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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Andrew William Craig.  I hold the position of 

Director of Andrew Craig Landscape Architecture Limited.  I have 

been in this position since 2010.  

 

1.2 I have been practising landscape architecture since 1987.  For 5 

years until mid-2009 I was employed by Peter Rough Landscape 

Architects Ltd. Before that I was employed by the Christchurch 

City Council (Council) for 13 years, working in the area of 

environmental policy and planning. Prior to that I worked for a 

short time with the Department of Conservation.  Most of my work 

since graduation and to date has involved landscape assessment 

and the development of landscape policy.   

 

1.3 I hold a Bachelors of Arts degree (Canterbury University) and a 

post graduate diploma in landscape architecture (Lincoln 

University). 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Council to provide evidence in relation 

to landscape character and amenity in relation to baches in the 

Open Space Coastal Zone (previously the Residential Bach Zone) 

at Taylors Mistake, Boulder Bay and Hobsons Bay (Taylors 

Mistake Baches).  

 

1.5 I have had previous involvement with landscape matters 

concerning the Taylors Mistake Baches while employed by the 

Council.  This included preparing evidence and appearing before 

the Environment Court in 2002.
1
 

 

1.6 With regard to the operative City Plan and other District Plans 

throughout the Canterbury region I have also been involved in 

numerous plan changes, and hearings before councils and the 

Environment Court that relate to landscape matters. 

 

1.7 On behalf of the Council, I have previously provided evidence to 

the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) Hearings Panel 

concerning Chapter 14 Residential and Chapter 17 Rural. 

                                                   
1  Save the Bay Ltd & Ors v Christchurch City Council EnvC C50/2002, 28 March 2003 
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1.8 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 

and that I agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered 

all the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract 

from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within 

my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   

 

1.9 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the pRDP Chapter 19 – Coastal Environment, where I 

understand that it is now recommended that the contents 

of Chapter 19 are transferred to Chapter 18 (Open 

Space) and Chapter 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage).  

 

(b) the Strategic Directions decision; and 

 

(c) the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (2013) where this 

concerns landscape matters. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses:  

 

(a) the proposed Objectives, Policies and Rules that affect 

landscape outcomes for the Taylors Mistake Baches; and 

(b) whether the rules in the Open Space Coastal Zone will 

result in the desirable maintenance of the existing 

environment in which the Taylors Mistake Baches are 

located. 

 

2.2 I address the landscape issues that were identified in the 

statement of issues for this hearing.
2
 

 

                                                   
2  Dated 14 December 2015 and revised on 21 December 2015 
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2.3 My evidence will also cover matters raised in expert conferencing 

and mediation.  

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The presence of the Taylors Mistake Baches is appropriate 

regarding their effects on landscape character and amenity. 

 

3.2 All of the Taylors Mistake Baches (existing baches and 

new/relocated baches in the Coastal Bach Overlay) should be 

located within the Open Space Coastal Zone. 

 

3.3 With some relatively minor amendments to the wording of relevant 

proposed provisions, implementation of those provisions in 

Chapters 18 and 9 (formerly Chapter 19) will result in desirable 

landscape and amenity outcomes. Namely, maintenance of the 

existing environment in which the Taylors Mistake Baches are 

located. 

 

4. OUTCOMES OF EXPERT CONFERENCING  

 

4.1 I confirm that I have attended one expert conferencing session 

(Session 4) and signed a joint statement dated 20 January 2016.  

 

4.2 In summary, it was agreed that:  

 

(a) Concerning their landscape and amenity effects, the 

presence of Taylors Mistake Baches is appropriate; 

 

(b) The Coastal Bach Overlay should be incorporated into 

the Open Space Coastal Zone; 

 
(c) The ‘like-for-like’ repair and maintenance of baches 

should be a permitted activity; 

 
(d) The proposed non-complying activity status for additions 

and alterations of baches is appropriate (18.7A.2.5. – 

NC3); 
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(e) There is no landscape character and amenity grounds for 

prohibited activity status (18.7A.2.6 – PR2); 

 
(f) The 50m

2 
maximum site coverage (gross floor area) is 

supported (18.7A.3.2); 

 
(g) The matters of discretion are supported subject to some 

recommended changes to wording (18.7A.2.3 and 

18.8.5.6); 

 
(h) The pRDP is the appropriate means to manage the 

baches within the Open Space Coastal Zone; 

 
(i) The presence of the baches does not impede public 

access to the coast; 

 
(j) The baches contribute significantly to the identity of their 

setting and a sense of place; and 

 
(k) The baches are not contrary to peoples’ expectations of 

the environment in which they are located and so do not 

result in adverse associative effects. 

