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1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 

 

1.1 Expert conferencing was held at CCC offices, Hereford St, on 28 

January 2016.   

 

2. PARTICIPANTS 

 

Name	   Organisation	  
Fiona Wykes Christchurch City Council  

David Hill Taylors Mistake Association (#3525) 

Melanda Slemint Taylors Mistake Association (#3525) 
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3. TOPIC OF CONFERENCING 

 

3.1 This conferencing session concerned the 45 existing Taylors Mistake 

Baches and the proposed Coastal Bach Overlay, from a heritage 

perspective. 

 

4. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

4.1 This statement is a record of the expert conference held by the 

Architects and Heritage experts named above in relation to the 

Coastal Environment Chapter 19 of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan. We understand that it is proposed to 

transfer the contents of Chapter 19 to Chapters 18 (Open Space) and 

9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage), which is currently underway. 

 

4.2 The conferencing focussed on the 45 existing baches, and on the 

Residential Bach Zone identified in Revised Statement of Issues for 

the Coastal Environment (Stage 3) and Residential Bach Zones 

(Stage 2) dated 14 December 2015. The identified issues involve the 

proposed Chapter 19 provisions where they affect heritage outcomes. 

 

4.3 Regarding Chapter 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage) matters currently 

in progress, it was agreed that; 

 

a) The existing baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobson and Boulders 

Bays have, or are likely to have, merit for consideration as 

individual listings, and as part of a possible future Heritage Area. 

 

b) The Taylors Mistake Association are supportive of listing baches, 

both individually (with their settings) and as part of a Heritage or 

Character Area. 

 

c) A Joint Memorandum of Agreement suggesting listing of 15 

baches is currently being drafted, and should be signed later this 

week. Final decision on listing rests with Chapter 9 planner, and 

will be made next week. 

 

d) Only two additional baches have been assessed at this stage due 

to time constraints. Both are at Boulder Bay. Bach 10 may merit 
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listing once more information becomes available, and Bach 4 

does not appear to retain enough historic fabric for listing.  

 

e) Both baches still have heritage signifance in that they would 

contribute to the strength of listing Boulder Bay as a possible 

future Heritage Area.  

 

f) The remaining Boulder Bay Baches 5, 7, 8 and 9 have not yet 

been assessed, but it appears likely that they may qualify for 

individual listing, and they too would contribute to strength of 

Boulder Bay as possible future Heritage Area. 

 

g) There are a further 13 baches at Taylors Mistake, ‘The Row’, 

already listed by Heritage NZ,  and another 12 at Hobsons Bay 

and the northern edge of Taylors Mistake Bay, which also haven’t 

yet been assessed, but would also likely merit listing as individual 

buildings and/or as part of a future Heritage Area. 

 

h) This work to assess future heritage areas has been budgeted in 

the 2015-25 LTP, and is intended to commence following 

completion of the District Plan Review. 

 

4.4 We record that there are no matters of disagreement. 

 

5. KEY ISSUES RELATING TO THE PROPOSED PROVISIONS 

 

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

and maintenance of existing activities?  What is the appropriate 

activity status for additions to existing buildings? 

 

5.2 Concerning repair and maintenance of existing baches, assuming 

these to be ‘like for like’ we do not foresee any adverse heritage 

effects.  We therefore consider that in order to encourage repair and 

maintenance, it should be a permitted activity applying to scheduled 

and replacement baches. 

 

5.3 If some existing baches are listed as Heritage Items under Chapter 9, 

they will be captured by rules in that chapter. A similar set of rules 

could be duplicated in Chapter 19 (to be Chapter 18) to cover the 
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remainder of the existing baches until the work around further 

listings/Heritage Areas can be undertaken. 

 

5.4 Regarding additions or alterations, we form the view that these could 

potentially result in adverse heritage effects. We therefore support the 

proposed non-complying activity status (18.7A.2.5 - NC3) for 

additions or alterations. 

 

5.5 Again regarding equality between baches already assessed for 

Heritage Listing and those to be undertaken next, a duplication of 

rules may need to exist between chapters 9 and 18 regarding 

additions or alteratiions. 

 

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

respect to Taylors Mistake Baches within the Coastal Zone 

inappropriate and unreasonable? 

