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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Anna Mary Cameron.  I hold the position of resource 

management planner at the Department of Conservation ("DOC"). I have 

been in this position since May 2012.   

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence that I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first 

statement of evidence was provided in respect of the Stage 2 hearing for 

Proposal 17 (Rural) ("Proposal 17").1  I continue to support my views that I 

expressed in that evidence.  A summary of my relevant qualifications and 

experience is set out at paragraph 1.2 of my first statement of evidence. 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide planning evidence on provisions in 

Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal 9 ("Proposal 9") and the other 

Proposals that are being heard as part of the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

hearing ("the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions") as they relate 

to: 

(a) Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; and 

(b) Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Rural Amenity 

Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment. 

1.4 In addition to the provisions in Proposal 9, the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

provisions include2: 

(a) Stage 1, Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks); 

(b) Stage 1, Proposal 16 (Industrial); 

(c) Stage 3, Proposal 3 (Strategic Directions); 

(d) Stage 3, Proposal 7 (Transport); 

(e) Stage 3, Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks); 

(f) Stage 3, Proposal 11 (Utilities and Energy); 

                                                
1
 My first statement of evidence is available for download at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-

rural-stage-2/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", "Submitter Evidence". 
2
 See the Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 3 November 2015 relating to an application for an order by 

Christchurch City Council for an Order confirming the allocation of notified provisions to Stage 3 and combined 
Stage 2 and 3 hearings, and the Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 24 November 2015 granting the Council's 
further application for an order updating the allocation of notified provisions from the Central City Proposal to the 
General Rules and the Natural and Cultural Heritage hearings (see Attachment C of the Council's memorandum). 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
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(g) Stage 3, Proposal 13 (Central City) (relating to Subdivision and 

Development, Earthworks and Utilities and Energy); and 

(h) Stage 3, Proposal 17 (Rural). 

1.5 In my evidence, I refer to the Council's various revised versions of proposals 

as follows: 

(a) the Council's revised version of Proposal 8 (Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks) dated 2 December 2015 and 

attached as Attachment A to the evidence of Mr Long for the Council 

("Revised Proposal 8"); 

(b) in respect of Proposal 9: 

(i) the Council's revised version of Topic 9.1 (Indigenous 

Biodiversity and Ecosystems) in Proposal 9 dated 

2 December 2015 and attached as Appendix 1 to the 

evidence of Ms Hogan for the Council ("Revised Topic 

9.1"); 

(ii) the Council's revised version of Topic 9.2 (Outstanding 

Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and 

Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal 

Environment) in Proposal 9 dated 2 December 2015 and 

attached as Appendix 1 to the evidence of Ms Ferguson for 

the Council ("Revised Topic 9.2"); 

(c) the Council's revised version of Proposal 11 (Utilities and Energy) 

dated 2 December 2015 and attached as Attachment B to the 

evidence of Ms Jenkin for the Council ("Revised Proposal 11"); and 

(d) the Council's revised version of Proposal 17 (Rural) attached as 

Appendix 1 to the evidence of Ms Hogan for the Council ("Revised 

Proposal 17"). 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014 ("the Code"). I 

have complied with the Code when preparing my written statement of 

evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings 

Panel.  
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2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow. The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow.  

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express.  

2.4 DOC has authorised me to provide evidence on behalf of the Crown and to 

do so in an independent capacity in accordance with the Code. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence which addresses natural 

values (see explanation for 'natural values' at paragraph 3.3) matters in 

relation to the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions. My evidence is in 

six key parts, based on the Crown's submission on the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage provisions, including:  

(a) The key submission points from the Crown's submission and further 

submission;  

(b) The natural values of the Christchurch District;  

(c) Points of agreement and outstanding issues in relation to: 

(i) Indigenous biodiversity (Topic 9.1); and 

(ii) Landscape, features and natural character (Topic 9.2)  

(d) Points of agreement and outstanding issues in relation to natural 

and cultural heritage provisions in: 

(i) Revised Proposal 7; 

(ii) Revised Proposal 8; 

(iii) Revised Proposal 11; and 

(iv) Revised Proposal 17; 

(e) The consistency of the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions with 

the higher order statutory documents;  

(f) Consideration of section 32 and Part 2 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 ("RMA").  
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3.2 My evidence is not a comprehensive assessment of the Natural and 

Cultural Heritage provisions but, rather, is a discussion of planning issues 

arising from the Crown's submission and its further submission in relation to 

natural values, and primarily the natural values that are managed by the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  Ms Sandra McIntyre has also 

prepared planning evidence on other matters of interest to the Crown.  Ms 

McIntyre will address the provisions in Proposal 13 (Central City) that are 

being heard as part of this hearing, and will provide evidence on Topic 9.3 

Historic Heritage and Topic 9.4 Significant Trees.  

3.3 When I refer to the term 'natural values' in my evidence, I am grouping 

together indigenous terrestrial and aquatic, landscapes, natural features, 

and coastal environment values. These components of natural values are 

being addressed by witnesses on behalf of the Crown as follows:  

(a) Indigenous terrestrial – Nicholas Head;  

(b) Indigenous fauna (including aquatic) – Anita Spencer; and  

(c) Landscape, natural features and the coastal environment – Peter 

Rough.  

3.4 I rely on the evidence of these witnesses for the purposes of my evidence. 

Furthermore, in preparing this evidence I have drawn upon the documents 

and further evidence that is listed in Attachment AMC1.  

3.5 I attended formal mediation for the Crown on 24 and 30 November 2015. 

3.6 Attachment AMC2 to my evidence contains a table of the Crown's 

submission points on the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  This 

table identifies the provisions that I support and do not support in the 

Council's revised versions of the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  

Ms McIntyre's second statement of evidence on behalf of the Crown for this 

hearing will complete this table in respect of Topic 9.3 Historic Heritage and 

Topic 9.4 Significant Trees. 

3.7 The Crown further submitted on a submission point of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi 

Tahu (submitter number 3722) supporting in part their proposal to include 

an additional section in Proposal 9 addressing Ngāi Tahu values.  This 

submission point has not been addressed in this evidence.  At mediation 

Ngāi Tahu stated that they would provide further details about their 

proposal in evidence. Therefore I have not addressed their proposal in this 
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evidence, but instead will address any relevant points through rebuttal 

evidence, if necessary.     

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Crown's submission on the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions 

raised a number of concerns with regard to natural values. Some of these 

concerns have been addressed by Mr Long, Ms Hogan, Ms Jenkin and Ms 

Ferguson in the revised proposals attached to their evidence, but there are 

still some outstanding issues that I consider need to be addressed. 

4.2 A major theme in the Crown's submission with regard to natural values is 

plan consistency and integration.  In my opinion, for a district plan to be 

implemented effectively it needs to be properly integrated and each chapter, 

section and/or planning map needs to be consistent.  I consider that the 

consistency of the revised Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions could 

still be improved to reduce plan interpretation and implementation issues.  I 

also consider that the usability of the planning maps needs to be improved. 

4.3 The Crown's submission also expressed concern that the notified Natural 

and Cultural Heritage provisions failed to achieve the sustainable 

management purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") or 

give effect to the relevant higher order planning documents.  The notified 

provisions included insufficient or inappropriate consideration of natural 

values, and were not clearly drafted. 

4.4 The Crown's technical evidence on natural values confirms that the 

Christchurch District contains significant ecological values, as well as 

outstanding landscapes and features, and areas of outstanding, very high 

and high natural character values.  These natural values can be adversely 

affected by activities such as vegetation clearance, quarrying and the 

presence of utilities. 

Topic 9.1 – Indigenous biodiversity 

4.5 With regard to Sites of Ecological Significance ("SES") and non-identified 

SES, I generally support the objective and policy framework in Proposal 9.  

The policies: 

(a) protect identified SES (Policy 1(a)); 
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(b) recognise that the schedule of SES is incomplete and further work is 

required to identify, assess and protect additional SES (Policy 

1(b)); and 

(c) directs that within SES (Policy 2(a)) and non-identified SES (Policy 

2(b)) the removal of indigenous vegetation and the disturbance of 

habitats is avoided.   

4.6 I consider that this policy approach is clear and the requirements that are 

built into it (in particular, the avoidance of the clearance of significant 

vegetation and the disturbance of significant habitats of fauna) are 

consistent with the higher order planning documents.  However, I have 

suggested minor amendments to the objective and policy framework for 

clarity.   

4.7 I generally support the rules regarding vegetation clearance within and 

outside SES, but seek some minor amendments for clarity reasons.  I also 

suggest a rule to address the Crown's submission regarding the upgrading 

of the State highway network at the Waimakariri River in response to Ms 

Hogan's concerns. 

4.8 I generally consider that the biodiversity offsetting provisions and definition 

are consistent with the higher order planning documents and guidance 

documents.  However, I propose amendments to ensure it is clear that 

biodiversity offsetting is 'like for like' (i.e. the ecological values being gained 

through the offset are the same as those being lost through the activity 

which is being offset), unless a net gain of ecological values is provided and 

the values lost are not highly irreplaceable or vulnerable. 

4.9 I support the amendments made in Revised Topic 9.1 to the matters of 

discretion, the section on how to use the rules and the 'indigenous 

vegetation' and 'customary harvesting' definitions, and the recognition of 

non-regulatory methods to maintain and enhance indigenous biodiversity in 

Policy 9.1.1.1.4.  I consider that the definition of 'clearance of indigenous 

vegetation' should be amended in accordance with the Crown's submission. 

Topic 9.2 – Landscape, features and natural character 

4.10 The Crown submission sought significant re-structuring of Topic 9.2 as it 

was considered unclear and difficult to navigate, and inconsistent with 

higher order statutory documents.  In Attachment AMC4 to my evidence, I 

have provided a proposed revised version of Topic 9.2, in accordance with 
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the structure outlined in Attachment AMC3 of my evidence and Appendix 

3B of the Crown's Stage 3 submission. 

4.11 The key changes I propose are: 

(a) to make a distinction between natural features and landscapes, and 

natural character; 

(b) to ensure the policies provide clear direction about the policy 

approach and reduce the length, detail, duplication and overlap in 

the policies; and 

(c) to make the format of the rules consistent with the format used 

elsewhere in the Plan. 

4.12 Restructuring on this basis will ensure that Topic 9.2 has particular regard 

to the Statement of Expectations, and is consistent with Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.2.2. 

Other proposals 

4.13 I generally support the revised versions of the other proposals but (with the 

exception of Proposal 7 (Transport)), they require further amendment for 

clarity and for consistency with the higher order statutory documents, and to 

ensure the relationship between the other proposals and Proposal 9 is clear 

and easy to understand. 

4.14 In particular, the revised versions of the other proposals require further 

amendment to refer to 'significant indigenous vegetation and significant 

habitats of indigenous fauna' in addition to SES. The schedule of SES is 

incomplete and does not represent all significant sites located in the 

Christchurch District, so this amendment is required to protect ecological 

values. 

Consistency with statutory framework 

4.15 With the amendments outlined in Attachment AMC2 and AMC4 to my 

evidence, including the restructuring of Topic 9.2 in accordance with 

Attachment AMC3, I consider that the revised Natural and Cultural 

Heritage provisions will meet the requirements of the higher order statutory 

documents and are appropriate to achieve the purpose of the RMA with 

regard to natural values. 
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5. THE CROWN'S SUBMISSION ON THE NATURAL AND CULTURAL 

HERITAGE PROVISIONS 

5.1 In this section of my evidence I address the high level concerns of the 

Crown's submissions on the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions with 

regard to natural values. Some of these concerns have been addressed by 

Mr Long, Ms Hogan, Ms Jenkin and Ms Ferguson in the revised proposals 

attached to their evidence.  However there are still some outstanding 

issues.  Both the points of agreement and the outstanding issues will be 

discussed further in this evidence.  

Plan integration and reduced usability   

5.2 A key component of the Crown's submission was to reduce the amount of 

duplication in the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions.  The submission 

records that the proposals being notified in stages has resulted in the 

duplication of provisions and, in some instances, provisions that are 

inconsistent.  For example, some provisions addressing natural values 

across different proposals are inconsistent or have adopted different 

approaches.  This outcome has resulted in uncertainty about how the 

provisions and/or proposals work together and how those provisions are to 

be implemented3.   

5.3 These issues are demonstrated in a comparison between the notified 

versions of Objective 8.1.1(1) (Proposal 8: Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks) and Objective 9.1.1.1 (Proposal 9): 

Objective 8.1.1(1) 

Significant natural features, landscapes, indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems, springs, notable and heritage trees, and historic heritage 

are protected or enhanced through the subdivision process.    

Objective 9.1.1.1: 

Indigenous biodiversity is maintained and enhanced and areas of 

significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous 

fauna are identified and protected.    

5.4 Assuming that the intention of the notified version of Objective 8.1.1(1) was 

to capture s6(c) RMA values, then both of these objectives were addressing 

                                                
3
 Pages 15 to 16 of the Crown’s Stage 3 submission. 
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the same values, and there is duplication.  However, Objective 8.1.1(1) 

referred to these values as 'significant indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems', while Objective 9.1.1.1 used the s6(c) wording – 'significant 

indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna'.  This is 

an example of inconsistent language between each of the proposals.  

These differences in the drafting of the provisions have the potential to 

create plan interpretation and implementation issues.    

5.5 I agree with this concern raised by the Crown in the Stage 3 submission. I 

consider that for the plan to be effective, the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

provisions need to be consistent.  If the provisions are not consistent, this 

could lead to varying plan interpretations and uncertainty for plan users and 

decision makers.   

5.6 In its Stage 3 submission, the Crown sought that Proposal 9 be the primary 

proposal for natural values and that where another proposal referenced a 

natural value, that this reference be amended, either: 

(a) to be consistent with Proposal 9; or  

(b) that a cross reference to Proposal 9 is inserted.   

5.7 The effect of this approach is to reduce the amount of duplication and to 

ensure the consistent consideration of the effects of activities.   

5.8 It is my opinion that Revised Proposal 17 has significantly reduced the 

amount of duplication, and to a lesser degree Revised Proposal 8 has as 

well.  However, I consider that both Revised Proposal 11  and Revised 

Topic 9.2 require further amendments to reduce the amount of duplication.    

Use and mapping overlays 

5.9 The use of overlays for landscape and natural character areas in 

combination with other coastal environment, hazard and zoning layers 

make the planning maps difficult to read and interpret.  This results in 

significant complexity when trying to determine which overlays and 

provisions apply.  The Crown sought clearer mapping to aid the usability 

and clarity of the planning maps4.  I support this submission point.  

5.10 I understand that the Council considers that this issue will be addressed 

through use of the e-Plan.  However I consider that further thought is 

                                                
4
 Page 71 of the Crown's Stage 3 submission. 
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required with regard to physical presentation of the planning maps to 

ensure that they are readable.   

Higher order planning documents 

5.11 Other than Topic 9.1 (Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems), the 

Crown's submission considered that the notified Natural and Cultural 

Heritage provisions failed to give effect to the purpose of the RMA, the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS"), the National Policy 

Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 ("FWNPS") or the New 

Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 ("NZCPS").  The Crown considered 

that the notified provisions included insufficient or inappropriate 

consideration of natural values, or they were drafted in a manner that was 

unclear and therefore it was not possible to ascertain whether or not the 

notified provisions were consistent with these higher order planning 

documents.       

5.12 The higher order planning documents, and the amendments that have been 

made in the revised Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions are discussed 

in greater detail in section 13 below.  However, in summary I consider that 

Revised Proposal 11 and Revised Topic 9.2 require further drafting to give 

effect to the higher order planning documents.  With regard to Revised 

Proposals 8 and 17 and Revised Topic 9.1, I consider that with relatively 

minor amendments they will give effect to the higher order planning 

documents.  I have outlined the specific issues with these proposals and 

recommendations to address those issues later in my evidence.  

6. TECHNICAL EVIDENCE – NATURAL VALUES 

Indigenous botanical biodiversity 

6.1 Mr Head has prepared two statements of evidence addressing the 

indigenous botanical biodiversity values within the Christchurch District, for 

the Stage 2 hearing on Proposal 17 (Rural) and for this hearing5.  In my 

Rural Proposal statement of evidence I provide an overview of Mr Head's 

evidence of these values.6  I will not repeat those details here.  However I 

reiterate that most remaining indigenous vegetation in the Christchurch 

                                                
5
 Nicholas Head's statement of evidence for the Stage 2 Rural hearing is available for download at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", 
"Submitter Evidence". 
6
 See section 6 of my first statement of evidence. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
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District will have significant ecological values7 and that these areas are 

subject to incremental ongoing loss8.  Mr Head states that the majority of 

sites that are likely to be significant within the Christchurch District have yet 

to be verified by the Council's SES survey9.  

Indigenous fauna biodiversity 

6.2 Ms Spencer has given evidence on the indigenous fauna biodiversity values 

within the Christchurch District10.  Ms Spencer outlines the state of native 

fauna species in New Zealand generally and in the Christchurch District, 

including that a high proportion of native species are threatened with 

extinction11.  She agrees with Mr Head's evidence that an extensive amount 

of indigenous vegetation has been lost from the Christchurch District, and 

notes that there has been a concurrent loss of faunal biodiversity, including 

nearly one half of the roughly one hundred bird species that used to inhabit 

the Peninsula12.  In addition, Ms Spencer identifies that four of the five 

species of lizard confirmed within the Christchurch District are 'declining' or 

'nationally vulnerable', and that the original invertebrate fauna of the 

Canterbury Plains is much reduced due to the destruction of habitat13. 

6.3 Ms Spencer supports controls over vegetation clearance through the 

rules14, and observes that, for the majority of fauna species, protecting 

indigenous vegetation equates with protecting habitat15.  However, there 

are some exceptions to this general rule, including Canterbury geckos 

(ranked as declining) and three skink species16. In her view, increasing the 

protection for the habitats of those lizard species should be a priority17.  Ms 

Spencer also considers that it would be appropriate to identify the habitat of 

New Zealand fur seals and white-flippered penguins as SES18.    

Landscape, features, natural character and the coastal environment 

6.4 Mr Rough has prepared two statements of evidence addressing landscape, 

features, natural character and the coastal environment, for the Stage 2 

                                                
7
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head (Stage 2: Rural) at paragraph 4.5. 

8
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head (Stage 2: Rural) at paragraph 12.1. 

9
 Statement of evidence of Nicholas Head at paragraph 6.2. 

10
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer on behalf of the Crown. 