 

4.3 There were no points of disagreement. 

 

5. LANDSCAPE ISSUES  

 

Issue 3(c) Does the Coastal Zone adequately provide for the repair and 

maintenance of existing activities?  What is the appropriate activity status 

for additions to existing buildings? 

 

5.1 I consider that aay to day relatively minor repairs and maintenance 

would not generate significant adverse landscape and amenity 

effects. This is dependent on the repairs and maintenance being 

‘like for like’.  For example, painting, replacing and cleaning 

window glass and spouting, replacing rotten timber and such like. 

It is of little consequence if, for example, aluminium window frames 

replace wooden. Colour is not an issue either. The key matter is 

that the size and scale of baches remains consistently the same, 
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irrespective of superficial or cosmetic changes to their appearance 

resulting from repair and maintenance.  

 

5.2 It should be noted that the appearance of the baches reflects their 

somewhat ad hoc construction, often involving ‘found’ or surplus 

materials. Add to this uncertain tenure and the baches’ character 

results, which many refer to as their ‘charm’ – see Attachment A 

Photographs 1 and 2. Further repairs and maintenance in a 

similar vein will certainly contribute to, and maintain the existing 

character and amenity of the baches.  

 

5.3 Consequently, I recommend that ‘repair and maintenance’ be a 

permitted activity. 

 

5.4 The matter of additions (and alterations) is discussed in response 

to the following issue. 

 

Issue 3(e) Are the non-complying and prohibited activity provisions in 

respect to Taylors Mistake Baches within the Coastal Zone inappropriate 

and unreasonable? 

 

5.5 Allied to the repair and maintenance of baches are ‘additions and 

alterations’ (18.7A.2.5 - NC3).  Additions and alterations have the 

potential to significantly alter the size and scale
3
 of the baches, 

particularly if they depart from the proposed built form standards 

(18.7A.3). In particular are those governing building bulk. They 

include: 

 

18.7A.3.2 Building scale 
 
a. The gross floor area of any individual bach shall be no 
more than 50m

2
. For the purposes of this rule gross floor 

area shall only include ground floor and shall exclude any 
mezzanine or first floor levels. 
 
b. The total area of all decks associated with a bach shall 
be no more than 6m

2
. 

 
 

                                                   
3  Scale is a function of proportion – for example, between building height and site coverage. Scale 

also relates to the proportions between buildings relative to each other in terms of size. It can also 
refer to the proportion between collective built form and open space. Size concerns dimensions, in 
this case those relating to buildings. 
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18.7A.3.3 Building height 
 
a. The maximum height of any building shall be 5m. 
 
 
18.7A.3.4 Site coverage 
 
a. No more than 20% of the total area shown in Appendix 
18.8.4 shall be covered by buildings, decks and 
impervious surfaces. 
 
(refer to the Appendix 18.8.4 map which is part of the 
revised proposal attached to Ms Sarah Oliver’s evidence) 

 

5.6 The adverse effects arising from significant deviation in the 

existing size and scale of baches includes the loss of visual 

coherence and introduction of incongruity. Or to put it more simply, 

a larger bach, resulting from additions in particular, will appear out 

of keeping with its ‘siblings’.  Alterations within the build form 

standards are likely to be acceptable, but could also result in 

potentially significant design and appearance changes. 

 

5.7 These potentially significant design and appearance changes are 

an issue because, as stated, the character of the baches arises 

from the combination of ad hoc construction and uncertain tenure. 

