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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 5 February 2016. 

 
1.2 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 rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the statements of evidence 

filed on 15 February 2015 by Otto Snoep (#7278) and Bruce Hill on behalf of 

the Taylors Mistake Association (#3525) (TMA). 

 

2.2 I provide the following attachments to this evidence: 

 

(a) Attachment A – An updated revised proposal that incorporates 

amendments as a result of consideration of the submitters' evidence; 

 

(b) Attachment B – A clean version of the proposal with the relevant 

amendments. This will hopefully provide a clearer picture of the 

proposal in its final form; and 

 

(c) Attachment C – An updated version of the section 32 assessment to 

support the Revised Proposal contained in Attachment A and B in 

relation to the baches only.  The updated section 32 report attaches 5 

appendices (4 of which were originally attached to the Coastal 

Environment section 32 report).  These attachments are: 

 Appendix 28 – Options assessment (with a "scheduling" 

approach);
1
 

                                                   
1  I note that the Council has moved away from this approach – see paragraphs 3.1, 4.16 and 5.7 of my evidence in 

chief. 
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 Appendix 29 – Review of Coastal Hazards at Coastal Baches; 

 Appendix 30 – Review of unscheduled baches and access; 

 Appendix 31 – Landscape review of the new bach zone; 

 NEW Appendix 39 – Summary Table of Issues.
2
 

 

3. MR HILL ON BEHALF OF TAYLORS MISTAKE ASSOCIATION (#3525) 

 

Proposed minor changes  

 

3.1 Mr Hill has proposed a number of changes and minor corrections as set out 

below.  I agree with these changes and I have included them in the Revised 

Proposal in Attachment A.   

 

3.2 Permitted Activity Rule 18.7A.2.1.P7
3
 – clarification that the rule is to provide 

for the repair and maintenance of an existing bach. 

 

3.3 Controlled Activity Rule 18.7A.2.2 C1
4
 – minor typographical changes to 

improve readability and remove unnecessary text.  I support the inclusion of 

the reference to an "other Council approved system" to deal with wastewater, 

as I agree that there may be alternatives to the Council's reticulated system. 

 

3.4 Restricted Discretionary Activity Rule 18.7A.2.2 RD5
5
 – I accept that a number 

of the existing baches are below 4.5m in height and that any addition beyond 

the roofline could significantly change the character of such baches. I therefore 

agree that the use of the words "existing roofline" will better manage the 

retention of character values.  However, I consider that further clarification is 

required to ensure that this rule is only to apply to the existing baches and not 

the relocated or replacement baches in the Coastal Bach Overlay.  I have 

proposed additional wording to clarify the application of this rule. 

 

3.5 Discretionary Activity Rule 18.7A.2.2 D1
6
 – I agree the referencing to 

18.7A.2.3 RD5 is correct. 

 

3.6 Built Form Standard 18.7A.3.1 Site density
7
 – Mr Hill has reasoned that a 

maximum of 18 baches should be able to be established within the Coastal 

                                                   
2  This was attached to my evidence in chief as Attachment C. 
3  Evidence of Bruce Hill on behalf of the TMA dated 15 February 2016 (Hill Evidence) at paragraph 20. 
4  Hill Evidence at paragraph 21-24. 
5  Hill Evidence at paragraph 25. 
6  Hill Evidence at paragraph 26. 



 

27379553_1.docx  4 

Bach Overlay.  I agree that it is possible to support and there may be a need to 

provide for 18 baches within the Coastal Bach Overlay.  I have proposed 

under Non-Complying Activity Rule 18.7A.2.5 NC6 that the combined total 

number of existing baches as shown on Appendix 18.8.4, together with any 

baches located within the Coastal Bach Overlay, does not exceed 45 baches.  

It is this latter rule that in my view will be the most effective in ensuring there is 

no overall net increase in the number of baches in the Taylors Mistake area.  I 

therefore accept Mr Hill's recommended change to provide for only 18 baches 

in the Coastal Bach Overlay. 

 

3.7 Built Form Standard 18.7A.3.4 Site coverage
8
 – Mr Hill assessed the likely site 

coverage requirement to provide for 18 baches together with impervious 

surfaces will be 25% of the site.  I accept that this is appropriate and at this 

level will still maintain sufficient levels of open space and areas for 

landscaping as required under Controlled Activity Rule 18.7A.2.2 C1.   

 

3.8 Built Form Standard 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access
9
 – Mr Hill has noted that the 

vehicle access to the Coastal Bach Overlay is located on land owned by the 

Council and lies outside of the Open Space Coastal Zone.  Mr Hill is not strictly 

correct in this respect, as while the accessway (ie the road or path) to the 

Coastal Bach Overlay is outside the Open Space Coastal Zone, the point of 

vehicle access to the Coastal Bach Overlay (which is yet to be constructed) 

will be on the Coastal Bach Overlay land, albeit likely at the common boundary 

with the Council reserve land.  The location of this vehicle access point would 

be controlled through Controlled Activity Rule 18.7A.2.2 and the Built Form 

Standard 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access, and therefore the accessway itself would 

essentially be indirectly controlled as well.  I agree with Mr Hill that the rule 

does require some clarification however I consider that it needs to be clear the 

rule only relates to the vehicle access point for the Coastal Bach Overlay and 

not other land in the area.  I have amended the rule accordingly. 

 

3.9 Matters of discretion 18.8.5.6
10

 – I agree with Mr Hill's recommended changes 

to refine the Council's matters of discretion.  

 

3.10 Appendix 18.8.4
11

 – I accept that the Appendix had errors and it has been 

corrected to remove Bach 10A at Boulder Bay and include Baches 33 and 47.  

                                                                                                                                                              
7  Hill Evidence at paragraph 28-29. 
8  Hill Evidence at paragraphs 30-32. 
9  Hill Evidence at paragraphs 33-35. 
10  Hill Evidence at paragraphs 36-37. 
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3.11 Consequential amendments to references to the Coastal Bach Overlay in 

Chapter 6 Rules 6.4.2.1 and 6.4.3.1, and Chapter 8 Rules 8.3.1.1 RD2 and 

Table 1, and Rule 8.3.1.4 Pr1
12

 – Mr Hill has helpfully pointed out 

consequential amendments that are required and I agree these changes will 

need to be made.  The hearings for Chapter 6 Temporary Recovery Activities, 

and Chapter 8 Subdivision have however been closed and decisions on parts 

of Chapter 6 and 8 have been released.  These changes therefore will need to 

be directed by the Panel.  I cannot find any relevant provisions under the 

Chapter 17 Rural that require consequential amendment. 

 

Matters of disagreement 

 

3.12 There are some matters and suggested changes by Mr Hill that I do not agree 

with and therefore do not support his recommended changes, as set out 

below. 

 

3.13 I do not support Mr Hill's recommendation
13

 to delete the following policy 

criteria from Policy 18.1.10(a): 

 

"Provide for a new bach area at Taylors Mistake to enable the 

relocation and/or replacement of existing baches that are removed 

from their existing location for reasons that may include their risks 

from hazards ; impact on or to improve recreational public access; or 

to restore the natural character values of the coastline…" 

 

3.14 The reasons for my rejection of Mr Hill's recommendation are: 

 

(a) Whilst I have accepted that none of the existing baches seriously 

impede public access,
14

 if the baches are removed over time due to 

hazards or through the Council's decision not to grant a license, then 

access considerations may change.  The removal of a bach for these 

reasons will also likely mean that the public will have greater and 

easier access to traverse the rocky shoreline and beach area.  The 

coastline would also return to a more natural character.  In my 

                                                                                                                                                              
11  Hill Evidence at paragraphs 38-39 and Attachment 1. 
12  Hill Evidence at paragraph 40. 
13  Hill Evidence at paragraphs 18-19.  
14  I also refer to the evidence of Rodney Chambers filed on behalf of the Council dated 5 February 2016 at paragraph 

2.1. 
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opinion, these access considerations need to be acknowledged in 

Policy 18.1.10.   

 

(b) The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along 

the coastal marine area and similarly the preservation of natural 

character of the coastal environment, are matters of national 

importance under the RMA.
15

  The importance of these two matters is 

also reiterated under NZCPS
16

 and the Maahanui Iwi Management 

Plan.
17

  I recognise that historic heritage is also a matter of national 

importance under the RMA,
18

 however not all of the baches have met 

the threshold test as being of historic heritage value.   

 

(c) For these reasons, I am not of the opinion that retaining the existing 

character of the area through the retention of all of the existing 

baches, should be given greater precedence than returning to a more 

natural character and/or improving public access.  I note that the 

bach owners have enjoyed a private right to occupy public land for 

many years, and by doing so, they have to some extent reduced 

public access and changed the natural character.  Whilst it is not the 

Council's recommendation that the legal mechanism to determine the 

future of the existing baches should be the pRDP, I maintain my view 

that it is appropriate for the pRDP to recognise the resource 

management factors that affect the baches and therefore the grounds 

on which their removal (through revocation of a license) might be 

based.   

 

3.15 Non-complying Activity Rule 18.7A.2.5 NC5
19

 and clarification of the 

application on the Built Form Standards in 18.7A.3 – Mr Hill suggests that NC5 

is not necessary as the controlled activity status will adequately manage the 

built form of the baches. As such only non-compliance with the 18.7A.2.2 

Controlled Activities needs to be recognised in NC5.  I do not agree however 

that the Built Form Standards contained in 18.7A.2.2 Controlled Activities C1 

should not also apply to the new baches within the Coastal Bach Overlay (I 

note here that I have included a rule reference to "C1" to improve the 

consistency in the plan's structure).  I note that similar rules apply under the 

                                                   
15  Section 6(a) of the RMA. 
16  Policy 19 and 20 of the NZCPS. 
17  See TAN8.1 to 8.4 of the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan. 
18  Section 6(f) of the RMA. 
19  Hill Evidence at paragraph 27. 
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Operative City Plan. Furthermore, in my view these rules provide a clear 

direction as to the intended character and built form for future baches, 

including any additions sought to a relocated bach.  The wording of 18.7A.2.2 

Controlled Activities C1 does include a reference to the Built Form Standards 

applying.  I agree in part with Mr Hill that it is only necessary to refer to a non-

compliance with the Built Form Standard and the words "permitted and 

restricted discretionary activities" are not needed to interpret and apply the rule 

effectively. I have therefore amended Rule 18.7A.2.5 NC5 accordingly. 

 

4. MR SNOEP #7278  

 

Coastal Bach Overlay 

 

4.1 I agree with Mr Snoep that the full use of the Coastal Bach Overlay land may 

not be required should many or most of the existing baches remain in their 

current location (should the Council grant licenses to occupy the road 

reserve).  There is however still a possibility that the Council will not grant a 

license to some bach owners, particularly given risks from hazards.  Therefore 

the Coastal Bach Overlay will continue to be part of what I can best describe 

as being the Environment Court's (EC) "pathway to a solution" for the long-

term future of the existing baches.  

 

4.2 I agree with Mr Snoep that the Coastal Bach Overlay will potentially not be a 

solution for some bach owners, in particular those who are not part of the 

TMA. It will be the TMA as the landowner of the Coastal Bach Overlay land 

that will decide whether an existing bach can relocate or rebuild their bach 

within the Coastal Bach Overlay.  Again, giving effect to the EC decision 

requires agreements outside of the pRDP to be reached and implemented. 

Notwithstanding this, at this stage I support providing for the rebuilding and 

relocation of existing baches within the Coastal Bach Overlay, albeit for a very 

limited number of baches (ie the number of baches that I consider the Overlay 

is able to support).   

 

4.3 I acknowledge Mr Snoep's concern that there is a potential for the Coastal 

Bach Overlay to become an unintended "opportunity"  to create new baches 

within the Taylors Mistake area, that are not directly replacing an existing bach 

that may be required to be removed.  As Mr Snoep correctly notes that the 

new bach area (zoning) was only created to provide for the relocation and/or 
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rebuilding of the existing baches.  I propose to manage this issue by restricting 

the total number of baches to 45 (refer to Rule 18.7A.2.5 NC6).  One bach 

therefore must be removed from its existing location before a bach can be 

established in the Coastal Bach Overlay.  

 

4.4 As I have already commented in paragraph 4.2 above, this arrangement may 

not provide a solution to all bach owners.  Nor is the proposed rule structure a 

fail-safe mechanism to ensure the Coastal Bach Overlay is not used as 

intended.  The rules could be strengthened to require evidence of a direct link 

between the removal of an existing bach and a new/relocated bach in the 

overlay.  In my view however, such a rule would be difficult to administer under 

the District Plan and would again be more effectively addressed through the 

licensing and/or side agreements between the directly affected parties. 

 

Transfer of land in Taylors Mistake Valley to the Council 

 

4.5 Under the Operative City Plan, the establishment of the bach zone was 

deferred pending the transfer of land in Taylors Mistake Valley to the 

Council.
20

 It is my view that the transfer of land is more effectively addressed 

outside of the District Plan and alongside the licencing decision.   I do not 

consider that the development of the Coastal Bach Overlay area needs to be 

deferred until this land transfer occurs.  The development and implementation 

of the Coastal Bach Overlay area will not in my opinion give rise to any 

significant adverse effects. Furthermore, the transfer of the adjoining rural land 

is not required to mitigate the effects of the new/relocated baches.  I do 

however accept that the land transfer was part of the mediated solution 

reached between the parties to the EC decision, and that some community 

benefit may arise from the land being in public ownership (principally securing 

long term access to recreational tracks).  That does not however influence my 

view as to the most appropriate RMA management regime for the relevant 

land.   

 

4.6 I can confirm that the Council resolved on 23 July 2010 to request that the 

TMA take immediate steps to transfer the subject land to Council. The land 

                                                   

20  Operative City Plan, Volume 3, Part 2, Rule 2.1.3 which reads "The Living TMB zone will be deferred pending: 

(a)  The transfer of the land contained in CT 35B/158 and that land contained in CT 35B/160 to the east and 

south of the Living TMB zone up to and in line with the edge of the western boundary of the Living TMB zone 

as generally indicated in the development plan - Appendix 3(k), to the Christchurch City Council for no further 

consideration to be vested in the Council as recreation reserve under the Reserves Act, 1977" 
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transfer has not occurred to date, principally as circumstances and priorities 

for the Council changed significantly following the earthquakes.  The Council 

may wish to reconsider and/or reconfirm its agreement to have the land 

ownership transferred given its now greater understanding of land instability 

risks. 

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver  

19 February 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Marked up Revised Proposal



Chapter 19 – Coastal Environment 
Revised Proposal as at 5 February 2016 

 

Chapter 19 – Coastal Environment 

This is the Revised Proposal for the Coastal Environment hearing as at 21 December 2015. 

 

The base document used for the purposes of this Revised Proposal is the provisions of Chapter 19 as 
notified. 

 

Some key changes that affect the structure of the Revised Proposal are as follows: 

 It is proposed that Chapter 19 be deleted with the content to be either removed or relocated 
into Chapter 18 (Open Space) and Chapter 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage).  These changes 
are made in response to the submission of the Crown.

1
 A table of contents is included in this 

Revised Proposal which summarises the new location of the Chapter 19 provisions. 

 The Residential Bach Zone is now to be included within the Open Space Coastal Zone and 
titled the "Coastal Bach Overlay".  The rules for the Coastal Bach Overlay are largely those 
which were notified for the Residential Bach Zone. 

 

The colour coding in the Revised Proposal is as follows: 

Grey text Text from other chapters where the Chapter 19 provisions are 
being relocated. This text is not open for change. 

Black underline Text that has been taken from Chapter 19 and inserted into 
Chapter 18 or Chapter 9.  Amendments have been made to the 
text to facilitate incorporation into the new chapter. Note that 
provision numbers have been updated to reflect the new chapter 
that the provision sits in.  Where it is not clear what Chapter 19 
provision the text has come from, the Chapter 19 provision 
number is included in square brackets after the text. 

Black strikethrough Text that has been deleted because it has been integrated into 
another chapter. An explanation of where the provisions have 
been moved to is included in square brackets prior to the 
deletion. 

Blue text Residential Bach Zone provisions that have been moved to the 
Open Space Coastal Zone.  Where it is not clear what Chapter 
14 provision the text has come from, the Chapter 14 provision 
number is included in square brackets after the text. 

Blue underline and strikethrough Changes to the Residential Bach Zone provisions to facilitate a 
move of the rules to the Open Space Coastal Zone. 

Red underline and strikethrough Text that has been changed as a result of a submission. The 
submission is indicated in square brackets after the amendment. 

Purple underline and 
strikethrough 

Text that has been changed since the redline version to be 
attached to the Council's evidence in chief. The submission is 
indicated in square brackets after the amendment. 

Green underline Definitions that are relied on. 

Orange underline and 
strikethrough  

Text that has been changed since the redline version and 
addressed in the Council's rebuttal evidence. The submission is 
indicated in square brackets after the amendment. 

  

                                                           
1  Submission of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority for and on behalf of the Crown [#9104.17/.18] which 

states that the Crown seeks amendment to Proposal 19 to: 
(i) to reduce duplication across related proposals by moving and amending where required Proposal 19 

objectives, policies and matters of discretion to other proposals, principally Proposal 9 (Natural and 
Cultural Heritage) (refer to Appendix 1 and the indicative restructuring of Proposal 9); 

(ii) further evaluate moving the Coastal Zone provisions to Proposal 18 (Open Space)". 
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New location of the Chapter 19 and Chapter 14 provisions 

Chapter 19 provision New location 

Chapter 19 preamble 18.1.4(a)(vi) and 9.4 

19.1.1 Objective – Activities within the Coastal 
Environment 

18.1.4(a)(vi)  

19.1.2 Objective – Access to and along the Coast 18.1.1(a)(viii) and 9.4.1 

19.1.3 Policy – Activities within the Coastal 
Environment 

Deleted – integrated into Chapter 9 

19.1.4 Policy – Access to and along the Coast 18.1.9 Policy 6 – Access to and along the Coast 

19.2 Rules – Coastal Zone 18.7A Rules – Open Space Coastal Zone 

19.2.1 How to use the rules 18.7A.1 How to use the rules 

19.2.2 Activity Status Tables – Coastal Zone 
18.7A.2 Activity Status Tables – Open Space 
Coastal Zone 

19.2.2.1 Permitted Activities 18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities 

19.2.2.2 Controlled Activities 18.7A.2.2 Controlled Activities 

19.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 18.7A.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

19.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities 18.7A.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

19.2.2.5 Non-complying Activities 18.7A.2.5 Non-complying Activities 

19.3 Matters of Discretion for Restricted 
Discretionary Activities – Open Space Coastal 
Zone 

18.8.5 Matters of Discretion for Restricted 
Discretionary Activities – Open Space Coastal 
Zone 

19.3.1 Indigenous vegetation 18.8.5.1 Indigenous vegetation 

19.3.2 Exotic vegetation planting 18.8.5.2 Exotic vegetation planting 

19.4 Matters of Discretion for Discretionary 
Activities – Coastal Zone 

[To be moved and integrated with topics in other 
chapters] 

19.4.1.2 Heritage 
[To be moved and integrated with topics in other 
chapters] 

19.4.1.3 Public access 18.8.5.4 Public access 

19.4.1.4 Coastal hazards 18.8.5.5 Coastal hazards 

19.4.2 Buildings and facilities 18.8.5.6 Buildings and facilities 

Chapter 14 provision New location 

14.1.5.9 Policy – Residential Baches 18.1.4(a)(vi)(D) 

14.13.2 Activity Status Tables 
18.7A.2 Activity Status Tables – Open Space 
Coastal Zone 

14.13.2.1 Permitted Activities 18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities 

14.13.2.2 Controlled Activities 18.7A.2.2 Controlled Activities 

14.13.3  Built form standards 
18.7A.3 Built form standards – Coastal Bach 
Overlay only 
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14.13.3.1 Site density 18.7A.3.1 Site density 

14.13.3.2 Building scale 18.7A.3.2 Building scale 

14.13.3.3 Building height 18.7A.3.3 Building height 

14.13.3.4 Site coverage 18.7A.3.4 Site coverage 

14.13.3.5  Vehicle access 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access 

14.9.40 Hillside and small settlement 
development 

[Deleted and incorporated into other chapters] 
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INTRODUCTORY TEXT IS DEALT WITH IN THIS SECTION OF THE REVISED 
PROPOSAL 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Chapter 19 Coastal Environment 

The Coastal Environment Chapter includes objectives and policies which provide overarching 
direction to the management of subdivision, use and development within the coastal environment. 
The landward extent of the coastal environment is mapped along the district’s coast line and covers a 
number of urban and rural zones that adjoin the coastal marine area boundary. Activities located 
within the coastal environment and requiring resource consent approval under zone or area wide 
rules applying across the district will be assessed against the objectives and policies within the 
Coastal Environment Chapter.  

