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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor.  I hold the position of Principal 

Planner with AECOM New Zealand Limited ("AECOM").  I have been 

employed by AECOM and its predecessor, URS New Zealand Limited for 

approximately seven years. Prior to starting with AECOM I was employed 

by Environment Canterbury for approximately two and a half years as a 

consents planner. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science and a Bachelor of Arts with honours majoring 

in Geography, obtained from the University of Canterbury in 2002. In 2012 I 

graduated with a Post Graduate Diploma in Planning from Massey 

University. I am an associate member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute.  Full details of my qualifications and relevant past experience are 

at Appendix TE1 to this evidence. 

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

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide planning evidence in relation to the 

Stage 3 - Coastal Environment Proposal ("Coastal Proposal") of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan"). This is my 

first statement of evidence in relation to the Replacement Plan on behalf of 

the Crown. I have prepared three previous statements of evidence on 

behalf of the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group in relation to the 

Strategic Directions Proposal, the Transport Proposal (Stage 1) and the 

Rural Proposal. 

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 As noted above, I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the 

Crown's submission on the Coastal Proposal for the Replacement Plan. In 

particular, my evidence focuses on: 

 the key themes of the Crown's submission; (a)

 the interaction between the Coastal Proposal and other proposals; (b)

 the coastal environment provisions including the delineation of the (c)

coastal environment; 

 the Coastal Zone provisions; and  (d)

 the relocation of residential baches. (e)

3.2 I have relied on the evidence of Mr Rough for the Crown while preparing my 

evidence. I have also read the evidence of the witnesses for the Council 

and am familiar with the range of submissions on the Coastal Proposal. A 

list of other documents I have relied on or referred to is included in 

Appendix TE2 to my evidence. 

3.3 I attended formal mediation for the Crown on 26 and 27 January 2016. 

I have reviewed the amendments in the Christchurch City Council's 

("Council") revised version of the Coastal Proposal as attached to the 

statements of evidence of Ms Ferguson and Ms Oliver, both dated 

5 February 2016 ("Revised Proposal"). I have identified in my evidence 

whether or not I agree with the Revised Proposal with respect to the points I 

address in the Crown's submission.   

3.4 I have compiled in Appendix TE3 to this evidence a table of relevant 

specific submission points raised by Crown for the Coastal Proposal which: 

 identifies those points which I or Mr Rough support in the Council's (a)

Revised Proposal; and 

 for those points identified that I or Mr Rough do not support in the (b)

Revised Proposal, our recommended alternatives.   
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4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Revised Proposal has restructured the Coastal Proposal by relocating 

provisions into the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal1 and the Open 

Space Proposal.2 In my opinion this restructuring improves the usability of 

the Replacement Plan by reducing complexity, duplication and the number 

of locations in the Plan where coastal matters are addressed. 

4.2 My view is that the Revised Proposal also better gives effect to higher order 

documents by more comprehensively addressing the range of values 

identified in these documents. I have suggested some amendments to 

further reduce duplication and to better give effect to the New Zealand 

Coastal Policy Statement 2010 ("NZCPS") and Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement ("RPS"). However, as discussions regarding the content and 

structure of the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal are ongoing, I have 

not attempted to place these amendments in the context of that Proposal.  

4.3 The Revised Proposal also improves clarity by clearly stating what activities 

are intended to be undertaken within the Coastal Zone that are not 

otherwise provided for in the coastal environment generally. 

4.4 Overall, I consider that the Revised Proposal, with my suggested 

amendments in Appendix TE3, is consistent with the relevant statutory 

documents, meets the Statement of Expectations and achieves the purpose 

of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"). 

5. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION ON THE COASTAL PROPOSAL  

5.1 The key themes of the Crown's submission relating to this hearing are 

outlined in: 

 Part A3 and Part B4 of the Crown's Stage 3 submission on the Coastal (a)

Proposal; and 

 Part B5 of the Crown's Stage 2 submission on the Residential (b)

Proposal with respect to residential baches (and the Coastal Bach 

Overlay).  

