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1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 

1.1 Expert conferencing was held on 20 January 2016.  It was facilitated 

by Commissioner John Mills.  

 

2. PARTICIPANTS 
 

Name Organisation 
Andrew Craig Christchurch City Council  

Di Lucas Taylors Mistake Association (#3525) 

Melanda Slemint Taylors Mistake Association (#3525) 

Peter Rough The Crown (#9104)  
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3. TOPIC OF CONFERENCING 

 

3.1 The topic of this conferencing session was: 

 

The landscape character and amenity of Taylors Mistake, 

Hobsons and Boulder Bay Baches within the Coastal Zone 

  

 

4. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

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

landscape and design 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). 

 

4.2 The conferencing focussed on the Coastal Bach Overlay (formerly 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. Where relevant to landscape 

matters, these are listed in the Will Say Statement of Andrew Craig. 

In conferencing it was agreed that these are the matters to address. 

The identified issues involve the proposed Chapter 19 provisions 

where they affect landscape character and amenity outcomes. 

 

4.3 Regarding preliminary matters, it was agreed that; 

 

a) The presence of all baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobson and 

Boulders Bays are appropriate with regard to their effects on 

landscape character and amenity within the Coastal Zone. 

 

b) It is appropriate that all of the baches, including those within the 

Coastal Bach Overlay, should be located within the Coastal Zone. 

The reason is for ease of administration and the enablement of 

consistent design outcomes. 

 
c) The focus of conferencing is on these baches and their place in 

the Coastal Zone 
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4.4 We record that there are no matters of disagreement. 

 

 

 

5. KEY ISSUES RELATING TO THE PROPOSED PROVISIONS 
 

5.1 The key issues are those identified in the Will Say Statement of 

Andrew Craig. These, along with the discussion of attendees, are 

listed as follows. 

 

5.2 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? 

 

5.3 Concerning repair and maintenance we do not foresee any adverse 

landscape character or amenity effects.  We therefore consider that 

repair and maintenance, provided it is ‘like for like’, should be a 

permitted activity applying to scheduled and replacement baches. 

 

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

potentially result in adverse landscape character and amenity effects. 

We therefore support the proposed non-complying activity status 

(18.7A.2.5 - NC3) for additions or alterations. 

 

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

respect to Taylors Mistake Baches within the Coastal Zone 

inappropriate and unreasonable? 

 

5.6 Our opinion is that there are no landscape character or amenity 

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’.    

 

5.7 We are not sure why the prohibited activity status applies to the 

‘Coastal Bach Overlay Only’ when the purpose of the overlay 

identifies the area in which replacement baches are to be located. We 

assumed this is an error. 
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5.8 Regarding non-complying activity status; as stated we agree that NC3 

concerning additions or alterations to baches is appropriate. However 

the provisions in terms of objectives and policies are as yet 

inadequate for the assessment of the non-complying activities.  

 

5.9 With reference to 18.7A.2.5 NC4 concerning gross floor area, we note 

that the 55m2 cited is inconsistent with the 50m2 allowed for in Built 

Form standard 18.7A.3.2 (a). We support the 50m2 standard. 

 

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

facilities appropriate? 

 

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. 

 

      18.7A.2.3 RD4 Activity Specific Standard  

 

      c. The provision of landscaping planting in general accordance 

with a Council approved planting plan. 

 

         

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: 

 

a. Not adversely impacting on Avoiding adverse effects on 

significant and distinctive landforms, geological features; 

 

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

their visual dominance. 

 

5.12 Concerning RD4 (c) the recommended rewording is considered more 

specific to vegetation as the term ‘landscaping’ can incorporate a 

much wider range of activities in addition to planting.  Some of these 

                                                   
1 Strike-through and underlining are ours 
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activities would be potentially inappropriate such as the establishment 

of patios, pergolas, pathways and such like. 

 

5.13 Regarding sub-clause ‘l’ it is our view that character better 

encapsulates desired outcomes than does the word ‘context’. 

 

5.14 Sub–clause l(a) is in our view redundant as the Coastal Bach Overlay 

is already determined and so its effects on landform and geological 

features is now accepted. 

