my opinion, the form of 
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a building includes the roof design.  Similarly, assessment matter 

14.9.39(c)(iv) could be incorporated into assessment matter 14.9.39(c)(iii) 

to read: 

architectural detailing including features such as verandas, materials, 

window and main door design and placement.   

7.18 In my opinion, the consolidation of these assessment matters would assist 

with simplifying the matters for consideration.  Further design details that 

specifically relate to particular character areas can be addressed through 

design guidelines. 

8. HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION SITES  

8.1 Four Character Areas in the notified version of Proposal 14 contain sites 

owned by the Corporation.  The Crown's submission requests the deletion 

of the entire areas of CA7, CA8, CA29, and CA32 to enable future 

development flexibility for accommodating changing future housing needs, 

including community housing.16   

8.2 On Wednesday 5 August 2015, I visited these Character Areas and read 

the Beca Assessments in respect of these areas. I comment on each of 

these Character Areas below. 

CA7 Piko Crescent and Shand Crescent, Riccarton 

8.3 CA7 has been shown in the Replacement Plan as a Category 1 Character 

Area.  Within CA7, the Corporation has sites located as shown in the map 

attached as Attachment B to my evidence. 

8.4 My assessment of the character of CA7 broadly agrees with the findings of 

the Beca Assessments.  The curved symmetrical layout of relatively narrow 

carriageways (compared to other parts of suburban Christchurch in the 

vicinity) and the pedestrian linked generous park network are primary 

contributors to the character of this area.  Dwellings are predominantly 

1940s state house character of modest sizes, typically weatherboard and 

brick cladding, tiled cabled and pitched roofs, and with a generous 

proportion of garden to building ratio.  Gardens are mixed in character with 

no or low to high frontage fences with dense to minimal planting.  Variety 

                                                
16

 Crown Stage 2 submission, at pages 177 to 178. 
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exists within the area in terms of occasional empty lots, garages in front 

garden areas, new dwellings, and mixed garden characters. 

 

View looking west down Riccarton Road showing empty sites on the corner within CA7 and the mixed 

character of Riccarton Road 

 

 

View looking eastward down Riccarton Road showing sites (vegetated area) within CA7 and the mixed 

character of Riccarton Road. 

8.5 In my opinion, the CA7 area has an underlying distinctive character in terms 

of the road, open space, lot layout and coherent scale of dwellings.  Having 

also visited surrounding streets not identified as part of CA7, it appeared to 

me that the tight street crescent, parks and pedestrian network in the CA7 

area distinguishes it from other surrounding state housing areas.   

8.6 For the above reasons, I support the inclusion of CA7 as a Category 1 

Character Area.  However, I consider that the properties at 219 to 225 

Riccarton Road, which are located at the western end of Shand Crescent, 



 

 

  Page 15 

should be removed from CA7 due to these sections being empty (buildings 

demolished) and being predominantly part of the streetscape of Riccarton 

Road.   

8.7 The properties at 219 to 225 Riccarton Road are identified on Map 1 in 

Attachment B to my evidence. Map 1 shows that this cluster of properties 

make up a dual corner site facing onto Riccarton Road on the northern tip 

of CA7.  As I understand, at the time the Beca Assessments were carried 

out, a two storeyed, four unit state housing block was located on this site.  

This has now been demolished and the site is empty with only boundary 

plantings remaining.  This site faces onto three different street frontages, 

one of which is part of CA7.  The character of CA7 is not continuous around 

this site.   

8.8 The site has the largest frontage onto Riccarton Road which is a busy, 

mixed character road with commercial buildings and car parking, low and 

medium density residential buildings, accommodation activities, and some 

green space areas.  This location is also near Riccarton Mall – a 'Key 

Activity Centre', Church Corner/Bush Inn – a 'Large Neighbourhood Centre', 

an intermediate school and the University of Canterbury.  Riccarton Road is 

a busy traffic route with frequent bus use.  This mixture of character 

elements and activities strongly affects the predominant streetscape and 

residential character of this particular site.  In my opinion, this site should 

not be included in CA7. 

8.9 I note that Ms Schrӧder has stated in her evidence that at expert 

conferencing we agreed sites at 219 to 225 Riccarton Road should remain 

in CA7.  The conferencing statement reads… 'Mr Field agreed in principle 

that a complementary new building design character would benefit CA7 

however he also considers that this site is significantly part of the Riccarton 

Road character and could be removed from CA7"17.  On balance, and after 

further reflection, it is my opinion that these sites are predominantly part of 

the Riccarton Road streetscape character and should be removed from 

CA7. 

CA8 Tika Street, Riccarton 

8.10 CA8 has been identified in the Replacement Plan as a Category 2 

Character Area. In my opinion, this street is not sufficiently distinguished in 

                                                
17

 Expert Conferencing Statement Residential Proposal: Chapter 12, Topic – Character Areas 13 August 2015, 
3.1(c). 
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character from surrounding state house suburban areas to warrant it being 

a Character Area.  I do not consider that this street has high degree of 

coherent and continuous character.  I agree with the Beca Assessments 

that CA8 should be removed from being a character area18. 

CA29 Auburn Ave, Riccarton 

8.11 CA29 has been shown in the Replacement Plan as a Category 1 Character 

Area.   Within CA29, the Corporation has sites located as shown in the map 

attached as Attachment B. 