5.2 I summarise these themes below.  

                                                
1
 Proposal 9. 

2
 Proposal 18. 

3
 Submission by the Crown on the Stage 3 Coastal Proposal (#9104), pg 6-12. 

4
 Submission by the Crown on the Stage 3 Coastal Proposal (#9104), pg 13-21. 

5
 Submission by the Crown on the Stage 2 Residential Proposal (#2387), pg 142-180. 

3721 Crown - Ensor
Page 5 of 23



 

BF\55715848\9 Page 5 

Reducing duplication between proposals 

5.3 The Crown's Stage 3 submission on the Coastal Proposal identified 

significant duplication between the notified Coastal Proposal and other 

proposals within the Replacement Plan.  This duplication was most evident 

between the Coastal and Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposals, where 

provisions relating to natural character appeared across both proposals. 

This duplication created potential conflict between provisions and reduced 

clarity for plan users. 

5.4 It appears that a primary cause for the duplication arose from steps taken to 

give effect to the RPS and the NZCPS. The Coastal Proposal as notified 

attempted to cover all relevant aspects of these documents rather than 

giving effect to these documents through a 'whole of plan' approach. 

Giving effect to higher order documents 

5.5 Despite efforts to give effect to the RPS and the NZCPS, the Coastal 

Proposal as notified only addressed some of the issues and values set out 

in these documents. The Crown's submission recognised that to give effect 

to these documents, the policies in the notified Coastal Proposal would 

need to be expanded, potentially further exacerbating the duplication 

between the Coastal Proposal and other Proposals.  

Achieving clarity 

5.6 The introduction to the Coastal Proposal recognised that the Coastal Zone 

is home to recreational facilities such as surf-lifesaving clubs. However the 

Proposal did not provide clear policy direction in relation to these activities. 

The Crown's submission sought that the purpose of the Coastal Zone be 

clearly articulated through the relevant policies.  

Relocating residential baches 

5.7 The Crown's submission on the Residential Proposal as it related to 

residential baches sought that the activity status for the relocation of baches 

be changed to align with the policy direction on this matter, which seeks to 

encourage relocation within the Coastal Bach Overlay. 
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6. INTERACTION BETWEEN PROPOSALS 

6.1 Firstly, the notified Coastal Proposal applied a coastal environment policy 

framework to the underlying zone.  Secondly, it applied activity6 or value 

specific7 provisions to the coastal environment as mapped on the planning 

maps (referred to in my evidence as the "Coastal Environment Overlay").  

6.2 The notified Coastal Proposal, as it relates to the coastal environment (not 

the Coastal Zone), did not contain any rules and instead relied on the rules 

associated with the underlying zone. Rules associated with other value or 

activity specific proposals also applied, for example the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage, Natural Hazards or Transport Proposals. 

6.3 Consequently there was significant interaction between the Coastal 

Proposal and all proposals that affect the coastal environment.  The 

Crown's submission suggested that the Coastal Proposal could be 

integrated into existing proposals, being the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Proposal and the Open Space Proposal. The Council has accepted this 

relief in its Revised Proposal.  

6.4 In particular, the Revised Proposal:  

 relocates all objectives, policies and rules relating to the notified (a)

Coastal Zone to the Open Space Proposal.  The Coastal Zone is 

accordingly renamed the Open Space Coastal Zone;8 and 

 relocates all objectives and policies relating to the coastal (b)

environment generally to the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal. 

6.5 I support the reassignment of the Coastal Proposal to the Open Space and 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposals as it:  

 reduces the duplication of provisions across proposals;  (a)

 reduces the number of provisions affecting an activity in the coastal (b)

environment;  

 reduces the locations in which plan users are required to look to (c)

receive guidance; and therefore  

 assists in implementing Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2.  (d)

                                                
6
 For example Transport activities.  

7
 For example Natural and Cultural Heritage values.  

8
 The zone continues to be referred to as the Coastal Zone throughout this evidence. 
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7. COASTAL ENVIRONMENT 

7.1 The coastal environment is delineated by the Coastal Environment Overlay 

on the planning maps and a specific set of objectives and policies apply to 

this area. Integral to this approach is: 

 the delineation of the coastal environment;  (a)

 the coastal environment objectives and policies; and (b)

 assessment matters relevant to the coastal environment.  (c)

7.2 I address each of these matters in turn below. 

Delineation of the coastal environment 

7.3 The delineation of the coastal environment through the Coastal 

Environment Overlay provides a level of certainty to plan users as to when 

coastal values need to be considered.   

