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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  I hold the position of Principal Advisor 

Planning (Strategy and Planning Group) at the Christchurch City Council 

(Council). I have been in this position for six years. 

 

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my brief of evidence for the 

Stage 2 Residential Hearing dated 18 August 2015, Residential New 

Neighbourhood (RNN) Zone Hearing dated 7 December 2015 and Coastal 

Environment Hearing dated 5 February 2016. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence on the 

definitions that are relevant to the Stage 2 Residential Chapter and Stage 3 

Coastal Environment Chapters of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP). I also confirm earlier evidence on definitions relating to the RNN 

Zone.   

 

1.4 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.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence relates specifically to the definitions that are relevant to the 

following Stage 2 and 3 Chapters: 

 

(a) Stage 2 Residential (including the New Neighbourhood Zone); 

(b) Stage 3 Coastal Environment in relation to the Taylors Mistake, 

Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay baches only. 

 

2.2 I have previously provided evidence on definitions relevant to Taylors Mistake 

Baches: Stage 2 Residential Bach Zone and Stage 3 Coastal Environment 

Hearing and adopt that evidence. In particular section 6.13 where I discuss 

whether it is appropriate for "temporary occupation" of a bach to be managed 
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through the pRDP.  Rather than including a definition for "temporary 

occupation" I recommend a changed approach to instead define the term 

"bach" (and subsequently provide for this activity within the Activity Status 

tables). I also recommend consequential amendments as shown in the 

Revised Proposal attached to that evidence, and as carried over into the 

Revised Proposal attached to Ms Sowerby's evidence in chief for Definitions. 

 

2.3 My previous evidence for Residential Stage 2 has not explicitly addressed 

definitions, nor submissions on them, therefore I address those matters now.
1
  

The scope of this evidence is limited to: 

 

(a) Definitions deferred from Stage 1, being: 

(i) FSC certified hardwood; 

(ii) Net density;  

(iii) Outline Development Plan;  

(iv) Comprehensive residential development;  

(v) Neighbourhood plan; 

(vi) Relocated building; 

(vii) removal of a building; and 

(viii) re-siting of a building. 

 

(b) In relation to Stage 2 Residential: 

(i) Character area; 

(ii) Street; and 

(iii) Continuous building frontage. 

 

3. CONFIRMATION OF CHANGES IN REVISED PROPOSAL 

 

3.1 Ms Sowerby has attached to her evidence an updated Revised Proposal 

(dated 24 February 2016).  For the purposes of the Stage 2 Residential 

Proposal and the Stage 3 Coastal Proposal (i.e. in relation to the definitions 

that are used in those them): 

 

(a)  I confirm that the latest version of the definitions in the Revised 

Proposal (including those that have been amended by other Chapter 

                                                   
1
  Evidence in chief (strategic overview statement) for the Stage 2 Residential Hearing dated 18 August 2015; Second 

statement of evidence in chief for the Stage 2 Residential Hearing dated 18 August 2015; rebuttal evidence for the 
Residential Stage 2 Hearing dated 2 September 2015; Supplementary evidence for the Residential Stage 2 Hearing 
dated 2 September 2015. Evidence on the residential New Neighbourhood Zone dated 7 December 2015, and 
rebuttal statement for the same dated 5 January 2016.  
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Leads, as shown in mark-up) are appropriate for use in the above 

mentioned chapters; and 

(b) where there were multiple versions of similar or identical definitions 

across the Stages, I agree with the version of the definition that has 

been retained in the Revised Proposal (Ms Sowerby addresses 

reduction of duplication more specifically in her evidence). 

 

4. DEFINITIONS DEFERRED FROM STAGE 1 

 

 FSC certified hardwood 

 

4.1 The definition of FSC certified hardwood was deferred from Stage 1 

Residential.  In my view this definition is not required as it relates to the energy 

and water efficiency standards for new residential units. Given my 

recommendation to delete those provisions in the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

(and Mr Blair's recommendation to delete them in the Stage 1 Residential 

Hearing), I do not support this definition being included within the pRDP as it is 

essentially redundant.  I therefore reject the Council's submission which 

sought to include this definition (#310 page 3). 

 

 Net density, Outline Development Plan, Comprehensive residential development  

 

4.2 The definitions Net density, Outline Development Plan and Comprehensive 

residential development, all relating to the RNN Zone were deferred from 

Stage 1.  Mr Collins has addressed these definitions in his evidence in chief for 

the RNN Zone hearing (refer to section 9 of his evidence).  The Crown's broad 

submission (#2387.11) seeks to ensure definitions are useable and clear, and 

duplications are removed. I agree with Mr Collins proposed changes to: 

 

(a) Net density (new definition); 

(b) Outline Development Plan (amended); and 

(c) Comprehensive residential development (amended). 