8.12 Like CA7, CA29 is predominantly a state house area.  Auburn Avenue has 

a gentle curved alignment with a relatively narrow carriageway (compared 

to many streets in Christchurch), and generous lawn berms with mature 

silver birch street trees.  Most frontages have low fences and many gardens 

are well-vegetated creating an overall generous balance of planting to built-

form.  Houses are predominantly consistent in scale, location on the 

sections, and materials.  In my opinion, the underlying character of this 

street appears to be created by the attractive combined scale and 

proportions of the elements described above. 

 

View looking west down Auburn Avenue illustrating the residential character. 

8.13 Auburn Reserve is a park surrounded by the backs of state houses which 

front onto Auburn Avenue and Riccarton Road.  The Reserve has a 

pedestrian linkage between these two streets.  The boundaries of the 

Reserve are fenced with approximately 1.8 metre high paling fences.  
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 Appendix 20 to the Council's section 32 report for the Stage 2 Residential Proposal, page 20, 5.4. 
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8.14 I support the inclusion of Auburn Avenue as part of CA29 as a Category 1 

Character Area.  However, in my opinion, the houses within CA29 facing 

onto Riccarton Road (319 to 351 Riccarton Road) should be removed from 

CA29.  As described above, I consider that Riccarton Road has a 

streetscape character that lacks coherence and continuity with CA29.  

These houses are visually and spatially separated from Auburn Avenue, 

and form part of the mixed streetscape character of Riccarton Road.   

 

View looking west down Riccarton Road showing sites within CA29 and the mixed character of Riccarton 

Road 

CA32 Emmett Street, Shirley 

8.15 CA32 has been shown in the Replacement Plan as a Category 1 Character 

Area.  

8.16 Having visited this site and read the Beca Assessments, I support the 

evaluation that CA32 qualifies as a Category 1 Character Area.  This area 

has a strong continuity and cohesion of character elements as described in 

the Beca Assessments.  However, I acknowledge that other resource 

management considerations can be relevant in determining whether it is 

appropriate to include an area within a Character Area with its associated 

regulatory controls.  Having considered the evidence of Mr Dale for the 

Crown and the evidence of Ms Schröder for the Council (particularly at 

paragraph 7.5), I would not oppose the deletion of CA32.      

8.17 In summary, I support the inclusion of all the Corporation's sites in: 

(a) CA7, except for 219 to 225 Riccarton Road; and  
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(b) CA29, except for the Corporation's properties 319, 333 335, 337, 

339, 343, 341 and 349 Riccarton Road (as well as adjoining 

properties 321, 323, 325, 327, 329, 331, 345, 347, 351, not owned 

by the Corporation).   

8.18 I do not support the inclusion of CA8 and CA32 in the Replacement Plan. 

Delete 8.3.1.1 Table 1 – Minimum allotment sizes in Character Areas19  

8.19 Allotment sizes have the potential to inform the character of a Character 

Area by providing for an attractive balance of garden planting to building 

ratio.  This can potentially provide for tree planting in the front and back 

gardens of properties as well as within rear lots that are visible as a tree 

canopy backdrop from streets.  The cumulative effect of consistently 

proportioned gardens and houses can be a significant contributing factor for 

some Character Areas.  

8.20 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 sizes that apply to the underlying residential zone. 

8.21 The Crown's submission on Proposal 8 (Subdivision) has requested that 

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

review of the proposed allotment sizes be undertaken to address the 

distinctive characteristics of each Character Area. 

8.22 A minimum allotment size (in conjunction with a site density rule) would 

assist with maintaining garden settings around dwellings which could 

contribute to the cohesiveness and continuity of a Character Area.   

8.23 In my opinion, any Character Area specific minimum allotment size should 

ideally be determined through an assessment of the patterns of lot sizes in 

a particular Character Area, and the contribution that a treed or garden 

residential backdrop from the street makes to the character of an area.  A 

Character Area specific, larger minimum allotment size may be appropriate 

in areas where large trees and gardens contribute significantly to the 

character of an area.  However, it would also be useful to test whether the 

minimum allotment size of the underlying residential zone would adversely 

affect the character of each Character Area.  If the underlying minimum 
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allotment size would not adversely affect the Character Area then, in my 

opinion, a Character Area specific minimum allotment size is not necessary.   

8.24 Based on my site visits, it is my opinion that not all Category 1 Character 

Areas rely on large rear trees for their character.  For example, in state 

housing areas such as CA29 (Auburn Ave, Riccarton) and CA7 (Shand and 

Piko Crescents, Riccarton), many properties have minimal planting and 

large trees are located within streets and parks.  Another example is CA25 

– Gilby Street area, where front boundary planting is important, however 

large established trees in the rear of sections are a less predominant 

characteristic of this area.  In contrast, large lots and houses such as in 

CA13 – Heaton Street, could require a larger minimum allotment size in my 

opinion. 

8.25 I understand that minimum allotment sizes for Character Areas will be 

considered as part of the Stage 2 Subdivision hearing.  In my opinion, 

further testing of appropriate minimum lot sizes for each individual 

Character Areas is appropriate.   

 

 

 

William Hemming Field 

27 August 2015 
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Attachment A  Qualifications and Experience 
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Attachment B – Character Areas CA7 and CA29 Maps   
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Attachment C  CA19 - St James Avenue20 
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 Appendix 20 to the Council's section 32 report for the Stage 2 Residential Proposal – phase 2 report. 