7.4 In his evidence Mr Rough discusses methods for delineating the coastal 

environment.9 At paragraph 5.12, Mr Rough concludes that while the inland 

extent of the coastal environment for Christchurch is arbitrary, it is 

necessarily so.  

7.5 While the greatest certainty would come from relying solely on the Coastal 

Environment Overlay, the difficulties with defining the coastal environment10 

mean this approach has the potential to create unintended consequences 

such as the erosion of coastal values. This may lead to the Replacement 

Plan not giving effect to the RPS or the NZCPS11 especially in relation to 

matters not necessarily addressed through other proposals such as coastal 

processes, coastal ecosystems and coastal water quality. 

7.6 Mr Rough concludes that while the planning maps show a generally 

pragmatic line in regards to the inland extent of the coastal environment, he 

considers that the actual extent of the coastal environment extends further 

inland than the area shown on the planning maps.12 On this basis my view 

is that it is desirable to include some flexibility within the Replacement Plan 

                                                
9
 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough on behalf of the Crown, Stage 3: Coastal Environment, Landscape, 15 

February 2016, pg 4-7. 
10

 As described by Mr Rough in Part 5 of his evidence.   
11

 For example NZCPS Objective 1 and RPS Objective 8.2.4 and 8.2.6. 
12

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough on behalf of the Crown, Stage 3: Coastal Environment, Landscape, 15 
February 2016, pg 7. 
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to allow the consideration of coastal environment values inland of the 

Coastal Environment Overlay as outlined in the Crown's submission.  

7.7 My opinion is that an additional policy should be included within the Coastal 

Environment Proposal as follows: 

9.4.X Policy – Extent of Coastal Environment 

a. Recognise that the landward extent of the coastal environment varies 

according to the dynamic nature of the values, processes and 

qualities present, and may in some locations, reach further inland 

than the coastal environment overlay identified on the planning maps. 

7.8 The delineation of the coastal environment was discussed at mediation but 

no consensus was reached. The proposed policy, which was put forward as 

part of the Crown's submission, has been accepted in part in Appendix 4 of 

Ms Ferguson's evidence but has not specifically been addressed in the 

body of her evidence. 

Objectives and policies 

7.9 A key point in the Crown's submission was that the notified Coastal 

Proposal did not adequately give effect to the relevant higher order 

documents through its objectives and policies. In response to this, the 

Revised Proposal contains objectives and policies for the coastal 

environment to be inserted into the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal.  

7.10 In adopting a 'whole of plan' approach to giving effect to the NZCPS and the 

RPS, the provisions that are proposed to be inserted into the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage Proposal need to be read alongside provisions located 

elsewhere in the Replacement Plan. Specifically this includes the remaining 

provisions in the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal, the Subdivision 

and Earthworks Proposal and the Natural Hazards Proposal. Witnesses for 

the Crown at other hearings have commented on the need for these 

Proposals to give effect to the higher order documents including the 

NZCPS.13  

7.11 In the paragraphs below I consider these objectives and policies. 

                                                
13

 See the evidence of Wendy Saunders for the Crown for the Stage 1 Natural Hazards hearing and the evidence 
of Anna Cameron for the Crown for the Natural and Cultural Heritage hearing (which also addresses the 
Subdivision Proposal). 
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Objective 9.4.1.1 

7.12 My opinion is that Objective 9.4.1.1 in the Revised Proposal better gives 

effect to both the NZCPS and the RPS compared to the notified proposal. It 

achieves this by specifically referring to the values to be maintained or 

protected as identified by these documents and Section 6 of the RMA, and 

setting these against a backdrop of enabling activities where they contribute 

to social, economic and cultural wellbeing. This wording also reflects the 

purpose of the RMA in section 5.   

7.13 While I largely support this objective, my view is that it could better give 

effect to the NZCPS and the RPS14 by including reference to amenity 

values. 

7.14 I also note that this objective addresses values that are not specific to the 

coastal environment but could be considered natural and cultural heritage 

values more generally. Through finalising the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Proposal and integrating the outcomes of this hearing, it may be possible to 

rationalise objectives so as to avoid unnecessary duplication. 