 

The Coastal Zone covers most of the sandy beaches and rocky shorelines from the Waimakariri River 
to Taylors Mistake adjoining Christchurch city and is located between the landward boundary of the 
coastal marine area and adjoining urban or rural zones. This zone provides for the restoration and 
enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna and includes the extensive 
network of dunes along the open coast adjoining Christchurch City.  

 

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.  

 

Aspects of the natural character, natural landscapes and features, indigenous biodiversity and 
habitats of indigenous fauna are managed in the Natural and Cultural Heritage Chapter while the 
effects of earthworks are controlled primarily through the Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 
Chapter. 

 

Land within the Coastal Zone is largely within Crown ownership and is subject to a range of Council 
management programmes from dune protection and enhancement of the natural defence they 
provide people, property and critical infrastructure through to habitat restoration, management and 
recreational activities. 

 

Much of the Coastal Zone is susceptible to risk from coastal hazards over the next 100 years. The 
effects of these hazards on people, property and critical infrastructure are managed through the 
Natural Hazards Chapter. 

[This Introductory Text has been deleted and new clause added to 18.1.4(a)(vi) and 
introductory text in 9.4] 

 

9.4 COASTAL ENVIRONMENT [#9104 The Crown] 

Introduction  

The coastal environment is a continuous, uninterrupted area that adjoins the coastal marine area 
boundary and covers urban and natural environments. The landward extent of the coastal 
environment along the district’s coastline is identified on the planning maps.   

The coastal environment has been identified though multi-criteria analysis assessing the following: 



Chapter 19 – Coastal Environment 
Revised Proposal as at 5 February 2016 

 

a. natural coastal character; 
b. coastal landscape and ecology; 
c. coastal natural hazards; 
d. interaction with Coastal Marine Area; 
e. public access and recreation; 
f. heritage values; and 
g. practical and reasonable approach. 

 

The entirety of the coastline around the Christchurch District is acknowledged in the Ngāi Tahu 

Settlement as a Statutory Acknowledgement Area ‘Te Tai o Mahaanui’. The Coastal Environment is 

highly valued by Ngāi Tahu-Manawhenua and has traditionally, and continues to, provide for 

settlement and mahinga kai.  Landside activities can impact the quality of the Coastal Environment, 

which is expressed in the whakataukī ‘ki uta ki tai’, ‘from mountains to the sea’ – all things are 

connected.   

Access to mahinga kai and other areas of significance to Ngāi Tahu – Manawhenua is of fundamental 

importance to exercising kaitaitanga.  Due to historical occupation and the abundance of resources 

along the coastline, there is a depth of connection with the Coastal Environment. [#3722 Ngāi Tahu, 

page 19] 

The purpose of the coastal environment chapter is to provide the overarching direction and balance 
between enabling 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.  
The Coastal Environment Chapter includes objectives, policies and matters of discretion but no rules.   

Activities are subject to the rules in the zone chapters and the following District wide chapters (where 
relevant): 

5 Natural Hazards 
6 General Rules and Procedures 
7 Transport 
8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 
9. Natural and Cultural Heritage: 

Part A - 9.0 Ngāi Tahu Values and the Natural Environment  
9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity 
9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Rural Amenity Landscapes, 

Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the 
Coastal Environment 

9.3 Historic Heritage  
9.4 Trees 

11 Utilities and energy 
12 Hazardous Substances 

 

Activities located within the coastal environment and requiring resource consent approval under zone 
or area wide rules applying across the district will be assessed against the coastal environment 
objectives and policies.  Restricted discretionary resource consents, where appropriate, will cross-
reference to the matters of discretion for the coastal environment. 

The Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan has been developed to give effect to the NZCPS 2010 and the 

Coastal Environment objectives, policies or matters of discretion do not apply to the Specific Purpose 

Lyttelton Port Zone. 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ARE DEALT WITH IN THIS SECTION OF THE 
REVISED PROPOSAL 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

19.1 Objectives and Policies 

19.1.1 Objective - Activities within the Coastal Environment 

Adverse effects of activities within the coastal environment are generally avoided except in urban 
areas. 

19.1.2 Objective - Access to and along the Coast 

Public access to and along the coast is maintained and enhanced while preserving the natural 
character of the coastal environment. 

[Policy 19.1 has been deleted and new clause added to 18.1.4(a)(vi) and 9.4.1] 

 

 

19.1.3 Policy – Activities within the Coastal Environment 

a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development within the coastal environment is of a nature, 
scale and intensity and in a location that preserves and enhances the natural character, natural 
features and, natural landscapes; and historic heritage; and of the coastal environment. , in 
terms of: 

a. biophysical and geological aspects and natural landforms; 
b. natural elements, processes and patterns; 
c. ecological significance; 
d. protection of indigenous biodiversity; 
e. potential for restoration or rehabilitation; 
f. visual qualities and amenity values; 
g. heritage values attached to items, places and features; 
h. the relationship of Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua and their culture and traditions with their 

ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga; 
i. recognised cultural heritage and customary rights; 
j. open space and recreation; and 
k. natural hazards. 

Advice Note: Comprehensive provisions dealing with natural character, natural features, natural 
landscapes, historic heritage, indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems and related matters are 
addressed in Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage. 

Advice Note: For direction on the management of critical infrastructure or strategic infrastructure 
within the coastal environment refer to all chapters including:  

(i) those providing for specific activities located within the coastal environment and listed within the 
definition of critical infrastructure or strategic infrastructure e.g. Chapter 10 Designations and 
Heritage Orders, Chapter 7 Transport, Chapter 11 Utilities and Energy, and Chapter 21 
Specific Purpose (Port) Zone;  

(ii) chapters providing for critical infrastructure or strategic infrastructure within their zones e.g. 
Chapter 14 Residential, Chapter 15 Commercial, Chapter 16 Industrial, Chapter 17 Rural and 
Chapter 18 Open Space; and  

(iii) chapters with area wide rules that provide for critical infrastructure or strategic infrastructure 
e.g. Chapter 5 Natural Hazards and Chapter 8 Subdivision, Earthworks and Development. 

[Policy 19.1.3 has been deleted and integrated into Chapter 9] 
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Chapter 18 Open Space 

18.1.1 Objective 1 – Provision of open space and recreation facilities 

a.  A network of open spaces and recreation facilities that: 

(viii) maintains and enhances public access to and along the Coast. [19.1.2] 

 

18.1.4 Policy 1 – The role of open space and recreation facilities 

a. Provide a network of public and private open spaces and recreation facilities that cater for a 
range of roles, functions and activities as follows: 

vi. Open Space – Coastal Zone – Protect the natural environment of the sandy beaches and 
rocky shorelines of the Christchurch city coast from Waimakariri River to Taylors Mistake 
while providing for: 

A. Restoration and enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous 
fauna, including the extensive network of dunes along the open coast; 

B. Compatible passive coastal [consequential amendment] recreation activities, 
public access to the coast and natural hazard defences; 

C. Existing surf lifesaving, yacht club and coastguard facilities that contribute to the 
social and cultural wellbeing and health and safety of the community [The Crown 
#9104.43]; and 

D. 14.1.5.9 Policy  Residential Baches 
Provide for A new bach area at Taylors Mistake to enable the relocation and/or 
replacement of a limited number of baches for temporary occupation, that are 
required to be removed from their existing location due to risks from hazards, their 
impediment to public access and/or adverse effect on the outstanding natural 
landscape. [#2134 Slemint and #9104 Crown] 

 

19.1.4 18.1.9 Policy 6 - Access to and along the Coast 

Ensure public access to and along coast, including for public use and appreciation: 

a. is maintained and enhanced, including Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua access to mahinga kai and 
other customary uses [#3722 Ngāi Tahu], wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga; 

b. does not adversely affect the relationship of Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua with their ancestral 
lands, water and sites; 

c. is concentrated where maintained and enhanced in places where existing access is provided; 
d. does not give rise to the destruction of features of the coastal environment or detract from the 

amenity of the coastal environment; and 
e. does not compromise the safe and efficient operation of Lyttelton Port of Christchurch, the 

jetties at Naval Point, Diamond Harbour and Akaroa Harbour. [Policy not relevant to the 
coastal zone geographic area] 

 

18.1.10 Policy - Coastal Baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay  

a. Provide for a new bach area at Taylors Mistake to enable the relocation and/or replacement 
of existing baches that are removed from their existing location for reasons that may include 
their risks from hazards; impact on or to improve recreational public access; or to restore the 
natural character values of the coastline; and 

b. Manage baches in accordance with the policies in 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. [#2134 Slemint and #9104 Crown] 

 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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9.4.1 Objectives 

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 the ecological function and habitats; 
ii. Natural features and landscapes; 
iii. Natural character;  
iv. Historic Heritage;  
v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  
vi. Public access and recreation.  

 
9.4.1.2 Access to and along the Coast 

Public access to and along the coastal marine area is provided in places and in forms which are 

compatible with public safety and sensitivity of the receiving environment. 

9.4.2 Policies 

9.4.2.1 Activities in the Coastal Environment 

a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development within the coastal environment is of a scale 
and located to maintain and protect the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; 
ii. Natural features and landscapes; 
iii. Natural character;  
iv. Historic Heritage;  
v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  
vi. Public access and recreation.  

Advice Note: Comprehensive provisions dealing with Ngai Tahu values and the natural environment, 
indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, natural features and landscapes, natural character, historic 
heritage are addressed in Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage. 

 

b. Recognise and provide for the operation, maintenance, upgrade and development of strategic 
infrastructure and utilities that have a technical, locational or functional need to be located in the 
coastal environment [#3494 Transpower – Rebuttal Evidence of Shirley Ferguson at paragraph 
3.4] 

 

9.4.2.2 Access to and along the Coast 

a. Maintain existing public access to the coastal marine area and provide additional public access 
where: 

i. There is demand for public access; 
ii. There is an acceptably low risk of danger to public health or safety; 
iii. Public access does not compromise the safe and efficient operation of jetty facilities at 

Lyttleton, Akaroa and Diamond Harbour; and 
iv. Public access is in a form and at a level compatible with the sensitivity of the receiving 

environment, including farming operations and any sites of particular ecological or cultural 
sensitivity. 

b. Facilitate access by Ngai Tahu mana whenua to and along the coastal marine area for mahinga kai 
and other customary uses. 
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9.4.3 Matters of Discretion  

9.4.3.1 Activities in the Coastal Environment  

a. The scale and intensity of the activity and/or buildings and the extent to which the proposal will 

adversely affect the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

ii. natural character, natural landscapes and features, visual qualities and amenity values  

iii. historic heritage 

iv. Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua cultural and traditional associations, ‘Te Tai o Mahaanui’ statutory 

acknowledgement area and Sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance.  

 

b.   Whether the proposal will maintain or enhance public access to and along the coast.  

 

c. Whether any mitigation measures are proposed, including planting and restoration of natural 

character. 

 

d. Extent to which the proposed subdivision, use or development is likely to result adverse 

cumulative effects on the values of the coastal environment. 

 

e. Whether the proposal is susceptible to the effects of coastal hazards.  

 

f. Whether the proposal supports coastal recreation activities and/or facilities. 

 

g. The contribution the proposed subdivision, use or development activity makes to the social, 

cultural [#9104 The Crown – Rebuttal evidence of Shirley Ferguson at paragraph 4.2] and 

economic wellbeing of people and communities. 

  

https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43362
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RULES ARE DEALT WITH IN THIS SECTION OF THE REVISED PROPOSAL 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

19.2 18.7A Rules – Open Space Coastal Zone [The Crown #9104.16] 

19.2.1 18.7A.1 How to use the rules 

1. The rules that apply to activities in the Open Space Coastal Zone are contained in:  
a. The Activity Status Tables in Rule 19.2.2 18.7A.2. 

2. The Activity Status Tables and standards in the following Chapters also apply to activities in all 
areas of the Open Space Coastal Zone (where relevant):  
5.  Natural Hazards;  
6.  General Rules and Procedures;  
7.  Transport;  
8.  Subdivision, Development and Earthworks;  
9. Natural and Cultural Heritage;  
10.  Designations and Heritage Orders; 
11.  Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure; and  
12.  Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land. 

 

19.2.2 18.7A.2 Activity Status Tables – Open Space Coastal Zone 

19.2.2.1 18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities 

a. In the Open Space Coastal Zone the activities listed below are permitted activities if they 
comply with any Activity Specific Standards set out in this table. 

Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, non-complying or prohibited as 
specified in Rules 19.2.2.3, 19.2.2.4, 19.2.2.5 and 19.2.2.6 18.6.2.3, 18.6.2.4, 18.6.2.5 and 
18.6.2.6. 

Activity ACTIVITY SPECIFIC STANDARDS 

P1 Conservation activities. a. Nil. Any use of buildings shall be limited to 
existing buildings. [Amendment made for 
coherency] 

P2 Customary harvesting. 

Note: 

a. Nil. 

P3 Passive Coastal recreation activities and/or 
coastal recreation facilities [consequential 
amendment] 

a. Nil. 

P4 Planting of indigenous vegetation. a. Any planting shall be limited to indigenous 
vegetation endemic to the local area.  

P5 Surf lifesaving activities, including marked 
patrol areas, flags, temporary signage. 

a. Nil. 
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P6 Planting of exotic vegetation or native plants 
of non-local origin. 

Shall be limited to: 

a. Planting and for the purposes of screening 
of passive coastal [consequential 
amendment] recreation activities;; 

b. Re-introduction of indigenous species no 
longer occurring naturally in the 
Christchurch area (these species are to be 
procured from the next most appropriate 
source where they still occur naturally); 

c. Over sowing with exotic grasses; and  
d. Conservation activities. 

P7 Temporary occupation of a bach/residential 
unit located within the Coastal Bach Overlay 
[14.13.2.1] [#2134 Slemint and #9104 Crown] 

Nil 

P7 Repair and maintenance of an existing bach 
identified in Appendix 18.8.4 [#2134 Slemint and 
#3525 Taylors Mistake Association] 

 

P8 Maintenance and repair of buildings 
and parking areas associated with surf lifesaving 
clubs, yacht clubs and coastguard facilities. 

  

a. Nil 

P9 Maintenance and repair of marine structures. a. Nil 

P10 Maintenance and repair of the North New 
Brighton War Memorial and Community 
Centre.[#9103.2Burwood/Pegasus Community 
Board] 

a. Nil. 

 

19.2.2.2 18.7A.2.2 Controlled Activities 

 There are no controlled activities. 

   The Council's control is reserved to the following matters: 

C1 A Bach provided it is: 

a. located within the Coastal 
Bach Overlay and which is to 
replace an existing bach as 
shown Appendix 18.8.4; and 

b. complies with the Built Form 
Standards in 18.7A.3. 

[#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors 
Mistake Association, and #9104 
Crown] 

[14.13.2.1, 14.13.2.3 RD1 and RD2] 

 

 

a. The removal or relocation of an existing bach as 
shown in Appendix 18.8.4 

b. The design and appearance of the new bach to 
replace an existing bach as shown on 18.8.4 

c. The location of the new or relocated bach in 
accordance with the layout shown on the 
development plan in Appendix 18.8.4 

d. The provision of landscaping and implementation 
of the landscaping prior to the occupation of the 
relocated or new bach.  

e. The availability of the reticulated sewer system or 
other Council approved system to service the 
bach 

f. The suitability and availability of the access to 
service the bach.  

g. The required rehabilitation of the site containing 
the existing bach that is to be relocated and/or 
removed 

h. Adequate water supply for fire-fighting purposes. 
[#3525 Taylors Mistake Association] 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59170
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19.2.2.3 18.7A.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of Discretion, 
as set out in the following table. 

 Activity  The Council's Discretion shall be limited to 
the following Matters of Discretion 
in 19.3 18.8 including: 

 RD1 Any Activity listed in 19.2.2.1 18.7A.2.1 that 
does not meet one or more of the Activity 
Specific Standards. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 
with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 
notified. 

a. Indigenous vegetation and ecosystems -
 19.3.1 18.8.5.1 

b. Exotic vegetation planting - 19.3.2 
18.8.5.2 

  

 RD2 Indigenous vegetation clearance except as 
provided for in 19.2.2.1 18.7A.2.1 P2. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 
with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 
notified. 

a. Indigenous vegetation and ecosystems -
 19.3.1 18.8.5.1 

  

 RD3 Planting of exotic vegetation except as 
provided for in 18.7A.2.1 P6. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 
with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 
notified. 

a. Exotic vegetation planting - 19.3.2. 
18.8.5.2 

  

RD4 Within the Coastal Bach Overlay: 

i. the RD1 relocation of an existing bach 
located at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons 
Bay and Boulder Bay as at January 
2015; and/or  

ii. RD2 the erection of a bach to replace 
an unscheduled bach or scheduled 
bach , provided the bach it is to replace 
a bach required to be removed as 
shown under Appendix 18. 8.4 

Any application arising from this rule will not 
require written approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. [14.13.2.3 RD1 and 
RD2] 

[#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake 
Association, and #9104 Crown] 

 

a. Relocation of a building 14.9.17 18.8.5.6 
Buildings and facilities 

b. The erection of a new or relocation of an 
existing bach shall be in general 
accordance with the layout shown on 
the development plan in Appendix 
18.8.4 

c. Hillside and small settlement 
development – 14.9.40 

c. The provision of landscaping in general 
accordance with a Council approved 
planting plan. Each application for a 
bach shall be accompanied by a 
landscape plan incorporating the area 
around the bach. The landscape plan 
shall be implemented within 6 months of 
the occupation of each bach. 

d. The availability and provision of 
services. 

d. Hillside and small settlement 
development – 14.9.40 
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RD2 The erection of a bach to replace an 
unscheduled bach or scheduled bach , 
provided the bach it is to replace a bach 
required to be removed as shown under 
Appendix  18. 8.4 

 

Any application arising from this rule will not 
require written approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 

[#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake 
Association, and #9104 Crown] 

a. The erection of the bach shall be in 
general accordance with the layout 
shown on the development plan in 
Appendix 18.8.4 

b. The provision of landscaping in general 
accordance with a Council approved 
planting plan. Each application for a 
bach shall be accompanied by a 
landscape plan incorporating the area 
around the bach. The landscape plan 
shall be implemented within 6 months of 
the occupation of each bach. 

c. The availability and provision of 
services. 

d. Hillside and small settlement 
development – 14.9.40 

 

RD4 The construction of the vehicular access  track 
to the Residential Bach Zone (Taylors Mistake) 
Coastal Bach Overlay area as shown on 
Appendix 14.10.3118.8.4 

Any application arising from this rule will not 
require written approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified.  

[Amended from notified activity 14.13.2.3 
RD3] 

[#9104 Crown] 

 

a. The location of the access point and 
impact on the adjoining Council reserve.  
Standards of construction necessary for 
the purposes of taking people or goods 
to or from the baches. 