If alterations were permitted, then there is a risk that they will result 

in a high level of improvements. This may result in the appearance 

of a ‘high end’ holiday home which would be at odds with 

surrounding baches. Non-complying activity status can, in this 

regard, be considered ‘an instrument of uncertainty’ – a necessary 

ingredient in encouraging the maintenance of existing character.  

Further, it enables the Council to exercise a high level of 

intervention with a view to maintaining existing character and 

amenity. The same applies to additions. 

 

5.8 I therefore conclude that non-complying activity status is 

appropriate with regard to alterations and additions. 

 

5.9 Regarding 18.7A.2.6 Prohibited activities, the central landscape 

issue here concerns replacement baches (PR2 - Any bach which 
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is not a scheduled bach shown in Appendix 18.8.4).
4
 In its 

submission Taylors Mistake Association #3525 seeks to delete 

this and the other prohibited activities.  

 

5.10 Firstly, and as an outcome of conferencing, it is my opinion that 

there is no strong landscape reason for prohibited activity status 

concerning non-scheduled baches. All existing baches have little 

or no adverse landscape and amenity effects.  

 

5.11 This, in my opinion, is largely due to the role they play in exhibiting 

historic cultural values expressed in and as the landscape. The 

baches outwardly signify ‘kiwi’ attributes or virtues, such as 

independence, resourcefulness, social equality, humility, simplicity, 

endurance, daring, unsophistication and perseverance.  In a 

sense, they can be regarded as the human equivalent of limpets, 

precariously clinging to their shoreline setting. And so they tell a 

story about early European interaction with the environment and 

consequent landscape formation. These characteristics are 

evident in the Attachment A Photographs 3,4 and 5. 

 

5.12 So in their contribution to the landscape, and its underlying story, 

the presence of the baches benefits more than just their 

occupants. They are also of value to the wider audience – namely 

those accessing and using the coastal environment in which the 

baches are located.  Further, arising from conferencing, I 

understand the presence of bach occupiers contributes to 

stewardship of the area. 

 

Issue 4(b) Are the matters of discretion in relation to buildings and facilities 

appropriate? 

 

5.13 In my opinion the matters of discretion (18.7A.2.3) are appropriate 

where they concern landscape outcomes. In conferencing we 

recommended some amendments to wording. These are recorded 

in the conferencing statement dated 20 January 2016, and so I will 

                                                   
4  I understand that requiring removal or scheduling in the pRDP is no longer the current planning 

approach.  But I consider this activity status from the point of view of the appropriateness of the 
existing baches in Taylors Mistake. 
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not repeat them here. I will however elaborate on the following 

matter. 

 

5.14 Affecting the design and appearance of renewal are the 18.8.5.6 

Buildings and facilities matters of discretion, subject to 

18.7A.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities.  While they 

concern all buildings and facilities within the Coastal Zone, the 

matters also refer specifically to the buildings within the Coastal 

Bach Overlay (18.8.5.6 (l)), cited as follows:  

 

l.  Within the Coastal Bach Overlay whether a new or 
relocated bach will maintain the context and amenity of 
the area by: 

 
a.  Avoiding adverse effects on significant and 

distinctive landforms, geological features; 
 
b.  being located and designed in a way that reduces 

their visual dominance; 
 
c.  incorporating environmentally sustainable and low 

impact site and building design. 
 

5.15 Proposed built form standard 18.7A.3.1 Site Density (a) also 

requires that no more than 15 baches can be established within 

the Coastal Bach Overlay area as shown on the Appendix 18.8.4 

map. I understand that these baches will replace those to be 

removed, also shown on the map. 

 

5.16 Also concerning the location and extent of the Coastal Bach 

Overlay, I note that with reference to Mahaanui Iwi Management 

Plan (2013) it is consistent with at least one of the ‘general 

principles’ concerning land use and development in the coastal 

environment. In this regard, TAN 7.4 principle (e)
5
 states:  

 

Concentrate new buildings in existing clusters and 

settlements (areas of existing modification) – areas able 

to absorb change. 