11
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer at paragraphs 5.2-5.4. 

12
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraph 6.3. 

13
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraphs 6.5 and 6.8. 

14
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraph 7.1. 

15
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraph 7.4. 

16
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraphs 7.4 to 7.5. 

17
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, paragraph 7.6. 

18
 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, at paragraph 7.7. 
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hearing on Proposal 17 (Rural) and for this hearing19.  In my Rural Proposal 

statement of evidence I provide an overview of Mr Rough's evidence on 

these values20.  In summary, Mr Rough confirms that within the 

Christchurch District there are areas of outstanding landscapes and 

features, and areas of outstanding, very high and high natural character 

values.  Mr Rough comments on activities that can adversely affect these 

values21.   

7. INDIGENOUS BIODIVERSITY – PROPOSAL 9 TOPIC 9.1  

Sites of Ecological Significance  

7.1 Ms Hogan has explained what is meant by the term SES and has 

acknowledged that the schedule of SES in the Replacement Plan is 

incomplete22.   

7.2 I agree with Ms Hogan's general comments regarding SES and therefore 

this section of my evidence will discuss the specifics of the provisions, the 

amendments that have been made to them in Revised Topic 9.1, and 

whether or not I support the amendments.        

Identification of significant aquatic and fauna sites 

7.3 The Crown's submission sought that the schedule of SES and maps in 

Proposal 9 be amended to identify the significant aquatic and fauna sites 

that have been surveyed and identified23.  The submission raised a concern 

that Proposal 9 did not include rules that would adequately address 

development activities that could adversely affect significant aquatic and 

fauna values. 

7.4 This matter is addressed in the evidence of Mr Hoosan and Ms Hogan24.  

Mr Hoosan outlines that the Council intends to add further sites through 

plan changes, and that several wetlands and habitats for terrestrial fauna 

are listed in the schedule.    

                                                
19

 Peter Rough's statement of evidence for the Stage 2 Rural hearing is available for download at 
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/ under the headings "Hearing Documents", 
"Submitter Evidence". 
20

 See section 6 of my first statement of evidence. 
21

 Statement of evidence of Peter Rough (Stage 2: Rural), paragraph 4.3 and section 8, and the statement of 
evidence of Peter Rough for this hearing, paragraphs 4.2 and 4.4 and section 9. 
22

 Statement of evidence of Deborah Hogan, at paragraph 8.17. 
23

 Pages 81 to 82 of the Crown's Stage 3 submission. 
24

 Statement of evidence of Scott Hoosan, at paragraphs 15.9 to 15.12, and statement of evidence of Deborah 
Hogan, at paragraph 21.2. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-17-rural-stage-2/
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7.5 In my view, the incompleteness of the SES schedule to identify freshwater 

and fauna sites is unfortunate and does create a hole in the Replacement 

Plan.  However, in terms of the management of adverse activities on 

freshwater sites (addressing the hole), this is addressed (and will be the 

subject of a subsequent hearing) by Proposal 6 General Rules (6.6 Water 

Body Setbacks) and by Proposal 17 (Rural).  Furthermore, other than the 

removal of riparian vegetation, there are no rules within Proposal 9 that 

manage adverse effects on freshwater SES, because this Proposal 

addresses vegetation removal.  

7.6 With respect to SES that are terrestrial habitats, it is my understanding that 

these will be addressed through subsequent plan changes and I support 

this approach.  Ms Spencer has identified particular indigenous fauna 

habitats that should be a priority to be included in the SES schedule.  I do 

note the potential poaching risk created by identifying sites relating to some 

species, most notably jewelled gecko as discussed by Ms Spencer.  This 

risk will need to be carefully considered and managed25.    

7.7 The Crown sought an amendment to the boundaries of a specific SES 

(LP22) because it was considered that the mapped area did not reflect the 

location of the significant values on that site.  Mr Shadbolt undertook a 

reassessment and confirmed that the mapped boundaries were incorrect.  

In response he has proposed in his evidence that the boundaries are 

adjusted to reflect the location of the significant values26.  I support this 

amendment because it is consistent with the objectives and policies of 

Revised Topic 9.1.      

9.1.1.1 Objective – Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems  

7.8 I generally support Ms Hogan's conclusion that Objective 9.1.1.1 outlines 

the outcomes sought for the indigenous biodiversity for the District27.  In 

addition I consider that this outcome is set at an appropriate level to enable 

the Replacement Plan to give effect to the higher order planning 

documents. 

7.9 However one amendment has been made to Objective 9.1.1.1(b) and 

Policy 2(a), (b)(ii) and b(iii) that I do not support: 

                                                
25

 Statement of evidence of Anita Spencer, at paragraph 7.6. 
26

 Statement of evidence of Dr Antony Shadbolt, at paragraph 9.3. 
27

 Statement of evidence of Deborah Hogan, at paragraph 12.5, 
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Areas The values and ecosystem functions of areas of significant 

indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna are 

identified and protected. 

7.10 I do not support the deletion of "areas" and the insertion of "and ecosystem 

functions of areas".  Mr Head considers that this wording, though it is 

similar to the RPS, carries a risk that these words could be used to 

downgrade a site's values where it is deemed to have poor ecological 

functioning but nonetheless has other significant values.  In addition these 

words are redundant because 'ecosystem function' should have been 

accounted for when a sites' boundary was determined28.   

7.11 I consider that this amendment does not contribute to the halt of the decline 

of indigenous biodiversity (Objective 9.2.1 of the RPS) and therefore is not 

consistent with the intent of the RPS.   

7.12 My preferred wording of Objective 9.1.1.1 and Policy 2 is detailed in 

Attachment AMC2.  Aside from this issue, I support the wording of 

Objective 9.1.1.1 as it is consistent with the higher order planning 

documents with regard to both significant and non-significant indigenous 

biodiversity values.        

9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2(a) – Land Management  

7.13 The Crown sought minor amendments to Policy 2(a) to increase the clarity 

of the Policy and those amendments have been made to the Policy in 

Revised Topic 9.1. 

7.14 An important aspect of this Policy is the requirement to avoid the removal of 

indigenous vegetation and the disturbance of habitats in SES.  These 

values are matters of national importance (s6(c) RMA) and this drafting 

makes it very clear that vegetation clearance in, or disturbance of, SES 

should only occur in exceptional circumstances.  Furthermore this drafting 

provides clear policy direction for plan users. 

7.15 Aside from the issue I have discussed at paragraphs 7.9 - 7.11 above, I 

support this Policy.  I agree with Ms Hogan that the Policy achieves 

Objective 9.1.1.1, Strategic Objective 3.3.9, the RPS and the purpose of the 

RMA29.  However my preferred wording of Policy 2(a) is attached as 
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Attachment AMC2.  This wording includes a small amendment to remove 

the reference to 'and ecosystem functions'.  

Rules – Sites of Ecological Significance  

7.16 The intent of the rules that address the clearance of indigenous vegetation 

within SES is to recognise that these sites are significant and therefore, in 

accordance with the higher order planning documents, they are to be 

protected.  It is appropriate that indigenous vegetation clearance on these 

sites is afforded a high level of scrutiny, and the first level of scrutiny is 

provided for by the Objective and Policies within Revised Topic 9.1.  As 

discussed above, I consider that Objective 9.1.1.1 and Policy 9.1.1.1.2 (a) 

are appropriate subject to minor amendments.   

7.17 The Crown's submission generally supported the rules regarding vegetation 

clearance within SES.  However, some minor amendments were sought for 

clarity reasons.   

7.18 An amendment has been made to section 9.1.2.1 How to use the rules in 

Revised Topic 9.1.  This amendment groups together activities that were 

listed as being exempt from the individual rules in the notified version of 

Proposal 9 and now lists them as one list in section 9.1.2.1.  This list of 

exemptions affects vegetation clearance within SES and outside SES by 

stating that the listed activities are exempt from the vegetation clearance 

rules in Topic 9.1.  I support this structural amendment.  I consider that it 

provides greater clarity and reduces the amount of duplication within the 

Replacement Plan.     

7.19 I largely agree with the content of the exemptions.  However I have the 

following two concerns: 

(a) 9.1.2.1.6(vii) – the purpose of this exemption is to enable pastoral 

farming to continue where the vegetation cover is no longer 

indigenous.  The pasture in this situation is referred to as 'improved 

pasture'.  The Crown's submission sought the inclusion of a 

definition of 'improved pasture' in the Replacement Plan because the 

interpretation and application of the rules relied on this term30.  

Revised Topic 9.1 includes a definition of 'improved pasture', but the 

definition does not exclude areas where the definition of 'indigenous 

vegetation' is met.  Mr Head considers that it is necessary to include 
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this qualifier in the definition because many indigenous vegetation 

remnants are highly modified and contain exotic grasses and herbs 

but often contain exceptional indigenous biodiversity values31.       

(b) 9.1.2.1.6(xiii) – This exemption provides for indigenous vegetation 

clearance for the 'minor upgrading of existing utilities'.  The 

Replacement Plan provides no clarity on what is meant by 'minor 

upgrading', and this is not discussed in Ms Hogan's evidence.  Such 

activities would be a permitted activity within SES, non-scheduled 

SES and within other indigenous vegetation areas.  Depending on 

the site and the values at the site, such activities could have 

significant adverse effects on the values.  In my opinion, to improve 

clarity, this exemption to the rules (and Policy 9.1.1.1.2(d)(g)) should 

be amended to 'maintenance and replacement of existing utilities'.         

7.20 These exemptions are consolidated and referenced in Policy 9.1.1.1.2(d).  

This Policy is discussed further at paragraph 7.33.   

7.21 The Crown submission sought that the maintenance and upgrade of the 

State highway network be excluded from the vegetation clearance rules32.  

Ms Hogan has accepted this submission in respect of maintenance but not 

in respect of upgrading.  I note the intention of the Crown's submission 

point was to address the ability to upgrade the strategic roading 

infrastructure (SH1) that crosses the Waimakariri River SES.  

7.22 There are designations in place to accommodate existing and proposed 

State highway infrastructure in this location, however these upgrades could 

require alterations to the existing designation, particularly in terms of the 

detailed arrangements for bridge widening and the provision of associated 

supports.  Notices of Requirement to alter these existing designations, or 

for new designations, would be considered against these plan provisions.  

Indigenous vegetation clearance within this SES would trigger the non-

complying rule (9.1.2.2.5 NC1) and would be considered against Policy 2 

('avoid adverse effects').   

7.23 The Site Significance Statement attached to the s32 report provides the 

justification of this SES.  The report details that the braided section of the 

Waimakariri River is significant due to the habitat which provides for braided 

river birds.  The vegetation on the margins of the river (which is 
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predominantly, but not exclusively, exotic) is not in itself significant and 

does not provide significant habitat for indigenous fauna.  Therefore I 

consider that an additional rule in 9.1.2.2.3 should be  provided to allow for 

indigenous vegetation clearance as a restricted discretionary activity when 

associated with the upgrade of strategic infrastructure in the Waimakariri 

River SES.  I also consider that an associated amendment should be made 

to the Matters for Discretion in 9.1.3 to take into account the operational 

need for the activity to take place.   

7.24 The Crown's submission sought an amendment to Rule 9.1.2.2.3 RD1 to 

include a reference to a broader list of assessment matters33.  This 

restricted discretionary rule is triggered when planting within a SES is not 

undertaken with plant species that are naturally occurring and sourced from 

within the relevant ecological district.  I consider that the relevant matter of 

discretion 9.1.3.1(a) is too narrow and does not provide adequate direction 

for robust decision making.   

7.25 Based on the evidence of Mr Head that these types of activities can have 

significant adverse effects on SES34, I consider it is appropriate that a 

broader matter of discretion is referenced in this rule.  Revised Topic 9.1 

now includes a broader matter of discretion (9.1.3.2) sought by the Crown.  

In my view, an amendment to include the matters in 9.1.3.2 as additional 

matters of discretion for Rule 9.1.2.2.3 RD1 would address the Crown's 

submission point.  Ms Hogan's accept/reject table attached as Appendix 2 

to her evidence states that the Crown's submission point has been 

accepted35.  However, RD1 has not been amended in Revised Topic 9.1 to 

include the additional matters of discretion in 9.1.3.2, which I expect is an 

error. 

7.26 With regard to the Rules (9.1.2.2.1 P4, and 9.1.2.2.5 NC1 and NC2) that 

manage the clearance of indigenous vegetation and plantation forestry 

activities within SES, I support Revised Topic 9.1.  Mr Head and Ms 

Spencer generally consider that the rules in Revised Topic 9.1 will improve 

biodiversity protection and therefore are appropriate36.  In my opinion, this 

rule framework is consistent with the higher order planning documents and 

will achieve the purpose of the RMA.    
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7.27 The Crown also sought an additional non-complying rule for the planting of 

species that have the potential to become a wilding species or weed.  I 

agree with Ms Hogan that the Rural Proposal manages wilding tree species 

through a rule framework and it would be hard to manage such a rule 

outside of commercial forestry activities.  Furthermore this is an issue that is 

managed by the Canterbury Regional Pest Management Strategy 2011.  I 

support Ms Hogan's position not to include a non-complying rule for the 

management of species that could become a wilding species.         

Outside Sites of Ecological Significance 

9.1.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Identification of Ecological Significance  

7.28 The Crown's submission supported the intent of Policy 9.1.1.1.1, but sought 

amendments to increase clarity and better reflect the intention of the 

policy37.  I understand that the intention of this Policy is to clearly articulate 

that SES are to be identified using the significance criteria in the RPS and 

that the schedule of SES in the Replacement Plan is incomplete.  

7.29 Amendments have been made to this Policy in Revised Topic 9.1 in 

response to the Crown's submission and other submissions, and I support 

these amendments. 

9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2(b) – Land Management  

7.30 The Crown's submission supported the intent of this Policy, but sought 

amendments to improve clarity38.  Since notification, this Policy has been 

subject to an extensive number of amendments which are discussed in Ms 

Hogan's evidence39.  The intent of this Policy is to manage the clearance of 

indigenous vegetation outside of a SES.  Therefore, it provides the 

opportunity to undertake an ecological assessment to identify and protect 

significant values, and enables activities to occur that will result in 

biodiversity enhancement or activities that will have a no more than minor 

adverse effect.   

7.31 An important aspect of this Policy is that it sets the same 'avoid adverse 

effects' policy threshold for scheduled SES (Policy 9.1.1.1.2(a)) and non-

scheduled SES (Policy 9.1.1.1.2(b)(ii)).  Furthermore, it details the 

application of the hierarchy in terms of non-significant sites – avoid 
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significant adverse effects and other adverse effects are avoided, remedied 

or mitigated (Policy 9.1.1.1.2(b)(iii)).   

7.32 This Policy (and Rule 9.1.2.2.4 D2 discussed below) is necessary because 

it allows non-identified SES to be identified and then managed in the same 

way as scheduled SES.  This is important because the section 6(c) directive 

to protect of areas of ecological significance does not differentiate between 

scheduled and non-scheduled sites.  I consider any cost implications or 

delays for applicants in undertaking ecological assessments are justified 

given the section 6(c) directive and the ecological context of the 

Christchurch District, as set out in the evidence of Ms Spencer and Mr 

Head.  

7.33 Overall I support the revised Policy.  However, I do have some concerns 

with the amendments detailed in Revised Topic 9.1, as follows: 

(a) b(ii) – this concern is discussed at paragraphs 7.9 to 7.12 above; 

(b) d(d) – it is unclear what is meant by 'protecting and providing' 

access to electricity infrastructure.  In my opinion this phrase should 

be amended to to be consistent with 9.1.2.1.6(xii): 'removal for the 

purposes of the protection of, and access to electricity 

infrastructure'; and 

(c) d(g) – this concern was discussed at paragraph 7.19(b) above.  

7.34 In response to these concerns I have detailed my preferred wording in 

Attachment AMC2. 

Rules – Outside of Sites of Ecological Significance  

7.35 The rules for managing vegetation clearance outside of a SES address: 

(a) vegetation clearance on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills; and  

(b) vegetation clearance on the Low Plains Ecological District. 

7.36 Indigenous vegetation clearance on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills is 

addressed through a permitted (Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P3) and discretionary (Rule 

9.1.2.2.4 D2) rule framework.  These rules enable the Council to fulfil its 

functions to maintain indigenous biodiversity generally.  Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P3 

provides landowners with the ability to clear stated thresholds of identified 
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vegetation types as a permitted activity.  I consider these rules reflect a 

suitable balance between use, development and protection.   

7.37 Indigenous vegetation clearance within the Low Plains Ecological District 

requires a discretionary consent (Rule 9.1.2.2.4 D1) except where it 

satisfies the exemptions that are listed in 9.1.2.1.6 (discussed above at 

paragraphs 7.18 to 7.19). Ms Hogan has discussed Rule 9.1.2.2.4 D1 and 

the concerns raised by submitters that, as the Rule is currently drafted, 

'indigenous vegetation clearance involving any natural occurring indigenous 

vegetation' will require a resource consent40.  Ms Hogan has identified three 

options to address this: 

(a) Retain the rule with amendments to allow grazing/improved pasture, 

alongside the on-going assessment of SES; 

(b) Delete the rule, alongside the on-going assessment of SES; or 

(c) Retain the rule with the amendments in option (a) and accelerate or 

prioritise the SES work programme to identify and assess potentially 

significant areas.   

7.38 Ms Hogan has identified that option (c) is her preference.  I consider that 

either option (a) or (c) is appropriate.  I do not consider it is appropriate to 

delete the rule because of the significant values that are located on the Low 

Plains Ecological District and are not identified as a SES41.     

7.39 In my opinion Revised Topic 9.1 satisfies the Crown's submission points.  I 

note that the structure of Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P3 and 9.1.2.2.4 D2 in Revised 

Topic 9.1 has been amended and I support this amendment.     

7.40 Overall I consider that the rules managing the clearance of indigenous 

vegetation outside of SES are consistent with the higher order planning 

documents, are clear and will enable the Replacement Plan to be effectively 

implemented.    

Customary Harvesting 

7.41 As discussed in Ms Hogan's evidence,42 an incorrect definition was notified 

for 'customary harvest' in Stage 2.  The Crown's submission sought that the 

Central City version of the definition be applied.43  In addition, the Crown's 
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submission sought that, if the definition was not amended, Rules 9.1.2.2.1 

P5 and 9.1.2.2.3 RD2 be deleted and a discretionary rule be added.44  An 

amended definition has been provided in Revised Topic 9.1.  I support this 

amended definition, in particular the inclusion of the reference to tikanga, 

and therefore consider that Rules 9.1.2.2.1 P5 and 9.1.2.2.3 RD2 do not 

need to be deleted.   