RD5 One single 2m
2
 addition to an existing bach as 

shown in Appendix 18.8.4 and as at 5 February 
2016 [or the operative date], provided the 
addition does not increase the height of the 
bach beyond 4.5m. the existing roofline. This 
rule does not apply to any relocated or new 
bach located within the Coastal Bach Overlay.  

[#2134 Slemint and #3525 Taylors 
Mistake Association] 

 

a. The visual impact of the building 
addition and its appropriateness in the 
coastal environment and landscape 
setting. 

b. Whether the addition is required to 
achieve a connection to a reticulated 
sewer system. 

 

19.2.2.4 18.7A.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

 The activities listed below are discretionary activities. 

 Activity  The Council will consider any relevant 
matter under Section 104 of the Act and be 
guided by the Matters of Discretion in 19.4 
including: 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=31049


Chapter 19 – Coastal Environment 
Revised Proposal as at 5 February 2016 

 

 D1 Additions to existing buildings, excluding to except 
buildings within the Coastal Bach Overlay as 
specified in 18.7A.2.3 RD56 and 18.7A.2.5, NC3. 

[#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake 
Association, and #9104 Crown]             

a. Coastal environment – 19.4.1. 

b. Buildings and facilities - 19.4.2.   

 

 D2 Buildings and parking areas associated with surf 
lifesaving clubs, yacht clubs and coastguard 
facilities. 

a. Coastal environment – 19.4.1. 

b. Buildings and facilities - 19.4.2.   

 

 D3 Recreation facility, other than passive coastal 
recreation facilities – 18.7A.2.1. P3. 
[consequential amendment] 

a. Coastal environment - 19.4.1. 

b. Buildings and facilities - 19.4.2.   

 

 D4  Marine structures.  a. Coastal environment - 19.4.1. 

b. Buildings and facilities - 19.4.2.   

 

19.2.2.5 18.7A.2.5 Non-complying Activities 

The activities listed below are non-complying activities. 

NC1 Any activity not provided for as a permitted, restricted discretionary, or discretionary activity. 

NC2  Any buildings not provided for as a permitted, restricted discretionary, or discretionary activity. 

NC3 Any additions or alterations to an y scheduled existing bach at Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay, 

and Boulder Bay shown in Appendix 19.5.1 18.8.4 

NC1 
4 

Within the Coastal Bach Overlay,  Any any individual bach with a gross floor area greater 

than 55m
2
 50m

2
. [#2134 Slemint] 

For the purposes of this rule gross floor area shall only include ground floor and shall exclude 
any mezzanine level or first floor levels. [Amended from notified activity14.13.2.5 NC1] 

NC25 Within the Coastal Bach Overlay,  Ppermitted and restricted discretionary baches and activities 
that do not comply with the following Built Form Standards: 14.13.3.1 18.7A.3.1 Site density, 
14.13.3.2 18.7A.3.2 Building scale, 14.13.3.3 18.7A.3.3 Building height, 14.13.3.4 18.7A.3.4 
Site coverage, 14.13.3.5 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access [14.13.2.5 NC2] 

NC6 Where the combined total number of existing baches shown on Appendix 18.8.4 together 

with any baches located within the Coastal Bach Overlay exceeds 45 baches.  [#2134 

Slemint and   #3525 Taylors Mistake Association] 
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NC7 a.        Sensitive activities and buildings (excluding accessory buildings associated with an 

existing activity) within 12 metres of the centre line of a 220kV National Grid transmission 

line or within 12 metres of a foundation of an associated support structure; or  

b.      Fences within 5 metres of a National Grid transmission line support structure foundation. 

Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or limited notified 

other than to Transpower New Zealand Limited. 

Notes:  

1.               The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps.  

 

2.               Vegetation to be planted around the National Grid should be selected 

and/or managed to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.  

 

3.               The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(NZECP 34:2001) contains restrictions on the location of structures and 

activities in relation to National Grid transmission lines. Buildings and activities 

in the vicinity of National Grid transmission lines must comply with the NZECP 

34:2001. [Transpower] 

 

19.2.2.6 18.7A.2.6 Prohibited Activities – Coastal Bach Overlay Only 

The activities listed below are prohibited activities within the Coastal Bach Overlay at Taylors Mistake, 
Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay (shown in Appendix 19.5.1 18.8.4).  

PR1 The erection of a new bach to replace any existing bach shown in Appendix 19.5.1  
18.9.x  which has been damaged beyond repair or habitation by rock fall, landslip, storms, 
wave action or any other natural event. 

PR12  Any activity, other than temporary occupation of any bach shown in Appendix 19.5.1 18.8.4 

PR23 Any bach which is not a scheduled bach shown in Appendix 19.5.1 18.8.4 

[#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake Association and #7278 Snoep] 
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14.13.3 18.7A.3 Built form standards – Coastal Bach Overlay only [#9104 Crown] 

 

14.13.3.118.7A.3.1 Site density 

a. A maximum of 15 18 baches can be established on the area of land shown in Appendix 
14.10.31 18.8.4 

 

14.13.3.218.7A.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
. 

 

14.13.3.318.7A.3.3 Building height 

a. The maximum height of any building shall be 4.5m.  5m. 

 

14.13.3.418.7A.3.4 Site coverage 

a. No more than 2025% of the total area shown in Appendix 14.10.31 18.8.4 shall be covered by 
buildings, decks and impervious surfaces. 

 

14.13.3.5 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access 

a. The use of the vehicular access to the area Coastal Bach Overlay shown in Appendix 14.10.31 
18.8.4 shall be restricted to bach owners for the purposes of taking people or goods to or from 
their respective baches or for vehicles specifically needed for construction, maintenance or 
emergency purposes. Except for the loading or unloading of people and/or goods, and for the 
temporary parking of vehicles (other than vehicles owned by bach owners) specifically needed 
for construction, maintenance or emergency purposes, there shall be no parking in the area 
Coastal Bach Overlay shown in Appendix 14.10.31 18.8.4 

 

19.3 18.8.5 Matters of Discretion for Restricted Discretionary Activities – Open Space Coastal 
Zone 

19.3.1 18.8.5.1 Indigenous vegetation 

a. The extent to which indigenous vegetation and indigenous fauna and their habitats are 
maintained and/or enhanced. 

b. The source of any indigenous vegetation and whether the non-local origin is the most 
appropriate. 

c. The extent to which indigenous vegetation and indigenous fauna and their habitats will be 
affected and whether replacement planting of indigenous vegetation is proposed. 

d. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes, habitat restoration and 
enhancement. 

 

19.3.2 18.8.5.2 Exotic vegetation planting 

a. Whether consideration has been given to using appropriate indigenous vegetation instead of 
exotic species. 

b. Whether the species proposed to be planted are likely to spread into adjoining land. 
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c. The extent to which the planting of exotic vegetation, rather than local indigenous vegetation, is 
essential. 

d. The ability to remove the exotic plants and replace with indigenous vegetation and the likely 
timeframes. 

e. The extent to which the indigenous biodiversity and the functioning of ecosystems will be 
affected. 

f. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes, habitat restoration and 
enhancement.  

 

[To be moved and integrated with topics in other chapters] 19.4 Matters of Discretion for 
Discretionary Activities - Coastal Zone 

19.4.1 Coastal environment 

19.4.1.1 Natural character, natural landscapes, natural features, visual qualities and amenity 
values 

a. Whether the scale and intensity of the activity and/or buildings will affect the coastal 
environment. 

b. Any effects of earthworks associated with activities or buildings, including the volume, area, cut 
and fill. 

c. The extent of, and impact on, the coastal environment when viewed from a 
public road (including legal unformed road) or public place. 

d. Whether natural elements within a site such as topography, ridges or terraces, and/or 
vegetation may assist in mitigation or containment of any adverse impacts potentially created 
by a proposal on the coastal environment. 

e. Whether any vegetation may act to mitigate the effect of any potential building on the coastal 
environment, and whether that vegetation is protected from removal. 

f. Whether any new planting may assist in mitigating effects. 
g. The visual coherence, legibility and integrity of the landscape, existing patterns in the 

landscape and taking into account existing and consented development.  
h. Whether the creation of artificial or unnatural lines and structures or the introduction of new 

elements into the landscape will contrast with the natural character. 
i. The capacity of the landscape to absorb further change, having regard to any 

existing development or land use.  
j. Where development has already occurred, the extent to which further development is likely to 

lead to further degradation. 

 

19.4.1.2 Heritage 

a. The extent to which the proposal protects, restores or enhances historic heritage. 
b. The extent to which the proposal protects, restores or enhances mahinga kai, wāhi 

tapu and wāhi taonga from future development or works. 
c. The extent to which Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua cultural and traditional associations within a 

statutory acknowledgement area are protected from future development or works. 
d. Whether the site contains a recorded archaeological site.  

 

19.4.1.3 18.8.5.4 Public access 

a. The extent to which public access to and along the coast and passive recreation are 
maintained and/or enhanced. 

b. The extent to which access to mahinga kai, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga can be maintained and 
enhanced. 

c. Whether public access could affect the relationship of Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua with their 
ancestral lands, water and sites. 

d. Whether the public access is concentrated where existing access is provided. 
e. The extent to which features of the coastal environment are destroyed and the amenity of the 

coastal environment is affected by the public access. 
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f. Whether the public access would compromise the safe and efficient operation of any marine 
structure.  

 

19.4.1.4 18.8.5.5 Coastal hazards 

a. Whether the proposal is susceptible to the effects of coastal hazards. 
b. The ability to relocate buildings and facilities landward to avoid coastal hazards. 
c. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes. 
d. The potential for any additional building to exacerbate the effects of coastal hazards on 

adjoining sites and infrastructure. 

 

19.4.2 18.8.5.6 Buildings and facilitiesBaches within Taylors Mistake Hobsons Bay and Boulder 
Bay [To be replaced by a clean version of 18.8.5.6 – see below] 

a. Any effects and the extent to which the proposed building design and materials are appropriate 
in the coastal environment.  

b. Any cumulative effects when considered in combination with other buildings and building 
additions. 

c. The history of the building being added to and whether it remains dependent on its location 
within the coastal environment. 

d. Whether relocation of the building to an approved alternative site in the future is practicable. 
e. The relationship of the activity with the coastal environment and whether it is necessary or 

dependent on being located within the zone. 
f. Whether the activity supports passive recreation activities and public amenities provides 

services such as public toilets. 
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. 
h. The expected operational life of buildings and/or facilities associated with the activity 

e.g. parking areas, and any proposals for removal and remediation at the end of its operational 
life and/or in the event of total failure.   

i. The extent to which the scale, design and materials are appropriate in the coastal environment 
and any adverse effects.  

j. Where there are multiple uses proposed, their safety and compatibility, and whether public 
access will be maintained or enhanced.  

k. Whether an appropriate maintenance and repair programme is proposed, the expected 
operational life of structures, and removal and remediation at the end of its operational life 
and/or in the event of total failure. 

l. Within the Coastal Bach Overlay whether a new or relocated bach will maintain the context and 
amenity of the area by contributing to the existing landscape qualities of the area including the 
extent of open space and established planting, 
a. Not adversely impacting on Avoiding adverse effects on significant and distinctive 

landforms, geological features;  
[#2134 Slemint  and #9104 Crown]] 

b. being located and designed in a way that reduces their visual dominance 
c. the incorporation of incorporating environmentally sustainable and low impact site and 

building design.  

 

18.8.5.6 Baches within Taylors Mistake Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay 

a. Whether relocation of the building to an approved alternative site in the future is practicable. 
b. The extent to which the scale, design and materials are appropriate in the coastal environment 

and any adverse effects.  
c. Whether an appropriate maintenance and repair programme is proposed, tThe expected 

operational life of structures, and removal and remediation at the end of its operational life 
and/or in the event of total failure. 
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d. whether a new or relocated bach will maintain the context and amenity of the area by 
contributing to the existing landscape qualities of the area including the extent of open space 
and established planting, 

e. the incorporation of low impact site and building design.  

 

 

 

14.9.402 Hillside and small settlement development 

a. Area Context 

Whether the development maintains or enhances the context, amenity and resilience of the 
settlement and area in respect to: 

i. the retention and enhancement of, free of built development, the distinctive topographic 
qualities, landforms, water bodies, vegetated hillsides and rural landscape, coastal edges 
or other significant features that contribute to the cultural and ecological values and 
landscape quality; 

ii. the protection and enhancement of Ngāi Tahu manawhenua cultural values and where 
possible the provision of access to mahinga kai, places of cultural significance; and 
connections to key public open spaces; 

iii. the achievement of a compact settlement form and the retention of the pattern and grain 
of subdivision within that settlement and area, while allowing for wellintegrated new 
housing opportunities in areas of minimal risk; 

iv. the retention of the balance of open space and vegetation to buildings across the 
settlement and area; 

v. the demonstration of environmentally sustainable and innovative low impact design. 

b. Immediate neighbourhood context 

Whether the development achieves a site and built character and amenity which: 

i. contributes to the existing landscape qualities of the area including the extent of open 
space and established planting, reducing the potential dominance of the building; [shifted 
to  

ii. maintains building setbacks which are consistent with the overall depth and pattern of the 
neighbourhood; 

iii. continuing or complementing the colours and textures of the surrounding natural and 
built environment especially with respect to colour reflectivity and tonal value of the 
building facades and roofs. 

c. Site context 

Whether the building: 

i. maintains a building scale and form that is appropriate with the surrounding built and 
landscape environment; and 

ii. on sloping sites takes account of the slope and minimises excessive length and height 
for buildings and roof ridgelines along contours, especially when viewed from valley 
basins and the sea. [#2134 Slemint and #9104 Crown] 

__________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDICES ARE DEALT WITH IN THIS SECTION OF THE REVISED 
PROPOSAL 

__________________________________________________________________ 

19.5 Appendix 19.5.118.8.4 Scheduled baches and baches to be removed (Taylors Mistake, 
Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay)  

[Appendix 19.5.1 to be deleted and replaced with a new Appendix 18.8.4] [#2134 Slemint, #3525 
Taylors Mistake Association and #7278 Snoep] 
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[Appendix 14.10.31 to be deleted and replaced with a new Appendix 18.8.4] [#2134 Slemint, 

#3525 Taylors Mistake Association and #7278 Snoep] 
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[Appendix 14.10.32 to be deleted and replaced with a new Appendix 18.8.4] [#2134 Slemint, 
#3525 Taylors Mistake Association and #7278 Snoep] 
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Insert a new Appendix 18.8.4 as follows (note the following diagram has been corrected to remove Bach 10A and include baches 33 and 47): 
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DEFINITIONS ARE DEALT WITH IN THIS SECTION OF THE REVISED 
PROPOSAL 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Definitions: 

Bach means a building used for temporary residential occupation where the residents or the principal 

resident has an alternative permanent place of fixed abode.  [#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake 

Association, and #9104 Crown]    

Temporary occupation means the use of a site and building for residential occupation on a casual 

basis. Occupation will be deemed to be permanent residential occupation if the residents have, or the 

principal resident has, no other place of fixed abode [#2134 Slemint, #3525 Taylors Mistake 

Association, and #9104 Crown]    

Passive Coastal [consequential amendment] recreation activities means the use of land and 

water for recreation and leisure of a primarily non-competitive, casual nature, such as walking, 

cycling, swimming, surfing, fishing, kite flying, picnics and passive enjoyment of the outdoors. It may 

include the following accessory infrastructure and ancillary activities:  

1. seating, shelters and shade structures;  

2. boardwalks and viewing platforms; 

3. picnic areas, tables and barbeque facilities;  

4. children’s playgrounds;  

5. public artwork, including sculptures;  

6. information boards and directional signs;  

7. rubbish bins;  

8. 1.the construction of walkways and cycle ways;  

9. amenity lighting; 

10. 2. beach sport and competitions; and  

11. 3. maintenance and/or repair of any coastal recreation facilities [consequential amendment] 

of the above. 

It excludes the use of vehicles (excluding bicycles) and motorised craft and equipment, except for 

emergency services purposes and in conjunction with the maintenance of recreation facilities. 

 

Coastal recreation facilities 

Means the use of land or water for the purposes of coastal recreation activities and may include the 

following: 

1. seating, shelters and shade structures;  

2. boardwalks and viewing platforms; 

3. picnic areas, tables and barbeque facilities;  

4. children’s playgrounds;  

5. public artwork, including sculptures;  

6. information boards and directional signs;  

7. rubbish bins;  

8. amenity lighting; and 

9. walkways and cycle ways.[Consequential amendment] 

 

Recreation facility means land and/or buildings used for recreation activities (excluding passive 
recreation activities) [Consequential amendment]. 
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Customary harvesting 

means the use of any land and/or buildings principally by members of the community for 

recreation, entertainment, health care, safety and welfare, worship, cultural or deliberation 

purposes. 

means the harvesting of indigenous vegetation or animals by tangata whenua, in accordance 

with tikanga, for traditional uses, including: 

a. food gathering; 

b. carving; 

c. weaving; and 

d. traditional medicine.   
[From Chapter 18 Open Space – Attachment C to EIC of Janice Carter (19 January 2016).   
[Council, #2123.8, page 3] [Crown, #2387.16, #2387.17, page 34] [MKT/TRONT, #2458.5, page 2; 
#FS 2821.2-.4]] 
 
Marine structures means marine structures owned and maintained by the Council for public 

recreation and commercial use, including New Brighton Pier and Akaroa and Diamond Harbour 

wharves, [consequential amendment] boat ramps and jetties.  
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The colour coding in this clean version of the Revised Proposal is as follows: 

Grey text Text from other chapters where the Chapter 19 provisions are 

being relocated. This text is not open for change. 

Black text Text relating to the Coastal Environment generally. 

Blue text Text relating to the Coastal Bach Overlay and the baches at 

Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay. 

Green underline Definitions that are relied on. 

 

9.4 COASTAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

Introduction  

 

The coastal environment is a continuous, uninterrupted area that adjoins the coastal marine area 

boundary and covers urban and natural environments. The landward extent of the coastal 

environment along the district’s coastline is identified on the planning maps.   

 

The coastal environment has been identified though multi-criteria analysis assessing the following: 

a. natural coastal character; 

b. coastal landscape and ecology; 

c. coastal natural hazards; 

d. interaction with Coastal Marine Area; 

e. public access and recreation; 

f. heritage values; and 

g. practical and reasonable approach. 

 

The entirety of the coastline around the Christchurch District is acknowledged in the Ngāi Tahu 

Settlement as a Statutory Acknowledgement Area ‘Te Tai o Mahaanui’. The Coastal Environment is 

highly valued by Ngāi Tahu-Manawhenua and has traditionally, and continues to, provide for 

settlement and mahinga kai.  Landside activities can impact the quality of the Coastal Environment, 

which is expressed in the whakataukī ‘ki uta ki tai’, ‘from mountains to the sea’ – all things are 

connected.   

 

Access to mahinga kai and other areas of significance to Ngāi Tahu – Manawhenua is of fundamental 

importance to exercising kaitaitanga.  Due to historical occupation and the abundance of resources 

along the coastline, there is a depth of connection with the Coastal Environment. 

 

The purpose of the coastal environment chapter is to provide the overarching direction and balance 

between enabling 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.  

The Coastal Environment Chapter includes objectives, policies and matters of discretion but no rules.   

 

Activities are subject to the rules in the zone chapters and the following District wide chapters (where 

relevant): 

 

5 Natural Hazards 

6 General Rules and Procedures 

7 Transport 

8 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

9. Natural and Cultural Heritage: 

Part A - 9.0 Ngāi Tahu Values and the Natural Environment  

9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity 
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9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Rural Amenity Landscapes, 

Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the 

Coastal Environment 

9.3 Historic Heritage  

9.4 Trees 

11 Utilities and energy 

12 Hazardous Substances 

 

Activities located within the coastal environment and requiring resource consent approval under zone 

or area wide rules applying across the district will be assessed against the coastal environment 

objectives and policies.  Restricted discretionary resource consents, where appropriate, will cross-

reference to the matters of discretion for the coastal environment. 