 

5.17 Arising from conferencing we concluded that sub-clause l (a) 

should be deleted. This is because the Coastal Bach Overlay has 

                                                   
5  Page 150 – 151 of the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (2013). 
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already been determined, and in so doing its effects on 

‘…significant and distinctive landforms, geological features; have 

been considered appropriate. Further, it is my opinion that the 

baches to be constructed within the overlay will indeed have no 

adverse effect on landform and geological features. This is 

because there are none that contribute significantly to the 

landscape. The affected landform comprises grassed hill slope 

that is essentially indistinguishable from that back dropping the 

existing baches – see Attachment A, Photograph 6 

 

Issue 5(b) Does the extent of the Coastal Zone need revision, and in 

particular in respect to Taylors Mistake Baches? 

 

5.18 In conferencing we determined that it would be appropriate and 

desirable to include the Coastal Bach Overlay within the Coastal 

Zone.  The reason is that it will better facilitate consistent design 

outcomes for all baches. This ensures maintenance of visual 

coherence and ultimately existing character and the amenity 

derived from it. A further benefit would be ease of plan 

administration and therefore greater certainty that desired 

outcomes are achieved. 

 

Issue 6(b) If the District Plan is considered to be the appropriate means of 

determining which existing baches should remain or be removed, what are 

the most appropriate policies and rules to ensure the baches achieve and 

remain consistent with the Coastal Environment objectives? 

 

5.19 As a result of conferencing it was concluded that the Chapter 9 – 

9.2 Objectives and Policies
6
 would be more appropriate for 

managing baches within the coastal environment than those in 

Chapter 18 (Open Space).  The reason is that the Chapter 9 

provisions appear to better target the effects of private buildings 

within the coastal environment in both policy (specifically 9.2.2.7) 

and the assessment matters (9.2.4.3). Attachment B contains 

these policies and assessment matters, along with an aerial 

photograph with the pRDP natural areas overlaid.  

 

                                                   
6  9.2.1 Objective - Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and 

Landscapes and Natural Character in the Coastal Environment. 
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5.20 As evident on the Attachment B aerial photograph, some baches 

lie within the area denoted ‘outstanding natural landscape’ (ONL) 

while the majority are beyond, but still within the Coastal Zone. I 

note that proposed Policy 9.2.2.7 encompasses the full range of 

landscape types. Consequently consideration of activity within 

each of the landscape types will on the face of it be treated 

equally.  That is, those baches currently within the ONL will be 

considered with the same weight as those outside. However, 

should the baches within the ONL be removed then there is much 

less likelihood that they could be replaced on the same site. This 

would be largely driven by 9.2.2 policies, particularly those 

concerning ONLs. Further, Policy 9.2.2.6 promotes the restoration 

of natural character which is the preferred outcome within ONLs, 

notwithstanding that under certain circumstances physical 

development can occur subject to Policy 9.2.2.2(b). 

 

Coastal Bach Overlay 

 
5.21 Finally in this regard, I have read a memorandum

7
 whose subject 

concerns the location, extent and appropriateness of bach zoning 

at Taylors Mistake regarding their effects on the landscape. The 

memorandum concludes that the proposed Taylors Mistake Bach 

overlay is appropriate in this regard. I agree with this conclusion. 

 

Issue 6(c) In setting the appropriate rules, what assessment criteria and 

outcomes should be given the greatest weight in determining which existing 

baches should remain or be removed.  The criteria to assess each bach 

and potentially determine its appropriateness may include the following: 

 

(i) risk from cliff collapse and rockfall; 

(ii) temporary occupation of a bach and effect on risk from cliff 

collapse and/or rockfall; 

(iii) risk from coastal erosion; 

(iv) risk from coastal inundation; 

(v) whether a bach impedes public access; 

(vi) impact on, or compatibility with, the coastal and landscape 

character; 

                                                   
7  Stage 2 Section 32 Appendix 31: Landscape Review of the Operative City Plan Living Taylors 

Mistake Bach Zone. Prepared by Ms Hannah Lewthwaite 12.02.2015. 
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(vii) contribution to heritage values; and 

(viii) existing use rights. 