Incentives and Assistance to Maintain and Enhance Indigenous Biodiversity 

7.42 Policy 9.1.1.1.4 (Incentives and Assistance to Maintain and Enhance 

Indigenous Biodiversity) is the primary component of the Replacement Plan 

that recognises the non-regulatory methods to maintain and enhance 

indigenous biodiversity.  The Crown sought the retention of this Policy45. In 

response to submissions and mediation this Policy has been amended.  I 

support these amendments, and I agree with Ms Hogan that Policy 4 in 

Revised Topic 9.1 clearly articulates the role of non-regulatory mechanisms 

and provides clarity with regard to the outcomes that are anticipated by this 

Policy46.   

Offsetting 

7.43 Revised Topic 9.1 includes both a policy (Policy 9.1.1.1.5) and an appendix 

(Appendix 9.1.4.5) that address the application of biodiversity offsetting.  

The Crown submitted on both of these provisions in the Replacement Plan 

seeking a limited number of amendments.  

7.44 A current limitation of the biodiversity offsetting provisions relates to the 

concept of 'trading up', which is discussed in the Guidance on Good 

Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand (2014) ("the Guidance").  

Essentially the Guidance states that 'trading up' can occur rather than 'like 

for like' when the biodiversity being lost is of low value and an offset of 

demonstrably higher conservation value is proposed47.  Like for like offsets 

occur where the ecological values gained through the offset are the same 

as those being lost through the activity which is being offset. A key limitation 

to trading up is that the biodiversity values being lost must be of low value 

(ie not highly irreplaceable or vulnerable).  This issue was discussed at the 

expert conferencing session on biodiversity offsetting and the following 

statement was recorded in their agreed statement: 
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All the experts agree it is important that the principle acknowledging 

that there are limits to what can be offset (i.e. that there are 

situations where residual impacts cannot be fully compensated for 

because of the irreplaceability or vulnerability of the biodiversity 

affected) is included in Appendix 9.1.4.5.    

7.45 An amendment has been made to Appendix 9.1.4.5(7) to introduce the 

concept of 'trading up'.  This amendment does not include the caveat that 

the values lost are not of high value and those gained are demonstrably of 

higher value.  Therefore this amendment is not consistent with the 

Guidance or the advice of the experts48.  Therefore it is my opinion the 

caveat needs to be included in Appendix 9.1.4.5(7) (see Attachment 

AMC2).   

7.46 In addition to the issue raised in paragraphs 7.44 to 7.45 above, I consider 

that the principle detailed in Appendix 9.1.4.5(7), which relates to 'like for 

like' offsets, should be a requirement and not optional.  In Revised Topic 

9.1 is has been deleted and replaced with should.    When the biodiversity 

is not like for like the ability to demonstrate/calculate that you are achieving 

no net loss becomes increasingly difficult49.   Therefore this is an important 

principle to ensure that biodiversity offsetting is consistent with the 

Guidance and the RPS.  It is my opinion (and that of Mr Head50) that this 

principle should be a requirement of any biodiversity offset that is offered in 

response to an activity being managed by the Replacement Plan (see 

Attachment AMC2).   

7.47 In the Crown's further submission a definition for 'environmental 

compensation' was sought.  This was required because Policy 8.1.1.3 

(Environment Compensation) in Revised Proposal 8 provided for 

environment compensation without providing any guidance with regard to 

what is meant by this phrase.  As discussed in the evidence of Mr Long, 

given this policy has been deleted in Revised Proposal 8, I consider this 

definition is no longer required.   

7.48 Other than the matters discussed above, I consider that the Policy 

9.1.1.1.5, Appendix 9.1.4.5 and the definition for 'biodiversity offset' are 

consistent with the higher order planning documents and the Guidance.   
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Matters of discretion 

7.49 As noted in my evidence above at paragraph 7.25, Revised Topic 9.1 

includes the matters of discretion sought by the Crown in respect of 

indigenous vegetation at 9.1.3.2.  However, Revised Topic 9.1 does not 

include the matters of discretion sought by the Crown in respect of water 

bodies and their margins51.  Ms Hogan does not explain this omission in her 

evidence but her accept/reject table confirms that this submission has been 

rejected52.   

7.50 Matters of discretion for water bodies and their margins are located in 

Proposal 6 Topic 6.6 Water Body Setbacks.  I consider that this is an 

appropriate location for these matters because Proposal 6.6 is the primary 

proposal that contains rules for managing the effects of activities on 

freshwater environments, including their margins.   

How to use the rules 

7.51 The Crown sought several amendments to section 9.1.2.1 How to use the 

rules seeking greater clarity.53  I support the amendments made in Revised 

Topic 9.1 as I consider that they provide clear direction with regard to the 

use of the rules.  

Definitions 

7.52 The Crown sought amendments to the definitions for 'indigenous 

vegetation' and 'clearance of indigenous vegetation'. With regard to 

'indigenous vegetation' the intent of the submission was to increase the 

clarity of the definition, and the submission point on the 'clearance of 

indigenous vegetation' was to recognise a wider range of activities that can 

result in the clearance of indigenous vegetation.   

7.53 Ms Hogan has accepted the Crown's submission on the 'indigenous 

vegetation' definition and I support the amendments that have been made.  

Ms Hogan has rejected the submission point on the definition for 'clearance 

of indigenous vegetation'.  I consider that this definition should be amended 

in accordance with the Crown's submission to take into account additional 

activities that can result in vegetation clearance.   
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8. LANDSCAPES, FEATURES AND NATURAL CHARACTER –TOPIC 9.2 

PROPOSAL 9 

Structure of Topic 9.2 

8.1 The Crown's submission sought a significant re-structure of Topic 9.2 as 

notified54.  In particular the Crown was concerned that Topic 9.2 was 

unclear, difficult to navigate and did not give effect to s6 of the RMA or the 

NZCPS.  Furthermore: 

(a) there was no apparent distinction between natural features and 

landscapes in policies and rules, or in the underlying section 32 

analysis;   

(b) the policies listed the attributes of areas and the matters controlled 

in rules rather than providing clear direction about the policy 

approach.  While describing the qualities of individual areas, the 

policies did not provide any indication of what distinguishes an 

outstanding landscape or natural feature from a significant one;    

(c) the length, detail, duplication and overlap in policies presented an 

obstacle to clear understanding of the policy direction;  

(d) because of the way that areas covered by the overlays were broken 

down in the appendices in 9.2.5, there was no clear and direct 

relationship between these areas and the quality descriptions in the 

policies; and 

(e) the format of the rules was not consistent with the format used 

elsewhere in the Replacement Plan.   

8.2 I agree with the concerns raised by the Crown and support the proposed 

restructure and content of Topic 9.2 that is attached to the Crown's 

submission55.  In summary the Crown sought the following: 

(a) the separation of Proposal 9 into: 

(i) 9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems; 

(ii) 9.2 Natural Character; 

(iii) 9.3 Natural Features and Landscapes; 
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(iv) 9.4 Coastal Environment; 

(v) 9.5 Historic Heritage; and 

(vi) 9.6 Significant Trees. 

(b) the removal of descriptive text of the specific overlay units from the 

policies; and 

(c) a policy framework that provided clear direction with regard to the 

management of the values that are provided for within Topic 9.2.   

8.3 Revised Topic 9.2 has not incorporated the Crown's proposed structure and 

has accepted very little of the Crown's suggested content.  I discuss the 

content at paragraphs 8.7 to 8.17 below.  Ms Ferguson has briefly 

discussed the Crown's submission on the structure of Topic 9.256 and has 

stated that it is her preferred position that the policies remain and are not 

moved.  Ms Ferguson states that she considers that at this time the content 

is more critical than where the policies are located57.   

8.4 It is my opinion that the structure of Revised Topic 9.2 is not clear, concise 

or user friendly.  The importance of the Replacement Plan using clear and 

concise language and being easy to understand is recognised by the 

Statement of Expectations and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2.   

8.5 I consider that the structure proposed by the Crown is critical in reducing 

plan interpretation and implementation issues.  Splitting Topic 9.2 into 

'natural character' and 'landscapes and natural features' would ensure that 

plan users are not overwhelmed with the detail that is contained within this 

section of Proposal 9.   

8.6 In summary I do not agree with Ms Ferguson.  Attached to this evidence as 

Attachment AMC3 is the proposed structure for Topic 9.2 that was 

suggested in Appendix 3 of the Crown's submission.  I support this 

structure.     
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Content of the Objectives and Policies  

8.7 The Crown's submission considered that the objectives and policies in 

Topic 9.2 did not provide a clear policy approach due to the content, length, 

detail, duplication and overlap of the objectives and policies58.   

8.8 I consider that the objectives and policies in Revised Topic 9.2 are still too 

complex.  As a result, the intent and purpose of these objectives and 

policies are being lost.   

8.9 Furthermore, there is a significant amount of duplication because the 

descriptive detail that is contained within the policies is also contained 

within the appendices and these areas are also identified on the planning 

maps.  I understand that the Council's intention is that the key qualities are 

described in the policies and the specifics of the sites are described in the 

appendix and identified on the planning maps.  However I consider that it 

would be more clear and concise if the key qualities were to be included as 

a separate appendix and referenced in the policies (as per the Crown 

submission) 59.  

8.10 Ms Ferguson is concerned that if content that is currently contained within 

the policies is moved to an appendix it could be interpreted as an 

exhaustive list60.  I believe that this risk can be appropriately mitigated by 

including a policy that refers to an appendix listing the qualities and stating 

that it is not an exhaustive list. 

8.11 In Revised Topic 9.2 minor amendments have been made to the objectives 

and policies in response to the Crown's submission on their content61.  

Amendments have been made to the natural character provisions to 

recognise the importance of preserving the natural character of wetlands, 

lakes and rivers and their margins under s6(a) of the RMA (Objective 

9.2.1.3, Policy 9.2.2.5.1 and 9.2.2.5.3).  A further additional policy has been 

included to address cumulative adverse effects on natural character values 

(Policy 9.2.2.5.4).  

8.12 I note that there is still unnecessary duplication in these provisions.  For 

example, both Policy 9.2.2.5.2 and Policy 9.2.2.5.3 state how the qualities 

of natural character are to be preserved.  The difference is that the former 
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addresses coastal natural character and the latter addresses the natural 

character of wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins.  These policies 

contain identical mechanisms to preserve natural character and could be 

combined (for example the approach taken in Policy 9.2.2.2 in Appendix 3 

of the Crown's submission)62.     

8.13 In response to submissions received, Ms Ferguson has amended Objective 

9.2.1.2 (Significant Features and Rural Amenity Landscapes) and Policies 

9.2.2.3 (Significant Features) and 9.2.2.4 (Rural Amenity Landscapes) to 

remove the policy direction for the enhancement of these values.  Ms 

Ferguson acknowledges that enhancement is a matter to have particular 

regard to in accordance with s7(c) and (f) RMA63.  However she considers 

this requirement to be unduly onerous.   

8.14 In the revised Objective in the Crown's submission (attached as 

Attachment AMC4 – Objective 9.3.1(b)), a qualification is added to the 

requirement to 'enhance': the values of the district's significant natural 

features and significant landscapes are maintained and, where practical, 

enhanced (my emphasis added).  I support this objective and the 

qualification for enhancement.  I do not consider Ms Ferguson's approach 

of deleting the requirement to enhance to be in all cases an appropriate 

approach in light of s7(c) and (f) of the RMA.   

8.15 I support the Crown's suggested amendments to the objectives and 

policies64.  A copy of these amendments is attached to my evidence as 

Attachment AMC4.  These provisions are structured as per the structure 

detailed in paragraph 8.2 above and set out in Attachment AMC3.   

8.16 In my opinion, these provisions (AMC4) clearly articulate objectives that are 

consistent with the RPS, NZCPS and the purpose of the RMA.  The 

policies:  

(a) articulate the qualities of the overlays;  

(b) state the management approaches to achieve the objective 

(including addressing cumulative effects); and  

(c) provide for restoration and non-regulatory methods.   
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8.17 I consider that the policies are consistent with and give effect to the higher 

order planning documents.   

Rules 

Structure 

8.18 The Council adopted a different approach in Topic 9.2 to the rest of the 

Replacement Plan with respect to the activity status tables.  Topic 9.2 

grouped the activity status tables according to the overlay and not 

according to the activity and activity status.  Consequently, each overlay 

has its own activity status table.   

8.19 The Crown sought amendments to this rule structure so that it is consistent 

with the format used elsewhere in the Replacement Plan.65  While the 

Crown acknowledged that the Council's structure was intended to avoid 

duplication, it considered that the structure was confusing, particularly for 

users not familiar with RMA terminology.  The Crown also sought that the 

use 'n/a' in the activity status tables be removed because this did not assign 

a clear activity status.   

8.20 The Crown's submission point of the rule structure has only been 

addressed by Ms Ferguson with regard to the use of 'n/a'66 and she does 

not appear to have made any further comment.   

8.21 I agree with the Crown's submission point and consider that amending the 

structure of the activity status tables would improve clarity and reduce 

duplication.  Attached as part of Attachment AMC4 is a proposed 

restructure of the activity status tables for natural character, and landscapes 

and features.  The proposed re-structure of the rules is consistent with the 

structure discussed at paragraphs 8.2 to 8.6 above.       

How to use the rules 

8.22 The Crown sought amendments to 9.2.3.1 (How to use the rules) to 

improve clarity67. Ms Ferguson has accepted the Crown's submission in 

principle and made some amendments to this section68.  The amendments 

that have been made are not identical to those that are requested in the 

Crown's submission.  I prefer the suggested amendments sought in the 
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Crown's submission because they are concise and do not contain 

unnecessary information.  These are detailed in the attached Attachment 

AMC2.   

Natural character – s6(a) 

8.23 The Crown's submission requested amendments to Topic 9.2 to recognise 

that s6(a) of the RMA addresses not only the preservation of the natural 

character of the coastal environment, but also the natural character of 

wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins.69  Revised Topic 9.2 does not 

include rules that manage the effects of activities on natural character 

outside of the coastal environment.   

8.24 Ms Ferguson explains in her evidence that the Council has not undertaken 

an assessment of the natural character of wetlands, lakes and rivers and 

their margins equivalent to the assessments undertaken in the Banks 

Peninsula Landscape Study and the Christchurch Landscape Study70.  In 

her view, a full framework with rules as requested by the Crown would 

require methodology, identification, mapping and scheduling of those areas. 

8.25 I note that the provisions in section 6.6 of Proposal 6 (General Rules and 

Procedures) addressing water body setbacks includes rules managing the 

effects of activities in water body setbacks (i.e. in the margins of wetlands, 

lakes and rivers).  Furthermore, the Objective and Policies in section 6.6 do 

address natural character, albeit in a limited form.  Therefore I consider that 

the full ambit of s6(a) RMA can be addressed by a combination of 

provisions in Topic 9.2 and section 6.6 of Proposal 6. 

Consistent treatment of buildings with similar visual effects 

8.26 The Crown sought that rules for buildings with similar adverse effects in the 

outstanding natural feature and landscape overlay be treated consistently 

with regard to the activity status71.  Ms Ferguson rejects the Crown's 

submission point on the basis that those buildings that are afforded a more 

enabling activity status are reflective of the anticipated activities in the 

underlying zone.72   

8.27 For example Kaitorete Spit is identified as an Outstanding Natural 

Landscape ("ONL") and has an underlying rural zoning.  Farm buildings up 
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to 100m2 are a permitted activity and recreational facilities of the same size 

require a restricted discretionary consent.   

8.28 I agree with Ms Ferguson that this approach is appropriate and facilitates 

the Replacement Plan being consistent between proposals.  Furthermore I 

support that no amendments have been made to the rules with regard to 

the notification of consent applications for buildings, or the activity status of 

residential units.  The Crown is no longer pursuing this submission point.   

Specific overlay considerations 

8.29 The Crown's further submission supported the Council's intention to reduce 

duplication with regard to the Kennedys Bush (ONL38.3) and the Worsely's 

Spur (SL11.2) overlays because these areas have been zoned residential 

or are pending a residential zoning.  Ms Ferguson supports this approach of 

removing the overlay from these areas where the residential zoning will 

apply.  I consider that this approach will achieve what was being sought by 

the Crown and is an appropriate method of addressing this issue of 

duplication in the Replacement Plan.       

Topic 9.2 and the Papakāinga Zone 

8.30 The Crown's submission noted that other provisions (including provisions in 

Topic 9.2) applied to Proposal 4, and that this created uncertainty.  The 

Crown submission sought clarity as to which provisions applied.  Ms 

Ferguson considers due to the revised provisions in Proposal 4 (e.g. taking 

into account the effects on the qualities of landscape and natural character 

and the insertion of a cross reference to Proposal 9 Topic 9.2) the overlay 

rules in 9.2.3 are no longer necessary, and recommends that these are 

deleted and a reference is added to 'How to use the rules' directing users to 

the Papakāinga zone73.   

8.31 However it is my understanding that there are no provisions in the 

Papakāinga Proposal that substantively and finally deal with landscape and 

natural character issues.  There is a policy which currently references 

outstanding natural landscapes and features, coastal character areas and 

significant landscapes and sites of Ngai Tahu cultural significance but its 

requirement is bracketed to be reconsidered by the Panel as part of its 

further hearing of relevant proposals.  I consider that there is a risk that 

Proposal 4 and Proposal 9 will point to each other to manage effects on the 
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landscape, features and natural character values and neither proposal will 

contain the required provisions.     

8.32 I understand that it has recently been agreed by the Crown, Council and 

Ngai Tahu, in the context of the Proposal 4 hearing process, that the 

landscape and natural character provisions that will apply in the 

Papakāinga zone will be set out in Proposal 9.  On that basis, I consider 

that this issue should be discussed (and if possible agreed) between the 

relevant Crown, Council and Ngai Tahu witnesses. 

8.33 The Crown's further submission supported the Council's request that 

amendments are made to the planning maps with regard to the mapping of 

the 'remaining' areas of natural character within the coastal environment.  It 

was considered that this would facilitate the correct implementation of the 

Replacement Plan.  Both Ms Ferguson and I support this amendment to the 

planning maps74.  In addition to this specific amendment the Crown 

supported the Council's approach of mapping and identifying the natural 

character overlays.  I also support this approach.          