 

The Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan has been developed to give effect to the NZCPS 2010 and the 

Coastal Environment objectives, policies or matters of discretion do not apply to the Specific Purpose 

Lyttelton Port Zone. 

 

9.4.1 Objectives 

 

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 the ecological function and habitats; 

ii. Natural features and landscapes; 

iii. Natural character;  

iv. Historic Heritage;  

v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  

vi. Public access and recreation.  

 

9.4.1.2 Access to and along the Coast 

 

Public access to and along the coastal marine area is provided in places and in forms which are 

compatible with public safety and sensitivity of the receiving environment. 

 

9.4.2 Policies 

 

9.4.2.1 Activities in the Coastal Environment 

 

a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development within the coastal environment is of a scale 

and located to maintain and protect the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; 

ii. Natural features and landscapes; 

iii. Natural character;  

iv. Historic Heritage;  

v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  

vi. Public access and recreation.  
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b.  Recognise and provide for the operation, maintenance, upgrade and development of strategic 

infrastructure and utilities that have a technical, locational or functional need to be located in 

the coastal environment. 

 

Advice Note: Comprehensive provisions dealing with Ngai Tahu values and the natural environment, 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems, natural features and landscapes, natural character, historic 

heritage are addressed in Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage. 

 

9.4.2.2 Access to and along the Coast 

 

a. Maintain existing public access to the coastal marine area and provide additional public access 

where: 

i. There is demand for public access; 

ii. There is an acceptably low risk of danger to public health or safety; 

iii. Public access does not compromise the safe and efficient operation of jetty facilities at 

Lyttleton, Akaroa and Diamond Harbour; and 

iv. Public access is in a form and at a level compatible with the sensitivity of the receiving 

environment, including farming operations and any sites of particular ecological or 

cultural sensitivity. 

b. Facilitate access by Ngai Tahu mana whenua to and along the coastal marine area for mahinga 

kai and other customary uses. 

 

9.4.3 Matters of Discretion  

 

9.4.3.1 Activities in the Coastal Environment  

 

a. The scale and intensity of the activity and/or buildings and the extent to which the proposal will 

adversely affect the values of the coastal environment, including: 

i. indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

ii. natural character, natural landscapes and features, visual qualities and amenity values  

iii. historic heritage 

iv. Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua cultural and traditional associations, ‘Te Tai o Mahaanui’ 

statutory acknowledgement area and Sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance.  

 

b. Whether the proposal will maintain or enhance public access to and along the coast.  

c. Whether any mitigation measures are proposed, including planting and restoration of natural 

character. 

d. Extent to which the proposed subdivision, use or development is likely to result adverse 

cumulative effects on the values of the coastal environment. 

e. Whether the proposal is susceptible to the effects of coastal hazards.  

f. Whether the proposal supports coastal recreation activities and/or facilities. 

g. The contribution the proposed subdivision, use or development activity makes to the social, 

cultural and economic wellbeing of people and communities. 

 

 

  

https://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43362
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Chapter 18 Open Space 

 

18.1.1 Objective 1 – Provision of open space and recreation facilities 

 

 a. A network of open spaces and recreation facilities that: 

… 

viii. maintains and enhances public access to and along the Coast. 

 

18.1.4 Policy 1 – The role of open space and recreation facilities 

 

 a. Provide a network of public and private open spaces and recreation facilities that cater for a 

range of roles, functions and activities as follows: 

… 

vi. Open Space – Coastal Zone – Protect the natural environment of the sandy beaches and 

rocky shorelines of the Christchurch city coast from Waimakariri River to Taylors Mistake 

while providing for: 

A. Restoration and enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous 

fauna, including the extensive network of dunes along the open coast; 

B. Compatible coastal recreation activities, public access to the coast and natural 

hazard defences; and 

C. Existing surf lifesaving, yacht club and coastguard facilities that contribute to the 

social and cultural wellbeing and health and safety of the community. 

 

18.1.9 Policy 6 - Access to and along the Coast 

 

Ensure public access to and along coast, including for public use and appreciation: 

a. is maintained and enhanced, including Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua access to mahinga kai and 

other customary uses, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga; 

b. does not adversely affect the relationship of Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua with their ancestral 

lands, water and sites; 

c. maintained and enhanced in places where existing access is provided; and 

d. does not give rise to the destruction of features of the coastal environment or detract from the 

amenity of the coastal environment. 

 

18.1.10 Policy - Coastal Baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay 

 

a. Provide for a new bach area at Taylors Mistake to enable the relocation and/or replacement of 

existing baches that are removed from their existing location for reasons that may include their 

risks from hazards; impact on or to improve recreational public access; or to restore the natural 

character values of the coastline; and 

b. Manage baches in accordance with the policies in 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. 

 

… 

 

18.7A Rules – Open Space Coastal Zone 

 

18.7A.1 How to use the rules 

 

1. The rules that apply to activities in the Open Space Coastal Zone are contained in:  

a. The Activity Status Tables in Rule 18.7A.2. 
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2. The Activity Status Tables and standards in the following Chapters also apply to activities in all 

areas of the Open Space Coastal Zone (where relevant):  

5.  Natural Hazards;  

6.  General Rules and Procedures;  

7.  Transport;  

8.  Subdivision, Development and Earthworks;  

9. Natural and Cultural Heritage;  

10.  Designations and Heritage Orders; 

11.  Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure; and  

12.  Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land. 

 

18.7A.2 Activity Status Tables – Open Space Coastal Zone 

 

18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities 

 

a. In the Open Space Coastal Zone the activities listed below are permitted activities if they 

comply with any Activity Specific Standards set out in this table. 

Activities may also be restricted discretionary, discretionary, non-complying or prohibited as 

specified in Rules 18.6.2.3, 18.6.2.4, 18.6.2.5 and 18.6.2.6. 

Activity ACTIVITY SPECIFIC STANDARDS 

P1 Conservation activities. a. Nil. 

P2 Customary harvesting. 

Note: 

a. Nil. 

P3 Coastal recreation activities and/or coastal 

recreation facilities 

a. Nil. 

P4 Planting of indigenous vegetation. a. Any planting shall be limited to indigenous 

vegetation endemic to the local area.  

P5 Surf lifesaving activities, including marked 

patrol areas, flags, temporary signage. 

a. Nil. 

P6 Planting of exotic vegetation or native plants of 

non-local origin. 

Shall be limited to: 

b. Planting for the purposes of screening 

coastal recreation activities;; 

c. Re-introduction of indigenous species no 

longer occurring naturally in the 

Christchurch area (these species are to be 

procured from the next most appropriate 

source where they still occur naturally); 

d. Over sowing with exotic grasses; and  

e. Conservation activities. 

P7 Repair and maintenance of an existing bach 

identified in Appendix 18.8.4 

 

P8 Maintenance and repair of buildings 

and parking areas associated with surf lifesaving 

clubs, yacht clubs and coastguard facilities. 

a. Nil 

P9 Maintenance and repair of marine structures. a. Nil 

P10 Maintenance and repair of the North New 

Brighton War Memorial and Community Centre. 

a. Nil. 

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=19960
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=27048
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=20036
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=20017
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=20056
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26950
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=31206
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=24998
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59170
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59163
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59163
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59163
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59170
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48664
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41648
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18.7A.2.2 Controlled Activities 

 

  The Council's control is reserved to the following 

matters: 

C1 A bach provided it is: 

a. located within the Coastal Bach 

Overlay and which is to replace an 

existing bach as shown Appendix 

18.8.4; and 

b. complies with the Built Form 

Standards in 18.7A.3. 

a. The removal or relocation of an existing 

bach as shown in Appendix 18.8.4 

b. The design and appearance of the new 

bach to replace an existing bach as shown 

on 18.8.4 

c. The location of the new or relocated bach in 

accordance with the layout shown in 

Appendix 18.8.4 

d. The provision of landscaping and 

implementation of the landscaping prior to 

the occupation of the relocated or new 

bach.  

e. The availability of the reticulated sewer 

system or other Council approved system to 

service the bach 

f. The suitability and availability of the access 

to service the bach.  

g. The required rehabilitation of the site 

containing the existing bach that is to be 

relocated and/or removed 

h. Adequate water supply for fire-fighting 

purposes. 

 

18.7A.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

 

The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of Discretion, 

as set out in the following table. 

Activity  The Council's Discretion shall be limited to the 

following Matters of Discretion in 18.8 

including: 

RD1 Any Activity listed in 18.7A.2.1 that does not 

meet one or more of the Activity Specific 

Standards. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 

with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 

notified. 

a. Indigenous vegetation and ecosystems -

 18.8.5.1 

b. Exotic vegetation planting - 18.8.5.2  

RD2 Indigenous vegetation clearance except as 

provided for in 18.7A.2.1 P2. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 

with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 

notified. 

a. Indigenous vegetation and ecosystems -

 18.8.5.1  

RD3 Planting of exotic vegetation except as 

provided for in 18.7A.2.1 P6. 

Any application arising from non-compliance 

with this rule shall not be limited or publicly 

notified. 

a. Exotic vegetation planting - 18.8.5.2  

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59163
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RD4 The construction of the vehicular access to 

the Coastal Bach Overlay area as shown on 

Appendix 18.8.4. 

Any application arising from this rule will not 

require written approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

a. The location of the access point and impact 

on the adjoining Council reserve. 

RD5 One single 2m
2
 addition to an existing bach 

as shown in Appendix 18.8.4 and as at 5 

February 2016 [or the operative date], 

provided the addition does not increase the 

height of the bach beyond the existing 

roofline.  This rule does not apply to any 

relocated or new bach located with the 

Coastal Bach Overlay.  

a. The visual impact of the building addition 

and its appropriateness in the coastal 

environment and landscape setting. 

b. Whether the addition is required to achieve 

a connection to a reticulated sewer system. 

 

18.7A.2.4 Discretionary Activities 

 

The activities listed below are discretionary activities. 

Activity  

D1 Additions to existing buildings, except as 

specified in 18.7A.2.3 RD5 and 18.7A.2.5, 

NC3. 

 

D2 Buildings and parking areas associated with 

surf lifesaving clubs, yacht clubs and 

coastguard facilities. 

 

D3 Recreation facility, other than coastal 

recreation facilities – 18.7A.2.1. P3. 

 

D4 Marine structures.   

 

18.7A.2.5 Non-complying Activities 

 

The activities listed below are non-complying activities. 

NC1 Any activity not provided for as a permitted, restricted discretionary, or discretionary activity. 

NC2  Any buildings not provided for as a permitted, restricted discretionary, or discretionary activity. 

NC3 Any additions or alterations to an existing bach at Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay, and Boulder 

Bay shown in Appendix 18.8.4. 

NC4 Within the Coastal Bach Overlay, any individual bach with a gross floor area greater than 

50m
2
. 

For the purposes of this rule gross floor area shall only include ground floor and shall exclude 

any mezzanine level. 

NC5 Within the Coastal Bach Overlay, baches and activities that do not comply with the following 

Built Form Standards: 18.7A.3.1 Site density, 18.7A.3.2 Building scale, 18.7A.3.3 Building 

height, 18.7A.3.4 Site coverage, 18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access. 

NC6 Where the combined total number of existing baches shown on Appendix 18.8.4 together with 

any baches located within the Coastal Bach Overlay exceeds 45 baches. 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41648
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59172
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=59167
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=48922
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NC7 a. Sensitive activities and buildings (excluding accessory buildings associated with an 

existing activity) within 12 metres of the centre line of a 220kV National Grid 

transmission line or within 12 metres of a foundation of an associated support structure; 

or  

b. Fences within 5 metres of a National Grid transmission line support structure foundation. 

Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or limited notified 

other than to Transpower New Zealand Limited. 

Notes:  

1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps.  

2. Vegetation to be planted around the National Grid should be selected and/or managed 

to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the Electricity (Hazards from 

Trees) Regulations 2003.  

3. The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 

34:2001) contains restrictions on the location of structures and activities in relation to 

National Grid transmission lines. Buildings and activities in the vicinity of National Grid 

transmission lines must comply with the NZECP 34:2001. 

 

18.7A.3 Built form standards – Coastal Bach Overlay only 

 

18.7A.3.1 Site density 

 

a. A maximum of 18 baches can be established on the area of land shown in Appendix 18.8.4 

 

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 level. 

b. The total area of all decks associated with a bach shall be no more than 6m
2
. 

 

18.7A.3.3 Building height 

 

a. The maximum height of any building shall be 4.5m. 

 

18.7A.3.4 Site coverage 

 

a. No more than 25% of the total area shown in Appendix 18.8.4 shall be covered by buildings, 

decks and impervious surfaces. 

 

18.7A.3.5 Vehicle access 

 

a. The use of the vehicular access to the Coastal Bach Overlay shown in Appendix 18.8.4 shall be 

restricted to bach owners for the purposes of taking people or goods to or from their respective 

baches or for vehicles specifically needed for construction, maintenance or emergency 

purposes. Except for the loading or unloading of people and/or goods, and for the temporary 

parking of vehicles (other than vehicles owned by bach owners) specifically needed for 

construction, maintenance or emergency purposes, there shall be no parking in the Coastal 

Bach Overlay shown in Appendix 18.8.4 
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18.8.5 Matters of Discretion – Open Space Coastal Zone 

 

18.8.5.1 Indigenous vegetation 

 

a. The extent to which indigenous vegetation and indigenous fauna and their habitats are 

maintained and/or enhanced. 

b. The source of any indigenous vegetation and whether the non-local origin is the most 

appropriate. 

c. The extent to which indigenous vegetation and indigenous fauna and their habitats will be 

affected and whether replacement planting of indigenous vegetation is proposed. 

d. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes, habitat restoration and 

enhancement. 

 

18.8.5.2 Exotic vegetation planting 

 

a. Whether consideration has been given to using appropriate indigenous vegetation instead of 

exotic species. 

b. Whether the species proposed to be planted are likely to spread into adjoining land. 

c. The extent to which the planting of exotic vegetation, rather than local indigenous vegetation, is 

essential. 

d. The ability to remove the exotic plants and replace with indigenous vegetation and the likely 

timeframes. 

e. The extent to which the indigenous biodiversity and the functioning of ecosystems will be 

affected. 

f. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes, habitat restoration and 

enhancement.  

 

18.8.5.4 Public access 

 

a. The extent to which public access to and along the coast and passive recreation are 

maintained and/or enhanced. 

b. The extent to which access to mahinga kai, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga can be maintained and 

enhanced. 

c. Whether public access could affect the relationship of Ngāi Tahu - manawhenua with their 

ancestral lands, water and sites. 

d. Whether the public access is concentrated where existing access is provided. 

e. The extent to which features of the coastal environment are destroyed and the amenity of the 

coastal environment is affected by the public access. 

f. Whether the public access would compromise the safe and efficient operation of any marine 

structure.  

 

18.8.5.5 Coastal hazards 

 

a. Whether the proposal is susceptible to the effects of coastal hazards. 

b. The ability to relocate buildings and facilities landward to avoid coastal hazards. 

c. Any effects on the stability and resilience of beaches and dunes. 

d. The potential for any additional building to exacerbate the effects of coastal hazards on 

adjoining sites and infrastructure. 
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18.8.5.6 Baches within Taylors Mistake Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay 

 

a. Whether relocation of the building to an approved alternative site in the future is practicable. 

b. The extent to which the scale, design and materials are appropriate.  

c. The expected operational life of structures, and removal and remediation at the end of its 

operational life and/or in the event of total failure. 

d. whether a new or relocated bach will maintain the context and amenity of the area by 

contributing to the existing landscape qualities of the area including the extent of open space 

and established planting, 

e. the incorporation of low impact site and building design. 
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Definitions: 

 

Bach means a building used for temporary residential occupation where the residents or the principal 

resident has an alternative permanent place of fixed abode. 

 

Coastal recreation activities means the use of land and water for recreation and leisure of a primarily 

non-competitive, casual nature, such as walking, cycling, swimming, surfing, fishing, kite flying, 

picnics and passive enjoyment of the outdoors. It may include the following and ancillary activities:  

1. the construction of walkways and cycle ways;  

2. beach sport and competitions; and  

3. maintenance and/or repair of any coastal recreation facilities. 

It excludes the use of vehicles (excluding bicycles) and motorised craft and equipment, except for 

emergency services purposes and in conjunction with the maintenance of recreation facilities. 

 

Coastal recreation facilities 

Means the use of land or water for the purposes of coastal recreation activities and may include the 

following: 

1. seating, shelters and shade structures;  

2. boardwalks and viewing platforms; 

3. picnic areas, tables and barbeque facilities;  

4. children’s playgrounds;  

5. public artwork, including sculptures;  

6. information boards and directional signs;  

7. rubbish bins;  

8. amenity lighting; and 

9. walkways and cycle ways. 

 

Recreation facility means land and/or buildings used for recreation activities. 

 

Customary harvesting means the harvesting of indigenous vegetation or animals by tangata whenua, 

in accordance with tikanga, for traditional uses, including: 

a. food gathering; 

b. carving; 

c. weaving; and 

d. traditional medicine.   

 

Marine structures means marine structures owned and maintained by the Council for public recreation 

and commercial use, including New Brighton Pier boat ramps and jetties. 
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Updated section 32 assessment 



 

 

 

Note: The following assessment is to replace a section within the notified Stage 2 Residential Section 32 
document. It is also intended to form part of the Coastal Environment Section 32 assessment. 

 

5.16 Baches in Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay  

o 18.1.10 Policy - Coastal Baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay  
o Open Space Coastal Zone (only in relation to the existing baches) and the Coastal 

Bach Overlay, and associated rules. 
o Appendix 18.8.4: Taylors Mistake Bach Development Plan 

 
5.16.1 Identification of options 
 

a. The issue of retention and/or removal of the existing baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons 
Bay and Boulder Bay, has had a long and complex history.  For many years the Council has 
been trying to balance the interests of bach owners who want their baches to remain 
where they are, those people who want them removed, and the public's right of access to 
the land. The matter was near resolution in July 2010 when the Council decided to give 
effect to the District Plan provisions introduced under the Environment Courts 2003 
decision, that manages the retention and removal of baches. The Environment Court ruled 
that 14 of the baches should be removed and the affected bachowners were given the 
opportunity to build new ones on land at Taylors Mistake owned by the bachowners and 
zoned for that purpose. Council also supported the creation of licences to enable some 
baches to remain on Council road reserve. The directions given in Council’s July 2010 
decision were however never implemented due to the Canterbury earthquakes.   

  
b. The recent earthquakes have meant that a number of baches are at risk from rockfall or 

cliff collapse. Hazard assessments were undertaken in respect of all baches and the 
Environment Court 2003 decision requires review in light of this new hazard information. A 
further matter that has required consideration is the legal effect of an Existing Use Rights 
certificate that was obtained by those bach owners in relation to the baches that were 
required to be removed (i.e. not scheduled). An existing use rights certificate enables the 
land to be used in a manner that contravenes a rule in a District Plan (for example the 
prohibited activity status for an unscheduled bach).   

 
c. Options considered have focused principally on whether the Replacement District Plan is 

the most appropriate and effective mechanism to mange the future of the baches, or 
mechasims outside of the District Plan, in particular Council's licencing powers (given the 
underlying land is public road).  Consideration has also been given as to whether the EC 
2003 approach to managing the baches through specific policies and rules (including 
scheduling baches to be retained or removed), continues to be appropriate given events 
following this pivotal EC decision.   

 



 

 

 

5..1 Policy and Rule evaluation 
 

PROVISIONS (POLICY, RULE, METHOD) MOST APPROPRIATE WAY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES 
Note: The following objectives and policies are considered to be of most relevance to the baches. These are based on 
the Council's Revised Proposals for the respective chapters at the time of writing. They do not reflect notified 
objectives and policies. 
 
Chapter 18 Open Space 
18.1.1 Objective 1 – Provision of open space and recreation facilities 
a.  A network of open spaces and recreation facilities that: 

(viii) maintains and enhances public access to and along the Coast.  
 