7.15 If this objective was integrated into an objective addressing natural and 

cultural heritage values more generally, my view is that the objective should 

be to 'maintain and protect' the identified values in order to give effect to the 

NZCPS and RPS.  

Public access 

7.16 The Revised Proposal contains a specific objective (Objective 9.4.1.2) to 

provide public access to and along the coast. This objective is implemented 

through Policy 9.4.2.2. Through Policy 19, the NZCPS requires that public 

walking access is maintained or enhanced which reflects section 6(d) of the 

RMA and in my view is a more active direction than simply providing 

access.  

7.17 Objective 9.4.1.1(vi) of the Revised Proposal addresses public access as a 

value to be maintained and protected alongside environmental and cultural 

values. The 'protection' of access is different to 'enhancement' and 

therefore this provision could better reflect the NZCPS and section 6(d) of 

the RMA.   

                                                
14

 See particularly NZCPS Policy 6(1)(i) which discusses protecting amenity and RPS Objective 8.2.2, principal 
reasons and explanation, which includes amenity as a relevant matter when considering appropriate subdivision, 
use and development.  
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7.18 On this basis, my opinion is that Objective 9.4.1.1 and Objective 9.4.1.2 in 

the revised proposal should be amended as follows: 

Objective 9.4.1.1 The Coastal Environment 

To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic 

and cultural wellbeing and their health and safety while maintaining and 

protecting the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. Indigenous biodiversity and the maintenance of ecological function 

and habitats; 

ii. Natural Features and Landscapes; 

iii. Natural character; 

iv. Historic heritage; 

v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and 

vi. Public access, aAmenity and recreation. 

 

Objective 9.4.1.2 Access to and along the coast 

Public access to and along the coastal marine area is maintained or 

enhanced by provideding access in places and in forms which are 

compatible with public safety and the sensitivity of the receiving 

environment. 

7.19 My view is that Policy 9.4.2.2 appropriately implements Objective 9.4.1.2 

and I therefore support it. 

Activities in the Coastal Environment 

7.20 Policy 9.4.2.1 of the Revised Proposal addresses activities within the 

coastal environment. This policy largely mirrors Objective 9.4.1.1 of the 

Revised Proposal and simply requires that subdivision, use and 

development is of a scale and is located to maintain and protect the values 

of the coastal environment. Policy 9.4.2.1 in the Revised Proposal also 

contains an advice note, which identifies that the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Proposal addresses a number of values and issues that may also 

be relevant to the coastal environment.  

3721 Crown - Ensor
Page 11 of 23



 

BF\55715848\9 Page 11 

7.21 This note highlights the challenge associated with addressing the coastal 

environment separately to the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal, as 

discussed above. By including specific provisions addressing the coastal 

elements of natural and cultural values within the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Proposal, there is potential for duplication and redundancy 

between provisions addressing natural and cultural heritage generally and 

provisions addressing the coastal environment. This potential especially 

exists with provisions addressing natural character, natural features and 

landscapes, biodiversity, amenity, historic heritage and cultural values and 

risks repeating the issue the Crown's submission identified in relation to 

duplication in the notified Coastal Proposal.15     

7.22 Despite the advice note, Policy 9.4.2.1 still addresses values that are 

relevant to the coastal environment but which will also be addressed in the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal.16 Consequently duplication 

between proposals remains.  

7.23 My view is that Policy 9.4.2.1 should be replaced with a new policy that only 

addresses the values and matters of specific importance to the coastal 

environment and that cross references the policies within the other sections 

of the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal as relevant. The required 

cross referencing could be achieved in the form of an advice note 

referencing the finalised policies in the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Proposal.   