Maintenance and construction of roads 

8.34 The Crown sought amendments to the activity status tables to provide 

clarity that maintenance of existing roads in existing road corridors in the 

coastal environment overlays is a permitted activity75.  Furthermore, within 

the natural character overlay, the Crown sought the following activity 

statuses for the construction of new roads76: 

(a) restricted discretionary in areas of natural character; 

(b) discretionary in areas of at least high natural character; and  

(c) non-complying in areas of outstanding natural character.   

8.35 Ms Ferguson77 clarifies that it is not intended for the overlay rules in Rule 

9.2.3.2.1; Rule 9.2.3.3.1; or 9.2.3.4.1 to trigger the need for resource 

consent for road maintenance.  She proposes to amend the 'how to use the 

rules' section of Chapter 9.2 to clarify that road maintenance continues to 

be a permitted activity under the Transport zone provisions in Chapter 7.  I 

support this amendment, and note that Rule 7.2.2.1 (P12) and (P13) of the 

                                                
74

 Statement of evidence of Shirley Ferguson at paragraph 6.12. 
75

 See for example pages 87 to 88 of the Crown's submission. 
76

 Page 89 of the Crown's Stage 3 submission. 
77

 Statement of evidence of Shirley Ferguson at paragraph 6.65. 



 

 Page 33 

Council's revised version of the Transport Proposal dated 1 September 

2015 provides that the operation, maintenance of transport infrastructure; 

and new transport infrastructure and additions to existing transport 

infrastructure are all permitted activities. 

8.36 Ms Pflüger addresses the issue of road construction with regard to the 

natural character overlays.  She considers that a differentiation can be 

made between Outstanding Natural Character/High Natural Character and 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment.  Ms Pflüger considers that 

former natural character overlays have a high sensitivity78.   

8.37 Ms Ferguson has amended the rules to provide for the construction of 

roads in areas of the Natural Character in the Coastal Environment as 

discretionary and maintained the non-complying activity status for all other 

natural character overlays79.  Based on the evidence of Ms Pflüger I support 

this approach. 

Quarrying in areas of natural character 

8.38 The Crown sought that quarrying be a non-complying activity within each of 

three natural character overlays in the coastal environment80.  In Revised 

Topic 9.2, quarrying has been added to the activity status table for the 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment overlays as a non-complying 

activity for each of the natural character overlays.   

8.39 Mr Rough considers that quarrying activities can have significant effects on 

the natural character of the coastal environment81.  Based on the evidence 

of Mr Rough, I support the amendment that Ms Ferguson has made to Rule 

9.2.3.4.1(k) to make quarrying activities within the natural character 

overlays a non-complying activity.  I consider that the addition of this rule 

and its status is consistent with the higher order planning documents, and in 

particular the NZCPS.    

8.40 Other than the quarrying point, the Crown supported the rules in respect of 

areas of natural character in the coastal environment rules.  I support the 

further changes that have been made by the Council to these rules.    
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Matters of Discretion  

8.41 The Crown sought that the matters of discretion (9.2.4) in Topic 9.2 be 

rationalised and restructured to remove duplication and unnecessary 

details82. In addition, the Crown sought that each overlay category include 

an additional matter of discretion that recognised the technical or 

operational need for activities to occur at particular sites.   

8.42 Ms Ferguson considers that the matters of discretion in Revised Topic 9.2 

provide sufficient discretion to implement the policies and therefore are 

appropriate.  I agree with her inclusion of a specific matter addressing 

operational and functional requirements in accordance with the Crown's 

submission.  However I do not agree that the matters of discretion, as a 

whole, in Revised Topic 9.2 are appropriate as they do not achieve the 

statement of expectations requirement to reduce unnecessary duplication. 

8.43 The Crown's submission provided requested amendments to the matters of 

discretion in Appendix 3, and these are set out in Attachment AMC4 to my 

evidence.  I support these amendments because these matters of discretion 

are clear, concise and will facilitate robust decision making.    

8.44 The Crown sought to consolidate the matters of discretion for Outstanding 

Natural Features ("ONF"), ONL, Significant Features and Significant 

Landscapes (Rural Amenity Landscapes) into one list.  In Revised Topic 9.2 

there are two lists:  

(a) Outstanding Natural Features and Outstanding Natural Landscapes; 

and 

(b) Significant Features and Significant Landscapes (Rural Amenity 

Landscapes).   

8.45 I have compared these two lists and the majority of these assessment 

matters occur on both of the lists.  I have also compared the matters of 

discretion in the Crown's submission and those in Revised Topic 9.2 and 

they are very similar.   

8.46 The primary substantive difference between the Crown's suggested matters 

of discretion for natural character and those provided in Revised Topic 9.2 

is that the Crown's matters of discretion are more applicable to proposed 

activities within wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins and therefore 
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the Crown's approach would better provide for the policies and objectives to 

be implemented.  I note that aside from this there is very little difference 

between the matters of discretion in the Crown's submission and those in 

Revised Topic 9.2.  

8.47 I support the Crown's approach to consolidate and simplify the matters of 

discretion addressed in this section of Topic 9.2.  I have re-drafted the 

matters of discretion taking into account the Crown's submission and 

Revised Topic 9.2.  This is set out in Attachment AMC4.  This version of 

the matters of discretion is in my opinion the most effective and efficient 

way to achieve the objectives and policies of the Replacement Plan.  These 

matters for discretion would give effect to the higher order planning 

documents and are consistent with the purpose of the RMA.    

9. TRANSPORT – PROPOSAL 7  

9.1 The Crown's submission on the Stage 3 notification of Proposal 7 

(Transport) (the "Transport Proposal") sought that Matters of Discretion 

7.3.21 (4) – (8) be deleted.83  In place of (4) – (8), the Crown sought that a 

cross reference be inserted into 7.3.21 directing plan users to Proposal 9, 

where a complete and robust list of matters of discretion for the coastal 

environment should be located.   

9.2 It is unclear in the Transport Proposal how Assessment Matters (4) – (8) 

are to be applied and, in particular, the introductory sentence to matters (4) 

– (8) is unclear. 

9.3 Ms Ferguson has amended this Assessment Matter in accordance with the 

Crown's submission.  I agree with this approach.  I consider this 

amendment will improve plan usability and will facilitate the Replacement 

Plan giving effect to the higher order documents, particularly the NZCPS.   

9.4 I note that the matters of discretion addressing the coastal environment will 

be addressed further by the Crown in evidence in the hearing for Proposal 

19 and on coastal environment matters generally. 
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10. SUBDIVISION, DEVELOPMENT AND EARTHWORKS – PROPOSAL 8 

Subdivision and Development – Objectives and Policies  

10.1 It is my opinion that Objective 8.1.1 and 8.1.2(b) and Policy 8.1.1.1 as 

drafted in Revised Proposal 8 are appropriate.  However I consider that 

further minor drafting is required to ensure their consistency with the higher 

order planning documents and to improve their clarity.  These amendments 

are: 

(a) Deleting 'significant' from the Objective 8.1.1.  The use of this word 

in the Objective is not clear and is not consistent with s6(b) of the 

RMA.   

(b) Deleting the reference to 'identified in the Plan'.  The use of this 

phrase restricts the consideration of values to those that are 

identified in the Replacement Plan.  As discussed in paragraphs 7.1 

to 7.6 above, not all significant indigenous vegetation and significant 

habitats of indigenous fauna have been identified; 

(c) Amending Policy 8.1.1.1 (ii) so that the terminology in this Policy is 

consistent with Revised Topic 9.2; and 

(d) Amending Policy 8.1.1.1(iii) so the reference to s6(c) values is 

correct and to split this policy into two: (1) cultural landscapes; and 

(2) the s6(c) values. 

10.2 I support the deletion of Policy 8.1.1.3 Environment Compensation.  I agree 

with Mr Long that as drafted this Policy was not appropriate as it did not 

give effect to the RPS and is inconsistent with the guidance on biodiversity 

offsetting84.   

Subdivision rules, matter of control and assessment matters  

10.3 The Crown sought that the subdivision provisions, with regard to natural 

values, were amended to increase clarity, to correct terminology issues and 

to provide greater linkages with Proposal 985.  In my opinion these matters 

have largely been achieved in Revised Proposal 8.  However I consider that 

the following specific amendments are required: 
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(a) Amending rule 8.2.2.2 RD13 to correctly and clearly reference the 

categories of natural character and delete the references to 

'significant landscape' and 'important ridgeline'; 

(b) Amending matter of control 8.2.4.1(26) to delete the reference to 

'sites and areas identified', because the sites and areas identified in 

Proposal 9 are not exhaustive lists; and 

(c) Amending Matter of Discretion (8.2.4.2(17(w)(vii))) to not limit the 

consideration of the matters of discretion in Proposal 9 to 9.2.4 and 

to include consideration of the matters of discretion at 9.1.3.2 on 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.      

10.4 I note that Rule 8.2.2.2 RD10 is limited to SES and throughout this 

evidence statement I have sought amendments to rules that limit the 

consideration to SES.  In this example I consider it is appropriate to limit the 

rule to SES because the activity will not result in the clearance of 

indigenous biodiversity values.  The clearance activities are managed by 

Revised Topic 9.1.    

Earthworks – Objectives and Policies  

10.5 The Crown sought the deletion of the earthworks objective (8.7.1(2)) and 

two policies (8.7.1.2-3) as they relate to natural values and requested that a 

cross reference be inserted to the objectives and policies in Proposal 9.  Mr 

Long has accepted this submission point and deleted the provisions.   

10.6 I generally support the approach that Proposal 9 is the primary proposal for 

managing natural values; however, I consider that the objective and policies 

in the subdivision section of Revised Proposal 8 would also be appropriate 

(subject to amendments discussed above) to apply to earthworks activities.  

I consider that it would be appropriate to restructure Revised Proposal 8 so 

that Objective 8.1.1 and policy 8.1.1 clearly apply to earthworks activities.  

In addition to this restructure I consider it is appropriate to include a cross 

reference to the objectives and policies in Revised Topics 9.1 and 9.2 as 

per the clarification note in 8.7.1 in Revised Proposal 8. 

Earthworks – Rules  

10.7 In the Stage 2 submission the Crown sought an amendment to Rule 8.8.2 

P1 Activity Standard 1.  As notified this activity standard provides for the 

earthworks volumes specified in Table 1 to be undertaken as a permitted 
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activity every 12 months. The Crown sought that for the relevant overlays 

that this time period is extended from one year to five years.              

10.8 This activity standard will only affect earthworks activities in the ONL, the 

coastal environment and areas of at least high, high and outstanding 

natural character.  That is because those overlays have a permitted 

earthworks volume of 25m3 /ha.  All the other overlays have a 'nil' permitted 

volume. 

10.9 Mr Rough states that earthworks can have adverse landscape and visual 

effects in ONL, the coastal environment and areas of at least high, high and 

outstanding natural character areas.  Mr Rough considers that no more 

than 25m3/ha every five years is appropriate to manage the adverse 

effects86.  Therefore I consider it appropriate to adopt the Crown's 

submission point.        

10.10 The Crown sought an amendment to Rule 8.8.2 Table 1 seeking that 

'waterbody margins' be added as an additional overlay.  Mr Long has not 

accepted this submission point and I agree with him because earthworks in 

waterbody margins are addressed in the General Rule Proposal (6.6 Water 

Body Setbacks).  This is clarified under Table 1 (clarification point 4) in 

Revised Proposal 8.   

10.11 However, I consider that three amendments are required to be made to 

Table 1 in Revised Proposal 8 as follows: 

(a) The table includes a reference to 'important ridgelines'.  As 

discussed above, this term has been removed from the 

Replacement Plan and those values are caught within the ONL 

overlay.  Therefore the reference to these values in the table is 

redundant.   

(b) The table references SES.  As stated above the schedule of SES is 

incomplete and does not represent all significant sites located within 

the Christchurch District.  I consider that this reference should be 

deleted and replaced with 'significant indigenous vegetation and 

significant habitats of indigenous fauna, including Sites of Ecological 

Significance'.  This amendment would be consistent with the 

terminology used in Policy 8.1.1.1.   
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(c) I consider that the separate reference to the 'coastal environment' 

and 'Areas of Outstanding Natural Character, Areas of Very High 

Natural Character, or Areas of High Natural Character' is unclear.  

That is because each of those natural character categories occurs 

within the coastal environment.  Furthermore, the table does not 

distinguish between outstanding and other values within the coastal 

environment with regard to earthworks volumes.  I consider that to 

address this issue the following amendments should be made to the 

table: 

(i) The ONL overlay is separated out into its own row; 

(ii) The reference to 'Areas of Outstanding Natural Character, 

Areas of Very High Natural Character, or Areas of High 

Natural Character' is deleted and replaced with 'Areas of at 

least High Natural Character'; 

(iii) A clarification note is added to the table stating that 'At Least 

High Natural Character includes Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Character, Areas of Very High Natural Character, or 

Areas of High Natural Character'; and 

(iv) The 'coastal environment' row is amended to read 'coastal 

environment outside of areas of at least High Natural 

Character'. 

10.12 If the thresholds specified in Table 1 are exceeded a discretionary rule is 

triggered (Rule 8.8.4A).  I note that there is a typo in this rule as it refers to 

'Rule 8.6.2' and I assume that it is meant to refer to 'Rule 8.8.2'.  The Crown 

submitted on this rule requesting that it be deleted and a new non-

complying rule be inserted.  The effect of this would be that any non-

compliance with the volumes specified in Table 1 would trigger a non-

complying rule.  This submission point has not been adopted by Mr Long.     

10.13 I consider that it is appropriate to distinguish between the overlays to give 

effect to the objectives and policies in Revised Topics 9.1 and 9.2, NZCPS 

and s6 of the RMA.  Therefore in my opinion non-compliance with Table 1 

should be dealt with through both a discretionary and non-complying rule 

framework.  I consider that earthworks that exceed the volumes in Table 1 

in the ONL, Outstanding Natural Character, SES and ONF overlays should 

be subject to a non-complying rule.  Earthworks that exceed the volumes in 
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Table 1 in the following overlays should be subject to a discretionary rule: 

coastal environment (outside of the Outstanding Natural Character overlay) 

and non-identified significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats 

of indigenous fauna.   

10.14 The Crown sought a non-complying rule for the modification, alteration or 

removal of sand from sand dunes.  Mr Long has adopted this submission 

point as he considers that this is consistent with the NZCPS and RPS87.  I 

agree with Mr Long.   

Earthworks – Matters of Discretion 

10.15 The Crown supported the approach in the notified Subdivision Proposal to 

refer to the relevant matters of discretion in Proposal 9 where a rule was 

triggered and it was appropriate to consider the effects on natural values.  

Through the Stage 2 Subdivision hearing, the Crown's evidence supported 

the inclusion of a new clause 8.8.7(7) addressing the effects of earthworks 

on natural values such as indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems in the 

coastal environment88.  

10.16 In my view, the  Matters of Discretion 9.1.3.2 – Indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystem contained in Revised Topic 9.1 address the matters listed in 

8.8.7(7) and would provide clear direction for plan users.  To facilitate 

consistency across the Replacement Plan and reduce duplication, I would 

support deleting clause 8.8.7(7) and replacing it with reference to 9.1.3.2. 

10.17 I consider it would be appropriate for the matters of discretion in Revised 

Topic 9.2, amended as set out in Attachment AMC4 to also be referenced:  

9.2.4.1 Natural Character and 9.3.4.1 Natural Features and Landscapes.   

10.18 In that respect, I note that matter for discretion 8.8.7(7) refers to 'natural 

character associated with a waterbody'.  I consider it appropriate to 

consider this issue because of the potential of off-site effects.  The natural 

character matters of discretion listed in Attachment AMC4 can be applied 

to the natural character waterbodies.  However I consider it would also be 

effective to refer to the matters of discretion that are in Proposal 6.6. 
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10.19 I also consider it is necessary to reference matters of discretion addressing 

the coastal environment.  These will be addressed by the Crown through 

planning evidence in the Coastal Proposal hearing.   

11. UTILITIES AND ENERGY – PROPOSAL 11   

Proposal 9 and 11 

Landscape and natural character 

11.1 In Revised Topic 9.2 an exemption for utilities has been included in the 

'how to use the rules section' (9.2.3.1.4):   

The rules that relate to utilities in landscape and natural character in the 

coastal environment overlay areas can be found in Chapter 11.  The 

rules in 9.2.3 do not apply to utilities.   

11.2 This amendment has not been directly addressed in Ms Ferguson's 

evidence other than in her Appendix 1 (Revised Topic 9.2).  Ms Jenkin does 

not clearly state in her evidence that the provisions in Revised Topic 9.2 do 

not apply to utilities and energy activities89.   

11.3 Ms Jenkin notes that she considers that the additional assessment matter 

proposed by Ms Ferguson of "the extent to which the proposal has 

technical or operational needs for its location" would be appropriate to 

include in Revised Topic 9.2 "as it will enable consideration of the specific 

requirements of utilities"90.  This statement in Ms Jenkin's evidence implies 

that she considers that the provisions in Revised Topic 9.2 apply to 

activities that are managed by Proposal 11 and therefore has drafted 

Revised Proposal 11 provisions in accordance with this.   

11.4 The exemption for utilities from 9.2.3 appears to result in a lacuna in the 

plan with regard to the management of effects associated with the 

construction or extension of an access track to utilities (Rule 11.3.1.1 P1 

and insert refer to 9.2) with respect to ONL, ONF and natural character in 

the coastal environment. 

11.5 Mr Rough states that roads and access tracks are land use activities that 

have potential to adversely affect natural character, landscape and 

features91.  Therefore, I do not consider it is appropriate or consistent with 
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the higher order planning documents for the construction or extension to 

access tracks to be a permitted activity in an ONL, ONF or natural character 

in the coastal environment overlays.  If the exemption in Revised Topic 9.2 

is not deleted, Rule 11.3.1.1 P1 will need to be amended to re-instate the 

references to the ONL, ONF or natural character in the coastal environment 

overlays.   

11.6 The approach adopted by Ms Jenkin to delete the reference to ONL, ONF 

and natural character in the coastal environment is in accordance with the 

Crown's submission and provided that the provisions in Topic 9.2 apply, I 

agree with this approach.  I consider it reduces duplication, increases clarity 

and will assist in ensuring plan consistency.   