18.1.4 Policy 1 – The role of open space and recreation facilities 
a. Provide a network of public and private open spaces and recreation facilities that cater for a range of roles, 

functions and activities as follows: 
vi. Open Space – Coastal Zone – Protect the natural environment of the sandy beaches and rocky 

shorelines of the Christchurch city coast from Waimakariri River to Taylors Mistake while providing for: 
A. Restoration and enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna, 

including the extensive network of dunes along the open coast; 
B. Compatible coastal recreation activities, public access to the coast and natural hazard defences; 

 
18.1.9 Policy 6 - Access to and along the Coast 
Ensure public access to and along coast, including for public use and appreciation: 
a. is maintained and enhanced, including Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua access to mahinga kai and other customary 

uses, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga; 
b. does not adversely affect the relationship of Ngāi Tahu – manawhenua with their ancestral lands, water and 

sites; 
c. maintained and enhanced in places where existing access is provided; 
d. does not give rise to the destruction of features of the coastal environment or detract from the amenity of the 

coastal environment; 

9.4.1 Objectives 
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 the ecological function and habitats; 
ii. Natural features and landscapes; 

iii. Natural character;  
iv. Historic Heritage;  
v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  

vi. Public access and recreation.  

 
9.4.1.2 Access to and along the Coast 

Public access to and along the coastal marine area is provided in places and in forms which are compatible with 
public safety and sensitivity of the receiving environment. 

9.4.2 Policies 
9.4.2.1 Activities in the Coastal Environment 
a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development within the coastal environment is of a scale and located to 

maintain and protect the values of the coastal environment, including: 
i. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; 

ii. Natural features and landscapes; 
iii. Natural character;  
iv. Historic Heritage;  
v. Ngai Tahu cultural values; and  

vi. Public access and recreation.  

Advice Note: Comprehensive provisions dealing with Ngai Tahu values and the natural environment, indigenous 



 

 

 

biodiversity and ecosystems, natural features and landscapes, natural character, historic heritage are addressed in 
Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage. 
 
9.4.2.2 Access to and along the Coast 
a. Maintain existing public access to the coastal marine area and provide additional public access where: 

i. There is demand for public access; 
ii. There is an acceptably low risk of danger to public health or safety; 

iii. Public access does not compromise the safe and efficient operation of jetty facilities at Lyttleton, Akaroa and 
Diamond Harbour; and 

iv. Public access is in a form and at a level compatible with the sensitivity of the receiving environment, including 
farming operations and any sites of particular ecological or cultural sensitivity. 

b. Facilitate access by Ngai Tahu mana whenua to and along the coastal marine area for mahinga kai and other 
customary uses. 
 

9.3.1 Objective - Historic Heritage 

9.3.2.2 Policy Protection of Significant Historic History - Heritage Items and Heritage Settings 

9.3.2.6 Policy - Ongoing, Viable Use of Heritage Items and Heritage Settings 

9.3.2.7 Policy - Relocation of Heritage Items within and Beyond Heritage Settings 

9.3.2.8 Policy - Demolition of Heritage Items. 

9.2.2.7 Specific activities in Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes 
Rural Amenity Landscapes [3702 Federated Farmers] and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

a. Buildings  

i. Enable small scale buildings associated with farming, conservation, recreation and rural tourism 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.  

ii. Enable small scale additions to existing buildings.  

iii. Promote use of natural materials and finishes that integrate into the landscape. 

iv. Minimise reflectivity, glare and light spill where it would increase the visibility of development and detract 
from a natural setting.  

b. Residential activities  

i. Identified building areas shall be limited in terms of location, density and buildings envelope 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. 

ii. Limit residential units and associated access and planting to a scale, form, design, finish (colours and 
materials) that integrate with the landscape. 

c. Earthworks, access tracks and new roads  

i. Limit the scale of earthworks, access tracks and new roads. 

ii. Ensure natural contours are followed and alterations to natural landforms such as legible rock outcrops are 
avoided. 

iii. Avoid visual scarring of the landscape, including from spill from earthworks. 

iv. Ensure adverse effects are mitigated and remedial works such as revegetation are effective, taking into 
account the local climatic conditions.  

v. Maintain water quality through implementation of effective sediment control measures. 

 
Provision(s) most appropriate  Effectiveness and Efficiency  
Option 1: Combination of District Plan 
provisions and mechanisms outside of the 
District Plan - this option recognises that the 
future of the baches cannot be wholly 

Whilst this option departs from the provisions 
decided on by the Environment Courts 2003 
decision, some regultation under the District Plan 



 

 

 

managed effectively under the District Plan. 
This approach focuses provisions within the 
District Plan on managing only new 
development, which may include changes to 
an existing bach through to the relocation of 
an existing bach or rebuilding of a bach in a 
different location, scale or form. Under this 
approach, whether an existing bach is to be 
reomoved or retained in its current location, is 
to be determine through non-regulatory 
mechanisms, in particular the Council's 
decision to grant a licence to occupy public 
road reserve.  This approach also recognises 
existing use rights of the existing baches and 
does not include rules that unnecessarily 
duplicate these through providing for the 
existing baches as permitted activities. 
 
Option 1 refines the District Plan provisions to 
the following:  
 
18.1.10 Policy - Coastal Baches at Taylors 
Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay  

a. Provide for a new bach area at Taylors 
Mistake to enable the relocation and/or 
replacement of existing baches that are 
removed from their existing location for 
reasons that may include their risks from 
hazards; impact on or to improve 
recreational public access; or to restore the 
natural character values of the coastline; 
and 

b. Manage baches in accordance with the 
policies in 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.  

 Existing baches are located within the 
Open Space Coastal Zone. 

 New bach area to provide for the 
relocation of existing baches and/or the 
rebuilding of an existing bach, is located 
within the Open space Coastal Zone but 
included within an overlay with specific 
controlled activity status and built form 
standards to manage the new 
development ands maintain character 
values.  

is still considered to be an effective means of 
considering the appropriateness of the baches in 
resource management terms.  More specifically it 
will provide policy guidance and impose 
limitations through rules to: 

i. ensure new development (i.e 
replacement baches or relocated 
baches) is avoided where the risk from 
a natural hazard is assessed as being 
unacceptable (as managed through 
Chapter 5 Natural Hazards);  

ii. identify whether an individual bach is 
of heritage significance and 
appropriately manage any changes 
sought to the bach including its 
demolition, relocation, repair and 
maintenance (as managed through 
Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 
Heritage); and 

iii. ensure new development is 
appropriate within the coastal 
environment and landscape setting 
(as managed through Chapter 9 
Natural and Cultural Heritage and 
Chapter 18 Open Space Coastal Zone).  

 
This revised approach has better regard to 
Existing Use Rights and recognises that there are 
more effective methods, namely licencing, to 
determine the future of the existing baches. The 
level of regulatory control across all chapters of 
the RDP (i.e. Chapters 5, 9 and 18) mean that the 
shift from the prohibited activity regime under 
the Operative City Plan, will not be that 
significant. This approach will enable a resource 
consent to be applied for to rebuild all existing 
baches (not just those scheduled under the 
Operative City Plan). I consider this to be justified 
given the heritage value of some baches and the 
areas potential value as a heritage area (thereby 
achieving Objective 9.3.1 and its associated 
heritage related policies).    This also means that 
the approach in the plan will be "future-proofed" 
in the sense that if further existing baches 
become unsuitable for occupation at a later date, 
there is a regime in place for their relocation or 



 

 

 

 All existing baches are identified on 
Appendix 18.8.4 however there is no 
annotation of any being "scheduled" or to 
be "removed".  

 The existing baches are not specifically 
provided for as a permitted, restricted 
discretionary, discretionary or prohibited 
activity. Under Existing Use Rights (EUR) an 
existing bach will be able to be rebuilt. 
subject to a building consent being 
obtained and if it meets the legal tests 
under EUR's. If these test cannot be met, 
then rules within Chapter 5 Natural 
Hazards, Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 
Heritage and Chapter 18 Open Space 
would apply.  Under Chapter 18 the 
replacement bach would be deemed a 
non-complying activity under Rule 
18.7A.2.5 NC2.    

 Inclusion of a definition for a "Bach" and 
its use within rules to provide certainty as 
to a bach is only to be used for temporary 
residential accommodation.  

 A rule to require the total number of 
baches is not to exceed 45, which is to 
include the existing baches together with 
any new or relocated baches (to within the 
Coastal Bach Overlay). Where this number 
is exceeded, the activity is a non-
complying activity.  

 

replacement in the Coastal Bach Overlay. 
 
The benefit foregone by not following the 
Operative City Plan scheduling approach, is the 
reduced certainty as to the appropriateness of 
each existing bach from a resource management 
perspective. 
 
The following regulation is however considred 
necessary and appropriate. The District Plan must 
still continue to manage the total number of 
baches in this coastal settlement. There are 
currently 45 existing baches and it is this total 
number of baches that the area will be limited to 
under Rule 18.7A.2.5 NC2 (whether they be 
existing baches or relocated/new baches in the 
Coastal Bach Overlay). This rule is required so 
that the total number is not inadvertently 
increased. 
 
The Hazard Management Areas will manage new 
bach development to avoid significant risks to 
property and life. This may include a 
circumstance where an existing bach (if located 
within a Rockfall Management Area or Cliff 
Collapse Management Area) is damaged by 
rockfall or cliff collapse and requires rebuilding.  
Should the rebuild or repair require the bach (or 
potentially a mitigation structure) to be different 
in scale or location to the existing bach, then 
resource consent will be required under Chapter 
5, Rule 5.5.1.1 Activity status for Slope Instability 
Management Areas excluding land within the 
Specific Purpose (Lyttleton Port) Zone. The future 
of the bach may as a consequence be determined 
through such a resource consenting process, 
specifically if resource consent is not granted 

Limiting the use of the baches continues to be 
important because should the bach settlement 
change to function more as a permanent 
residential area, it could have significant adverse 
effects. Permanent occupation of the baches 
potentially could increase pressure for the 
baches to be extended thereby changing the 
small scale character and amenity of the existing 
settlement. This could in turn deter public access 
or concept of public access to the beaches and 
surrounds in public and Crown ownership; and 



 

 

 

place greater pressure on road access. 

 
Managing temporary occupation through the 
licenses or through Council's role as landowner is 
however likely to be more appropriate and 
effective. Furthermore, issues could arise with 
monitoring and enforcing of a rule that 
constrains occupancy rates. Nonetheless, given 
the very small scale of the baches, most are 
unlikely to be used for permanent occupancy. 
District Plans also often have comparable rules 
that restricted land use rates and occupancy, 
most notably in relation to motosport activities.  
 
Temporary occupation of the baches therefore 
can to some extent be managed through rules in 
the District Plan. The proposed approach is to 
manage temporary occupation through the 
definition of a 'bach' and providing for a 
bach/baches as an activity within the Activity 
Status tables. This provides a clear direction as to 
what is expected from the bach owners, which 
can in turn be further reinforced or clarified 
through the Council's licence conditions. 
 
The Coastal Bach Overlay (previously known as 
the Living Taylors Mistake Bach Zone under the 
Operative City Plan) is a key component to 
reaching a solution, being an alternative location, 
for the existing baches as their existing 
location(s) become unsuitable. Most issues 
associated with relocation or establishing a 
new/replacement bach can be managed through 
conditions of consent (guided by matters of 
control under a controlled activity status). These 
matters of control are very similar to those under 
the Operative City Plan and include consideration 
of design and appearance, the total number of 
baches not being increased, the location of the 
bach, landscaping, sewer availability, and the 
rehabilitation of the existing bach site.   
 
The Coastal Bach Overlay is only physically able 
to provide for a maximum of 18 baches (as 
determined through the EC 2003 decision).  
Whilst the number of baches able to be 
accommodated within this relatively small area 
will be self-regulating, a rule limiting the bach 
numbers is still appropriate to further support 



 

 

 

the overall 45 bach limit. 
 
Very minor additions to the existing baches are 
unlikely to have an adverse impact on coastal 
character and should be provided for to 
encourage existing baches to connect to the 
reticulated sewer system (thereby improving 
environmental conditions). 
 
Whilst there is no longer an appendix to support 
a rule prohibiting and/or permitting specific 
baches (i.e. the schedule), an appendix is still 
appropriate and necessary to support the 
interpretation of the rules.   
 
In summary, provided the total number of baches 
in this area does not change (and of course the 
scale and location is managed through other 
rules), the overall effects of the bach settlement 
will be appropriately managed. This approach 
also in my view provides the TMA sufficient 
flexibility to achieve a workable solution for the 
bach owners. 
 
The Stage 2 Section 32 Appendix 28 - Option 
Assessment of Scheduling and Un-scheduling of 
Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay 
Baches, summarises a range of issues and values 
associated with each individual bach. Under 
Option 2, this document provided the basis for an 
amended schedule (which is not proposed under 
Option 1). Such a document is considered to be 
of value as it can help to inform future resource 
consents processes and Council's licencing 
decisions. Given that this document may need to 
be updated as more detailed assessments are 
undertaken (for example heritage and 
engineering assessments), it is more appropriate 
that it sits outside of the District Plan, similar to a 
design guide. Appendix 28 of the Section 32 has 
been updated and refined to read as an 
"information only" type document. It is 
contained in Appendix 39 Summary Table of 
Issues and Values for Individual Existing Baches 
of the section 32 assessment. 
 

Options less or not as appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies: 
Option 2A: Carry over the Operative City Plan 
(Environment Court 2003) provisions but 

The scheduling approach and inclusion of a rule 
within the Open Space Coastal Zone that directly 



 

 

 

review the schedule which is associated with 
rules to permit some baches to remain and 
prohibit other baches thereby require their 
removal.  – Remove some baches previously 
scheduled under the Coastal Zone due to 
presence of a geotechnical hazard (refer to 
Appendix 29 - Review of hazards at Coastal 
Baches) but include some baches previously 
unscheduled (to be removed).  Retain the 
current boundary of the Residential Bach Zone 
(LTMB Zone) but align the number of baches 
permitted to establish in the Residential Bach 
Zone to the number to be 
removed/unscheduled. Those baches 
previously unscheduled but now proposed to 
be scheduled are not subject to any 
geotechnical or other major hazard and have 
been reassessed as not impeding public access 
nor recreational use of the area.  
 
Under this option 31 baches will be scheduled 
and 15 will be removed based on the following 
assessments:  

 Appendix 28 - Option Assessement of 
the Existing Baches (adopting a 
scheduling approach)  

 Appendix 29 - Review of hazards at 
Coastal Baches  

 Appendix 30 - Review of Unscheduled 
Baches and Access 

 
The change from the EC 2003 decision is as 
follows: 12 baches previously scheduled to 
remain will be indicated as requiring to be 
removed (due primarily to geotechnical 
hazards). 11 baches previously required to be 
removed/unscheduled will be retained 
(scheduled). In total the number of baches to 
be removed will be 15, although these are a 
combination of different baches than those to 
be removed under the EC decision. 
 
 

prohibits an existing bach, will not be effective.  
Principally this is because Existing Use Rights 
have been established for a number of the 
existing baches. The benefit of this approach 
however, is that it does provide an overall 
judgement on which existing baches have 
minimal issues (in terms of hazards and impact 
on public access) and which will maintain 
heritage values.   
 
This option also signals that the retention of 
more existing baches in placement of providing 
for a greater number of new baches to be 
constructed in the new bach area, is overall to be 
a better option having less impact on character 
values.  Some areas, specifically the Taylors 
Hobson point (Moki point) will not be 
naturalised, but conversely other areas, namely 
Hobsons Bay will be naturalised due to the 
removal of baches. Residential development is 
however more extensive on the Taylors Mistake 
side and therefore the overall benefit gained 
from a ‘naturalisation’ perspective is seen as 
being greater with the removal of the Hobsons 
Bay baches.    
 
Under this option the number of new or 
relocated baches (to the new bach area) is 
limited to 15 baches. This will provide sufficient 
room for all of those 15 baches scheduled to be 
removed, but will ensure the total number of 
baches in the Taylors Mistake Bay area is not 
increased.  
 
The boundary extent of the new bach area is not 
to change from the Operative Living Taylors 
Mistake Zone boundary based on the landscape 
assessment contained in Appendix 31 Landscape 
Review of the New Bach Zone.  
 

Option 2B - Status quo: Retain/rollover the 
current schedule of Baches under the Coastal 
Zone (previously known as Conservation 1A 
Zone) and retain the current boundary of the 
new bach area/zone (previously known as the 
Living Taylors Mistake Bach Zone) and 

This option will not appropriately address the 
known geotechnical hazards. Under this option 
the new bach area would provide for 18 
new/relocated baches. This is greater than the 
number required to be removed. The purpose of 
the new bach area is only to provide for baches 



 

 

 

provision for 18 new baches to be established 
in this zone.  
 
Under this option 32 baches are scheduled 
and 14 are to be removed/unscheduled 
 

that are to be removed (i.e. unscheduled baches) 
and thereshould be no net increase of baches. 

Option 2C – Reduce the number of baches 
scheduled under the Coastal Zone (due to 
presence of a geotechnical hazard) and retain 
the current boundary of the new bach area 
(zone).  
 
Under this option 20 baches will be scheduled 
and 26 removed. The change from the EC 
2003 decision is as follows: 12 baches 
previously scheduled to remain will need to be 
removed due to geotechnical hazards. In total 
under this option 26 baches will be 
removed/unscheduled. 
 
The new bach area will only accommodate 18 
baches. 
 

The removal of the 26 baches will have the 
benefit of naturalisation of the area. The removal 
of some of the baches may have a potential 
negative effect by destabilising dune areas and 
encouraging the public to occupy potentially 
unsafe rocky areas.  Unlikely to significantly 
improve public access from bay to bay as public 
tracks already manoeuvre through the bach 
areas and with better signage could resolve any 
perceived access issues (refer to public access 
assessment in Appendix 30).   
Will result in a loss of heritage. 

Option 2D – Remove those baches previously 
scheduled under the Coastal Zone due to 
presence of a geotechnical hazard and extend 
the boundary of the new bach area to provide 
for more baches to be rebuilt and/or 
relocated. 
 

Extension of the new bach area (i.e. to provide 
for more than 18 baches) is not supported on 
landscape grounds – refer to landscape 
assessment in Appendix 31. 

