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Mediation Report: COASTAL ENVIRONMENT 
 
To: Independent Hearings Panel – Christchurch Replacement District Plan 
From: John Mills, Environment Commissioner – Mediator 
 
 
This is a record of mediation outcome held for this topic. It is prepared in accordance with Clause 
10(4)) of Schedule 3 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014. 
 
The agenda for the mediation session was organised according to the following Stage 3 Coastal 
Environment topics: 
 
 Restructure of the Coastal Environment Chapter  
 Identification of the Coastal Environment 
 Boundary of the Coastal Environment Overlay and site specific considerations  
 Introduction and Objectives/ Policies to Chapter 19 
 Consistency of Chapter 19 with relevant statutory tests  
 Rules/ Activity Status and Matters of Discretion 
 
 
Sessions 1 & 2:  Restructure of the Coastal Environment Chapter/ Identification of Coastal 

Environment 
 
Attendees: Sophie Meares, Shirley Ferguson (#3723, CCC), Fiona Mackenzie (#3702, Federated 

Farmers), Jonathan Clease (#3236, Lyttelton Port Company & #9111, Teddington 
Quarry), Tanya Stevens, Yvonne Legarth (#3722, #5059, Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu), 
Ainsley McLeod (#3494, Transpower), Denis Harwood, Karina Hay (#8158, Linwood 
200 Ltd, #8159, Linwood Investments Ltd - NZ Cashflow/ Westminster Trustees), Jan 
Cook (#3469, Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust & #3627, Akaroa Civic Trust), Jon 
Richards (#9104, NZTA/ Crown), Anna Cameron (#9104, DoC/ Crown), Tim Ensor, 
Vicki Barker (#9104, CERA/ Crown) 

 
Ms Ferguson opened by providing an outline of the Chapter 19 Coastal Proposal which includes the: 

- Coastal Environment Line and objective / policy framework. (Identification of CE line is 
driven by NZCPS 2010 – policy 1.)  

- Coastal Zone (‘roll over’ of the City Plan Conservation 1A zone and extends from Brooklands 
to Taylors mistake). 

 
She also outlined matters not being covered today: 

- Coastal hazards no longer form part of Ch19 process / mediation.  
- Coastal zone isn’t on Banks Peninsula. 
- Taylors Mistake Baches - 27th January. 

 
She identified matters to be covered as follows: 

- Proposal to dissolve Ch.19 and move to other parts of the plan.  
- Coastal Zone to be moved to Ch. 18 - Open Space zone (as per red-line revised proposal) – 

seeking agreement on drafting.  
- New section in Ch. 9 – Coastal Environment – relocation and drafting.  This includes 

objectives and policies but not rules.  Rules are in respect of overlays that sit within the 
Coastal Environment. 

 
She summarised the evidence being relied upon as follows: 

- Ch. 9.1 – Biodiversity / SES  
- Ch. 9.2 - Landscape and Natural character in the coastal environment.  A key point to note is 

the CCC submission (ref: 3223) requests mapping of natural character with the CE.  This was 
subject to Ch9.2 evidence and hearing.  

- Ch. 9.3 – Historic Heritage 
- Ch. 9 Part A / Topic 9.5 – Ngai Tahu values and the natural environment.  

 
Coastal Environment MCA 
 
The Council used multi-criteria analysis to determine the landward extent of the coastal  environment. 
A series of workshops were held with technical experts in the fields of  ecology, coastal hazards and 
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coastal geomorphology, landscape planning, parks and recreation, heritage and planning at which the 
following criteria were applied and ranked:  
 
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 landward extent of the Coastal Environment is shown as blue line on the District Plan  maps. 
 
Each submitter then gave a summary of their submission points relating to the Coastal Environment  
Proposal.  
 