11.7 Otherwise, I consider that the amendments to the rules in Revised Proposal 

11 relating to landscape and natural character are appropriate.  

Amendments have been made to correct the reference to the coastal 

natural character category overlays.  The Crown sought an amendment to 

Rule 11.3.1.1 P2 (weather stations and navigational aids) to distinguish 

between navigational aids required for human health and safety and other 

navigational aids.  With regard to the 'other' navigational aids it was sought 

that these were not located within natural value overlays.  Mr Rough 

considers that navigational aids have the potential to adversely affect the 

natural character integrity of outstanding natural features or landscapes, 

significant features or landscapes, rural amenity landscapes and important 

ridgelines in the District92.  I agree with Ms Jenkin that weather stations and 

navigational aids are not inappropriate because of their health and safety 

function.   

SES   

11.8 As discussed above the schedule of SES is incomplete; therefore, 

references to SES in Revised Proposal 11 are inadequate, as they do not 

capture non-scheduled sites.  The Crown sought that where this reference 

was included in the provisions in Revised Proposal 11 it be deleted and 

replaced with 'significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna'.  I agree with the Crown for the reasons discussed at 

paragraphs 7.1 to 7.6.  This submission point has been rejected by Ms 
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Jenkins on the basis that "this is the language of [Proposal 9] and it needs 

to be consistent throughout"93. 

11.9 In light of the potential adverse effects that the activities managed by this 

proposal could have on significant indigenous vegetation and the significant 

habitats of indigenous fauna and the fact that the schedule of SES is 

incomplete, I consider that the rules in Revised Proposal 11 need to be 

amended to delete the reference to SES and be replaced with 'significant 

indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna'.  This 

amendment is required to give effect to the higher order planning 

documents.    

Policy 11.1.2.1 

11.10 The Crown submitted on this policy seeking the deletion of the reference to 

SES and the inclusion of reference to 'significant indigenous fauna and 

habitats of significant indigenous fauna'.   

11.11 Ms Jenkin states in her evidence that she amended the policy to include a 

reference to 'significant indigenous fauna and habitats of significant 

indigenous fauna'94.  This is reflected in Revised Proposal 11, although she 

has not deleted SES.  I am comfortable with this approach. 

11.12 Ms Jenkin has inserted a qualifier into the policy requiring that 'where 

reasonably practicable … utilities … do not result in a significant reduction 

in the values'.  Ms Jenkin considers that without the significant qualifier the 

policy could prevent the maintenance, upgrade, operation and development 

of utilities within the natural values overlays95.   

11.13 Ms Jenkins considers that this approach is consistent with the NZCPS 

(Policy 15) because the NZCPS states that significant adverse effects are 

to be avoided (in addition to Policy 15(b), this is stated in Policy 11(a), 

Policy 13(b)).  However, these policies in the NZCPS do not apply to 

significant biological diversity, an ONL, ONF or area of outstanding natural 

character.  When the value is significant or outstanding there is no 

'significant' qualifier in the relevant NZCPS policies and therefore all 

adverse effects are to be avoided (Policy 11(a), 13(a) and 15(a)).  Given 

that Policy 11.1.2.1 is primarily only addressing significant and outstanding 
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values the proposed amendment to include significant with regard to 

adverse effects is clearly inconsistent with the NZCPS.    

11.14 In addition to the NZCPS, I consider that the amendment to the Policy is 

inconsistent with the strategic objectives, RPS and the purpose of the RMA.  

Furthermore I consider that this policy is inconsistent with the objectives 

and policies that are in Revised Topics 9.1 and 9.2.  

11.15 Policy 11.1.2.1 also includes an additional qualifier – 'where reasonably 

practicable'.  Consequently the adverse effects associated with establishing 

new or upgrading utilities only have to be addressed when it is practicable.  

I do not consider that this qualifier is appropriate.  There is no guidance 

within the Replacement Plan to determine what is practicable.  

Consequently this qualifier creates an uncertain policy framework with 

regard to the management of adverse effects associated with utilities on 

outstanding and significant natural values.  In my opinion, this qualifier is 

inconsistent with the higher order planning documents and should be 

deleted.   

Assessment Matters 

11.16 As discussed above, one of the primary objectives of the Crown's 

submission was to increase the consistent treatment of natural values 

between the proposals and also decrease the amount of duplication.  

Therefore, the Crown sought that the assessment matters (11.4.1) in the 

Utilities and Energy Proposal that addressed natural values be deleted and 

a cross reference inserted in their place to relevant assessment matters in 

Proposal 9. I agree with this approach.   

11.17 In Revised Proposal 11 this submission point has not been adopted 

because Ms Jenkin considers that as notified the assessment matters in 

Proposal 9 generally make little or no reference to utilities, and 

consequently there is the potential that an overly restrictive assessment 

could apply96.   

11.18 I do not agree with Ms Jenkin's position.  I consider that the assessment 

matters in Revised Topic 9.1 (9.1.3.2) and the consolidated assessment 

matters for landscape, features and natural character in Attachment AMC4 

are appropriate to use with regard to utilities and energy activities.  I do not 

consider they are overly restrictive.  These assessment matters provide a 
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clear and concise decision making framework that would assist all plan 

users to ascertain the appropriateness of a proposed activity.  Assessment 

matter 11.4.1 would not achieve this.  Assessment matter 11.4.1 is:    

The extent to which the utility and associated structures affect the 

values of areas identified in the District Plan as an Outstanding Natural 

Landscape, Outstanding Natural Feature, Outstanding Natural 

Character areas in the Coastal Environment, or Sites of Ecological 

Significance.                

11.19 This assessment matter limits the consideration of the effects to 

Outstanding Natural Character areas in the Coastal Environment and SES.  

For the reasons discussed above, it is not appropriate to limit the 

assessment matter to SES, and limiting the natural character assessment 

to outstanding natural character is not consistent with the higher order 

planning documents.      

11.20 Assessment Matter 11.4.1 is not appropriate and will not facilitate the 

Replacement Plan giving effect to the higher planning documents. 

12. RURAL – PROPOSAL 17  

Identified Important Ridgelines and Rural Amenity Landscapes 

12.1 Throughout the rules in Revised Proposal 17 references are made to an 

assessment matter addressing 'identified important ridgelines' in Revised 

Topic 9.2.  The assessment matter (17.8.3.2) addressing this value has 

been deleted in Revised Proposal 17.   

12.2 Reference to important ridgelines is consistent with the Crown's 

submission.  However, Ms Jenkin states that 'important ridgelines' have 

been deleted from the Replacement Plan, and have been incorporated into 

'Significant Features'97.  I support the incorporation of 'important ridgelines' 

into 'Significant Features'.   

12.3 In addition, I consider that the references to the 'Rural Amenity Landscape' 

assessment matter can be deleted from the rules.  This is because, as 

detailed above, Attachment AMC4 contains a new structure and content 

that combines the assessment matters for ONL, ONF and Rural Amenity 

Landscapes in Revised Topic 9.2.     
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12.4 To ensure that the Replacement Plan is consistent between proposals I 

consider that the reference in Revised Proposal 17 to 'identified important 

ridgelines' and 'Rural Amenity Landscapes' in the rules should be replaced 

with 'Natural Features and Landscape 9.3.4.1'98.    

Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes  

12.5 The Crown sought the inclusion of assessment matters addressing ONLs 

and ONFs as a relevant matter for a number of the rules in the Rural 

Proposal.  This submission point has not been accepted by Ms Hogan.   

12.6 I agree with Ms Hogan's approach because the activities that the Crown 

sought be subject to assessment matters addressing ONLs and ONFs are 

activities that are specifically addressed in Revised Topic 9.2.  

12.7 For example, the Crown sought that for plantation forestry activities that are 

managed by the Rural Proposal, an assessment matter be included 

requiring ONL and ONF matters be taken into account.  Revised Topic 9.2 

includes specific rules addressing plantation forestry within ONLs, ONFs 

and areas of natural character in the coastal environment.   

Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems 

12.8 Ms Hogan has amended the reference in the rules in Revised Proposal 17 

addressing indigenous biodiversity to refer to the assessment matter that is 

in Revised Topic 9.1 and therefore has also deleted the 'Ecosystems and 

indigenous biodiversity' assessment matter in the Rural Proposal (17.8.3.3).  

This is consistent with the Crown's submission and I support these 

amendments.  These amendments will contribute to the achieving 

consistency throughout the Replacement Plan and will decrease the 

amount of duplication.  

Coastal Environment  

12.9 The Crown sought that 'natural character', with a cross-reference to the 

relevant Proposal 9 provisions, be inserted into the rule framework as a 

matter of discretion99.  Ms Hogan has not accepted this submission point.   

12.10 Ms Hogan has not discussed the reason for this in her evidence.  However I 

assume that she has taken this approach because (in her view) natural 

character (in the coastal environment) is a subset value of the coastal 
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environment.  It appears that consideration of natural character values will 

be part of the overall consideration of coastal environment values. I do not 

agree with this approach.   

12.11 In Revised Proposal 17 Ms Hogan has deleted the coastal environment 

assessment matter (17.8.3) and in the rule framework inserted a 

placeholder for an assessment matter reference for 'coastal environment' 

from Proposal 9.   

12.12 I agree with this amendment.  However I note that the coastal environment 

provisions are subject to a separate hearing and currently in Revised Topic 

9.2 there is no reference to 'coastal environment' as a standalone value.  It 

is only considered in terms of natural character.  The Crown has addressed 

this issue in its Stage 3 submission by proposing that Topic 9.2 is re-

structured to include a 'coastal environment' section.  If this approach is 

taken I consider that the relevant rules in Revised Proposal 17 will need to 

be amended to reference 'natural character' and 'coastal environment' 

assessment matters contained within Proposal 9 in accordance with the 

Crown's proposed restructuring.  In light of this, this matter may need to be 

revisited in the Coastal Environment Proposal hearing.     

13. CONSISTENCY WITH THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  

13.1 In my evidence on the Rural Proposal I provided a comprehensive 

assessment of the statutory framework as it applies to natural values100.  

For the purposes of this evidence I do not repeat this assessment.  In this 

section of my evidence I address each of the proposals that are the subject 

to this hearing and state whether or not the provisions in those proposals 

are consistent with the relevant statutory documents.   

Indigenous botanical and faunal biodiversity 

13.2 The management of indigenous biodiversity is addressed in Topic 9.1 

(Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems) of Proposal 9.  The higher 

statutory planning documents provide very clear policy direction with 

respect to the management of indigenous biodiversity101.  In summary, the 

key components of the higher order planning documents are: 

(a) All persons exercising functions and powers under the RMA are 

required to recognise and provide for the protection of areas of 

                                                
100

  
101

 AC EIC Rural 7.2- 7.7) 



 

 Page 48 

significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna,102 while it is also a function of territorial authorities 

to control land use for the purpose of the maintenance of indigenous 

biological diversity103; 

(b) It is an objective of the NZCPS that indigenous biodiversity in the 

coastal environment is safeguarded104 and the adverse or significant 

adverse effects of activities on indigenous biological diversity are 

avoided105; 

(c) It is an objective of the RPS that the decline of Canterbury's 

ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity is halted106 and it is a policy 

that district plans include rules that manage the clearance of 

indigenous vegetation107; 

(d) It is an objective of the Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the 

Canterbury Region ("Coastal Plan") and the Canterbury 

Conservation Management Strategy 2000 ("CMS") that significant 

indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna 

are protected108; and 

(e) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 ("IMP") requires, as a 

policy, that district plan include specific policies and rules to protect, 

enhance and extend indigenous biodiversity109.   

13.3 Taking into account the technical evidence of Mr Head and Ms Spencer 

which is summarised in section 6 it is my opinion that: 

(a) Strategic Objective 3.3.9 is consistent with the higher order planning 

documents to the extent that it addresses indigenous biodiversity.   

(b) I consider that with relatively minor drafting amendments Revised 

Proposal 8 will be consistent with the higher order planning 

documents.  These amendments include amending the terminology 

so that it is consistent with the RMA, Revised Topic 9.1 and 9.2 and 

acknowledging that the schedule of SES does not represent the full 

extent of significant sites within the Christchurch District.    
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(c) Notwithstanding that a limited number of drafting amendments are 

required, I consider that Revised Topic 9.1 gives effect to the higher 

order statutory planning documents.  I consider that these 

amendments are required to give effect to the intent of the RPS, to 

provide greater clarity with regard to the application of the rules and 

to be consistent with the Guidance on biodiversity offsetting.   

(d) I do not consider that Revised Proposal 11 gives effect to the higher 

order planning documents.  The proposal limits the consideration of 

effects on biodiversity values to those that would result in a 

significant reduction in the value of the biodiversity.  Furthermore 

this proposal does not provide for the incomplete schedule of SES.  I 

have suggested amendments to this proposal to address its 

inconsistencies with the higher order planning documents.    

(e) I consider that Revised Proposal 17 is consistent with the indigenous 

biodiversity requirements of the higher order planning documents.   

Natural character in the coastal environment 

13.4 In summary, the higher order statutory documents with regard to natural 

character in the coastal environment are: 

(a) All persons exercising powers and functions under the RMA are 

required to recognise and provide for the preservation of the natural 

character of the coastal environment (including the coastal marine 

area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the 

protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and 

development110; 

(b) The NZCPS sets a policy framework for natural character within the 

coastal environment that reflects the requirements of the RMA.  It is 

an objective of the NZCPS that the natural character of the coastal 

environment is preserved111.  Furthermore the NZCPS requires that 

the adverse effects of activities are avoided in areas of outstanding 

natural character, and significant adverse effects are avoided and 

other effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated112.   
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(c) It is a policy of the RPS that the natural character of the coastal 

environment is preserved113 and territorial authorities are required to 

set out provisions to preserve the natural character114.   

13.5 Taking into account the technical evidence of Mr Rough, which is 

summarised in section 6, it is my opinion that: 

(a) Strategic Objective 3.3.9 is consistent with the higher order planning 

documents to the extent that it addresses the natural character of 

the coastal environment.   

(b) With minor amendments to the subdivision provisions addressing 

terminology issues I consider that Revised Proposal 8 will give effect 

to the higher order planning documents.    

(c) With regard to the earthworks provisions in Revised Proposal 8 

minor amendments are required to ensure that the provisions are 

clear with regard to different natural character overlays, to amend 

the rule framework so that it recognises and provides for the various 

categories of natural character, and to better integrate the 

assessment matters with those in Topic 9.2.  With these 

amendments, I consider that the provisions are consistent with the 

higher order planning documents.   

(d) Revised Topic 9.2 does not give effect to the higher order planning 

documents, including the Statement of Expectations, due to the 

complexity and duplication.  The drafting will result in implementation 

and interpretation issues.  Furthermore, an exemption has been 

included in Topic 9.2 exempting utilities from rules addressing the 

natural character overlays.  Therefore, the provisions in Proposal 11 

will be managing the adverse effects of utilities and energy activities 

on the landscape, features and natural character overlays and I 

consider that these provisions are not adequate to manage the 

extent of the potential effects on these overlays.  I have re-drafted 

the provisions to address these issues (in Attachment AMC4) so 

that the provisions give effect to the higher order planning 

documents.       
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(e) Revised Proposal 11 largely gives effect to the higher order planning 

documents.  One exception is that the policy addressing natural 

character limits the consideration of effects to those which are 

significant when it is practicable.  Most notably this is inconsistent 

with the NZCPS. 

(f) I consider that Revised Proposal 17 is consistent with the natural 

character requirements of the higher order planning documents.   

Natural features and landscapes 

13.6 The higher order planning documents provide clear direction with regard to 

the management of the natural features and landscapes.  In summary:     

(a) All persons exercising functions and powers under the RMA are 

required to recognise and provide for the protection of outstanding 

natural features and landscapes115.  

(b) It is an objective of the NZCPS that natural features and landscapes 

within the coastal environment are preserved116.  This objective is 

implemented by a policy in the NZCPS of avoiding adverse effects of 

activities on outstanding natural features and landscapes and 

avoiding significant adverse effects of activities on other natural 

landscapes and features117.   

(c) It is a policy of the RPS that management methods achieve the 

protection of outstanding natural landscapes and features.  

Territorial authorities must ensure that district plans have objectives, 

policies or methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects 

of activities on outstanding natural landscapes and features118.   

(d) The CMS states that the landscape values of Banks Peninsula are 

to be identified, sustained and enhanced119.   

13.7 Taking into account the technical evidence of Mr Rough, which is 

summarised in section 6, it is my opinion that: 

(a) Strategic Objective 3.3.9 is consistent with the higher order planning 

documents to the extent that it addresses natural features and 
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landscapes.  However, this objective does list some outstanding 

natural landscapes and features within the Christchurch District 

(Objective 3.3.9(b)(i)).  Because this is an incomplete list, in my 

opinion the objective would be more clear and easy to understand if 

it did not refer to these places.   

(b) With minor amendments to the subdivision provisions addressing 

terminology issues I consider that these provisions will give effect to 

the higher order planning documents.    

(c) I consider that with relatively minor drafting amendments, the 

earthworks provisions in Revised Proposal 8 would be consistent 

with the higher order planning documents. For example integration 

with Proposal 9 needs to be improved with regard to terminology 

and recognition within the rule framework of the outstanding 

landscape and features values.          

(d) Revised Topic 9.2 is not consistent with the higher order planning 

documents for the same reasons discussed above with regard to 

natural character, and as noted I have redrafted the provisions in 

Attachment AMC4.   

(e) With some minor drafting amendments I consider that Revised 

Proposal 11 will be consistent with the higher order planning 

documents.    

(f) I consider that Revised Proposal 17 is consistent with the natural 

character requirements of the higher order planning documents.   

13.8 I have re-drafted the provisions to address the issues I have identified 

above (Attachment AMC2) so that the provisions give effect to the higher 

order planning documents.   

14. PART 2 OF THE RMA AND SECTION 32 CONSIDERATIONS 

14.1 My evidence on the Stage 2 Rural Proposal described the purpose of the 

RMA and matters of national importance that must be recognised and 

provided for in the Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions120.  I have also 

addressed these above in section 13 in respect of each proposal. 
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14.2 As outlined above, I consider that the revised Natural and Cultural Heritage 

provisions require the following amendments, as set out in Attachment 

AMC2 of my evidence: 

(a) The use of terminology which is consistent with the RMA to 

reference natural values within and between the proposals; 

(b) Improved recognition in the provisions that the schedule of SES is 

incomplete; 

(c) Better distinction between the earthworks rules with regard to 

different overlay categories; 

(d) Improved clarity of the application of rules, and further consideration 

of the exemptions to rules and how exemptions apply; 

(e) Amendments to the biodiversity offsetting provisions to ensure they 

are consistent with the Guidance; 

(f) A significant restructure and review of the content in Topic 9.2 in 

accordance with Attachment AMC3; 

(g) Improved integration of Proposal 9 with the other relevant proposals.  