 

5.19 As discussed, and as an outcome of conferencing, the proposed 

assessment (discretionary) matters are appropriate. So too are the 

criteria listed above.  Also as discussed, given their historic and 

cultural context the presence of existing and replacement baches 

will not result in significant adverse landscape and amenity effects 

on the coastal environment. This is based on the assumption that 

their existing character, as largely determined by size and scale, is 

maintained.  

 

Issue 7(b) Are the rules managing the rebuilding and/or relocation of 

existing baches, and controlling the occupancy of baches [Taylors Mistake 

Association #3525] appropriate? Will the rules adequately address and 

manage potential adverse effects on the local environment, including the 

coastal historic character of the area. 

 

5.20 As discussed, the rules in my opinion are appropriate subject to 

the recommended changes to wording referred to in the Session 4 

Conferencing Statement. I am satisfied the rules will ensure 

existing character is maintained, particularly regarding the size and 

scale of baches.  As mentioned, design and appearance is not a 

major consideration, particularly where it involves ‘like for like’ 

repair and maintenance. Beyond that I support intervention via 

discretionary and non-complying activity status. 

 

Issue 7(e) Should issues of cultural landscaping custodianship be included 

in the assessment matters for issue of certification of occupancy? [Taylors 

Mistake Association #3525].
8
 

 

5.21 There was some discussion in conferencing over what the phrase 

“…cultural landscaping custodianship…” meant.  In landscape 

assessments it is what is referred to as ‘associative effects’. These 

focus on the question of what peoples’ expectations are 

concerning whether an activity is in keeping with its landscape 

                                                   
8  This was previously an issue in an earlier version of the statement of issues, but I understand that it 

was thought that it was covered in Issue 7(b) and so it was deleted as a separate issue. The issue 
was discussed in expert conferencing and so I have considered it separately here. 
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setting.  It further concerns the contribution activity makes to the 

landscape regarding the activity and actions of those involved. In 

this case the baches and their residents.  

 

5.22 Issue 7(e) essentially asks whether such associative effects 

should be a matter of discretion.  In my opinion the following 

Chapter 9 and 18 discretionary matters are sufficient to entertain 

consideration of associative effects. 

 

9.2.4.3 Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

5. Whether the proposal recognises the context 

and values of historic and cultural significance 

and the relationship, culture and traditions of 

Ngāi Tahu 

 

5.23 Similarly, two of the Chapter 18 discretionary matters also admit 

consideration in this regard. They are:  

 

18.8.5.6 Buildings and facilities 

c. The history of the building being added to and 

whether it remains dependent on its location 

within the coastal environment. 

e. The relationship of the activity with the 

coastal environment and whether it is necessary 

or dependent on being located within the zone. 

 

5.24 And regarding custodianship: 

 

g. The safety and community benefits provided 

by the activity and the need for the activity to be 

located close to and within direct sight line of the 

beach. 

 

6. LANDSCAPE EFFECTS IF EXISTING BACHES WERE TO BE REMOVED 

 

6.1 I have also been asked to consider the landscape effects if the 

existing baches were to be removed.  In other words, while 

existing baches may have no adverse effects in terms of 
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landscape and amenity, would their removal change the landscape 

or amenity setting such that it would be consistent with higher 

order objectives and policies. 

 

6.2 The removal of the baches would shift the environment toward a 

more natural state.  In other words, if someone proposed to 

establish the baches today in the coastal environment which is 

otherwise devoid of them, then this would not be acceptable.  This 

is because their presence would be inconsistent with the general 

direction of objective and policies in the NZCPS, which clearly 

favour naturalness. 

 

6.3 The removal of baches would therefore enhance naturalness and 

so would assist in achieving the preferred landscape outcome 

sought by the NZCPS and the pRDP objectives and policies that 

give effect to it. 

 

6.4 At expert conferencing, we discussed that the desirability of the 

presence of the existing baches is based on their contribution as a 

historic/cultural feature in a natural landscape setting.  I have 

described this in my evidence above.  I acknowledge that in some 

respects a balancing exercise must occur between the preferred 

natural state on the coast and the heritage/cultural value of the 

baches. 