- Restructure of the Chapter 
 
The Crown does not want duplication of material or conflict with other provisions of the RDP.  They 
seek restructure of the chapter entirely – they consider the provisions could be moved into Chapters 
18 and 9. The Crown raised queries around the policy on the Coastal Environment line and how to fit 
this into the Revised Proposal – need to recognise that line is dynamic – provide for some discretion 
to anyone who is considering the boundary.  They supplied an indication how proposals 9 and 19 
could be restructured – refer Appendix 1 of their submission .  Policies are put in to shape to fit into 
Natural Cultural Heritage, but NZCPS goes further – the revised version needs to take into account 
this wider perspective .  CCC agreed that the objectives and policies should move to what the Crown 
propose with some working on the text and assurance that the multi-criteria analysis in the NZCPS is 
considered.  CCC will work through the detail and advise .  
 
Federated Farmers is concerned that the Crown proposal is a very skewed version of the NZ Coastal 
Policy Statement – with no recognition of farming.  
 
Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust has concerns about moving Coastal Zone chapter to Ch. 18, and the 
effect on the rural chapter (i.e. public access in not just an Open Space issue, may be rural as well).  
 
 

- Objectives and Policies 
 
CCC noted the need to consider how to ensure that all areas provided for – e.g. rural and urban.  If the 
objectives and policies are moved to Chapter 9, there is a need to view objectives in context of revised 
Ch. 9 objectives to prevent duplication and ensure that all elements of NZCPS are covered .  The Coastal 
Environment line needs to remain on planning maps.  
 
The Lyttelton Port Company (LPC)/ Teddington Quarry discussed the gateway to the Coastal 
Environment policies.  There needs to be references in other chapters to trigger application of Coastal 
Environment policies so that people know to also turn to these when they have a Coastal Environment 
overlay.   
The Crown noted that references have been woven through other proposals, so the trigger is there.  
 
LPC also consider that the objectives and policies are natural environment focused in their entirety 
and that these issues are covered by other chapters.  This raises issues with respect to how they are 
applied in urbanised areas.  
CCC agrees that more work is required to clarify how the objectives and policies apply in urban areas.  
The Crown noted that the notified version did not include urban references. They informed that if you 
are in an urban environment, you apply the policies with an urban lens, so that the policies are 
applied appropriately to that place. 
Federated Farmers outlined that if the objectives and policies are not intended to apply  to urban 
areas, why should they apply to rural areas? They would like a revised redline version to see what 
chapter 9 looks like to determine any areas of duplication.  
 
Ngai Tahu outlined that there are policy references that are relevant to Ngai Tahu that need to be kept 
to give effect to the NZ Coastal Policy Statement as they have not been provided through other 
chapters of the Plan.   
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Transpower outlined that an exercise of identifying where the gaps are relating to what is required to 
give effect to Policy Statement is needed.  Policies relating to these residual matters should remain in 
the Coastal Proposal i.e. Ngai Tahu related policies. 
 
CCC agreed to produce a redline version of Chapter 9.4  to see what it looks like in its entirety and which 
will assist with identifying the residual components to fulfil obligations under Coastal Policy Statement.   
CCC noted that the urban aspect of the Coastal Environment would be difficult if it was to be relocated 
to Ch. 9, given that Ch. 9 is more related to the natural environment.  
 

- Matters of Discretion  
 
Parties are happy that there needs to be a Matters of Discretion section that is cross-referenced from 
other chapters.  
 

- Cross referencing 
 
NZ Transport Agency outlined that the relationship with the Transport Chapter should be carried 
through to this chapter.  
 

- Deletion of Coastal Environment Line 
 
CCC seek the Coastal Environment line remains on the planning maps (subject to site site-specific 
modifications).  
 
Lyttelton Port Company does not want the CE overlay to apply to the Port as it is subject to the 
provisions in the Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan.  This was intended to be a standalone plan.  They do 
not want the CE line to apply and are seeking either the removal of the Coastal Environment line from 
the Port on the planning maps or through a provision which makes it explicit that the Coastal 
Environment chapter does not apply to the areas covered by the Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan .  CCC 
outlined that their preference would be to keep the CE line shown on the planning maps and include a 
provision clarifying / exempting the Port from provisions.  CCC will amend the revised proposal 
accordingly. 
 