7.24 My opinion is that the replacement policy should directly address coastal 

processes, coastal ecosystems and coastal water quality as these are 

coastal values identified in the NZCPS and RPS17 that may not be 

addressed through the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal in a more 

general sense. The proposed replacement policy is: 

9.4.X.X Policy – Activities in the Coastal Environment 

a. The appropriate locations, forms and limits of activities in the coastal 

environment are those which recognise and provide for the following 

values: 

                                                
15

 Submission by the Crown on the Stage 3 Coastal Environment Proposal (#9104), pg 13. 
16

 Indigenous biodiversity, natural features and landscapes, natural character, historic heritage and Ngai Tahu 
cultural values.  
17

 NZCPS Objective 1 and 2, Policy 11, 13 (coastal processes, coastal ecosystems and coastal water quality); 
NZCPS Policy 14 (ecosystems); NZCPS Policy 21 (ecosystems and water quality), RPS Objective 8.2.6 (water 
quality); RPS Policy 8.3.3 (coastal processes, coastal ecosystems and coastal water quality). 
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i. The natural integrity and functioning of coastal processes 

(including recognition of sea level rise); 

ii. The dynamic, complex and interdependent processes of coastal 

ecosystems; and 

iii. Water quality in the coastal environment, including in coastal 

margins, estuaries, lagoons and lakes. 

Advice note: Policies [insert policy references] addressing natural 

character, natural features and landscapes, biodiversity, amenity, 

historic heritage and cultural values may also be relevant to activities 

within the coastal environment. 

Assessment matters 

7.25 The Revised Proposal includes matters of discretion for activities within the 

coastal environment subject to restricted discretionary activity consent. 

Ms Ferguson's evidence states that these matters are to be cross 

referenced in other proposals that interact with the coastal environment.18 

While this approach will require plan users to cross reference between 

proposals, it will avoid the need to include these matters in all proposals 

that interact with the coastal environment. On this basis I support the 

approach taken in the Revised Proposal. 

7.26 In addition, my opinion is that the matters of discretion contained in the 

Revised Proposal will give effect to the NZCPS and RPS by addressing 

potential effects on indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, natural 

character, natural landscapes and features, amenity, historic heritage and 

Ngai Tahu values. The matters also address coastal hazards, cumulative 

effects, public access, recreation and the contribution that the use of the 

coastal environment makes to social and economic wellbeing.  

7.27 One matter of discretion that is absent from the Revised Proposal is the 

consideration of the contribution of the use of the coastal environment to 

cultural wellbeing. My opinion is that this matter should be added to clause 

(g) of 9.4.3.1. Otherwise, my opinion is that the matters outlined in the 

Revised Proposal are appropriate. Clause (g) would therefore read: 

                                                
18

 Statement of evidence of Shirley Ferguson on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Planning, 5 February 2016, 
paragraph 10.3. 
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The contribution the proposed subdivision, use or development activity 

makes to the social, cultural and economic wellbeing of people and 

communities. 

8. COASTAL ZONE (OPEN SPACE COASTAL ZONE) 

8.1 The introduction to the notified Coastal Proposal provides context to the 

Coastal Zone. It states that the zone: "provides for the restoration and 

enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna …" 

and that "Recreational activities and facilities have had a long association 

with this part of the coastline. Surf lifesaving, yacht clubs and coastguard 

facilities are located within the Coastal Zone together with baches at 

Taylors Mistake". 

8.2 The section 32 report also states that "[the Coastal Zone] provides for 

recreational activities…".19 

8.3 The notified Coastal Proposal relied on the overall coastal environment 

objective and policies to give direction to activities within the Coastal Zone. 

The Crown's submission was that if the intention of the Coastal Zone is to 

specifically provide for activities that are not provided for within the wider 

coastal environment, then specific policy direction should be included within 

the Replacement Plan.  

8.4 As a consequence of the overall restructure of the Coastal Proposal, the 

Revised Proposal relocates the Coastal Zone to the Open Space Proposal. 

In doing this, the Revised Proposal includes an additional clause (clause 

(a)(iv)) to 18.1.4 Policy 1 to directly address the purpose of the Coastal 

Zone.  

8.5 I support the migration of the Coastal Zone provisions to the Open Space 

Proposal. This aids in implementing Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 by 

reducing the locations in which coastal issues are addressed in the 

Replacement Plan, improving clarity and plan usability. 

8.6 I also support the inclusion of clause (a)(iv) in 18.1.4 Policy 1 in the 

Council's Revised Proposal as this clearly aligns with the purpose of the 

Coastal Zone and highlights the activities that are provided for in this zone 

that are not provided for in the coastal environment generally. 