 

5.7 Our opinion is that there are no heritage grounds for supporting 

prohibited activity status (18.7A.2.6 – PR2) regarding ‘Any bach 

which not a scheduled bach is shown in Appendix 18.8.4’.  We also 

understand that in mediation 27/01/15 CCC proposed removal of PR2 

along with the word ‘scheduling’ relating to baches. 

 

5.8 Regarding non-complying activity status; as stated we agree that NC3 

concerning additions or alterations to baches is appropriate. 

 

5.9 Issue 4(b) and 7(b) - Issue 4(b) Are the matters of discretion in 

relation to buildings and facilities appropriate? and Issue 7(b) Are the 

rules managing the rebuilding and/or relocation of existing baches 

appropriate and will they adequately address and manage potential 

adverse effects on the local environment, including the coastal 

historic character of the area. 

 

5.10 We are mindful that the proposed New Bach Zone will have signficant 

impact on the visual and historic amenity of the existing baches 

adjacent, particularly with respect to ‘setting’. We consider that control 

over design and development should be maintained. 
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5.11 We generally support the matters of discretion arising from 18.7A.2.3 

Restricted Discretionary Activities subject to some recommended 

amendments1 as follows. The clauses we propose for inclusion have 

been recycled from earlier proposals 19.4.1.2 Heritage and 14.9.402 

Hillside and small settlement development 

 

18.8.5.6 Buildings and facilities  

 

l. Within the Coastal Bach Overlay whether a new or 

relocated bach will maintain the context character and 

amenity of the area by: 

 

b. being located and designed in a way that reduces limits 

their visual dominance with respect to the Heritage NZ listed 

‘Row’. 

 

d. retention of compact pattern and grain of settlement of 

existing baches’ 

 

e. continuing or complementing the colours and textures of 

the surrounding baches, especially with respect to colour 

reflectivity and tonal value of the building facades and roofs, 

 

f. the extent to which the proposal protects, restores or 

enhances historic heritage . 

 

g. whether the site contains a recorded archaeological site. 

 

5.12 We consider that inclusion of clauses d through g offers greater ability 

to control potential adverse effects arising from visual dominance, 

while protecting existing community and heritage character. 

 

5.13 Issues 6(a), 6(b) and 6(c):  Issue 6(a) Is the District Plan the 

appropriate means of determining which existing baches should 

remain or be removed, given that the baches are located on a 

council-owned road reserve and their future is also subject to 

council’s approval as the landowner? and Issue 6(b) If the District 

Plan is considered to be the appropriate means of determining which 

                                                   
1 Strike-through and underlining are ours 
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existing baches should remain or be removed, what are the most 

appropriate policies and rules to ensure the baches achieve and 

remain consistent with the Coastal Environment objectives? and 

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

and outcomes should be given the greatest weight in determining 

which existing baches should remain or be removed.  The criteria to 

assess each bach and potentially determine its appropriateness may 

include the following: 

(i) risk from cliff collapse and rockfall; 

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

collapse and/or rockfall; 

(iii) risk from coastal erosion; 

(iv) risk from coastal inundation; 

(v) whether a bach impedes public access; 

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

character; 

(vii) contribution to heritage values; and 

(viii) existing use rights. 

 

5.14 From a heritage perspective, we do not support the removal of any 

existing baches on the basis of their positive contribution to the group 

as a Heritage and/or Character Area, the strength of which would be 

weakened by the removal of existing baches.  

 

5.15 We understand that in mediation it was agreed not to pursue the 

District Plan as a means of determining removal of baches.  

  

5.16 In discussing the proposed Replacement District Plan, and in 

particular the Chapter 18 Policies, we formed the view that those 

relating to the existing baches would be better located in Chapter 9 – 

Natural and Cultural Heritage. The reason is that the provisions within 

Chapter 18 concerning the existing baches could not easily achieve 

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

18.1.1 Objective 1 Provision of open space and recreation facilities 

which it supports.  They would better serve, in our opinion, the 19.1.3 

Policy - Activities within the Coastal Environment - to be transferred to 

Chapter 9. 
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record 

of the conferencing session held on 28 January 2016 and we have complied with 

the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses.  

 

Signed: 

 

Name	   Signature	  

Fiona	  Wykes	  

	  

	  

	  

David	  Hill	  

	  
	  

Melanda	  Slemint	  	  

	  

 

 
 
 