Teddington Quarry does not want the Coastal Environment notation to apply to the Quarry.  CCC 
noted that through Chapter 9.2 mediation it has been agreed to remove the natural character in the 
coastal environment overlay from the quarry. CCC agreed to move the Coastal Environment line to 
align with the road and remove from Teddington Quarry (revised mapping to be provided).  
 
Session 3: Boundary of the Coastal Environment and site-specific considerations 
 
Attendees: Sophie Meares, Shirley Ferguson (#3723, CCC), Vicki Barker (#9104, CERA), Fiona 

Mackenzie (#3702, Federated Farmers), Edward Aitken (#5021), Bruce Baldwin 
(#7266) 

 
- Pigeon Bay  

 
Mr Aitken seeks the CE line to be amended around Homes Bay to exclude houses, garden, build up 
areas and shed which are not “Coastal”  and little Pigeon Bay around the woolshed. He does not want 
restrictions placed on these areas.  Mr Aitken provided notes outlining what he is seeking (see 
Attachment 1). CCC agreed to review the CE line.  CCC will seek input from Yvonne Pfluger (landscape 
planner) and will respond to Mr Aitken.  
 
 

- Cass Bay and surrounding area 
 
Mr Baldwin sought relocation of the coastal environment line in Cass Bay and that provisions do not 
apply to the Cass Bay residential area (see Attachment 2). Mr Baldwin compared Cass Bay to 
Diamond Harbour and Sandy Bay where the CE line carves out urban areas).   It is an urban area, not 
able to be subdivided further. CCC has agreed that the line be moved to exclude residential properties 
on Harbour view road and connect with the Council reserve. CCC to provide a revised map showing 
extent of coastal environment overlay at Cass Bay.  
 
 

- Lavericks Bay and surrounding area – No representative in attendance at mediation 
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- Oxford Terrace Ltd/ Camp Bay area – No representative in attendance at mediation 
 
 

- Specific Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone and urban environment – issues addressed earlier 
in session 2.  

 
 

- NZ Cashflow/ Southshore  
 
Seek resolution of mapping issues on Southshore and re-examination of the Coastal Zone to exclude 
residential properties.  The residential properties effected are 165E through to 215 Rockinghorse 
Road.   
 
Ms Hay advised there are actual residential suburban homes involved and not is not all w ilderness 
and reserve.   If these homes were to remain in the coastal zone there would be a requirement to 
recognise this fact Ms Hay is concerned that does not sit well in either chapter 9 features or 17 - open 
spaces.  The chapter 19 coastal zone appears more to be in reference to coastal wilderness areas and 
so having homes in that zone is not useful or consistent with this objective. Furthermore, as the 
objective of the proposed District plan is to cover off Hazards and features with overlays these 
properties will be captured if required in this process.  
 
Ms Hay suggested that the properties in question are redrawn as residential suburban and absorbed 
back into the rest of Southshore. The overlays of SES, Natural feature and eventually at a later date, 
Hazard overlays will cover off any areas that have specific criteria or regulations . 
 
CCC agreed to review mapping of the Coastal Zone and the rationale (from the operative City Plan 
hazards lines).  Also to confirm the alignment of SES, Ch9.2 overlays.  
 
 
Session 4: Introduction to Objectives and Policies to Chapter 19 
 
Attendees:  Sophie Meares, Shirley Ferguson (#3723, CCC), Fiona Mackenzie ( #3702, Federated 

Farmers), Edward Aitken (#5021), Tanya Stevens, Yvonne Legarth (#3722, #5059, 
Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu), Ainsley McLeod, Dan Hamilton, Alex Harrington (#3494, 
Transpower), Jan Cook (#3469, Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust, #3627, Akaroa 
Civic Trust), Tim Ensor, Vicki Barker (#9104, CERA/ Crown). 