 

 

Andrew William Craig 

5 February 2016  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Photographs showing the character of the baches 
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Photographs 1 & 2   The design and appearance of the baches arises from a mixture of ad hoc construction, found or surplus materials and uncertain tenure – which is 
evident in the examples above. 

  

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
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Photograph  3   The baches at the southern end of Taylors Mistake. 
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Photograph 4  The baches at the north end of Taylors Mistake and  Hobsons Bay. 
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Photograph 5  The baches at Boulder Bay 
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                                      Taylors Mistake – Godley Head Walkway                                                                                                                                                                                       Coastal Bach Overlay (more or less) 
] 

 
 

                                                                                                                            Public conveniences 
 
 

Photograph 6  The baches at the southern end of Taylors Mistake showing the Coastal Bach Overlay area. 
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Taylors Mistake                                                                              Boulder Bay 
 

 
 

                                                                                                  
  

 

 

                                                                            Boulder Bay 
Taylors Mistake  
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Hobsons Bay 

N 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Chapter 9 policy and assessment matters relevant to the baches  

 

9.2.2. Policies - Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant 

Features and Landscapes and Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 

9.2.2.7 Specific activities in Outstanding Natural Features and 

Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 

a. Buildings 

1. Enable small scale buildings associated with 

farming and recreation activities, recognising 

that these activities are integral to maintaining 

the rural amenity landscape character of Banks 

Peninsula and natural landscape character of 

the Port Hills. 

2. Enable small scale additions to existing 

buildings. 

3. Promote use of natural materials and finishes 

that integrate into the landscape. 

4. Minimise reflectivity, glare and light spill where it 

would increase the visibility of development and 

detract from a natural setting. 

b. Residential activities 

1. Require an identified building area at the time of 

subdivision and undertake a landscape 

assessment of the location, density and scale of 

buildings to ensure future development will not 

result in adverse effects on the landscape 

qualities, in particular naturalness and openness 

of outstanding natural features and landscapes. 

2. Limit residential units and associated access 

and planting to a scale, form, design, finish 

(colours and materials) that integrate with the 

landscape. 
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9.2.4 Matters of Discretion  

9.2.4.3 Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 

a. Whether the proposal is consistent with preserving the 

natural character qualities of the coastal environment. 

b. Within areas of outstanding natural character in the 

coastal environment, whether adverse effects are 

avoided and the proposal does not damage, diminish or 

compromise natural character.  

c. Within areas of at least high natural character, 

whether development can be practicably located outside 

the area of high natural character. 

d. Whether any restoration or rehabilitation of the natural 

character of the coastal environment is proposed.  

e. Whether the proposal recognises the context and values 

of historic and cultural significance and the relationship, 

culture and traditions of Ngāi Tahu.  

f. Whether the development will integrate into 

the landscape and the appropriateness of the scale, form, 

design and finish (materials and colours) proposed and 

mitigation measures such as planting. Any adverse 

effects of reflectivity, glare and light spill. 

g. The proximity and extent to which the development is 

visible from public places and roads (including unformed 

legal roads, ease of accessibility to that place, and the 

significance of the view point. 

h. The extent to which natural elements such as landforms 

and vegetation within the site mitigate the visibility 

of development.  

i. The capacity of the landscape to absorb change and the 

extent to which the opportunity has been taken to cluster 

built development in areas with a higher potential to 

absorb development while retaining areas which are 

more sensitive to change. 

j. The extent to which the proposal will result 

in development sprawling along the coastline and 

adverse cumulative effects. 
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k. Whether the proposal is connected with the need to 

provide water supply (for firefighting), and the ability to 

integrate water tanks into the landscape and mitigate any 

adverse visual effects. 

l. For new access tracks, whether the access 

supports conservation, farming or recreation 

activities that are complementary to natural character, 

and the ability to integrate with the landscape, follow 

natural contours and mitigate any adverse visual effects. 

 

9.2.4.4 Building Reflectivity 

a. The extent to which the building will give rise to adverse 

visual effects, taking into account the size of 

the building and the surface area with high reflectivity.  

b. Whether the proposed exterior materials respond to and 

respect the landscape and natural character. 

c. The extent to which the building is consistent with design 

guidance 
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