14.3 With those amendments outlined above, I consider that the revised Natural 

and Cultural Heritage provisions: 

(a) will give effect to the NZCPS, the FWNPS and the RPS, and have 

regard to the IMP and the CMS; 

(b) in terms of the assessment required by section 32, include 

objectives that are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose 

of the RMA with regard to natural values, and provisions that are the 

most appropriate way to achieve the objectives; 

(c) are the most appropriate means to achieve the Strategic Directions 

Objectives to the extent that these objectives address natural 

values;  

(d) are the most appropriate way to achieve the relevant objectives in 

the Replacement Plan; and 

(e) will better achieve the purpose of the RMA, compared to the notified 

provisions. 
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Statement of Expectations 

14.4 If the amendments outlined above are addressed, I consider that the 

Natural and Cultural Heritage provisions will have particular regard to the 

Statement of Expectations and meet the other higher order documents.  In 

particular I consider that further drafting (as provided for in Attachments 

AMC2 and AMC4) is required to satisfy the requirement to have clear 

outcomes in clause (b) of the Statement of Expectations and that the 

Replacement Plan uses clear, concise language that is easy to use (clause 

(i)). 

 

Anna Mary Cameron 

10 December 2015 
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ATTACHMENT AMC1 - DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

(a) The Transport; Subdivision, Development and Earthworks; Utilities and 

Energy; Natural and Cultural Heritage; and Rural Proposals of the 

Replacement Plan (as originally notified); 

(b) The Council's Revised Transport; Subdivision, Development and Earthworks; 

Utilities and Energy; Natural and Cultural Heritage; and Rural Proposals 

Rural Proposal dated 2 December 2015; 

(c) The Council section 32 evaluation reports for the Transport; Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks; Utilities and Energy; Natural and Cultural 

Heritage; and Rural Proposals; 

(d) The Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014; 

(e) The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010; 

(f) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014; 

(g) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(h) Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015; 

(i) Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region 2005; 

(j) Canterbury Conservation Management Strategy 2000; 

(k) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013; 

(l) The Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision of the Hearings 

Panel dated 26 February 2015; 

(m) The following conferencing statements: 

i. Landscape: Chapter 9 – 9 September 2015 (noting that there are 

three statements from for this date and I have read them) 

ii. Topic 15 – Sites Specific SES Matters – Banks Peninsula – 16 

November 2015 

iii. Topic 16 – Biodiversity Offsetting – 16 November 2015 

iv. Topic 18 – Considerations Around Filling Gaps in SES Schedule – 16 

November 2015    
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(n) The evidence of the Crown's witnesses' namely that of Mr Head, Ms Spencer 

and Mr Rough; and 

(o) The following evidence statements filed by the Council on 2 December 

October 2015: 

(p) Dr Margetts; 

(q) Dr Partridge; 

(r) Ms Hogan; 

(s) Dr Shadolt; 

(t) Mr Hooson; 

(u) Mr Long; 

(v) Ms Jenkin; 

(w) Mr Appleton; 

(x) Ms Beaumont; 

(y) Mr Matheson and; 

(z) Mr Crossland. 
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ATTACHMENT AMC2 – RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

 
The following table follows the order of relevant specific submission points in the parts of the Crown's submission and further submission relating to 

Proposal 9 and related provisions in other proposals that have been directed by the Panel to be heard in hearing for Proposal 9. Also included are the 

broad submission points of relevance. The provision numbering used in the left-hand column reflects the numbering at the time of the submission. For 

submission points on Proposal 8, the numbering in the 2 December Revised Subdivision Proposal is also included in (brackets) to avoid any 

confusion arising from the restructuring of that proposal in the Stage 1 hearing process. 

 

The provisions as contained in the Council's Revised Proposals dated 2 December 2015 are used as the starting point, and the changes sought by 

the Crown are shown as underlined and strikethrough text. 

 

This version of the table identifies points where the Crown witnesses support the Revised Proposals and points where amendments are 

recommended with regard to technical and planning evidence pertaining to natural values (including the Central City provisions) and the technical 

evidence regarding the heritage provisions.  This table will be updated to incorporate the evidence of Sandra McIntyre who will address the planning 

evidence regarding the heritage and significant tree provisions.  The complete updated version of the table will then be attached to the evidence of 

Sandra McIntyre.   

 

Submission 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

‘Alteration of a heritage item’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Alteration of a heritage setting’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New definition: ‘Conservation 

plan’ 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Customary harvesting’ Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.37 

‘Demolition’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

‘Farming’ This definition has been identified in the Panel’s minute (3 November 2015) to 

be heard in the Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) hearing (page 20).  

This definition was addressed in the Proposal 17 - Rural hearing.     

Cameron 8.15  

SIE Proposal 17: Rural (Part) 

New definition: ‘Heritage area’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New definition: ‘Heritage 

conservation’ 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Heritage fabric’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Heritage investigative and 

temporary works’ 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Heritage item’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Heritage upgrade works’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Heritage values’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Historic heritage’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Historic heritage place’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Improved pasture’ ‘means an area of pasture where: 

a. exotic pasture grass and herb species are visually the predominant 

cover (except where the definition of ‘indigenous vegetation’ is met); 

b. the area has been modified or enhanced by being subjected to either 

cultivation, irrigation, oversowing, top-dressing, or direct drilling; and 

c. the area has been subjected to routine pasture maintenance or 

improvement since June 1 2000.    

Cameron 7.19(a) 

‘Indigenous vegetation’ Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 4.9 

‘Indigenous vegetation clearance’ ‘means the felling or clearing of indigenous vegetation, including by cutting, 

crushing, cultivation, irrigation, chemical application, artificial drainage, stop 

banking or burning.   

Cameron 4.9 

‘Maintenance’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New definition: ‘Partial 

demolition’ 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Plantation forestry’ This definition has been identified in the Panel’s minute (3 November 2015) to 

be heard in the Natural and Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) hearing (page 20).  

Cameron 8.20 

SIE Proposal 17: Rural (Part) 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

This definition was addressed in the Proposal 17 - Rural hearing.     

New definition: ‘Preservation 

(heritage)’ 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Reconstruction’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New definition: ‘Reinstatement’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Relocation of a heritage item’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Repairs’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

‘Restoration’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New definition: ‘Stabilisation’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

3.3.9 Objective – Natural and 

Cultural Environment 

Amend Objective 3.3.9(b)(i) as follows: 

Outstanding natural features and landscapes, including the Waimakariri River, 

L:ake Ellesmere/Te Waihora, and parts of the Port Hills/Nga Kohatu 

Whakarakaraka o Tamatea Pokai Whenua and Banks Peninsula/Te Pataka o 

Rakaihautu;  

Cameron 13.7(a) 

 

7.3.21.4-8 Matters of Discretion Accept as per Revised Transport Proposal Cameron 9.3 

8.1.1 Objective 

(now 8.1.1; 8.1.2b) 

Amend Objective 8.1.1 as follows: 

 

Significant natural features, landscapes, indigenous biodiversity and 

ecosystems, springs, significant trees, cultural landscapes as identified in the 

Plan, and historic heritage are protected or enhanced through the subdivision 

process.   

 

8.1.2 Objective – Design and amenity – accept Revised Subdivision Proposal  

 

Cameron 10.1 

 

8.1.1.1 Policy  

 

Amend Policy 8.1.1.1 as follows: 

 

a. Ensure that subdivision and associated works shall achieve the long term 

protection and enhancement of: 

i. … 

ii. outstanding natural features and landscapes, significant features and Rural 

Amenity Landscapes important ridgelines;  

Cameron 10.1 
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iii. cultural landscapes as identified in the Plan, areas of significant indigenous 

vegetation and or  habitats of indigenous fauna; 

x. significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous 

fauna, including Sites of Ecological Significance; 

iv. … 

8.1.1.2 Policy  

(now 8.1.1.3)  

8.1.1.3 Policy – Environment Compensation – accept as per Revised SDE 

Proposal  

 

Cameron 7.47 

8.3.1.5 Matters of discretion: 

Allotment size and dimension  

(now 8.2.4.1.4 Matters for control 

– general matters) 

Amend Matter of Control 8.4.4.1 (2) as follows: 

The manner in which the subdivision responds to values provided for sites and 

areas identified in Chapter 9 (Natural and Cultural Heritage).” 

Cameron 10.3 

8.3.7.1 Restricted discretionary 

activities: Heritage and natural 

environment  

RD1 Tree protection  

(now 8.2.2.2 RD18)   

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

8.3.7.1 Restricted discretionary 

activities: Heritage and natural 

environment  

RD2 Protection of vegetation and 

conservation values 

(now 8.2.2.2 RD10)  

Accept as per Revised Subdivision Proposal Cameron 10.4 

8.3.7.1 Restricted discretionary 

activities: Heritage and natural 

environment  

RD3 Subdivision of land where 

springs are known or found to 

exist (Stage 1) 

(rule deleted; now addressed by 

matters for control 8.2.4.1.4(11) 

and matters for discretion 

8.2.4.2.10 and 8.2.4.2.17(h, i, j 

and l)) 

Accept as per Revised Subdivision Proposal Cameron 10.3 
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8.3.7.1 Restricted discretionary 

activities: Heritage and natural 

environment  

RD4 Subdivision of land which 

includes a heritage item or 

setting 

(now 8.2.2.2 RD12) 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

8.3.7.1 Restricted discretionary 

activities: Heritage and natural 

environment  

RD5 Subdivision of land within or 

partly within a Significant 

Landscape, Outstanding Natural 

Landscape, Outstanding Natural 

Features, Area of Outstanding 

Natural Character, Area of Very 

High Natural Character, or Area 

of High Natural Character or 

Important Ridgeline 

(now 8.2.2.2 RD13) 

Amend the rule to replace ‘Significant Landscape’ with “Rural Amenity Area’ 

and delete the reference to ‘Important Ridgelines’.    

Cameron 12.4 

8.3.7.2 Discretionary activities: 

Heritage and natural environment  

(now 8.2.2.3) 

The restructured version removes the wording referred to in the submission 

point, so the point is no longer relevant   

 

8.3.7.3  Matters of discretion: 

Heritage and natural environment 

  and  

8.5.2 Assessment matters: 

Natural and Cultural Heritage   

(now 8.2.4.2) 

Amend 8.2.4.2(17)(w)(vii): 

Any relevant matter of discretion at Chapter 9 Matters of Discretion at 9.2.4 

9.1.3.2, 9.2.4.1 and 9.3.4.1 [9.2.4.1 and 9.3.4.1 correspond to the number in 

attachment AMC3] 

Cameron 10.3 

 

8.5.2 Assessment matters: 

natural and cultural heritage– 

matters 8.5.2.4 and 8.5.2.5c 

relating to amenity values 

(now deleted) 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  
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8.7.1(2) Objective - Earthworks Amend the structure of the Revised Subdivision Proposal so that the Objective 

8.1.1 and Policy 8.1.1.1 apply to the earthworks section.  

Cameron 10.6 

8.7.1.1 Policy – Heritage 

8.7.1.2 Policy - Biodiversity and 

Ecosystems 

8.7.1.3 Policy - Landscape 

8.7.1.4 Policy - Trees 

Amend the structure of the Revised Subdivision Proposal so that the Objective 

8.1.1 and Policy 8.1.1.1 apply to the earthworks section. 

Cameron 10.6 

8.8.2 Permitted activities: 

Earthworks P1 activity standard 

10 

Amend Activity Standard 1 as follows: 

Earthworks shall not exceed the volumes in Table 1 over a one year time 

period other than those listed in the overlays.  In the overlays earthworks shall 

not exceed the volumes in Table 1 over a five year time period. 

 

Accept as per Revised SDE Proposal – Rule 8.8.2 P1 Activity Standard 9  

 

Cameron 10.7 

 

8.8.2 Table 1: Maximum volumes 

– earthworks 

  

Overlays  Outstanding Natural 
Landscapes, Areas of 
Outstanding Natural 
Character, Areas of 
Very High Natural 
Character, or Areas of 
High Natural 
Character.  

Outstanding Natural 
Landscapes  

25m3/ha 

 Areas of at Least High 
Natural Character 

25m3/ha 

 Coastal Environment 
outside of areas of at 
Least High Natural 
Character  

25m3/ha 

 Significant indigenous 
vegetation and 

Nil 

Cameron 10.11 
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significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna, 
including Sites of 
Ecological 
Significance 

Clarification:  

5. At Least High Natural Character includes Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Character, Areas of Very High Natural Character, and Areas of High Natural 

Character.  

8.8.4 Discretionary activities: 

Earthworks 

Accept as per Revised Subdivision Proposal – Rule 8.8.4A D2/8.8.4B NC2 

 

D1 Any activity earthworks within the natural character overlays (except the 

Outstanding Natural Character overlay) or within a site of significant 

indigenous vegetation or significant habitat of indigenous fauna that is not 

identified as a scheduled SES overlay identified in table 1 to Rule 8.6.2 8.8.2 

that does not comply with the specified volume limit.   

 

8.8.4B 

NCX Any earthworks within an Outstanding Natural Landscape, Outstanding 

Natural Feature, Outstanding Natural Character overlay or within a Site of 

Ecological Significance that does not comply with the specified volume in table 

1 to Rule 8.8.2.   

Cameron 10.12 

 

8.8.7(6)(b) Matters of discretion Amend Matter of Discretion 8.8.7 as follows: 

7. Indigenous biodiversity, the coast coastal environment, natural character, 

and the landscape and features 

x. The relevant matters of discretion: 

i. 9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems; 

ii. 9.2.4.1 Natural character [this reference is referring to the numbering in 

attachment AMCXX] 

iii. 9.3.4.1 Natural features and landscapes [this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMCXX] 

iv. 9.4.3.1 Coastal environment [this reference is referring to the numbering in 

attachment AMCXX] 

v. 6.6.3 Water Body Setbacks  

Cameron 10.15 
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a. the extent to which the earthworks will adversely affect cultural values 

i. the overall natural character of an area; 

ii. landscape values of an area; 

iii. indigenous ecosystem integrity and function; 

iv. cultural values; and 

v. natural character associated with a waterbody. 

b. Whether there are any effects on significant indigenous vegetation, 

indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna, wetlands, ecological 

corridors and linkages; 

c. The extent to which the proposal may protect, maintain or enhance any 

ecosystems or indigenous biodiversity; 

d. any Objectives and policies of the Plan which are relevant to consideration 

of the application.  

e. The extent to which earthworks in the Avon River Precinct (Te Papa 

Otakaro) Zone have an adverse effect on the Avon River and its margins.    

 

Use and mapping of overlays  This is an ongoing issue across the various proposals. I understand that the 

Council considers that the issue of clearer mapping will be addressed through 

use of the e-Plan.  However I consider that further thought is required with 

regard to physical presentation of the planning maps to ensure that they are 

readable. 

Cameron 5.9 

  

 

9.1.1.1 Objective - Indigenous 

biodiversity and ecosystems 

14.5 Areas The values and ecosystem functions of areas of significant indigenous 

vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna are identified and 

protected. 

Cameron 7.9 

 

9.1.1.1.1 Policy - Identification of 

ecological significance 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.8 

 

9.1.1.1.2 Policy - Land 

Management 

a. In Sites of Ecological Significance, avoid removal of indigenous vegetation 
and disturbance of habitats that results in adverse effects on indigenous 
biodiversity values and ecosystem functions within of the site.  
 
b. Outside Sites of Ecological Significance, manage the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation types and habitats of indigenous fauna to ensure: 

i. an ecological assessment for significance has been undertaken in 

Cameron 7.13 – 7.15 
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accordance with the criteria in Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 
Policy 9.3.1 and Appendix 3; 
ii. any significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna biodiversity values and ecosystem functions are 
protected and adverse effects on those these values are avoided; 
iii. significant adverse effects on remaining indigenous vegetation or 
habitats of indigenous fauna biodiversity values and ecosystem functions 
and Ngai Tahu values are avoided, and other adverse effects are 
avoided, remedied or mitigated.  
 

c. Enable activities that maintain and enhance indigenous biodiversity 
including: 

i. planting with appropriate indigenous species; and 
ii. the removal or management of pest plant and animal species and for 
biosecurity works; and 

 
d. Provide for small-scale, low impact indigenous vegetation clearance where it 
will enable continued use of land and maintenance of existing infrastructure 
that will not result in adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values such as: 

a. maintaining existing tracks, fencing, water tanks and fire ponds; 
bc. grazing;  
cd. removal for the purposes of the protection of, protecting and providing 
access to electricity infrastructure;  
de. creating new access tracks or erecting new fencing where it will 
provide promote the management or protection of the indigenous 
biodiversity values; and  
ef. park management; and 
fg. Maintenance, repair and replacement and minor upgrading of existing 
utilities.  
  

9.1.1.1.4 Policy - Incentives and 

assistance to maintain and 

enhance indigenous biodiversity 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.42 

 

9.1.1.1.5 Policy - Offsetting Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.48 

 

9.1.2.1.1 - 9.1.2.1.5  

How to use the rules 

9.1.2.1.6 The following activities are exempt from Rule 9.1.2 for the purpose of 

indigenous vegetation clearance: 

… 

Cameron 7.51 
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vii. outside a Site of Ecological Significance clearance undertaken on an area 

of improved pasture for pastoral farming existing at 25 July 2015 

… 

xiii. replacement, repair, and maintenance and minor upgrading of existing 

utilities  

9.1.2.2.1 (P1) Indigenous 

vegetation clearance within a 

Site of Ecological Significance  

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 and add the following restricted discretionary 

rule and matter of discretion addressing the upgrade of roads within the 

Waimakariri River: 

 

Activity  The Council’s 
discretion shall be 
limited to the 
following matters: 

RD3 Within the 
Waimakariri River Site 
of Ecological 
Significance any 
indigenous vegetation 
clearance required for 
the purpose of 
upgrading strategic 
infrastructure 

a.9.1.3.2 Indigenous 
biodiversity and 
ecosystems 

b. 9.1.3.3 Operational 
requirements 

9.1.3.3 Operational requirements  

a. Any locational, technical or operational requirements of the proposed activity 

and the practicality of the activity avoiding indigenous vegetation, including the 

viability of alternative routes. 