 
- Crown (#9104) 

 
The Crown outlined that the Biodiversity mediation is taking place Thursday/ Friday this week which 
will entail working through the objectives and policies of Chapter 9.  This will enable identification of 
the matters that may be missing and need to remain relating to the Coastal Environment.  CCC 
outlined that some of these matters are already known, for instance they don’t want to see the access 
references to be removed which are not covered elsewhere in Chapter 9 .  
 

- Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (#3627) 
 
Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust are seeking that the policy about access enables enhancement 
where appropriate.  They note that the Crowns amended proposal has a policy about access but it 
doesn’t differentiate the types of access in the manner that is identified in Policy 19 and Policy 20 of 
the NZ Coastal Policy Statement.  They consider that it needs to be more refined and identified as 
discrete considerations.  In addition, they note that there is nothing about access in the Matters of 
Discretion.  CCC supports differentiation of policy relating to access and providing recognition of access 
in the Matters of Discretion and will address this in the revised proposal. 
  
The Crown does not have any issues with adding/ amending policy to provide the differentiation.  
They are also happy with a Matter of Discretion in this Chapter relating to access.  
In relation to access, Federated Farmers want to ensure there will be no effect on the safety and 
efficiency of farming operations if access is enabled.  They are seeking access is provided only where 
appropriate.  
 
Mr Aitken is concerned around issues associated with including reference to enhancing access to 
areas i.e. effects on flora – access must be where it is appropriate. Policy 9 a-e of the NZ Coastal Policy 
Statement lists matters that consideration must be given to when providing for access.  These matters 
could be used as a basis for amendments to the policy – this list could be incorporated.  
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Ngai Tahu noted that their submission contained some wording on ‘where  appropriate' (refer 
Appendix 3, page 19).   
 
It was agreed the Ngai Tahu submission wording should be incorporated into the revised proposal.  The 
Crown is happy with this approach.  
 
 

- - Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (#3722, #5059)  
 
Ngai Tahu is seeking the inclusion of the words “for other customary use” at the end of 18.1.9 Policy 6 
of the revised proposal. 
They are also seeking the addition of a new point (g) at 18.8.5.4 stating “and the effects on cultural 
values”.  
 
CCC supports these two amendments and will update the revised proposal accordingly.  
 

- Transpower (#3494) 
 
Transpower notes that there is a gap in relation to achieving enablement for infrastructure.  Policy 
8.3.6 of the NZ Coastal Policy Statement provides good guidance as to what wording could be used to 
achieve this. CCC will amend policy wording in the revised proposal to achieve this outcome.  
 

- Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (#3722, #5059) 
 

The Settlement Act requires Statutory Acknowledgement Areas to be included in the Plan.  However, 
they are uncertain how this should be done and where it should sit in the Plan.  They are seeking 
inclusion of reference to the statutory areas of coast. CCC enquired that given the Introduction section 
is proposed to be removed, would they want relevant matters replaced in the policies to cover this? 
Ngai Tahu were comfortable with this suggestion.  In addition,  mahinga kai and other customary uses 
were also referred to in the Introduction (i.e. customary fishing areas), again Ngai Tahu would want 
to see these recognised.  These points are not just for information purposes.  CCC will investigate this 
matter further.   
 
 
 
 

- Federated Farmers (#3702) 
 
Similar to the point raised above, with the removal of the Introduction section this will result in the 
removal of the last sentence of first paragraph, which includes a note to plan users regarding how the 
coastal environment objectives and policies apply to activities where consent is sought in this 
overlay.  Federated Farmers asked where this advice would go?  It was noted that there is cross 
referencing to the objectives and policies of the Coastal Environment chapter found in other chapters. 
CCC outlined that there may be a need to retain some of the introductory text in the revised Chapter 9 
proposal which is explanatory text for information purposes and this would likely be included in an 
Introduction section.  CCC agreed to include relevant explanatory text in an Introduction section to the 
new Chapter 9 Coastal proposal. 
 