 

 Neighbourhood plan 

 

4.3 The term "Neighbourhood plan" was also defined in Stage 1 and the Council 

through its submission sought to amend this definition (refer to CCC #310 

page 14). I note that whilst this definition is proposed to be separately retained 
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for the Meadowlands Exemplar Development (MED), it is not required to assist 

with the interpretation of any Stage 1 and 2 RNN provisions.  I therefore 

recommend the Stage 1 definition of 'neighbourhood plan' be deleted and the 

CCC submissions rejected.  For clarity, the Stage 1 MED Neighbourhood Plan 

definition should remain, as per the Panel's Decision 4. 

 

 Relocated building, removal and re-siting of a building 

 

4.4 In relation to the House Movers' submission (#934), Mr Ivan Thomson (refer to 

paragraphs 5.106 to 5.109 of his evidence in chief for the Stage 1 Introduction 

and Definitions Hearing - Residential) addressed the following definitions:  

 

(a) Relocated building; 

(b) Removal of a building; and 

(c) Re-siting of a building. 

  

4.5 The main theme of the House Movers' submission is to provide for the 

relocation, removal and re-siting of a building as a permitted activity in all 

residential zones, and to support such rules that these terms be defined.  Mr 

Thomson did not consider the amendments to "relocation of a building", nor 

the inclusion of the terms "removal" or "re-siting" of a building to be necessary. 

Mr Thomson's reasons for those conclusions were that the definition of 

"relocation of a building" was sufficiently broad and included the words 

"removal" and "re-siting".  Mr Thomson however noted that the matter should 

be deferred and heard in relation of the notified Residential Conservation 

Zone, which was to be considered as part of the Stage 2 Residential Hearing.   

 

4.6 I, together with Ms Schroder, as part of the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

provided evidence on the Residential Conservation Zone (refer to my evidence 

in chief paragraph 8.2 and 8.3 and 6.12-6.18 of Ms Schroder's evidence in 

chief).  This zone is proposed to be split into the Lyttelton Character Area and 

Akaroa Character Area.  The relocation of a building (and by its definition the 

"re-siting" and "removal" of a building) is proposed to be managed as a 

restricted discretionary within these character areas - refer to Rule 14.4.2.3 

RD17 and RD18 to the Revised Proposal 2 September 2015 contained in 

Attachment A of my Rebuttal Evidence. The wording of this rule does not 

necessarily require any of these terms to be defined to assure its correct 

interpretation.  I therefore reject the House Movers submission points in 
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relation to the need to define these terms in the Residential Conservation 

Zone.   

 

5. SUBMISSIONS ON DEFINITIONS 

 

Stage 2 Residential Chapter 14 

 

5.1 Other witnesses for the RNN and Stage 2 Residential Hearings have provided 

evidence on the following definitions and I agree with their evidence as follows. 

 

5.2 Ms Schroder in her evidence in chief to the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

section 7.17 to 7.19, addresses the submission of Lowe (#2308) seeking to 

include a definition of "character area". Whilst Ms Schroder does not explicitly 

state in her evidence that a definition of "character area" is not required, she 

does infer that it would make the plan overly complex to define individual 

character areas, or specific characteristics of each area.  There is no need in 

my view to define the term "character area" to assist with the interpretation and 

administration of the pRDP.  Furthermore, the term "character area" is 

essentially a title given to particular spatial areas, for which special provisions 

are proposed to apply.  I therefore reject Ms Lowe's submission in respect of 

this definition.   

 

5.3 Ms Schroder in her evidence in chief for the Stage 2 Residential Hearing 

section addressed the submission of May (#2207), who sought clarification of 

how the definition of "street" was to apply to the character area rules, in 

particular with regard to Gwynfa Avenue and its inclusion within Character 

Area 20 on planning maps 45 and 46. The submitter did not specifically 

request any change to the definition of "street". Furthermore, Ms Schroder 

supported the removal of Gwynfa Avenue from CA20 on the planning maps, 

thereby addressed the submitter's concerns regarding how the character area 

rule applied to their property.  As a consequence I consider that that part of the 

May submission (#2207) in relation to the definition of "street" can be rejected. 

 

5.4 The Council requested a definition of "continuous building frontage" be 

included.  This was to support the notified rules (built form standards) related 

to the Accommodation and Community Facilities Overlay. The use of the 

words "continuous building frontage" within the built form standards was 

changed to "continuous building length" in response to acceptance of a 
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submission by Kauri Rest Home (#2222) (refer to my Stage 2 Residential 

Hearing Rebuttal Evidence, Attachment A Rules 14.2.4.6.5 14.3.5.4.2 

Maximum Continuous Building Length). I therefore consider that the definition 

of "continuous building frontage" to no longer be required and reject the 

Council's submission (#2123).   

 

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver 

24 February 2016 
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