 

5.15 The term ‘limits’ in sub-clause l(b) gives greater ability to control 

potential adverse effects arising from visual dominance. The term 

‘reduce’ could mean and result in very minor lessening of adverse 

effects. 

 

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

particular in respect to Taylors Mistake Baches? 

 

5.17 Only in as much that the Coastal Zone should, in our view, 

incorporate the Coastal Bach Overlay for the reasons outlined earlier 

(see paragraph 4.3(b)). 

 

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

means of determining which existing baches should remain or be 

removed, what are the most appropriate policies and rules to ensure 

the baches achieve and remain consistent with the Coastal 

Environment objectives? 

 

5.19 We believe that the District Plan is the appropriate means of 

managing effects arising from the presence of the baches. As stated, 

we agree that there are no landscape character and amenity grounds 

for removing the baches. 

  

5.20 In discussing the proposed Replacement District Plan, and in 

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

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

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

Chapter 18 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 
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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. 

 

5.21  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. 

 

5.22 Regarding Issue 6 (c) clause (vi) and as stated, we agree that  the 

proposed pRDP assessment criteria are appropriate subject to the 

changes we recommend in paragraph 5.11. We also discussed the 

matter of whether the presence of the baches impede public access, 

and we conclude that they do not.  It is also our view that the 

presence of the baches contributes positive effects on that part of the 

coastal landscape character  in that they are iconic, create a sense of 

place, are unique, enhance safety, provide a  sense of history and are 

as important to the identity of the bay as are the surf, valley and 

surrounding  hills. 

 

5.23 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. 

 

5.24 As discussed, we believe the rules would be appropriate, once repair 

and maintenance is included 

 



6 
 

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

included in the assessment matters for issue of certification of 

occupancy? [Taylors Mistake Association #3525]. 

 

5.26 The term ‘…cultural landscaping…’ is considered ambiguous. 

‘Associative effects’ is considered a more appropriate term, as this is 

a recognised and accepted in the consideration of landscape effects.  

Essentially it concerns the question of whether people expect an 

activity to occur in any particular landscape setting. As stated, we 

agree that the presence of the baches in their setting is not contrary 

to expectations and so with regard to associative effects this is 

appropriate. On this basis and as the baches contribute to the 

existing environment; we do not think it necessary to include 

consideration of associative effects as an assessment matter. 

Nonetheless, regarding  custodianship we consider it appropriate to 

include as a weighted assessment matter that the bachholders 

presence offers positive stewardship of landscape and public safety 

for example; lifesaving, putting our fires,  rubbish collection, 

perception of inhabitation and a positive contribution to the 

implementation of CPTED2 principles. 

 

 

6. OTHER MATTERS 
 

6.1 One more general landscape related matter arose during the 

conferencing. This is  recorded as follows.   

 

6.2 18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities – P7 Temporary occupation of a bach / 

residential unit located within the Coastal Bach Overlay.  It was 

unclear to attendees what is meant by the term ‘…temporary 

occupation….’  Subsequent to conferencing it was found that 

‘temporary occupation’ is defined in the pRDP (Chapter 2 Definitions) 

as follows: 

 

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. 

                                                   
2 CPTED – Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
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We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record 
of the conferencing session held on 28 September 2015 and we have complied 
with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses.  
 

Signed: 

 

Name Signature 

Di Lucas 

 

 

Peter Rough 

 

 

Andrew Craig 

 

Melanda Slemint  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 


	1. EXPERT CONFERENCING
	1.1 Expert conferencing was held on 20 January 2016.  It was facilitated by Commissioner John Mills.

	2. PARTICIPANTS
	3. TOPIC OF CONFERENCING
	3.1 The topic of this conferencing session was:
	The landscape character and amenity of Taylors Mistake, Hobsons and Boulder Bay Baches within the Coastal Zone


	4. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
	4.1 This statement is a record of the expert conference held by the landscape and design 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...
	4.2 The conferencing focussed on the Coastal Bach Overlay (formerly 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. Where relevant ...
	4.3 Regarding preliminary matters, it was agreed that;
	4.4 We record that there are no matters of disagreement.