 
Session 5: Consistency of Chapter 19 with relevant statutory tests  
 
Attendees: Sophie Meares, Shirley Ferguson (#3723, CCC), Fiona Mackenzie, Edward Aitken 

(#3702, Federated Farmers) Tanya Stevens, Yvonne Legarth (#3722, #5059, Te 
Runanga o Ngai Tahu), Ainsley McLeod, Dan Hamilton, Alex Harrington (#3494, 
Transpower), Jan Cook (#3469, Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust, #3627, Akaroa 
Civic Trust), Tim Ensor, Vicki Barker (#9104, CERA/ Crown). 

 
- Transpower (#3494) 

 
Transpower notes that the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission should be given 
consideration.  
 

- Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (#3722, #5059) 
 
Ngai Tahu notes that the National Policy Statement for Freshwater should be given consideration.  
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- Crown (#9104) 
 
The Crown outlined they would need to see the revised proposal to ensure consistency with the 
higher order documents has been achieved, but note that this has been achieved in the remainder of 
the Open Space Chapter.   
 
 
Session 6: Coastal Zone Rules/ Activity Status and Matters of Discretion 
 
Attendees: Sophie Meares, Shirley Ferguson (#3723, CCC), Fiona Mackenzie (#3702, Federated 

Farmers), Edward Aitken (#5021), Tanya Stevens, Yvonne Legarth (#3722, #5059, Te 
Runanga o Ngai Tahu), Ainsley McLeod, Dan Hamilton, Alex Harrington (#3494, 
Transpower), Jan Cook (#3469, Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust, #3627, Akaroa 
Civic Trust), Tim Ensor, Vicki Barker (#9104, CERA/ Crown). 

 
- Transpower (#3494) 

 
Transpower is seeking clarification around the intent of Clause 18.7.a.1. How to use the rules.  Should 
the utilities chapter apply? Transpower considers that the rules should not apply to utilities as they 
are dealt with in Chapter 11.  For example an exception has been included in Chapter 9.2 in relation to 
utilities being exempt from rules.  CCC agrees and considers that the exception should be the same as 
the Open Space chapter.  CCC also agrees that there is a need to make sure that the Matters of Discretion 
in Chapter 11 refer back to this chapter.    
 
Transpower is also seeking that the one existing transmission line and three towers in the Coastal 
Zone has corridor protection.  Activities within this corridor should be regulated so as not to have 
effect on the national grid. Transpower is seeking either corridor protection or a change to the zoning 
to another zone that already incorporates this (i .e. Residential).  This will depend on other factors 
such as land ownership/ reserve status.  CCC has agreed to investigate this matter further. Their 
preference would be to apply corridor protection and apply the same principle to open space coastal as 
per the other Open Space chapters (discussions currently being held and Memorandum of Agreement to 
be prepared). CCC is to be kept in the loop on Memorandum agreement.  Transpower circulated a map 
showing the position of the line and where the corridor protection would  need to apply (see 
Attachment 3). 
 

- Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu (#3722, #5059) 
 
Ngai Tahu are satisfied that the activity sought in their submission has been included in revised 
proposal. 
 

- Crown (#9104) 
 
The Crown is seeking confirmation on whether there needs to be a restricted discretionary activity 
which applies to new buildings relating to conservation activities in this zone.  There is already a 
Matter of Discretion that applies to new buildings, however there is no link to this matter.  The Crown 
is seeking a new matter under RD1 c. “Conservation activity involving new building”.  CCC has agreed 
to include, noting that the Matter of Discretion is already there.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
John Mills 
Environment Commissioner - Mediator 
12 February 2016 
 