 

Cameron 7.23 

 

9.1.2.2.1 (P2) 

Indigenous vegetation clearance 

in the Low Plains Ecological 

District and not within a Site of 

Ecological Significance 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.1 (P3) Indigenous 

vegetation clearance In Banks 

Peninsula and the Port Hills and 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 



 

 Page 67 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

not within a Site of Ecological 

Significance 

9.1.2.2.1 (P4) Planting and seed 

gathering within a Site of 

Ecological Significance or 

vegetation identified in Rule 

9.1.2.2.4 D2 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.1 (P5) Customary 

harvesting excluding felling of 

trees 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.3 (RD1) Any activity not 

complying with Rule 9.1.2.2.1 

(P4) 

Amend the matter of discretion column to include: 

b. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems - 9.1.3.2 

Cameron 7.25 

 

9.1.2.2.3 (RD2) Any activity not 

complying with Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P5 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.4 (D1) Indigenous 

vegetation clearance that does 

not meet one or more of the 

Activity Specific Standards in 

Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P2 or P3 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.4 (D2) Indigenous 

vegetation clearance of specified 

vegetation types 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.5 (NC1) Indigenous 

vegetation clearance in a Site of 

Ecological Significance that does 

not meet one or more of the 

Activity Specific Standards in 

Rule 9.1.2.2.1 P1 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.5 NCX  

New rule 

 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 

 

9.1.2.2.5 NCXX  Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.26 
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New rule  

9.1.3.X and 9.1.3.Y New matters 

of discretion  

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.49 

 

Appendix 9.1.4.1, 9.1.4.2 and 

9.1.4.3 Schedule of Sites of 

Ecological Significance and 

reference maps 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.5 

 

Appendix 9.1.4.1 Schedule of 

Sites of Ecological Significance  

SES/LP22 

Planning Map 44 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.1 Cameron 7.7 

 

Appendix 9.1.4.5 Biodiversity 

Offsetting  

(7)The offset should be is applied so that the ecological values being achieved 

through the offset are the same or similar to those being lost unless an 

alternative ecosystem or habitat will provide a net gain for indigenous 

biodiversity and the values being lost are not highly irreplaceable or 

vulnerable.  

Cameron 7.43 - 7.48 

 

9.2 Whole section (structure) See attachment AMC3 Cameron 4.10 

 

9.2.1.1 Objective - Outstanding 

Natural Features and 

Landscapes 

9.2.1.2 Objective - Significant 

Features and Landscapes  

a. The district’s outstanding natural features and outstanding natural 

landscapes are protected from the adverse effects of subdivision and land use 

activities. 

b. The values of the district’s significant natural features and rural amenity 

landscapes are maintained and, where practical, enhanced. 

Cameron 8.15 

 

9.2.1.3 Objective - Natural 

Character in the Coastal 

Environment 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.11 

 

9.2.2 Outstanding Natural 

Features and Landscapes, 

Significant Features and 

Landscapes and Natural 

Character in the Coastal 

Environment 

Make changes as per attachment AMC4 Cameron 8.14 
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9.2.3.1 How to use the rules In addition to the amendments shown below, include an advice note to clarify 

how the rules in Proposal 7 and Topic 9.2 are intended to work together. 

9.2.3.1.4 Rural amenity landscape SL1.0 Banks Peninsula covers the majority 

of Banks Peninsula outside of the settlements and those areas identified as 

outstanding natural features and landscapes. . The rules in 9.2.3 do not apply 

to the following overlay areas: 

i. Where RAL 1.0 Banks Peninsula has an underlying Rural Banks Peninsula 

zoning the effects on rural amenity landscape qualities are managed through 

the Rural Banks Peninsula zone rules in are contained within Rural Chapter 17 

ii. The rules that relate to utilities in landscape and natural character in the 

coastal environment overlay areas can be found in Chapter 11. The rules in 

9.2.3 do not apply to utilities  

iii. In the Central City, rules to manage effects on SF8.2 Otakaro/ Avon River 

are contained in the Central City Avon River Precinct Zone/ Te Papa Otakaro 

in Chapter 13 Central City.  

 

Cameron 8.22 

 

 

9.2.3 Activity status tables 

(9.2.3.2.1, 9.2.3.3.1, 9.2.3.4.1) 

Make changes as per attachment AMC4 Cameron 8.21 

 

9.2.3.2.1 (a) – (f) Activity status 

for buildings  

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.35 

 

9.2.3.2.1(i) Rule – Construction 

of a new road  

New activity: Maintenance of 

existing roads 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.35 

 

9.2.3.3.1(i) Rule – Construction 

of a new road  

New activity: Maintenance of 

existing roads 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.35 

 

9.2.3.4.1 Rule – Activity Status 

Table 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.35 

 

9.2.3.4.1(i) Construction of a new 

road  

New activity: Maintenance of 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.35 
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existing roads 

9.2.3.4.1(X) Quarrying  

(now 9.2.3.4.1(k)) 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.39 

 

9.2.4 Outstanding Natural 

Features and Landscapes, 

Significant Features and 

Landscapes and Natural 

Character in the Coastal 

Environment 

Make changes as per attachment AMC4 Cameron 8.43 

 

9.3.1 Objective - Historic 

Heritage 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.2 Policy - Protection of 

significant historic heritage 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.3 Policy - Protection of 

significant historic heritage – 

assessment and identification 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.4 Policy - Heritage Areas - 

Future Assessment and 

Identification 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.6 Policy - Heritage 

Conservation Management and 

Heritage Principles 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.7 Policy - Ongoing, Viable 

Use of Heritage Items and 

Heritage Settings 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.9 Policy – Demolition of 

Heritage Items 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.2.11 Policy - Incentives and 

Assistance for Historic Heritage 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.1 – How to use the rules [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.1 (P1) and (P2) Permitted 

Activities - Maintenance and 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  



 

 Page 71 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

repair of a heritage item 

9.3.3.2.1 (P6) Signage [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.1 (P7) Works within a 

heritage setting 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.1 (P8) Demolition and 

deconstruction of heritage items 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.2 (C1) Heritage upgrade 

works 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.2 (C2) Reconstruction  

New permitted activity 9.3.3.2.1 

(PX) 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.1 (P3) and 9.3.3.2.2 (C3)  

Heritage investigative and control 

works  

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.3 (RD1) Alteration of a 

heritage item 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.3 (RD2) 

New buildings within heritage 

settings 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.3 (RD4) and 9.3.3.2.6 

(D1) Relocation of a heritage 

item 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.7 (NC1) Demolition [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

X New rule 

Heritage areas 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.4 Matters of control 

9.3.5 Matters of Discretion  

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Appendix 9.3.6.3.1 [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Appendix 9.3.6.4 and Appendix [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  
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9.3.6.5 Significant Historic 

Heritage Items and Settings 

Aerial Maps 

Appendix 9.3.6.5 

Lawrie and Wilson auctioneers 

and the Former Tuam Street Hall  

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Planning maps - Heritage Area 

overlays 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Statements of significance [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Definitions relating to historic 

heritage 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.2.1(a)(ii) Policy - Tree 

Protection  

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.2.2 Policy - Tree 

maintenance 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.2.3 Policy - Trees in Road 

Corridors, Parks, Reserves, and 

Public Open Space 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.3.2.1 (P1) Minor pruning of 

any significant tree listed in 

Appendix 9.4.5 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.3.2.1 (P2) and (P3) 

Felling or work on any tree in 

parks, public open space and 

road corridors 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.3.2.1 (P4) 

Felling or work on any tree that is 

not a significant tree or a tree in 

parks, public open space and 

road corridors 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.3.2.2 (RD2) and (RD3) 

Activities not complying with Rule 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  
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9.4.3.2.1 P2 and P3 

9.4.4(l) Matters for Discretion  [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

11.1.2.1 Policy - Adverse effects 

from Utilities 

1. To ensure that, where reasonable practicable, new or upgraded utilities: 

a. do not result in a significant reduction in the values of outstanding natural 

landscapes and features, Sites of Ecological Significance, Sites of Ngai Tahu 

Cultural Significance, significant indigenous vegetation flora and or habitats of 

significant indigenous fauna and areas of outstanding or at least high natural 

character in the coastal environment.   

Cameron 11.12 

 

11.3.1.1 (P1) The inclusion of the following Standard: 

Significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna.  

 

Accept the remainder of the Revised Proposal 11 provided that the exemption 

in Topic 9.2 for utilities not to be managed by the rules in Topic 9.2 is deleted.    

Cameron 11.5 

 

11.3.1.1 (P2) 

11.3.1.1 New (PX) 

Accept as per Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal. Cameron 11.7 

 

11.3.2.1 (P1) The amendment of the following Standard: 

f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna.  

 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.3.3.1 (P1)  The amendment of the following Standard: 

f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.3.3.1 (P5) The amendment of the following Standard: 

f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.3.3.2 (RD6)  The amendment of the following activity trigger: 

7 f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.3.3.3 (D1) The amendment of the following activity trigger: 

7 f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 
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11.3.3.3 (D2) The amendment of the following activity trigger: 

7 f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.3.4.1 (P1) 

Communications facilities 

The amendment of the following Standard: 

1 f. a Site of Ecological Significance site that contains significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

Cameron 11.8 

 

11.4.1 Assessment Matters – 

Heritage and Natural 

Environment 

1. Heritage and natural environment 

a. The extent to which the utility and associated structures affect the values of 

areas identified in the District Plan as an Outstanding Natural Landscape, 

Outstanding Natural Feature, Outstanding Natural Character areas in the 

Coastal Environment, or Sites of Ecological Significance.   

9.1.3.2 – Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

x. 9.2.4.1 – Natural character [this reference is referring to the numbering in 

attachment AMCXX] 

xx. 9.3.4.1 – Natural features and landscapes [this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMCXX]            

xxx. objectives and policies – 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 [this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMCXX] 

 

Cameron 11.16 – 11.20 

 

13.10.1.1 Objective - Natural and 

Built Environments 

13.10.1.1.1 Policy -Natural 

Features and Landscapes   

13.10.1.1.2 - Policy, Heritage 

Items and Settings and Protected 

Trees 

Incorporate objective and policies into Proposal 8, with: 

(a) amendments to Objective 8.1.1 and Policies 8.1.1.1 and 8.1.1.3 as 

described  elsewhere in this table  

(b) amendments to Policy 8.1.1.2(a) as follows: 

 

8.1.1.2 Policy - Historic heritage and protected trees 

 

a.    Ensure that subdivision process and design retains significant 

trees and protects historic heritage, including sites within silent files 

and that sites created in heritage precincts or the Residential 

Conservation zone should reflect the local historic pattern of 

development. 

…. 

McIntyre 6.3-6.11 

13.10.9 Natural and cultural Incorporate rules into Proposal 8, with the following amendments to Rule McIntyre 6.10-6.27 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

heritage 8.2.2.2: 

(a) Amend activity RD10 to read: Subdivision of land within a Site of 

Ecological Significance except in the Avon River Precinct (Te Papa 

Ōtākaro) Zone 

(b) Amend RD14 to read: 

RD14 Subdivision of land  in the 
Central City Avon River 
Precinct  (Te Papa 
Ōtākaro) Zone and within 
or partly within a 
Significant Feature or a 
Site of Ecological 
Significance 

Nil The mMatters 
for control at 
8.2.4.1 (4) and 
8.2.4.2 (17) of 
discretion 
9.1.3.2 and 
9.3.4.1 [this 
reference is 
referring to the 
numbering in 
attachment 
AMC4 

 

(c) Amend activity RD15 to read: Subdivision within the Central City for 

the protection of a Significant Feature or a heritage item and setting 

(d) Delete RD16. 

13.11.2.2 P1, Activity Specific 

Standard (a) 

The Crown submission point relates to the matters being considered in the 

Proposal 13 hearing and will be addressed in evidence in that hearing 

 

13.11.2.2 (P3) Earthworks within 

5m of any tree 

Incorporate rules into Proposal 8 with the following amendment to Rule 8.8.2 

P6: 

 P6 Earthworks within 5m of any tree in: 

1. parks or public open space; 

2. road corridors in Christchurch City (excluding 
the central city) 
... 

 

McIntyre 7.8-7.11 

13.11.2.2 Table 1 Maximum 

volumes - earthworks 

Incorporate rules into Proposal 8 with the following amendment to Rule 8.8.2 

Table 1: 

McIntyre 7.3-7.6 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

Delete: 

Significant Feature (Avon River)  Nil  
 

13.11.2.7 Matters of Discretion Amend 8.8.7 as set out elsewhere in this table. 

 

McIntyre 7.7-7.10 

13.13.2.2.1 (P1) Navigation Aids Accept Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal 11 except to the extent of the 

following amendment to the activity standard for 11.3.1.1 P1: 

 

1. Weather stations and navigation aids greater than 1m in height or 

6m
2
 in area shall not be located within or on:  

ag. the dripline of a significant tree;  

bh. a heritage item, or setting; or  

ci. a Residential Character Area. 

McIntyre 8.4 

13.13.2.4.1 P1, Activity Specific 

Standard (c) 

Accept as per Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal 11 McIntyre 8.4 

13.13.2.5.1 P1, Activity Specific 

Standards (a) and (b) 

Accept as per Revised Utilities and Energy Proposal 11 McIntyre 8.5 

17.2.2.3 (RD1) and (RD2) The Council’s Discretion shall be limited to the following matters: 

j. Identified important ridgelines  

k. Coastal environment  

l. Rural amenity Landscapes – Banks Peninsula 

m. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

x. Natural Features and Landscape 9.3.4.1[this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMC4] 

xx. Natural character 9.2.4.1[this reference is referring to the numbering in 

attachment AMC4] 

Cameron Section 12 

 

17.2.2.3 (RD3), (RD4) and (RD5) The Council’s Discretion shall be limited to the following matters: 

b. Coastal environment  

c. Rural amenity Landscapes – Banks Peninsula 

x. Natural Features and Landscape 9.3.4.1[this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMC4] 

xx. Natural character 9.2.4.1[this reference is referring to the numbering in 

Cameron Section 12 
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

attachment AMC4] 

17.2.2.4 (D1) – (D5)   The Council will consider the Matters of Discretion specified below and any 

other relevant matter under Section 104 of the Act.  

b. Coastal environment  

c. Rural amenity Landscapes – Banks Peninsula 

d. Identified important ridgelines 

e. Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

x. Natural Features and Landscape 9.3.4.1[this reference is referring to the 

numbering in attachment AMC4] 

xx. Natural character 9.2.4.1[this reference is referring to the numbering in 

attachment AMC4] 

Cameron Section 12 

 

17.4.2.3 (RD1) - (RD5) Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.4.2.4 (D1) – (D2) and (D4)   Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.4.3.2 – 17.4.3.5 and 17.4.3.8 

Built Form Standards 

Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.5.2.3 (RD1) - (RD5) Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.5.2.4 (D1) Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.5.3.2 – 17.5.3.5 and 17.5.3.7 Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

17.8.1.10, 17.8.3.1 and 17.8.3.2 Accept as per Revised Rural Proposal (Stage 3) Cameron Section 12 

 

 

Further submission (for provisions not included in table above) 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

‘Cultural heritage’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  



 

 Page 78 

Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

New definition: ‘Environmental 

compensation’ 

Accept definition is not needed, as per Revised Topic 9.2 and the Revised 

Subdivision Proposal 

Cameron 7.47 

 

‘Heritage setting’ [To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Proposal 9 – New section 

9.X Ngāi Tahu Values and the 

Natural Environment 

Consideration of Ngai Tahu’s proposal will addressed in rebuttal evidence Cameron 3.7 

 

9.2.3.2, 9.2.3.3, 9.2.3.4 

Buildings in landscape and 

natural character overlays 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.37 

 

9.2.3.2.1 Rules – ONL Port Hills 

38.3 Kennedy’s Bush RLL Zone 

(Column 8) 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.29 

 

9.2.3.3.1 Rules – SL 11.2 Port 

Hills Worsley’s Spur – 

Residential Hills Zone (Column 

7) 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.29 

 

9.2.3.3.1 Rules – SL 1.0 Banks 

Peninsula – Papakainga Zone 

(Column 6) 

This matter needs to be further discussed between the interested parties.  Cameron 8.32 

 

9.3.3.2.1 Permitted activities – 

New activity: replacement of non-

listed buildings in a heritage 

setting 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.3.3.2.3: Restricted 

Discretionary Activities RD5 - 

RD7 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

New Policy 9.3.2.4 – Heritage 

items and earthquake recovery 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

Appendix 9.3.6.1 – Schedules of 

Significant Historic Heritage 

Places 

Heritage item 506 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  
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Replacement Plan provisions Recommendation Evidence paragraph reference 

Appendix 9.3.6.1 – Schedules of 

Significant Historic Heritage 

Places 

Interiors 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

9.4.4 Matters of discretion – 

significant trees 

[To be addressed by Ms McIntyre in her second statement of evidence]  

11.2 Application of Rules See row above with regard to 11.3.1.1 (P1)  

Planning Maps – ‘Areas of 

Natural Character in the Coastal 

Environment’ 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.33 

 

Planning Maps - Coastal Natural 

Character overlays 

Accept as per Revised Topic 9.2 Cameron 8.33 
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ATTACHMENT AMC3 – RECOMMENDED STRUCTURE TOPIC 9.2 

9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems 
9.1.1 Objective 
9.1.2 Policies 
9.1.3 Rules 
9.1.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.1.5 Appendices  

 
9.2 Natural Character  

9.2.1 Objective 
9.2.2 Policies 
9.2.3 Rules 
9.2.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.2.5 Appendices  

 
9.3 Natural Features and Landscapes  

9.3.1 Objective 
9.3.2 Policies 
9.3.3 Rules 
9.3.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.3.5 Appendices  

 
9.4 Coastal Environment  

9.4.1 Objective 
9.4.2 Policies 
9.4.3 Rules 
9.4.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.4.5 Appendices  

 
9.5 Historic Heritage 

9.5.1 Objective 
9.5.2 Policies 
9.5.3 Rules 
9.5.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.5.5 Appendices  

 
9.6 Significant Trees  

9.6.1 Objective 
9.6.2 Policies 
9.6.3 Rules 
9.6.4 Matters of Discretion 
9.6.5 Appendices  
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ATTACHMENT AMC4 – SUGGESTED CONTENT AND STRUCTURE – OUTSTANDING 

NATURAL LANDSCAPES AND FEATURES, RURAL AMENITY LANDSCAPES, 

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES AND NATURAL CHARACTER 

Note: the provisions in this attachment are based on those provided by the Crown as Appendix 

3B to its Stage 3 submission.   