	5. KEY ISSUES RELATING TO THE PROPOSED PROVISIONS
	5.1 The key issues are those identified in the Will Say Statement of Andrew Craig. These, along with the discussion of attendees, are listed as follows.
	5.2 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?
	5.3 Concerning repair and maintenance we do not foresee any adverse landscape character or amenity effects.  We therefore consider that repair and maintenance, provided it is ‘like for like’, should be a permitted activity applying to scheduled and re...
	5.4 Regarding additions or alterations, we form the view that these could potentially result in adverse landscape character and amenity effects. We therefore support the proposed non-complying activity status (18.7A.2.5 - NC3) for additions or alterat...
	5.5 Issue 3(e) Are the non-complying and prohibited activity provisions in respect to Taylors Mistake Baches within the Coastal Zone inappropriate and unreasonable?
	5.6 Our opinion is that there are no landscape character or amenity 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’.
	5.7 We are not sure why the prohibited activity status applies to the ‘Coastal Bach Overlay Only’ when the purpose of the overlay identifies the area in which replacement baches are to be located. We assumed this is an error.
	5.8 Regarding non-complying activity status; as stated we agree that NC3 concerning additions or alterations to baches is appropriate. However the provisions in terms of objectives and policies are as yet inadequate for the assessment of the non-compl...
	5.9 With reference to 18.7A.2.5 NC4 concerning gross floor area, we note that the 55m2 cited is inconsistent with the 50m2 allowed for in Built Form standard 18.7A.3.2 (a). We support the 50m2 standard.
	5.10 Issue 4(b) Are the matters of discretion in relation to buildings and facilities appropriate?
	5.11 We generally support the matters of discretion arising from 18.7A.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities subject to some recommended amendments0F  as follows.
	5.12 Concerning RD4 (c) the recommended rewording is considered more specific to vegetation as the term ‘landscaping’ can incorporate a much wider range of activities in addition to planting.  Some of these activities would be potentially inappropriat...
	5.13 Regarding sub-clause ‘l’ it is our view that character better encapsulates desired outcomes than does the word ‘context’.
	5.14 Sub–clause l(a) is in our view redundant as the Coastal Bach Overlay is already determined and so its effects on landform and geological features is now accepted.
	5.15 The term ‘limits’ in sub-clause l(b) gives greater ability to control potential adverse effects arising from visual dominance. The term ‘reduce’ could mean and result in very minor lessening of adverse effects.
	5.16 Issue 5(b) Does the extent of the Coastal Zone need revision, and in particular in respect to Taylors Mistake Baches?
	5.17 Only in as much that the Coastal Zone should, in our view, incorporate the Coastal Bach Overlay for the reasons outlined earlier (see paragraph 4.3(b)).
	5.18 Issue 6(b) If the District Plan is considered to be the appropriate means of determining which existing baches should remain or be removed, what are the most appropriate policies and rules to ensure the baches achieve and remain consistent with t...
	5.19 We believe that the District Plan is the appropriate means of managing effects arising from the presence of the baches. As stated, we agree that there are no landscape character and amenity grounds for removing the baches.
	5.20 In discussing the proposed Replacement District Plan, and in particular the Chapter 18 provisions, we formed the view that those relating to the baches would be better located in Chapter 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage. The reason is that the b...
	5.21  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 ...
	5.22 Regarding Issue 6 (c) clause (vi) and as stated, we agree that  the proposed pRDP assessment criteria are appropriate subject to the changes we recommend in paragraph 5.11. We also discussed the matter of whether the presence of the baches impede...
	5.23 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.
	5.24 As discussed, we believe the rules would be appropriate, once repair and maintenance is included
	5.25 Issue 7(e) Should issues of cultural landscaping custodianship be included in the assessment matters for issue of certification of occupancy? [Taylors Mistake Association #3525].
	5.26 The term ‘…cultural landscaping…’ is considered ambiguous. ‘Associative effects’ is considered a more appropriate term, as this is a recognised and accepted in the consideration of landscape effects.  Essentially it concerns the question of wheth...

	6. OTHER MATTERS
	6.1 One more general landscape related matter arose during the conferencing. This is  recorded as follows.
	6.2 18.7A.2.1 Permitted Activities – P7 Temporary occupation of a bach / residential unit located within the Coastal Bach Overlay.  It was unclear to attendees what is meant by the term ‘…temporary occupation….’  Subsequent to conferencing it was foun...


