
 

  
 
 
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  
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER  of submissions and further 
submissions on the Proposed Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan (Chapter 14 – Residential 
Bach Zone (Stage 2) and Chapter 18 – Coastal 
Environment (Stage 3))  
 
 
 

 
  
  
 
 
 
   REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF JIM TURPIN ON BEHALF OF 

THE TAYLORS MISTAKE ASSOCIATION (SUBMISSION NOS. 2192 AND 3525), 
TAYLORS MISTAKE ASSOCIATION LAND COMPANY (SUBMISSION NOS. 2128 
AND 2134), M SLEMINT/TAYLORS MISTAKE BACH OWNERS (SUBMISSION NO. 

2134; 9094), D HILL (9095) 
            
 

           19 February 2016                 
 
 



 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1. My name is James Oliver Turpin (Jim). I am a retired Accountant with the designation 

ACA. 
2. I am the Chair of the Taylors Mistake Association and the Taylors Mistake 

Association Land Company (TMA) and have been so for the past 20 plus years. 
3. TMA is recognised by the Christchurch City Council (CCC) as a Neighbourhood 

Community Group. 
4. I have represented the TMA at all previous planning meetings and CCC meetings 

relating to the baches in the past 40 years and in particular including: 
a. TMA and CCC initiated Mediation 1991-1992 also involving Hagley Ferrymead 

Community Board, Canterbury Regional Council, Department Of Conservation 
and with Tangata Whenua consultation. 

b. Commissioner Marquets CCC initiated Hearings 1998 
c. Judge Smiths Environment Court Hearings resulting in Decision No. C50/2002 

(2002 Decision) 
d. Environment Court Enforcement Order Hearing 2011 
e. Mediation for the various Chapters of this Proposed Replacement District Plan 

(Proposed Plan) 2015/16. 
 

5. I am currently the Treasurer and a Trustee of the Taylors Mistake Surf Life Saving 
Club and have been an actively involved member for 60 years. 

6. In this rebuttal evidence I respond to matters raised in the statement of evidence of 
Mr Otto Snoep (Submitter No. 7270) dated 15 February 2016 concerning the revised 
planning framework for baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay and Boulder Bay 
proposed in the evidence in chief of CCC’s planning witness Ms Sarah Oliver (dated 
5 January 2016).  

7. I am authorised to provide this evidence on behalf of the Taylors Mistake Association 
(Submission Nos 2192 and 3525), the Taylors Mistake Association Land Company 
(Submission Nos 2128), M Slemint/Taylors Mistake Bach Owners (Submission Nos 
2134 and 9094) and D Hill (Submission No. 9095). 
 
 

 
 



 

General Comments 
 
8. As an overall comment for almost all of Mr Snoep’s evidence, TMA maintains  Mr 

Snoep fails to fully recognise the changes that have occurred since the 2002 
Decision occasioned by the earthquakes and the subsequent hazard considerations, 
together with the enormous loss City wide of heritage amenities which strengthens 
the need to retain where possible those that remain. 

9. So while the overall basic intent of the 2002 Decision remains (for instance (a) now 
baches in the bach zone must be to CCC specification and must be accompanied by 
the  removal/demolition of an existing bach; (b) there will be a transfer of a substantial 
area of land owned by the TMA Land Company to CCC when the bach zone is a fact 
and mutually acceptable lease/licences for remaining existing baches are finalised) 
some of the detail of 2002 can and should change and CCC and TMA have through 
consultation and mediation almost reached that equitable position. 
 

10. It may be that at his point [12] Mr Snoep has a partial point about the 2002 Decision 
not being valid but the TMA understands this is not really a matter for this Hearing.  
That said, the TMA believes the 2002 Decision provides useful context and 
background to the matters being addressed through this Hearing.    It is the TMA’s 
understanding that the Hearings Panel’s role is to consider whether a new proposal 
that rightly recognises the long history of the baches, the original purpose behind the 
TMA land purchase and the recent changes following the earthquakes (but keeps the 
intent of C50/2002 in the background), as is proposed in the CCC’s evidence for this 
hearing, is the most appropriate proposal within the terms of the present statutory 
framework.  In this regard, the TMA notes that the CCC has presented evidence from 
its experts which support the planning approach new proposed by CCC for the 
baches from planning, landscape, heritage and public access perspectives. 

11. It is significant to note that twenty-five years on from the original 1991/2 mediation (to 
which Mr Snoep was invited but refused to participate in) none of the parties to that 
mediation have in 2016 made submissions in opposition to the Proposed Plan’s 
planning approach for the baches 

Specific responses to matters raised in Mr Snoep’s evidence 
 
12. In the following paragraphs, I address three specific matters raised in Mr Snoep’s 

evidence that the TMA considers require further comment and/or necessary 
clarification for the Panel. 

13. At his point [5] Mr Snoep refers to unequal interest in the TMA Land Company and 
therefore the ownership of the land that is proposed to comprise the new bach zone 
(referred to in the Revised Proposal as the Coastal Bach Overlay).  
While it is true in a few instances that some bachholders have not contributed to the 
purchase of the land, this information is not new to this Hearing and is no different to 



 

the factual background that has existed through all the related planning processes 
dating back to Mediation in 1991, indeed back to the purchase of the land back in 
1989. It has not been considered of consequence at any of those. If the need arises 
in the future and it becomes an issue it will be handled in a fair and equitable way.   
 

14. At his point [11] Mr Snoep refers to “non-performance” since the 2002 Decision. 
While on the surface this would seem to have some validity, we do not agree if there 
is an inference CCC or TMA has purposely delayed performance.  
 
As Ms Oliver alluded to in her 5 February statement of evidence, the major cause of 
the delay is/was negotiation of a mutually acceptable lease/licence arrangements for 
the baches and this must be viewed in light of the other priorities and pressures CCC 
had and the time consuming process to be followed through CCC staff, Community 
Boards, CCC Councillors (and electoral changes in these), outside CCC legal 
contractors and advisors and the TMA’s need to consult with its own members.  
 
On a number of occasions, Councillors expressed a desire to retain all existing 
baches, and asked Council staff to explore how to make that happen. The TMA 
understands that the response from Council staff was that a Plan Change would be 
required to achieve that outcome, and the current City Plan review process provides 
the opportunity to do that. 
 
And then there was the earthquake in 2010 which changed the game and pushed our 
relatively minor item further down everybody’s list. 
 

15. At his point [12] Mr Snoep  states “…Subsequently these 14 baches in 2011 obtained 
section 139A Certificate of Existing Rights in face of an Enforcement Order 
Application”.  
 
If the inference is that TMA set out to obtain these to delay the process, we refute the 
inference. 
 
The existing use rights certificates were obtained only because it was Mr Snoep who 
initiated proceedings to obtain an Enforcement Order (late February 2011) requiring 
the removal of the existing 14 baches that were classified under the City Plan as a 
prohibited activity.  This forced TMA’s hand as the lease/licence negotiations had not 
concluded and as a result no new bach zone existed for relocation. In addition, the 
effects of the at that time recent earthquake had not been addressed by either CCC 
or TMA. 

 
Jim Turpin ACA 
19 February 2016 