                                                
19

 Stage 3 – Section 32, Chapter 19 Coastal Environment, pg 3. 
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9. RESIDENTIAL BACH ZONE 

9.1 The Revised Proposal sets a controlled activity status for the relocation of 

baches at Taylors Mistake to the Coastal Bach Overlay. This is a departure 

from the notified status of restricted discretionary. Given the intent of Policy 

14.1.5.9 to encourage the relocation of baches at Taylors Mistake that are 

subject to coastal hazards, impede public access or have an adverse effect 

on an outstanding natural landscape, my view is that restricted discretionary 

status would create an unnecessary consenting hurdle. 

9.2 While the Crown's submission sought permitted status, my opinion is that 

the controlled activity status outlined in the Revised Proposal and supported 

by Ms Oliver in her evidence20 is appropriate because it implements 

Policy 14.1.5.9, while allowing Council to consider matters that may be 

difficult to address through permitted activity rule standards, such as the 

design and appearance of a new bach that is replacing an existing bach.  

Controlled activity status was agreed to by all parties at mediation. 

9.3 Mr Rough concludes that the matters of control in the Revised Proposal will 

enable, and allow an assessment of, appropriate landscape and amenity 

outcomes.21 Therefore my view is that the matters for control contained in 

the Revised Proposal are appropriate, especially considerations such as the 

capacity of the available sewerage network and whether there is adequate 

water supply for firefighting.  

10. CONSISTENCY WITH STATUTORY FRAMEWORK    

NZCPS and RPS 

10.1 The NZCPS states policies in order to achieve the purpose of the RMA in 

relation to the coastal environment.22  The RPS, particularly in Chapter 8, 

addresses issues relating to activities in the coastal environment, including 

the appropriate occupation and use of the coastal marine area.23 

10.2 Whether the Revised Proposal gives effect to the NZCPS and RPS is 

discussed throughout this evidence. Overall my view is that the Revised 

                                                
20

 Statement of evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Planning, 5 February 2016, 
pg 14.  
21

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough on behalf of the Crown, Stage 3: Coastal Environment, Landscape, 15 
February 2016, pg 13. 
22

 Preamble to the NZCPS. 
23

 Page 87 of the RPS. 
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Proposal (incorporating the amendments suggested in Appendix TE3 to 

this evidence) gives effect to both the NZCPS and RPS. 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy")  

10.3 A priority for the Recovery Strategy, set out in section 5, is the provision of 

opportunities and facilities for sporting, recreational and cultural activities. A 

goal of the Recovery Strategy is the renewal of "greater Christchurch's 

unique identity and its vitality expressed through sport, recreation, art, 

history, heritage and traditions", including by "encouraging participation in a 

range of entertainment, cultural, recreational and sporting activities". 

10.4 Through the Coastal Zone provisions the Revised Proposal provides for 

recreational facilities within the coastal environment and therefore supports 

the priorities and goals of the Recovery Strategy. 

Land Use Recovery Plan - Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP"); 

10.5 The LURP discusses the coastal environment in terms of natural hazards, 

and references the Natural Environment Recovery Programme24 when 

discussing coastal investigations and monitoring. As the Coastal Proposal 

does not address natural hazards or coastal monitoring aspirations, the 

LURP is not relevant to the Coastal Proposal.  

Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 

10.6 The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan provides a values-based policy 

framework for the protection and enhancement of Ngāi Tahu values, and for 

achieving outcomes that provide for the relationship of Ngāi Tahu with 

natural resources. Policies include the protection of coastal wetlands, 

estuaries and hāpua through managing the effects of catchment land use.25 

10.7 While the Revised Proposal addresses the values identified in these 

policies, the amendments proposed through this evidence (for example the 

replacement Policy 9.4.X.X Activities in the coastal environment) assist by 

providing more direct guidance. 

                                                
24

 A recovery programme under the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch - Mahere Haumanutanga o 
Waitaha. 
25

 TAN3.1 and TAN3.2 pg 98. 
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Statement of Expectations 

10.8 My opinion is that the Revised Proposal (incorporating the amendments 

suggested in Appendix TE3 to this evidence) has particular regard to the 

Statement of Expectations because: 

 It reduces (compared to the operative plan) the number of (a)

development controls affecting activities in the coastal environment by 

relying on the rules of the underlying zones rather than including a 

separate set of rules;26 

 It contains objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes (b)

intended;27 

 It is easy to use through reducing the number of locations in which (c)

Coastal Environment matters are addressed in the Plan;28 and  

 The language used is clear and concise.29 (d)

Section 32 of the RMA 

10.9 My opinion is that the Revised Proposal (incorporating the amendments 

suggested in Appendix TE3 to this evidence) is the most appropriate way 

to achieve the purpose of the RMA and to achieve the objectives. Through 

simplifying the Plan and reducing duplication in terms of addressing coastal 

environment issues, the provisions are more efficient at achieving the 

objectives than the notified Coastal Proposal.  