Risk of Acting or Not Acting 

The hazard review of the baches has been peer reviewed by a suitably qualified geotechnical engineer and 
the findings are supported. The advice therefore can be confidently relied upon and risk of acting on the 
information provided is considered to be low. 
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Option Assessment for baches (if a scheduling approach were adopted) – 13-02-2015 

 

Area Location Bach 
Number 

Scheduled/R 
emoved 
under EC 
2003 

Existing Use 
Rights 
Certificate 
2011 

Geotechnical Hazard Assessment – 
October 2014 

Coastal Hazard Assessments on 
Storm Inundation (100yr scale 
event, 1m sea level rise) and 
Coastal Erosion (100yr landward 
extent of coastal erosion, 1m sea 
level rise) - November 2014 

Located 
within public 
road 

Impedes 
public access 
– based on 
McMillian 
assessment 
04-02-2015 

Option 2 (Uphold EC position 
except for bachs to be 
unscheduled if a major 
geotechnical hazard is 
present) 

Option 3 (Schedule those 
baches that do not impede 
public access and no major 
hazards present) 

Taylor’s Mistake 28 Removed Yes On top of small cliff but judged not 
a risk from cliff collapse. No 
boulder roll hazard event. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
TM28 

Change from removal to 
retain 
TM28 

Taylor’s Mistake 30 Removed Yes Hazard is from collapse of low cliff 
adjacent to the bach that would 
impact on site and could impact 
dwelling. Low rockfall hazard. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes Not 
reassessed 

Remove/unscheduled due to 
geotechnical hazards 

TM30 

Remove/unscheduled 
TM30 

Taylor’s Mistake 31 Removed Yes Direct hazard from rockfall, viable 
source of rocks in outcrops above 
the bach. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes Not 
reassessed 

Remove/unscheduled due to 
geotechnical hazards 

TM31 

Remove/unscheduled 

TM31 

Taylor’s Mistake 32 Removed Yes Direct hazard from rockfall, viable 
source of rocks in outcrops above 
the bach. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes Not 
reassessed 

Remove/unscheduled due to 
geotechnical hazards 

TM32 

Remove/unscheduled 

TM32 

Taylor’s Mistake 33 Removed Yes Distance from minor areas of rock 
outcrop indicate limited hazard 
from rockfall. No major hazard 
present. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM33 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TM33 

Taylor’s Mistake 34 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM34 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM34 

Taylor’s Mistake 35 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM35 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM35 

Taylor’s Mistake 36 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM36 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM36 

Taylor’s Mistake 37 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM37 

Remain/schedule 
 
 

TM37 
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Taylor’s Mistake 38 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM38 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM38 

Taylor’s Mistake 39 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM39 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM39 

Taylor’s Mistake 40 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM40 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM40 

Taylor’s Mistake 41 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a minor 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM41 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM41 

Taylor’s Mistake 42 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM42 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM42 

Taylor’s Mistake 43 Scheduled  Whilst a number of boulders have 
reached the flat area behind the 
bach during or before the 
earthquakes deemed to be a low 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM43 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM43 

Taylor’s Mistake 44 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM44 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM44 

Taylor’s Mistake 45 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM45 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM45 

Taylor’s Mistake 46 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remain/schedule 
 

TM46 

Remain/schedule 
 

TM46 
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Taylor’s Mistake 47 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. On the very edge of the storm 
inundation area – requires 
further analysis of the risk. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM47 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TM47 

Taylor’s Mistake 48 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Only small area (corner of the 
building) is located within the 
coastal erosion area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM48 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TM48 

Taylor’s Mistake 49 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Only small area (frontage of the 
building) is located within the 
coastal erosion area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM49 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TM49 

Taylor’s Mistake 51 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Located within the coastal 
erosion area, however the hazard 
is not a life-safety risk, the 
potential impacts may only occur 
in the very long term, and the 
proposed rules will ensure if and 
when the bach is affected and 
uninhabitable no replacement 
bach can be built. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM51 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TM51 

Taylor’s Mistake 52 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM52 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 

TM52 

Taylor’s Hobsons Point 55 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM55 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TH55 

Taylor’s Hobsons Point 56 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Only slightly within the coastal 
erosion area. 

Yes Partially 
impedes 
public access 
but Council 
signage can 
address 
issue. 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM56 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TH56 

Taylor’s Hobsons Point 57 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM57 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TH57 

Taylor’s Hobsons Point 58 Removed Yes Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes No Remove/unscheduled 
 

TM58 

Change from removal to 
retain 

 
TH58 

Hobson’s Bay 59 Scheduled  No significant current hazard. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remain/schedule 
 

HB59 

Remain/schedule 
 

HB59 
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Hobson’s Bay 60 Scheduled  No hazard from cliff collapse 
inundation. Failure has affected 
slope below bach but does not 
undermine the structure. Further 
undermining could affect stability 
of structure but could be 
remediated. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes May be 
considered 
to impede 
public access 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB60 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB60 

Hobson’s Bay 62 Scheduled  Building is located under a cliff 
which shows evidence of 
instability. Direct hazard from cliff 
collapse. Some stabilisation work 
has been undertaken but its 
effectiveness in future events is 
uncertain. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB62 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB62 

Hobson’s Bay 63 Scheduled  Bach immediately under 
overhanging cliff which shows signs 
of instability. Direct hazard from 
cliff collapse. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB63 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB63 

Hobson’s Bay 64 Scheduled  Bach immediately under 
overhanging cliff which shows signs 
of instability. Direct hazard from 
cliff collapse. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB64 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB64 

Hobson’s Bay 67 Scheduled  Bach immediately under 
overhanging cliff which shows signs 
of instability. Direct hazard from 
cliff collapse. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB67 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB67 

Hobson’s Bay 68 Scheduled  Bach immediately under 
overhanging cliff which shows signs 
of instability. Direct hazard from 
cliff collapse. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB68 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

HB68 

Hobson’s Bay 69 Scheduled  Not at risk from cliff collapse or 
rockfall but is located in the mouth 
of a steep gully which may be 
susceptible to mass movement. No 
current known hazard. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

HB69 

Retain/schedule 

HB69 

Hobson’s Bay 70 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

HB70 

Retain/schedule 

HB70 

Boulder Bay 1 Scheduled  Location judged a very high hazard 
area for debris avalanche and/or 
individual boulders. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Awaiting 
survey 

 Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB1 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB1 

Boulder Bay 2 Scheduled  Location judged a very high hazard 
area for debris avalanche and/or 
individual boulders. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Awaiting 
survey 

 Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB2 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB2 
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Boulder Bay 4 Scheduled  Damaged rock in small cliff behind 
bach indicates a cliff collapse 
hazard 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB4 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB4 

Boulder Bay 5 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

BB5 

Retain/schedule 

BB5 

Boulder Bay 6 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

BB6 

Retain/schedule 

BB6 

Boulder Bay 7 Scheduled  Outside hazard area. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

BB7 

Retain/schedule 

BB7 

Boulder Bay 8 Scheduled  Small cliff behind baches may shed 
isolated boulders. Not deemed a 
cliff collapse hazard but moderate 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB8 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB8 

Boulder Bay 9 Scheduled  Small cliff behind baches may shed 
isolated boulders. Not deemed a 
cliff collapse hazard but moderate 
hazard from rockfall. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB9 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB9 

Boulder Bay 10 Scheduled  Direct risk from cliff collapse. Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB10 

Remove/unscheduled 
 

BB10 

Boulder Bay 10A Scheduled  Bach has been relocated to Godley 
Head. 

Not located within storm 
inundation nor coastal erosion 
area. 

Yes  Retain/schedule 

BB10A 

Retain/schedule 

BB10A 

Maori Gardens 1 – A Not 
considered 

 High hazard site under steep slope To be confirmed Yes  N/A Remove MG1 

Maori Gardens 2 – B Not 
considered 

 High hazard site under steep slope To be confirmed Yes  N/A Remove MG2 

Maori Gardens 3 – C Not 
considered 

 High hazard site under steep slope To be confirmed Yes  N/A Remove MG3 

Maori Gardens 4 – D Not 
considered 

 High hazard site under steep slope To be confirmed Yes  N/A Remove MG4 

 

 

 

Summary of options (excluding Maori Gardens) 
 

 Option 1 
EC Decision 

Option 2 Option 3 Option 3 baches being reconsidered from removal 
to retention 

Baches to remain 32 20 31 11 

Baches to be removed 14 26 15  
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Memorandum

Date: 11 February 2015

To: Peter Doolin, Port Hills Programme Manager

Copy:  Sarah Oliver

From: Don Macfarlane & Ian Wright

Subject:   Review of hazard at coastal baches

This memorandum summarises our review of existing data and assessments of rockfall hazard sources that
may affect coastal baches around Christchurch, specifically at Boulder Bay, Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay and
the area known as Maori Gardens near Governors Bay. The review was undertaken specifically to determine
whether proposed hazard zones in these areas are justified and defensible.

It is important to understand that the area at risk from a hazard (for example from a cliff collapse) does not
change with time even if the probability of a trigger event (such as earthquake) does change.  Hence, for the
purposes of this memorandum, we define hazardous locations (that could be zoned as Hazard Management
Areas) as locations where naturally occurring upslope rock outcrops or cliffs might, by their nature, present
a condition whereby downslope areas are or could become dangerous if the elements for failure are present.
In this context, the elements for failure could be earthquake or other natural events (such as climatic
incidents) but we also recognise that failures could occur with no known trigger event.  Failure may be in the
form of individual rockfall, cliff collapse (a rock debris avalanche) or soil slip (debris flow) or any combination
of these.  A hazardous location is thus any area that could be subject to rock or debris impacts as a result of
individual rockfall, cliff collapse (a rock debris avalanche) or soil slip (debris flow) or any combination of these.
Precise definition of such areas is difficult.

Methodology

In undertaking this review we have considered the following information:

S124 Notices
S124 Notices were placed on dwellings deemed to be dangerous after the earthquakes, based on whether or
not the dwelling met the criteria to be classed as a dangerous building under Section 121 of the Building Act
2004. These notices were placed in mid-2011, following the end of the Civil Defence Emergency.

The decision to place (or not place) a Section 124 (1)(b) notice prohibiting occupation of the building was
based on recommendations made to Council by the Port Hills Geotechnical Group (PHGG), whose
recommendations were based on a set of simple criteria. For boulder roll these included but were not limited
to:

1. Did rocks fall on this or an adjacent property?

2. Did rocks reach or pass the dwelling?

3. Was the dwelling hit by rocks?

4. Is the slope above the dwelling steep enough for rocks to roll down it?

5. Are there obvious sources for further rockfall?
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6. Is there effective1 natural or man-made protection for the dwelling? This may be one or more of
vegetation (eg. shelter belts, plantations, dense scrub), house(s), rock fences, bunds or topographic
controls.

The criteria for cliff collapse were:
1. Is there loose material (soil or rock) on a cliff above or adjacent to the property?
2. Are there tension cracks behind the cliff crest?
3. Is the house within the runout zone2?

The dwelling was required to meet condition No.3 to be recommended for an s124 Notice.

Hazard Verification Reports

Brief ‘Hazard Verification’ reports were requested by Council  in late 2011-early 2012. These resulted in a
summary review of the nature of the hazard and photographs to show the dwelling in relation to the hazard
source(s).

Ground Truthing Reports

In early 2012, PHGG undertook ground truthing as a field check of the preliminary GNS life risk models. These
checks involved measurements of S angle and/or F angle at each dwelling within the life risk model zones,
assessment of the rockfall source and topography, proposed setback lines, ground cracking and any other
factors that could affect the risk at a dwelling. These reviews were used to determine whether the model
seemed reasonable or should be adjusted. The final decision was, in all cases, made by GNS considering all
data, modelling results and any other factors they deemed relevant.

GNS Science Life-risk Model

We have reviewed the GNS life risk models for each location and site. We note that these models are area-
wide, not site specific, but were ground truthed by PHGG (in effect sanity checked).  The PHGG assessment
may differ from the GNS model as final decisions were based on all factors deemed relevant by GNS and, in
addition to the nature of the hazard, the life-risk model incorporates other factors such as the probability of
a person being present and the probability that the person will be hit by a rock.

Field Check

On 22 October, we inspected all bach locations in Taylors Mistake and Hobson Bay, and checked the Boulder
Bay bach sites from the cliff top.  The objective was to reassess the site-specific hazard to determine whether
the proposed Hazard Management Areas were appropriate and/or whether any changes had occurred to
justify a change to the proposed Management Areas.
A similar inspection of the baches at Maori Gardens was undertaken on 4 November 2014.

Results

In the following tables we summarise the key outcomes for each site area.

NOTE: Our assessment is based on the potential consequences of a cliff collapse or rockfall (or boulder roll),
not on the life risk model.  It  does not consider possible benefits from trees as these are not permanent
features, could be ‘gone tomorrow’ (eg. due to fire) and affect the RISK not presence or otherwise of a hazard.

1 The protection is not deemed effective if it has been passed or penetrated by rockfall boulders (eg. if some rocks/boulders have
passed right through a shelter belt or plantation it is not an effective barrier even if it stopped other rocks)
2 The extent of the runout zone was  defined by a 30-33 degree Fahrboeschung (F) angle from the cliff crest
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Boulder Bay

Bach
No.

Assessment Conclusion and/or
Recommendation

1 Significant tension cracking in rock mass above the
bach.  Generally the rock quality is very poor making it
susceptible to failure as a debris avalanche.
Rock mass above the property is also prone to debris
avalanche as indicated by tension cracks.

Location judged a hazard
area for debris avalanche
and/or individual boulders.

2 Boulders have fallen within 10m of the property
including two immediately to the west that went past
the property.  Marginal protection provided by mature
trees.
Rockfall modelling shows that most rocks originating
from the slope above the bach will reach or pass the
dwelling. If they hit the building, the impact energy will
be substantial

Location judged a hazard
area for debris avalanche
and/or individual boulders.

4 Small cliff immediately behind bach has loose rock Direct cliff collapse hazard

5 to 7 Not subject to cliff collapse hazard Need not be included in
Hazard Management Area

8, 9 Small cliff behind baches may shed isolated boulders.
Not deemed a cliff collapse hazard but subject to hazard
from rockfall.

10 Bach sited in lee of an undercut cliff.  Small amounts of
debris fell off the cliff during the 2011 earthquakes

Direct cliff collapse hazard

Taylors Mistake

Bach
No.

Assessment Conclusion and/or
Recommendation

28 On top of small cliff. Judged not at risk from cliff
collapse.  No boulder roll hazard evident. Could be
affected by future cliff erosion

Site is judged to be relatively
‘safe’

30 Hazard is from collapse of low cliff adjacent the bach
that could impact dwelling. Low rockfall (boulder roll)
hazard.

Hazard at site is adjacent to
rather than directly above
bach

31-32 Direct hazard from rockfall, viable source of rocks in
outcrops above these baches at the base of a gully that
will focus boulders rolling down the slope.

Clear hazard area

33-43 Minor areas of rock outcrop indicate limited hazard
from rockfall.  A number of boulders have reached the
flat area behind these baches during (and before) the
earthquakes.

Sites are relatively safe
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Overview, Taylors Mistake baches. No.30 at left of photo; No.45 at right. No’s 31-33 are in the trees at
the end of the beach.

Hobson Bay

Bach
No.

Assessment Conclusion and/or
Recommendation

55-58 Judged not at risk from cliff collapse.  No boulder roll
hazard evident.

Outside hazardous area

59 Hazard is from collapse of low loess cliff adjacent the
bach that previously impacted dwelling. Has been
excavated and is currently stable. No rockfall (boulder
roll) hazard.

No significant current hazard

60 No hazard from cliff collapse inundation.  Failure has
affected slope below bach but does not undermine the
structure.

Further undermining could
affect stability of structure
but could be remediated

62 Limited stabilisation work has been completed
(shotcrete and ineffective catch fence). Building is
located under a cliff which shows evidence for
instability.

Site is within hazardous area.
Direct cliff collapse hazard.

63, 64,
67, 68

Baches immediately under overhanging cliff which
shows signs of instability, full extent of which is hidden
by vegetation.  Direct hazard from cliff collapse
(overhanging) at all 4 sites.
No.63 has been hit and badly damaged by debris that
has fallen from cliff since mid 2012.

All sites within hazardous
area (cliff overhangs
dwelling)

69 Not at risk from cliff collapse or rockfall but is located
in the mouth of a steep gully which may be susceptible
to mass movement or debris flows

No significant current hazard
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Overview, Hobson Bay baches, Feb 2011. Pale blue bach at centre left is No.63

Destruction caused by rockfall debris hitting rear of bach at No.63 Hobsons Bay
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Maori Gardens
These four baches are located under a cliff face. Where exposed, the rock is weathered and of variable
quality.  The cliff shed some rocks in the earthquakes and is clearly capable of shedding rocks and debris at
other times. One bach appears to have been struck by mud/earth flow debris quite recently.

Bach
No.

Assessment Conclusion and/or
Recommendation

A Exposed to hazard of rockfall from cliff behind the
bach; loose rocks/open fractures evident. Some
protection from vegetation.  Small debris flow/slump
immediately to N of dwelling

Clearly hazardous site.

B Exposed to hazard of rockfall from cliff behind the
bach; loose rocks/open fractures evident. Some
protection from vegetation.

Clearly hazardous site.

C Cliff face >15m high immediately behind bach. Clearly hazardous site (cliff
collapse or rockfall).

D Cliff face is immediately behind bach which has been
struck by recent small debris flow (approx. 0.5m deep
at rear wall judging from soil marks).

Clearly hazardous site (cliff
collapse or rockfall).

Baches at Maori Gardens with cliff behind (Bach A at right, D at left of photo)

Alternative Location
The draft District Plan currently out for public consultation designates an area on the SE side of the valley at
Taylors Mistake for relocation of some of the baches in hazard locations.  The draft plan shows that
approximately half of the designated area is considered to be a Rockfall Hazard Management Area. On 13
November, the designated area was inspected and boulders on the ground surface were mapped. The
mapping showed that:

1. A small number of earthquake-induced and older boulders are scattered across the area designated
for relocation of baches;
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2. These boulders are not restricted to the part of the area indicated to be a Rockfall Hazard
Management Area; and

3. There are four unstable areas of outcrop above the designated area that have the potential to
release further boulders that could impact relocated baches.

The inspection report recommends that these unstable outcrops be treated prior to relocating baches into
the designated area.
Discussion
We believe that Hazard zoning should be based on the potential consequences of failure of the rock
sources (cliffs or rock outcrops) rather than on the GNS life risk models. The life risk models provide an
estimate of annual probability (risk) of death(s) on an area-wide rather than site-specific basis and changes
through time occur as the likelihood of earthquake-induced failures is modelled to decrease. This is a model
based on past experience of world-wide earthquakes and does not recognise that:

1. another earthquake large enough to induce cliff collapse or rockfall (boulder roll) could occur at any
time and would ‘reset the clock’ – science cannot reliably predict the location, magnitude nor
timing of the next damaging earthquake

2. in the event of failure (for any reason) the rockfall debris or boulders may travel just as far as
occurred during the 2010/2011 earthquakes. This is supported by the geological and
geomorphological evidence provided by old boulders, debris cones and large wedges of erosion
debris containing rocks and boulders that flank slopes in areas such as Sumnervale, Bowenvale and
Avoca Valley that show how far rocks have travelled in the past.

Comment on proposed Hazard Zones

This study has indicated that of the 38 baches investigated, 19 are located in clearly hazardous situations
and 19 are in a low hazard location.  Consequently, we suggest that the hazard zone boundaries be
modified as shown on the attached drawings and summarised below:

Boulder Bay - No changes

Taylors Mistake - Bach 28 should be removed Cliff Hazard Management Area 2

Hobson Bay - Baches 55 to 59 and bach 60 should be removed from Cliff Hazard Management Area 2

Maori Gardens - No changes. Cliff Hazard Management Area 2 is appropriate for all four baches.
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Appendix 30 – Review of unscheduled baches and impact on public
access
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Recreation access and amenity assessment – Taylors Mistake Baches TRIM 15/113115

Kelvin McMillan, Senior Policy Planner, Strategic Support 4 February 2015

Introduction
This brief review accesses the influence of baches 28 and 47, Taylors Mistake ‘back dune’ and cliff true right
side and baches 48, 49, 51, 52, 55, 56, 57, 58 Taylors Mistake true left side on recreation access to and use
of the beach and amenity.

Conclusion and recommendations

Baches 48, 49, 51: Recommend that the three baches be retained.  Removal of these baches would not
significantly increase beach access space without compromising the integrity of the vegetated sand areas
between the baches and the beach. There may also be health and safety issues if the clearings occupied by
the three baches are available for public use as they would be somewhat secluded.  The baches do not inhibit
public use of any main access routes or use of the beach. In my opinion the baches have no greater affect on
the visual amenity of the public use area than the broader backdrop of Taylors Mistake dwellings.
Bach 52: Recommend that it be retained as this bach does not impede recreation use or affect the amenity
of the public use area.
Bach 55:   Recommend that  it  be retained as  this  bach does  not  impede recreation use.   However  in  my
opinion the building’s lower retaining wall structure detracts from the visual amenity of the beach area and
it may be desirable to visually mitigate it.
Baches 56, 57 and 58:  Recommend that all three be retained.  On balance I consider that whilst the three
baches do intrude onto the coastal rocky promontory the intrusion is not abrupt and can be considered a
seamless extension of the Taylors Mistake settlement.  They do not appear to reduce the utility of the tidal
rock platform for users. The recreation route under the building overhang of bach 56 can be considered
undesirable or desirable depending on a recreation user’s perspective.  Use of the steps over the rock outcrop
is possibly a deterrent, especially if there are residents occupying the baches, however the route is clearly
sign posted.  Possibly some people may be intimidated by the close proximity of these baches ‘overhanging’
the beach, however on busy days I understand that this does not act as a deterrent to beach use.