Part 2 of the RMA 

10.10 My view is that the Revised Proposal (incorporating the amendments 

suggested in Appendix TE3 to this evidence) achieves the purpose of the 

RMA by promoting sustainable management. The provisions: 

 enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, (a)

and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety in accordance 

with section 5; 

 recognise and provide for the preservation of the natural character of (b)

the coastal environment and its protection from inappropriate 

subdivision and development in accordance with section 6(a); 

                                                
26

 Statement of Expectations Clause (a)(ii). 
27

 Statement of Expectations Clause (b). 
28

 Statement of Expectations Clause (i). 
29

 Statement of Expectations Clause (i). 
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 recognise and provide for the maintenance and enhancement of (c)

public access to and along the coast in accordance with section 6(d); 

and  

 have particular regard to the maintenance and enhancement of (d)

amenity values and the quality of the environment in accordance with 

section 7(c) and (f). 

11. CONCLUSION 

11.1 The Revised Proposal largely addresses the concerns raised by the Crown 

in its submission. The relocation of the coastal environment objectives and 

policies to the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal and the Coastal Zone 

provisions to the Open Space Proposal reduces the duplication of 

provisions across proposals, the number of provisions affecting an activity 

in the coastal environment, and the locations in which plan users are 

required to look to receive guidance, and therefore assists in implementing 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 and the Statement of Expectations. 

11.2 Overall, when considered alongside other interacting proposals, the 

Revised Proposal gives effect to the NZCPS and RPS. The proposed 

amendments to the Revised Proposal outlined in this evidence will assist in 

reducing duplication, but will need to be considered in light of the finalised 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal.   

 

Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor 

15 February 2016  
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APPENDIX TE1 – QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

Tim Ensor, Principal Planner 

BA (Hons) 2002 

BSc 2002 

PGDip Planning 2012 

Associate member, New Zealand Planning Institute 

Member, Resource Management Law Association 

 
I have worked throughout the South Island assisting private and public sector 

clients with obtaining statutory approvals, undertaking assessments of 

environmental effects, writing planning submissions and presenting planning 

evidence. Examples of this recent work include: 

 Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group - preparation of submissions, further (a)

submissions and expert evidence in relation to the Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan, the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan and Variation 1 

to this plan; 

 ANZCO Foods Limited - preparation of submissions, further submissions and (b)

expert evidence in relation to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 

and Variation 1 to this plan; 

 Fulton Hogan Limited - preparation of submissions, further submissions and (c)

expert evidence in relation to the Southland Regional Policy Statement, 

Otago Regional Council Plan Change 6A and Variation 1 and Plan Change 4 

to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan; 

 Dunedin City Council - produced the assessment of environmental effects (d)

and provided planning evidence to support resource consent applications to 

actively manage the discharge of Dunedin City's stormwater to Otago 

Harbour and St Clair Beach. 
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APPENDIX TE2 – DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO 

In addition to the Crown's submission, other relevant submissions, and evidence of 

witnesses for the Crown and for Christchurch City Council for this hearing, I have 

referred to or relied on the following documents: 

1. the notified and revised versions of the Coastal Proposal; 

2. the Council's section 32 evaluation report for the Coastal Proposal; 

3. the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 including in particular the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4; 

4. the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010; 

5. the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; 

6. the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha; 

7. the Land Use Recovery Plan - Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone; 

8. the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; and 

9. the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision of the Independent 

Hearings Panel dated 26 February 2015. 
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APPENDIX TE3 – RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

 
The following table follow the order of relevant specific submission points in the parts of the Crown's submissions relating to the Coastal Proposal and 

the Stage 2 Residential Proposal as it relates to Residential Baches. They identify points where the Crown witnesses support the Revised Proposal 

and points where amendments are recommended. 

 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Coastal Environment Overlay Accept Revised Proposal except as follows: 

Add a new Policy relating to the extent of the Coastal Environment Overlay as 

follows: 

9.4.X Policy – Extent of Coastal Environment 

a. Recognise that the landward extent of the coastal environment varies 

according to the dynamic nature of the values, processes and qualities 

present, and may in some locations, reach further inland than the 

coastal environment overlay identified on the planning maps. 

Ensor 7.3 - 7.7 

Rough 5.1 - 5.14  

Proposal 19 Coastal 

Environment (relocation of 

provisions to address duplication 

issues) 

Accept Revised Proposal with amendments to Objective 9.4.1.1, Policy 9.4.2.1 and 

the addition of a new Policy 9.4.X, as set out elsewhere in this table. 

Ensor 6.4 and 6.5 

19.1.1 Objective – Activities 

within the coastal Environment 

Accept Revised Proposal (now Objective 9.4.1.1) with amendments to remove 

reference to public access and include amenity values as follows: 

 

Objective 9.4.1.1 The Coastal Environment 

To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic and 

cultural wellbeing and their health and safety while maintaining and protecting 

the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. Indigenous biodiversity and the maintenance of ecological function and 

habitats; 

ii. Natural Features and Landscapes; 

iii. Natural character; 

iv. Historic heritage; 

Ensor 7.18 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and 

vi. Public access, Amenity and recreation. 

19.1.2 Objective – Access to and 

along the coast 

Accept Revised Proposal (now Objective 9.4.1.2) with amendments to better give 

effect to the NZCPS as follows: 

 

Objective 9.4.1.2 Access to and along the coast 

Public access to and along the coastal marine area is maintained, or 

enhanced by provideding access in places and in forms which are compatible 

with public safety and the sensitivity of the receiving environment. 

Ensor 7.18 

19.1.3 Policy – Activities within 

the Coastal Environment 

Replace Policy 9.4.2.1 included in the Revised Proposal with a Policy only 

addressing coastal specific issues as follows: 

 

9.4.X.X Policy – Activities in the Coastal Environment 

a. The appropriate locations, forms and limits of activities in the coastal 

environment are those which recognise and provide for the following values: 

i. The natural integrity and functioning of coastal processes (including 

recognition of sea level rise); 

ii. The dynamic, complex and interdependent processes of coastal 

ecosystems; and 

iii. Water quality in the coastal environment, including in coastal margins, 

estuaries, lagoons and lakes. 

Advice note: Policies [insert policy references] addressing natural character, 

natural features and landscapes, biodiversity, amenity, historic heritage and 

cultural values may also be relevant to activities within the coastal 

environment. 

Ensor 7.23 and 7.24 

19.1.4 Policy – Access to and 

along the coast 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 7.18 

Access to and along the coast – 

various proposals 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 7.18 

Coastal Zone Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 8.5 and 8.6 

New Objective 19.X Objective – 

Recreational Activities and 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 8.5 and 8.6 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph 

reference 

Facilities 

New Policy 19.X.X Policy – 

Recreational Facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 8.5 and 8.6 

19.2.2.3 (RD1) Restricted 

Discretionary activity in the 

Coastal Zone 

Not pursuing this submission point – accept Revised Proposal N/A  

19.2.2.5 Non complying 

Activities 

Not pursuing this submission point – accept Revised Proposal N/A 

19.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities Not pursuing this submission point – accept Revised Proposal N/A 

19.4 Matters of Discretion for 

Discretionary Activities - Coastal 

Zone 

 

19.4.1 Coastal environment 

Accept Revised Proposal with an amendment to 9.4.3.1(g) as follows: 

 

The contribution the proposed subdivision, use or development activity makes 

to the social, cultural and economic wellbeing of people and communities. 

Ensor 7.25 to 7.27 

19.4.1.1 Natural character, 

natural landscapes, natural 

features, visual qualities and 

amenity values 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor  7.25 and 7.26 

19.4 Matters of Discretion for 

Discretionary Activities - Coastal 

Zone 

19.4.2 Buildings and facilities 

Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 7.25 and 7.26 

Rule 14.13.2.3 RD1 Accept Revised Proposal Ensor 9.2 
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