Baches 47 and 28:  Recommend that both be retained as they do not impede public access and in the case
of bach 28 is in a position that the Council would not normally encourage use of for health and safety reasons.
Potentially the space occupied by bach 47 could be used by the public.  However in my opinion the character
of the bach and plantings contribute to the amenity quality of the area and should be retained.

1.0 Planning Context

1.1 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

A primary recreation focus of the Coastal Policy Statement is recognition of the coastal marine area as a place
that the public can use and enjoy and that meets the public expectation of and need for walking access to
and along the coast that is practical, free of charge and safe for pedestrian use, and to maintain and enhance
public walking access to, along and adjacent to the coastal marine area. (See Appendix 1 page 7 for the coastal
policy statement objectives and policies relating to public access and use)

1.2 District Plan review – Chapter 19 Coastal Environment policy

19.1.4 Ensure public access to and along coastal marine area:

a. is maintained and enhanced including access to mahinga kai, waahi tapu and waahi taonga;
b. does not adversely affect the relationship of manawhenua with their ancestral lands, water and

sites;
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c. is concentrated where existing access is provided;
d. does not give rise to the destruction of features of the coastal environment or detract from the

amenity of the coastal environment; and
e.  does  not  compromise  the  safe  and  efficient  operation  of  the  Port  of  Lyttelton,  the  jetties  at

Diamond Harbour and Akaroa Harbour.

1.3 Environment Court Findings – recreation access

1.3.1 Baches 48 – 58

In clause 118 pp 40-41 the Court found that “currently access to Hobsons Bay is significantly restricted by the
baches on the headland.  Because Taylors Mistake is the first point of contact between members of the public
and this area, the access across the headland is critical if the plan is to enhance public access of members of
the public to Hobsons Bay.”

The Court concluded (clause 119 p41) in respect to the baches on the rocky outcrop between Taylors Mistake
and Hobsons Bay that:

1. “any step that will lead to an increase in access to the headland by members of the public not only
meets the objectives and policies of the plan but also meets the objectives of section 6(d) of the Act
and the objectives of the NZCPS;

2. We accept that the occupation of the headland by the non scheduled baches does interfere with
public access to the area…”

In respect to baches 48- 58 their overall conclusion was that the baches do derogate form overall recreation
attributes partially because of restriction of access to Hobsons Bay and partially because many of the baches
occupy flat space that could otherwise be used for recreational activities. (Clause 119 p44).

1.3.2 Baches 47 and 28

The unscheduled bach 47 was not part of the Courts consideration, though there was a comment that if the
row (baches 34 – 45) did not exist, the area through to the area of bach 47 should be utilised for recreation
purposes (clause 216 p69).   There is no direct reference to bach 28.

2.0 Recreation Assessment of Unscheduled Baches 48 -58, 47 and 28.

2.1 Taylors Mistake recreation overview

Taylors  Mistake  is  a  popular  recreation  destination  for  Christchurch  residents.   It  is  used  for  a  range  of
recreation activities including swimming and surfing.  During high use days the formed car park and overflow
car  park  are  full  with  up to  4  –  500 cars.    This  occurs  when the combination of  favourable  weather  and
holidays coincide, or there are special events.  Generally the public use the beach area to the south of and
near the surf club (Pers comm. Rodney Chambers, Area Head Ranger Coastal and Plains Rangers Team, 4
February 2015). Taylors  Mistake is  the only  beach on the Christchurch side of  the Port  Hills  with  similar
environmental qualities to headland enclosed outer Banks Peninsula beaches.

2.1.1 Baches 48 – 58 context
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Photograph 1; Taylors Mistake Beach north of the surf club - looking toward baches 48-58.

Subsequent to the Environment Court decision earthquake damage and rock fall risk has reduced the
desirability (from a risk management perspective) of encouraging access to areas near the Hobsons Bay cliffs.
The Council has placed a warning sign on the high tide track connecting Taylors Mistake beach with Hobsons
Bay to dissuade people from using sites near cliffs in the Hobsons Bay area because of potential rock fall
danger. The sign is near the exit onto Hobsons Bay beach.

There are currently three main access routes to Hobsons Bay from Taylors Mistake;

1. a high tide track above all the baches (except 52).
2. a set of concrete steps beside baches 56, 57 and 58 above the tidal rock platform and lastly
3. over the lower rock platform when the tide is out.

In contrast to the Environment Court findings Council Rangers who administer the beach park areas do not
consider public access between the two bays to be an issue. (pers comm. Rodney Chambers).   However lack
of a sign at the surf club entrance to the high tide route negates the use of this route for people unfamiliar
with Taylors Mistake.  Route two is clearly signposted.

2.1.1.1 Analysis - Baches 48, 49 and 51

These baches are situated between the beach and associated vegetated flat dunes and the base of the hill.
All baches are linked to the beach by generally narrow pathways.  From a management perspective these
baches contribute to sand stability by dissuading public access over this area.  The Council’s aim is to actively
discourage people from walking on dune areas and nearer the clubhouse a rope fence and keep off the dunes
sign is  installed.  Opening up the areas  occupied by the three baches  is  likely  to  make it  more difficult  to
manage the dune area.

There are also potential health and safety issues in providing for public use of the clearings occupied by the
baches.  The baches do not appear to impede public access to any significant destinations.  The affect of the
baches on the visual amenity of the beach area is in my opinion negligible as they have a foreground of beach
vegetation and merge into the wider built backdrop of Taylors Mistake settlement.

Page 4



Section 32 - Publicly Notified - 2 May 2015

Photograph 2; planted dune area in front of baches 48, 49 and 51

2.1.1.2 Analysis - Bach 52

Bach 52 is situated on the hillside immediately above the high tide access route.  It does not impede public
access and is nestled into the heavily vegetated hillside in a way that is characteristic of Taylors Mistake
settlement buildings.  I my opinion it does not detract from the amenity of the area and is not an impediment
to recreation.

2.1.1.3 Analysis - Bach 55, 56, 57, 58

These baches are situated on the rocky promontory between Taylors Mistake Beach and Hobsons Bay.  Bach
55 (Shangri La) is sited higher on the promontory with concrete stairs connecting it to the beach.  The location
is not the sort of place that the Council would encourage recreation use on and does not impede recreation
access.  In my opinion the bulk of the building and especially the building’s lower supporting structure
detracts from the visual amenity of the beach area.

Bach  56 has a sign indicating that public access is permitted up steps from the beach and via the bach veranda
to the track leading to Hobsons Bay.   Whilst public access is clearly marked some recreational users may find
an access route passing about one metre from the bach windows and within the building confines
psychologically uncomfortable, or not, depending on the recreation users’ personality and whether the bach
is occupied.  Others may find it interesting and quaint.  Irrespective most users (not familiar with Taylors
Mistake) would probably feel that the route traverses private space.

The recreation route also passes immediately past bach 57 and above bach 58.  These baches do not impede
public access.
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Photograph3: baches 55, 56, 57 and 58 and rock platform to the right.

In my opinion these four baches do have an affect on the naturalness of the rocky outcrop from a natural
coastal character perspective, however visually they are a extension of the overall Taylors Mistake settlement
including houses and plantings and form an interesting contrast to the natural coastal rock platform below.
See photograph 1 page 3. I do not believe that they significantly detract from recreation use however.  The
main rock platform with its channels is easily accessible when the tide is lower.

Photograph 4 & 5: Left, bach 56 steps, and right recreation path passing under the bach 56 upper story
overhang.

2.1.2 Baches 47 and 28

These baches are situated on the true right of Taylors Mistake Valley.  Bach 47 is at the inland end of Rotten
Row but separated from the main cluster of baches by about 20m distance.  The main coastal path to Godley
Head passes in front of bach 47. The route is clearly signposted and very obvious. Bach 28 is on the edge of
the cliff above the beach at the seaward eastern most end of the Rotten Row baches.  There is a distance of
about 30m between the rock shelf edge bach 30 and bach 28.

Bach 47 does not impede public access and is partially screened by planting.  The building and garden planting
contributes to the area’s seaside garden character and in my opinion contributes to the quality of the Taylors
Mistake beach park experience.  Unfortunately the old macrocarpa tree adjacent to the bach has been
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removed as this also added to the amenity of the area as do the wild and planted flowers in the dunes and
adjoining the baches.

Photograph 6: bach 47 (white, centre right) with the Godley Head coastal path in the foreground.

Bach 28 is also sited in a location that does not impede public access.  Its cliff edge location is potentially
hazardous for recreation users.  The Godley Head recreation route above the bach has been fenced where it
is near the cliff edge to protect users.   The effect of the bach on the visual amenity of users is considered to
be nominal.  However it would be desirable if the bach roof was painted a recessive colour as it is very obvious
and reflective when viewed from the Godley Head recreation route above.

Photograph 7: Bach 28 sited above the beach and below the Godley Head Coastal path.

Reference:

Environment Court Decision No. C50/ 2002
Appendix 1 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

The coastal policy statement places very strong emphasis on provision of public open space qualities and
recreational opportunities of the coastal environment.  Key points in the coastal policy statement  have been
underlined.  See my suggested changes to the draft on page 3.

Coastal Policy Statement   “Objective 4

To maintain and enhance the public open space qualities and recreation opportunities of the coastal
environment by:
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· recognising that the coastal marine area is an extensive area of public space for the public to use and
enjoy;

· maintaining and enhancing public walking access to and along the coastal marine area without
charge, and where there are exceptional reasons that mean this is not practicable providing
alternative linking access close to the coastal marine area; and

· recognising the potential for coastal processes, including those likely to be affected by climate
change, to restrict access to the coastal environment and the need to ensure that public access is
maintained even when the coastal marine area advances inland."

Coastal Policy Statement “Policy 18: Public open space

Recognise the need for public open space within and adjacent to the coastal marine area, for public use and
appreciation including active and passive recreation, and provide for such public open space, including by:

a. ensuring that the location and treatment of public open space is compatible with the natural
character, natural features and landscapes, and amenity values of the coastal environment;

b. taking account of future need for public open space within and adjacent to the coastal marine area,
including in and close to cities, towns and other settlements;

c. maintaining and enhancing walking access linkages between public open space areas in the coastal
environment;

d. considering the likely impact of coastal processes and climate change so as not to compromise the
ability of future generations to have access to public open space; and

e. recognising the important role that esplanade reserves and strips can have in contributing to meeting
public open space needs.”

Coastal Policy Statement “Policy 19: Walking access

1. Recognise the public expectation of and need for walking access to and along the coast that is
practical, free of charge and safe for pedestrian use.

2. Maintain and enhance public walking access to, along and adjacent to the coastal marine area,
including by:

a. identifying how information on where the public have walking access will be made publicly
available;

b. avoiding, remedying or mitigating any loss of public walking access resulting from
subdivision, use, or development; and

c. identifying opportunities to enhance or restore public walking access, for example where:
i. connections between existing public areas can be provided; or

ii. improving access would promote outdoor recreation; or
iii. physical access for people with disabilities is desirable; or
iv. the long-term availability of public access is threatened by erosion or sea level rise;

or
v. access to areas or sites of historic or cultural significance is important; or

vi. subdivision, use, or development of land adjacent to the coastal marine area has
reduced public access, or has the potential to do so.

3. Only impose a restriction on public walking access to, along or adjacent to the coastal marine area
where such a restriction is necessary:

a. to protect threatened indigenous species; or
b. to protect dunes, estuaries and other sensitive natural areas or habitats; or
c. to protect sites and activities of cultural value to Māori; or
d. to protect historic heritage; or
e. to protect public health or safety; or
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f. to avoid or reduce conflict between public uses of the coastal marine area and its margins;
or

g. for temporary activities or special events; or
h. for defence purposes in accordance with the Defence Act 1990; or
i. to ensure a level of security consistent with the purpose of a resource consent; or
j. in other exceptional circumstances sufficient to justify the restriction.

4. Before imposing any restriction under (3), consider and where practicable provide for alternative
routes that are available to the public free of charge at all times.”
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Appendix 31:  Landscape Review of the Operative City Plan Living
Taylors Mistake Bach Zone

TAYLORS MISTAKE BACHES – MEMORANDUM OF H LEWTHWAITE, CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL
12-02-2015

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 My full name is Hannah Lewthwaite and I am employed as Senior Landscape Planner in the Strategy
and Planning Group of Christchurch City Council (the Council). My qualifications are Bachelor of
Landscape Architecture (Hons), and I am a Registered Landscape Architect with the New Zealand
Institute of Landscape Architects. I have over ten years experience as a Landscape Architect during
which time I have been employed by the Council to provide a range of landscape planning and
policy advice for Council strategies, area plans and various design guidelines. I have also regularly
undertaken landscape and visual assessments and provided evidence as an expert witness for
District and City Plan changes and resource consent applications for Council planning hearings and
before the Environment Court.

1.2 The purpose of this memo is to provide comments regarding the potential to extend the Living
Taylors Mistake Bach Zone under the Operative City Plan (refer to Appendix 2 for zoning map and
development plan for Taylors Mistake). Any potential extension if assessed as being appropriate
could provide for the relocation/rebuilding of additional scheduled baches that as a consequence of
the recent earthquakes may have to be removed.  The current Taylors Mistake Zone provides for up
to 18 baches to the relocated/rebuilt.  In particular I have been asked to comment what might
constitute an appropriate extent or the capacity for new baches with regard to landscape character
and visual amenity.

1.3 I have visited the site and surrounds on a number of occasions. I have also reviewed the Environment
Court Decision No. C 50/2002 (including the accompanying landscape plan produced by Lucas
Associates Landscape Architect), and the Environment Court Consent Order dated 20 October 2003.

1.4 I have also noted the findings of the Draft Christchurch Landscape Study 2014 which has been
recently undertaken to assess the Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Coastal Natural areas for the
purposes of the District Plan Review.

1.5 I have also reviewed the provisions of the Operative Christchurch City Plan in relation to the Taylors
Mistake baches, and more specifically the Taylors Mistake Zone.

1.6 It is important to note that while I have read the Operative Christchurch City Plan and the
Environment Court Decisions and Consent Order, I have not been influenced by these in coming to
my conclusions in my assessment in terms of considering any potential batch zone extension and
resulting effects on the landscape.

1.7 Appended to this memo are a number of graphic attachments comprising photographs which I have
taken illustrating the site and surrounds including the wider landscape context and copies of relevant
plans and aerial photographs (to be discussed).
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2.0 SITE AND CONTEXT DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

2.1 Description of site and surrounds
Taylors Mistake is situated where the peninsula known as Godley Head meets the mainland of the
Christchurch coast and Port Hills. The bay has a north east facing aspect and includes a relatively
wide open sandy beach of approximately 335m in length tapering to an enclosed valley bounded by
steeply sloping hill sides which extend to approximately 255m in elevation.

2.2 Landcover varies from pasture grasses in the valley floor and most of the surrounding hillsides, to
scrubby vegetation and grasses on the low dunes and foreshore, with shrubs and trees in the car
park and recreation area (zoned Conservation 1) immediately inland. In terms of vegetation the wider
valley has been considerably modified and denuded of pre-human vegetation however remnants of
pre-European vegetation (Silver Tussock) are reported to exist within the upper gullies. In general
the predominant vegetation within the wider valley consists of the introduced Danthonia Dry
Grassland short grasses and exotic shrubs and herb species. An area of restoration planting of the
native species Spinifex exists on the foreshore however which is notable for being the southernmost
known location of this species.

2.3 In terms of landuse, residential properties are located on the northern side of the valley within a
relatively narrow band which measures between 90 and 140m in width and 670m in length
(measured from the peninsula known as the ‘Giant’s Nose’). Residential development/zoning occurs
between elevations of approximately 10 and 40m amsl within the valley catchment.

2.4 Thirteen baches are located on the western side of the valley between elevations of 5 and 10m amsl
(not including the 3 baches adjacent to the Taylors Mistake Bay walkway). These are generally of
small size with an average footprint of between 80 and 100m2 and single storied (see photographs
in Appendix One. The baches are currently (mostly) located within the Conservation 1 Zone and have
a generally north facing aspect.

2.5 The Surf Lifesaving Club, various footpaths and sealed car park are located south of the foreshore
and adjoined by a grassed ‘spill over’ car parking area and grassed paddocks to the south west.
Publically accessible walkways circulate through the site.

2.6 A number of different zones exist on the valley floor and surrounding hillsides which are as follows:
1. Conservation 1A (Coastal margins on the foreshore above MHWS and in the recreation area

to the south);
2. Living Hills (in the residential area to the north).
3. The wider Port Hills are zoned Rural Hills in this vicinity – except for Godley Head Peninsula

which is zoned Conservation 1.

2.7 Maps showing the various City Plan zones are attached in Appendix Two.

2.8 Landscape Character Analysis
Landscape character is the distinctive combination of landscape attributes that give an area its
identity.1

The landscape character in the vicinity of the Taylors Mistake Beach and wider valley varies
considerably from the pastoral and relatively unmodified landforms of the southern extent of the
valley to the built residential character on the north east hillside. One key observation is the contrast

1 Landscape Character Definition, New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects, Best practice note landscape
assessment and sustainable management 10.1
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between the predominantly built and un-built parts of the valley with distinct differences in
landscape character between these areas. The other is that the south side of the valley (north facing
side) is considerably less modified (and therefore higher in natural character) than the north side
(south facing side) of the valley.

2.9 In between these contrasts is the relatively small scale and less intensive existing bach development
which is less visually dominant than the residential living hills zone on the opposite side of the valley
due to its relatively low elevation and extent and small scale buildings. At present these baches are
located at a low elevation and located such that they are generally aligned with the foreshore and
recreation tracks immediately to the south. The existing baches, while a noticeable land use, do not
visually dominate the valley and their presence has over time become associated with the quirky
character and cultural heritage of the Taylors Mistake foreshore.

2.10 It is noted that this area has been considered in the Draft Christchurch Landscape Study 2014. The
findings of this report are that at a district level the unbuilt portions of the valley and those not
modified by the car parking area qualify as part of the wider Outstanding Natural Landscape of the
Coastal Port Hills.

3.0 POTENTIAL BACH EXTENSION TO THE LIVING TAYLORS MISTAKE ZONE BOUNDARY AND
LANDSCAPE EFFECTS

3.1 Consideration of potential landscape effects is the examination of the way in which landscapes are
likely to respond to change. This can be measured by considering:

• Landscape resilience, and capacity
• Landscape sensitivity and vulnerability
• Opportunities, risks and threats

These are considered in turn below:

3.2 Landscape resilience and capacity
As previously discussed there is presently a distinct difference in landscape character between the
various types of development within the valley. The residential Living Hills development, while highly
visible from the foreshore and beach area, is on the whole a relatively minor landuse within the wider
valley context.

3.3 The existing baches are at low elevations and are presently confined to the foreshore and the area
immediately behind. While visible from the beach and surrounding area they do not dominate their
setting at present given their existing location, low scale and the presence of surrounding vegetation.
The buildings and hard surfacing associated with the car park and toilet block are also not a dominant
visual component being of a small scale, at a low elevation, surrounded by vegetation and located
adjacent to the Living Hills built up area to the north.

3.3 In terms of the capacity for an extension to the existing bach development it is my view that the area
immediately to the south and south west of the existing baches could accommodate an extension of
baches (assuming that any new baches were of the same size and scale as the existing baches). This
area is demarcated in Appendix 3.

3.4 This area is considered to be suitable for the following reasons:
· its relatively low elevation (not above 20m amsl): meaning that a bach extension in this

location will be less visible than at higher elevations;
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· in terms of orientation this area it is still generally aligned with the north facing aspect
of the baches on the immediate foreshore and immediately adjoins the existing baches:
meaning that it would be perceived as an extension of the existing baches rather than
an isolated new development;

· there is a natural low benched platform in this location which does not extend up the
southern side of the valley and therefore does not intrude visually or physically further
up the slope into the area of higher natural character on the hillside behind.

3.4 While this area is included within the Outstanding Natural landscape overlay at a district level, at a
finer scale ‘site by site’ assessment the area immediately behind the existing baches is already
reduced by the presence of the baches and the existing 4 wheel drive track (refer to photographs in
Appendix One). It is noted that this area still has important values however as it is located at the foot
of the undeveloped hillside and is on the boundary between the more modified valley floor and the
relatively natural landform of the steeply sloping north facing hillside.

3.5 Landscape sensitivity and vulnerability, opportunities, risks and threats
In terms of capacity there are some important parameters or boundaries which define what I would
consider an appropriate extent of new bach development. These are defined by the existing
characteristics of the site including the elevation, orientation and topography (contours). These are
important because they define boundaries beyond which I would consider that the potential adverse
effects on the natural character and amenity of the wider valley would be significantly adversely
affected. These boundaries are defined at a broad scale on the graphic attachment in Appendix
Three.

3.6 The potential effects of bach extension much beyond these boundaries are:
· significantly reduced natural character of the wider valley; and
· reduction in the present contrast which exists between the ‘built’ and ‘un built’ parts of the

valley leading to a perception of ‘urban sprawl.’

4.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 In summary this memo has outlined the existing landscape character of the Taylors Mistake beach,
foreshore and wider valley and identified that there is a distinct variation in natural character within
this area. It has identified areas which are higher in natural character than others i.e. the less
modified parts of the valley which I note are also identified by the draft Christchurch Landscape
Study.

4.2 A relatively small area has been identified for potential bach expansion following a detailed analysis
of the local site characteristics.  Beyond this area I would not be comfortable supporting any further
bach development given the sensitive nature of the landscape setting of the wider valley. I would
also recommend that any further bach development include a planting plan with appropriate
vegetation provided to visually soften and assist with integrating further baches into the landscape.

4.3 In relation to the existing Taylors Mistake Bach Zone I note that the zone boundaries are very similar
to the area beyond which I am not comfortable supporting any further bach expansion from a
landscape point of view. I have reached this conclusion independently by considering the typography
and elevation of the area surrounding the bach zone, the alignment of contours, and the proximity
to the existing baches.

4.4 As a result of this analysis I can conclude that the Operative City Plan Taylors Mistake Bach Zone is
still the most appropriate in terms of managing landscape effects.
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APPENDIX ONE

Existing baches and foreshore (1)

Existing baches and foreshore (2)
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View of existing baches from the existing 4 wheel drive track to the south of the baches

View of the existing LH zone form the foreshore
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APPENDIX TWO

Christchurch City Plan Planning maps showing operative zones

Snapshot from Google Earth showing the Outstanding Natural Landscape area from Draft Christchurch
Landscape Study (in blue). Zone boundaries are shown in green.

C1 zone
TMB zone

C1 zone

C1A zone
LH zone

RH zone
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APPENDIX THREE

Potential area for Bach expansion (in yellow).

Closer view of potential area for Bach expansion (in yellow).

Box tree

Generally north facing
aspect/orientation

North west facing
aspect/orientation
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Open Space Coastal Zone – Coastal Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay and Boulder Bay Baches 
Summary Table of Issues and Values for Individual Existing Baches 

As at 5 February 2016 
 

This table summarises the issues and values that exist for the baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobson Bay and Boulder Bay. 

 

By way of a summary:  

 

 There are 45 baches listed in this table.  There are 9 baches at Boulder Bay, 19 baches at Taylors Mistake and 17 baches at Hobsons Bay.  Each bach has been assigned a number between 1 and 70 (note that there are some numbers with no corresponding bach). 

 The source of the information in each column is as follows: 

 

Existing Use Rights:  Whether the bach had an existing use rights certificate as at 2011. 

Located within a public road:  Whether the bach is located within a public road. Note that all baches possibly except 1 and 2 Boulder Bay are located within a public road. A survey is required to determine the ownership of the land underneath these baches for historic 

reasons. 

Geotechnical Hazards:  This column sets out the hazard management areas that the baches are subject to as a result of Decision 8 of the Independent Hearings Panel for the Stage 1 Natural Hazards (Part) Planning Maps proposal dated 26 August 2015 (Decision 8).  

These are noted as CHMA2 (Cliff Hazard Management Area 2), RHMA1 (Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1) and RHMA2 (Rockfall Hazard Management Area 2).  An explanation of these hazard management areas is set out in Decision 6 of 

the Independent Hearings Panel for the Stage 1 Natural Hazards proposal dated 17 July 2015. 

Don Macfarlane is to provide evidence in the Stage 3 Coastal Environment hearing on 5 February 2016 that sets out a subsequent site-specific assessment of the hazard management areas.  Mr Macfarlane has completed site-specific 

assessments for certain baches and undertaken expert conferencing with Mr Neil Charters to determine whether there are viable mitigation procedures for the relevant hazard at the site. 

As a result of the site-specific assessments, consideration of mitigation procedures and GNS modelling, Mr Macfarlane has provided an expert opinion as to whether the general hazard management area assigned to the baches in Decision 8 

continue to be relevant to the baches or whether it is appropriate to assess this value differently for the purposes of this informative table. 

Coastal Hazards:  This column sets out the coastal inundation and coastal erosion susceptibility of the baches as observed by Dr Ian Wright.  The methodology for Dr Wright's assessment of this information is set out in his brief of evidence to be provided in the 

Stage 3 Coastal Environment hearing on 5 February 2016. The following notations have been made for the susceptibility of a bach to coastal erosion and inundation: CE (erosion within a 100yr timeframe), CE1 (erosion within a 50yr timeframe), 

CI (inundation within a 100yr timeframe), and CI1 (inundation within a 50yr timeframe). 

Natural Character or 

Landscape:  

This column notes whether the bach is in an area of at least High Natural Character or Outstanding Natural Feature or Landscape. 

Historic heritage value:  This column sets out the opinion of Fiona Wykes (as set out in a brief of evidence to be provided in the Stage 3 Coastal Environment hearing on 5 February 2016), as to whether she recommends that the bach should be subject to an individual 

heritage listing. Comment is also made on whether the relevant bach could potentially add value as part of a heritage area if the Council later determines to make such an assessment. 

Access:  This column sets out the opinion of Rodney Chambers (as set out in a brief of evidence to be provided in the Stage 3 Coastal Environment hearing on 5 February 2016), as to whether the bach impedes public access to the coast. 

 

 

Bach 
no. 

Location Existing 
use rights 

Public road Geotechnical hazards Coastal hazards Natural Character or 
Landscape 
Factors 

Historic heritage value Access 

1 Boulder 
Bay 

 Not 
confirmed 
until further 
survey and 
geotechnical 
assessment 
undertaken. 

Decision 8:  Changed from CHMA2 to RHMA2 
Notes:  Remains a very high hazard for debris avalanche 

and/or individual boulders. Risk mitigation feasible. 
RHMA2 appropriate. 

GNS model:  10
-4

 AIFR cliff collapse linefor 15% occupancy model 

passes through the rear of bach. 

Susceptible to CE1 (benefit of doubt given to CE due to height). 
Located between a steep soil/rock slope immediately above a 
boulder beach at approx. 14m. Approx 1.5m above storm berm 
which is approx. 9m distance from the house.     

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested. Individual 
heritage threshold met. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

2 Boulder 
Bay 

 Not 
confirmed 
until further 
survey and 
geotechnical 
assessment 
undertaken. 

Decision 8:  Remained CHMA2 
Notes:  Remains a very high hazard for debris avalanche 

and/or individual boulders. Risk mitigation feasible. 
RHMA2 appropriate. 

GNS model:  10
-4 

AIFR cliff collapse line for 15% occupancy model 

passes just beyond southwest corner of bach. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Located between a steep soil/rock slope immediately above a 
boulder beach at approx. 13.5m. Approx 1.0m above storm berm 
which is approx. 8m distance from the house.   

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested. Individual 
heritage threshold met. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

4 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Remained CHMA2 
Notes:  Small cliff behind bach but cliff in good condition. 

Some damaged rock and therefore subject to rockfall 
hazard. Risk mitigation feasible. RHMA2 appropriate. 

GNS model:  10
-4

AIFR line for 15% occupancy model intersects the 

bach 

Susceptible to CE and CE1.  
Located between a small cliff and boulder beach with narrow raised 
1m wide walkway in between. Dwelling at 13m height. Walkway 
comprises a 1m high seawall made from stacked cemented boulders 
- already partially eroded.   

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested. Individual 
heritage threshold NOT met. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

5 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Located between a small cliff (steep slope) and 3m from the boulder 
beach with narrow raised walkway in between. Dwelling at 13m 
height. Walkway comprises a 1m high seawall made from stacked 
cemented boulders - already partially eroded.   

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. 
Individual heritage threshold would 
probably be met, but not assessed 
individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 
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Bach 
no. 

Location Existing 
use rights 

Public road Geotechnical hazards Coastal hazards Natural Character or 
Landscape 
Factors 

Historic heritage value Access 

6 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Double story dwelling located in a small valley on gently sloping 
ground approx. 4m from the boulder beach with narrow raised 
walkway in between. Dwelling at 13m height. Walkway comprises a 
1m high seawall made from stacked cemented boulders.    

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. 
Individual heritage threshold met. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

7 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Dwelling located on gently sloping land above a boulder beach at 
approx. 14m height.  Protected by a stacked boulder terrace approx. 
5m wide.  

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

8 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Remained CHMA2 
Notes:  Small cliff behind bach but cliff in good condition. 

Some damaged rock and therefore subject to 
moderate rockfall hazard. Rockfall hazard could be 
mitigated. 

GNS model:  10
-4

AIFR line for 15% occupancy model intersects the 

bach 

Susceptible to CE1. 
Dwelling located on gently sloping land above a boulder beach at 
approx. 14m height.  Protected by a 1m high stacked boulder terrace 
approx. 5m wide.  

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

9 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Remained CHMA2 
Notes:  Small cliff behind bach but cliff in good condition. 

Some damaged rock and therefore subject to 
moderate rockfall hazard. Rockfall hazard could be 
mitigated. 

GNS model:  10
-4

AIFR line for 15% occupancy model intersects the 

bach 

Susceptible to CE1. 
Dwelling located on gently sloping land above a boulder beach at 
approx..14m height.  Protected by a 1m high stacked boulder terrace 
approx. 3m wide.  

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

10 Boulder 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Changed from CHMA2 to RHMA2 
Notes:  Direct risk from cliff collapse. Evidence of rockfall. 

Mitigation works likely to be prohibitively expensive. 
CHMA2 appropriate. 

GNS model:  Bach is entirely within highest risk AIFR zone 

regardless of model used 

Susceptible to CE1 as not located on rock? 
Dwelling located below a small cliff and above a boulder beach at 
approx. 16m height.  Approx. 4 m from boulder beach berm.  

High Natural Character Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested. Individual 
heritage threshold NOT met, but 
that may change if further 
information becomes available/an 
internal assessment is possible. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

28 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Notes:  On top of small cliff but judged not a risk from cliff 

collapse. No boulder roll hazard event. 
Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
Above cliff approx. 21m (10m above sealevel). Reasonably set back. 

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested. Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

30 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Changed from CHMA2 to RHMA2 
Notes:  Hazard still present. Hazard is from collapse of low cliff 

adjacent to the bach that would impact on site and 
could impact dwelling. Low rockfall hazard. RHMA2 
appropriate. 

GNS model:  Within the greater than 10-
4
 AIFR zone for 15% 

occupancy model. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Set against the cliff on the backshore top of the swash zone at 
approx.11m.  Building columns set in concrete wall located on 
beach.  

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

31 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Changed from RHMA1 to RHMA2 
Notes:  Hazard still present. Direct hazard from rockfall, viable 

source of rocks in outcrops above the bach. RHMA2 
appropriate. 

GNS model:  Within the greater than 10-
4
 AIFR zone for 15% 

occupancy model. 

Susceptible to CE1? 
Set at foot of hill slope adjacent to the beach above the swash limit 
at approx 13.5m.  Separated from beach by coastal walkway.   

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

32 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Changed from RHMA1 to RHMA2 
Notes:  Hazard still present. Direct hazard from rockfall, viable 

source of rocks in outcrops above the bach. RHMA2 
appropriate. 

GNS model:  Outside the greater than 10-
4
 AIFR zone for 15% 

occupancy model. 

Susceptible to CE1? 
Located further up slope at approx.. 14.5m.  Located on soil so may 
be Susceptible to CE1 

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

33 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2 
Notes:  Distance from minor areas of rock outcrop indicate 

limited hazard from rockfall. No major hazard present. 

Susceptible to CE, CE1, and CI1 
Located on foot of slope above the backshore area at approx. 13m.  
Supratidal dune vegetation between the bach and the swash zone 
may provide limited protection.  Behind a dilapidated concrete brick 
wall - no protection.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 
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Bach 
no. 

Location Existing 
use rights 

Public road Geotechnical hazards Coastal hazards Natural Character or 
Landscape 
Factors 

Historic heritage value Access 

34 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
On lower part of slope at approx. 15 m.  Behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area.  
 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

35 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
On lower part of slope at approx. 15 m.  Behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

36 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
On lower part of slope at approx. 15 m.  Behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

37 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
On lower part of slope at approx. 15 m.  Behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

38 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14.5 m.  Behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

39 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 13.5 m.  Well behind well-
developed backshore/lagoonal vegetated area.  
 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

40 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 13.5 m.  Well behind well-
developed backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

41 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a minor hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14 m.  Well behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

42 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14 m.  Well behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

43 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Decision 8:  Retained as RHMA2. 
Notes:  Whilst a number of boulders have reached the flat 

area behind the bach during or before the earthquakes 
deemed to be a low hazard from rockfall. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14 m.  Well behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

44 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14 m.  Well behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

45 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 14 m.  Well behind well-developed 
backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 
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Bach 
no. 

Location Existing 
use rights 

Public road Geotechnical hazards Coastal hazards Natural Character or 
Landscape 
Factors 

Historic heritage value Access 

46 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On lower part of slope at approx. 13.5 m.  Well behind well-
developed backshore/lagoonal vegetated area. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

47 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Outside hazard area. Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
On flat land adjacent small river/lagoon.  At approx. 12 m height 
which makes it susceptible to CI and CI1 from water surging up the 
waterway.  Set far from the beach. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

48 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE, CE1, CI and CI1. 
Located behind an 18m wide low (<1m) vegetated dune area at 14m.  
Existing high tide wetting line (extent of swash zone) approx. 20m 
from dwelling.  Dwelling raised by approx. 1m.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

49 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE, CE1, CI and CI1. 
Located behind a 15m wide low (<1m) vegetated dune area at 13m 
height.  Existing high tide wetting line approx. 14m from dwelling.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

51 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Outside hazard area. Susceptible to CE, CE1, CI and CI1. 
Located behind a narrow back beach area comprising shrubs.  At 
12.5m height.  Existing high tide wetting line approx. 10m from 
dwelling.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

52 Taylor’s 
Mistake 

Yes Yes Outside hazard area. Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI. 
Located on cliff top at approx. 24m.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

55 Taylor’s 
Hobsons 
Point 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2 
Notes:  Outside hazard area. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
Located on cliff side at approx. 17m. With concrete walkway in front.  
No signs of erosion.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

56 Taylor’s 
Hobsons 
Point 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2 
Notes:  Outside hazard area. 

 

Susceptible to CE, and CE1. 
Located on cliff side at approx. 11m. Split level with upper floor 
columns seated on outcrop or a rockwall.  Wall showing considerable 
signs of erosion.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

57 Taylor’s 
Hobsons 
Point 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2 
Notes:  Outside hazard area. 

Susceptible to CE1. 
Located on cliff side with foundations at approx. 14m.  Foundations 
comprise solid concrete wall at least 2m height on which dwelling is 
placed.   

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

58 Taylor’s 
Hobsons 
Point 

Yes Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2 
Notes:  Outside hazard area. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Located on small cliff top at approx. 13m.  Founded on soil and fill 
material.  Stack stone wall has been eroded causing a partial  
collapse of the bank potentially compromising the dwelling.   

Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

59 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2 
Notes:  No significant current hazard. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Nestled in the lee of a cut rock and soil bank.  Dwelling located at 
approx. 12m.  Dwelling protected by a stone /concrete and wooden 
wall. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

60 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Decision 8:  Removed from CCMA2. 
Notes:  No hazard from cliff collapse inundation. Failure has 

affected slope below bach but does not undermine the 
structure. Further undermining could affect stability of 
structure but could be remediated. 

Not susceptible to CE, CE1, CI or CI1. 
Located on the side of a steep rock/soil slope at approx. 16m.  
Considerable slope stability is associated with the access and 
possibly the foundations.  Slope stability is probably EQ related but 
may also be triggered in the future by CE.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 
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Bach 
no. 

Location Existing 
use rights 

Public road Geotechnical hazards Coastal hazards Natural Character or 
Landscape 
Factors 

Historic heritage value Access 

62 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Building is located under a cliff which shows evidence 

of instability. Direct hazard from cliff collapse. Some 
stabilisation work has been undertaken but its 
effectiveness in future events is uncertain. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Dwelling located in a cutting in the side of the cliff at approx. 17m.  
The house has supporting columns fixed into the cliff bedrock at 
approx. 12 m. 
Although the dwelling is considered above the coastal hazards 
access and the column footings are and therefore the dwelling is 
considered to be susceptible to CE and CE1 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

63 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Bach immediately under overhanging cliff which shows 

signs of instability. Direct hazard from cliff collapse. 
Bach has been severely damaged by rockfall that 
occurred some time after the earthquakes 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Dwelling located under cliff and approx. 13m.  Structure is sited on a 
fill platform protected by a concrete retaining/break water which has 
partially collapsed as it is in the swash zone.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

64 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Bach immediately under overhanging cliff which shows 

signs of instability. Direct hazard from cliff collapse. 
Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Double story with large deck located at approx. 13.5m. Deck 
columns placed on footings on the beach swash zone and bent due 
to wave action.  House founded on 2m high stone wall which has 
deteriorated.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

67 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Bach immediately under overhanging cliff which shows 

signs of instability. Direct hazard from cliff collapse. 
Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Single story dwelling located on platform below cliff at approx. 17m.  
Considerable erosion of retaining walls below structure has taken 
place.  Although dwelling is not considered to be susceptible to 
erosion both the access and retaining ground is causing a hazard to 
the structure.  

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

68 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Bach immediately under overhanging cliff which shows 

signs of instability. Direct hazard from cliff collapse. 
Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Bach located under cliff on backshore area approx. 12 m.  Dwelling 
placed on concrete platform and fronted by a small concrete wall set 
in the swash zone, both already subject to CE. 

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value requested Individual 
heritage threshold met, but further 
work to be completed. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

69 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Notes:  Not at risk from cliff collapse or rockfall but is located 

in the mouth of a steep gully which may be susceptible 
to mass movement. No current known hazard. 

Susceptible to CE and CE1. 
Located at foot of slope on back beach area approx. 10.5m.  
Structure placed on top of old ww2 concrete and stone machine gun 
bunker which is approx. 2.5m high.  Concrete and columns 
supporting deck above showing signs of degradation through coastal 
erosion.   

 Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 

70 Hobson’s 
Bay 

 Yes Outside hazard area. Out of coastal hazard zone. Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Landscape 

Individual assessment of the 
heritage value not requested. Not 
assessed individually at present. 
Probably value as part of heritage 
area. 

No 
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