As discussed in the body of my evidence: 

- The objectives, policies, and matters for discretion are largely unchanged from those 

provided with the Crown's submission  

- The Crown's submission did not include proposed redrafted rules (but did anticipate a 

redraft of the rules would be needed).  The rules below have been drafted along the lines 

discussed in my evidence, and to fit within the Crown's proposed structure. 

To show the changes made to the version of these provisions provided by the Crown as 

Appendix 3B to its Stage 3 submission, additional text (including all the rules) are shown in 

highlighting; deleted text is shown in strikethrough. 

 

9.2 NATURAL CHARACTER  

9.2.1 Objective 

9.2.1.1 The natural character of the district’s coastal environment, wetlands, lakes and rivers and 

their margins is preserved.   

9.2.2  Policies  

9.2.2.1 Policy – Recognition of Natural Character  

a. Recognise that the following natural elements, patterns, processes and experiential 

qualities contribute to natural character: 

i. Areas or waterbodies in their natural state or close to their natural state; 

ii. Coastal or freshwater landforms and landscapes; 

iii. Coastal or freshwater physical processes, including the movement of water and 

sediment; 

iv. Biodiversity; 

v. Biological processes and patterns; 

vi. Water flows and levels, and water quality; 

vii. The experience of the above elements, patterns and processes.   

9.2.2.2 Policy – Preservation of Natural Character  

a. Avoid adverse effects of activities on the defining characteristics and qualities of areas of 

outstanding natural character in the coastal environment detailed in Appendix XX [this is 
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attached at the end of this attachment] and on lakes, rivers and wetlands with 

outstanding natural character.    

 

b. In all other areas in the coastal environment and in the margins of wetlands, lakes and 

rivers avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate any other adverse 

effects by: 

i. Ensuring that location, intensity, scale and form of subdivision and built 

development is appropriate;  

ii. Minimising to the extent practicable indigenous vegetation clearance and 

modification (including earthworks/disturbance and structures); 

iii. Encouraging any new activities to consolidate within and around existing 

developments or where the natural character and landscape values have already 

been compromised to avoid development sprawling;  

iv. Avoiding activities that damage the stability of the coastal dune systems.  

v. Requiring appropriate setbacks of activities from the coastal marine area margin 

and edges of estuaries, lagoons and lakes; and  

vi. Ensuring development is not readily visible from public places and frequently 

visited viewpoints 

9.2.2.3 Policy – Cumulative Effects on Natural Character 

a. In assessing the cumulative effects of activities on the natural character of the coastal 

environment, wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins, consideration shall be given 

to: 

i. The effect of allowing more of the same activity; 

ii. The result of allowing more of a particular effect, whether from the same activities 

or from other activities causing the same or similar effect; and 

iii. The combined effects from all activities in the coastal or freshwater environment 

at the site.  

9.2.2.4 Policy – Restoration of Natural Character 

a. Encourage and support private landowners, community groups and others in their efforts 

to restore natural character of the coastal environment.  

9.2.3 Rules – Coastal Natural Character  

9.2.3.1 How to use the rules 
 
9.2.3.1.1  These rules apply to activities in the following overlays for Areas of Natural 

Character in the Coastal Environment: 
i. Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

ii. At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

iii. Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 
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9.2.3.1.2  These overlay areas are shown on the planning maps and listed within the 
Schedules and reference maps in Appendices 9.2.5 [this reference number is 
consistent with the structure in AMC3]. The Planning Maps show the land parcels 
which contain overlay areas and a unique identifier. These schedules are ordered 
by the unique identifier number and contain a name, description by character 
area and location. The schedules also provide a cross-reference to the relevant 
planning maps. 

 
9.2.3.1.3 Rules for activities within the margins of wetlands, lakes and rivers are in 

Proposal 6.6.  
 
9.2.3.1.4 The activities listed below have the activity status listed within each overlay 

management area, and are subject to compliance with any standards specified 
elsewhere in the Plan for that activity. 

 
 
 
9.2.3.2 Activity Status Tables 
 
9.2.3.2.1 Permitted Activities 
 

 Activity Activity standards 

P1 Addition to an existing building  a. The addition shall not exceed a 
ground floor area of 40 m2 

 
9.2.3.2.2 Controlled Activities 
 
There are no controlled activities. 
 
9.2.3.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

 Activity Activity standard Matters for discretion 

RD1 Residential unit  

 

A resource consent 
arising from this rule will 
not require written 
approvals and shall not 
be publicly notified or 
limited notified 

a. The building shall be 
located within an identified 
building area 

 

 

9.2.4.1 

9.2.4.2 

RD2 Farm building in the 
following overlay: 

 Area of Natural 
Character in the 
Coastal 
Environment 

a. The building footprint must 
not exceed 100 m2 

9.2.4.1 

9.2.4.2 

RD3 Recreation facility or park 
management facility in 
the following overlay: 

 Area of Natural 
Character in the 
Coastal 

a. The building footprint must 
not exceed 100 m2 

9.2.4.1 

9.2.4.2 
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Environment 

RD4 New access tracks  

 

A resource consent 
arising from this rule will 
not require written 
approvals and shall not 
be publicly notified or 
limited notified 

a. The track shall not exceed 
3 m in formed width in the 
following overlay: 

 Area of Outstanding 
Natural Character in the 
Coastal Environment 

b. The track shall not exceed 
5 m in formed width in the 
following overlays: 

 Area of At Least High 
Natural character in the 
Coastal Environment 

 Area of Natural 
Character in the 
Coastal Environment  

9.2.4.1 

9.2.4.2 

 
9.2.3.2.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

D1 A farm building with a footprint that does not exceed 100 m2 in the following 
overlays: 

 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

D2 A recreation facility or park management facility with a footprint that does not 
exceed 100 m2 in the following overlays: 

 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

D3 Any building that is not otherwise specified in the following overlay: 

 Area of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

D4 Construction of an access track that does not comply with activity standard 
9.2.3.2.3 RD4 b. in the following overlay: 

 Area of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

D5 Construction of a new road in the following overlay: 

 Area of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment  

D6 Residential unit not provided for in RD1 in the following overlay: 

 Area of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 
9.2.3.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 
 

NC1 Any building that is not otherwise specified in the following overlays: 

 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

NC2 Construction of an access track that does not comply with 9.2.3.2.3 RD4 a. in the 
following overlay: 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

Construction of an access track that does not comply with 9.2.3.2.3 RD4 b. in the 
following overlay: 
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 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

NC3 Construction of a new road in the following overlays 

 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment  

NC4 Residential unit not provided for in RD1 in the following overlay: 

 Area of At Least High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

 Area of Outstanding Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 

NC5 Plantation forestry 

NC6 Quarrying  

 
 

9.2.4 Matters of Discretion 

9.2.4.1 Natural Character  

a. 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. 

 

b. Whether the proposal is consistent with preserving the natural character qualities of the 

coastal environment. 

 

c. Within areas of outstanding natural character in the coastal environment, whether 

adverse effects are avoided and the proposal does not damage, diminish or compromise 

natural character.  

 

d. Within areas of at least high natural character, whether development can be practicably 

located outside the area of high natural character. 

 

e. Whether any restoration or rehabilitation of the natural character of the coastal 

environment is proposed.  

 

f. The extent to which natural elements such as landforms and vegetation within the site 

mitigate the visibility of development.  

 

g. The capacity of the site to absorb change and the extent to which the opportunity has 

been taken to cluster built development in areas with a higher potential to absorb 

development while retaining areas which are more sensitive to change. 

 

h. The extent to which the proposal will result in sprawling or sporadic development along 

the coastline and adverse cumulative effects.  

 

i. The extent to which the proposal has technical or operational needs for its location and 

whether the proposal will result in positive effects. 

 

j. For new access tracks, whether the access supports conservation, farming or recreation 

activities that are complementary to the natural character. 

 

Comment [A1]: Text added to reflect 
matters for discretion included in the Ms 
Ferguson's version of the Proposal but not 
included in the Crown's submission 
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k. Whether the proposal recognises the context and values of historic and cultural 

significance and the relationship, culture and traditions of Ngāi Tahu. 

 

l. The proximity and extent to which the development is visible from public places and 

roads (including unformed legal roads, ease of accessibility to that place, and the 

significance of the view point. 

 

m. Whether the development will integrate into the natural character overlay and the 

appropriateness of the scale, form, design and finish (materials and colours) proposed 

and mitigation measures such as planting.  

 

  

Comment [A2]: Text added to reflect 
matters for discretion included in the Ms 
Ferguson's version of the Proposal but not 
included in the Crown's submission 



 

 Page 87 

9.3 NATURAL FEATURES AND LANDSCAPES 

9.3.1 Objective - Natural Features and Landscapes  

a. The district’s outstanding natural features and outstanding natural landscapes are 

protected from the adverse effects of subdivision and land use activities. 

b. The values of the district’s significant natural features and rural amenity landscapes are 

maintained and, where practical, enhanced.  

 

9.3.2 Policies 

9.3.2.1 Policy – Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes 

a. Recognise natural features and landscapes that have outstanding qualities arising from a 

shared appreciation of:  

i. Their biophysical features, patterns and processes;  

ii. The experience they provide, including views, sounds and smells;  

iii. spiritual, cultural and social associations with particular landscape elements or 

features. 

b. Protect the qualities of outstanding natural features and landscapes described in 

Appendix XX [this is attached at the end of this attachment] by:  

i. Avoiding plantation forestry.  

ii. Managing adverse effects of quarrying on the outstanding natural landscape of 

the Waimakariri and avoiding quarrying activities in other outstanding natural 

features and landscapes. 

iii. Avoiding earthworks and structures that detract from or damage unique landforms 

and landscape features.  

iv. Avoiding development that breaks the skyline, including the crater rim, ridgelines 

on Banks Peninsula and the radial spurs of the Port Hills. 

v. Avoiding inappropriate developments in locations of special significance to Ngāi 

Tahu. 

vi. Managing earthworks and establishment of structures so that these activities do 

not detract from extensive open views. 

vii. Avoiding subdivision and development in those parts of the outstanding natural 

landscapes with little or no capacity to absorb change and allow limited 

subdivision and development in those areas with higher potential to absorb 

change, provided it is designed to integrate into the landscape. 

viii. Within Pūtarikamotu / Riccarton Bush Outstanding Natural Feature:  

A. Restricting new building and fencing; 

Comment [A3]: Unnecessary text 
deleted 
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B. Ensuring land use and development is managed to retain the intactness, 

diversity and distinctiveness of the Bush and surrounding park setting and 

features.  

9.3.2.2 Significant Natural Features and Landscapes 

a. Recognise natural features and landscapes that, while not outstanding, make a 

significant contribution to the amenity of the City.  

b. Maintain and enhance the qualities of significant natural features and rural amenity 

landscapes described in Appendix XX [this is attached at the end of this attachment] by:  

i. Avoiding development that breaks the skyline, including the crater rim, ridgelines 

on Banks Peninsula and radial spurs of the Port Hills. 

ii. Avoiding plantation forestry in significant features and managing the effects of 

plantation forestry on significant landscapes, including any adverse effects on 

adjoining outstanding natural features and landscapes and area of natural 

character in the coastal environment. 

iii. Managing adverse effects of quarrying on the significant landscape of Banks 

Peninsula and avoiding quarrying activities in other significant natural features 

and landscapes. 

iv. Restricting visually prominent earthworks and structures.  

v. Limiting urban encroachment, particularly on waterway corridors. 

vi. Avoiding earthworks and structures which would adversely affect the natural 

landform characteristics of coastal sand dunes.  

vii. Recognising Ngāi Tahu values, particularly in relation to mahinga kai, and 

avoiding disturbance to known pā sites and urupā. 

viii. Within West Melton Dry Plains / Ōkakea Significant Natural Feature::  

A. Avoiding activities that would reduce the legibility of the former braids of 

the Waimakariri River or the kōwhai savannah grasslands. 

B. Recognising the presence of culturally significant sites in the grasslands 

area. 

C. Limiting the removal of indigenous vegetation, particularly remnant 

kowhai.  

D. Minimising the risk of fire damage. 

xi. Within Ōtākaro /Avon River:  

A. Manage the design of buildings and structures connected with recovery 

proposals in the Flat Land Recovery Zone to maintain and enhance as far 

as practicable the qualities of the natural feature.  

9.3.2.3 Policy – Pastoral Farming and Recreational Activities 

Comment [A4]: Unnecessary text 
deleted 
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a. Recognise that pastoral farming and recreational activities contribute to rural amenity, 

and enabling small scale buildings associated with these activities provided they are 

designed to integrate into the landscape.  

9.3.2.4 Policy – Utilities and Hazard Mitigation Works 

a. Ensure utilities and natural hazard mitigation works are appropriately designed to 

maintain as far as practicable the qualities of the landscape, naturalness and natural 

character. 

9.3.2.5 Policy – Non-regulatory Methods 

a. Recognise the effectiveness of mechanisms such as covenants and Conservation Trusts 

in maintaining, enhancing and protecting the qualities of outstanding natural features and 

landscapes, significant features and landscapes and natural character in the coastal 

environment.  

b. Promote restoration and enhancement of the qualities of natural features and landscapes 

including supporting appropriately designed ecological protection measures. 

 

c. Provide advice and guidelines to landowners to assist in the maintenance, enhancement 

and protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes, significant features and 

landscapes and natural character in the coastal environment. 

9.3.2.6 Future Work on Cultural Landscapes [this is subject to this hearing] 

a. Work with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and Papatipu Rūnanga to develop a methodology, 

assess and identify culturally significant landscapes for inclusion in the District Plan with 

objectives, policies and rules as appropriate. 

9.3.3 Rules – Landscapes and Natural Features  

9.3.3.1 How to use the rules 
 
9.3.3.1.1  These rules apply to activities in the following overlays, except as specified in 

9.3.3.1.3: 
i. Outstanding Natural Features 

ii. Outstanding Natural Landscapes 

iii. Significant Features 

iv. Rural Amenity Landscapes  

9.3.3.1.2  These overlay areas are shown on the planning maps and listed within the 
Schedules and reference maps in Appendices 9.3.5 [this reference number is 
consistent with the structure in AMC3].  The Planning Maps show the land 
parcels which contain overlay areas and a unique identifier. These schedules are 
ordered by the unique identifier number and contain a name, description by 
character area and location. The schedules also provide a cross-reference to the 
relevant planning maps. 

 
9.3.3.1.3 The rules in 9.3.3.2 do not apply to the following areas: 

i. Rural Banks Peninsula zone: Where RAL1.0 Banks Peninsula has an 

underlying Rural Banks Peninsula zoning effects on the landscape qualities 

are managed through Rural Banks Peninsula zone rules in Chapter 17 Rural; 
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ii. Central City Avon River Precinct Zone/ Te Papa Ōtākaro: In the Central City, 

rules to manage effects on SF8.2 Ōtākaro/ Avon River are contained in the 

Central City Avon River Precinct Zone/ Te Papa Ōtākaro in Chapter 13 

Central City.  

9.3.3.1.4 The activities listed below have the activity status listed within each overlay 
management area, and are subject to compliance with any standards specified 
elsewhere in the Plan for that activity. 

 
9.3.3.2 Activity Status Tables 
 
9.3.3.2.1 Permitted Activities 
 

 Activity Activity standards 

P1 Farm building a. The building footprint must not 
exceed 100 m2 

b. Maximum of one farm building per 
site.  

P2 Recreation facility or park 
management facility in any of the 
following overlays: 

 ONF 33.0 Waimakariri River 

 ONF 34.0 Travis Wetland / 
Ōruapaeroa 

 ONL 1.0 to 30.0 Banks Peninsula 

 SF 4.0 Styx Mill Reserve 

 SF 5.0 West Melton Dry Plains / 
Ōkakea 

 RAL 11.1 to 11.6 Port Hills 

a. The building footprint must not 
exceed 100 m2 

b. Maximum of one recreation or 
park management facility per site. 

 

P3 Addition to an existing building a. The addition shall not exceed a 
ground floor area of 40 m2 

 
9.3.3.2.2 Controlled Activities 
 
There are no controlled activities. 
 
9.3.3.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

 Activity Activity standard Matters for discretion 

RD1 A residential unit in an 
Outstanding Natural 
Feature or Outstanding 
Natural Landscape 
overlay.  

 

A resource consent 
arising from this rule will 
not require written 
approvals and shall not 
be publicly notified or 
limited notified 

a. The building shall be 
located within an 
identified building area 

b. The building shall not 
be located in the 
following overlay: 

 ONF 34.0 Travis 
Wetland/ 
Ōruapaeroa 

 

 

9.3.4.1 

9.3.4.2 
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RD2 A residential unit in any 
of the following 
Significant Feature or 
Rural Amenity 
Landscape overlays: 

 SF 5.0 West Melton 
Dry Plains / Ōkakea 

 RAL 11.1 to 11.6 
Port Hills 

 RAL 1.0 Banks 
Peninsula (Open 
Space zones) 

 

A resource consent 
arising from this rule will 
not require written 
approvals and shall not 
be publicly notified or 
limited notified 

a. The building shall be 
located within an 
identified building area 

9.3.4.1 

9.3.4.2 

RD3 A recreation facility or 
park management 
facility in overlays not 
provided for in 9.3.3.2.1 
P2 or 9.3.3.2.4 D1 

 

Except in ONL 38 Port 
Hills, a resource 
consent arising from 
this rule will not require 
written approvals and 
shall not be publicly 
notified or limited 
notified 

a. The building footprint 
must not exceed 100 
m2 

9.3.4.1 

9.3.4.2 

RD4 New access track  

 

A resource consent 
arising from this rule will 
not require written 
approvals and shall not 
be publicly notified or 
limited notified 

The access track is not greater 
than 3 m in formed width in the 
following overlays: 

 ONF 34.0 Travis 
Wetland/ Oruapaeroa 

 ONF 35.0 Riccarton 
Bush/ Putarikamotu 

 SF 2.0 Otukaikino 
Creek 

 SF 3.0 Styx River / 
Puharakekenui 

 SF 7.0 Waikakariki / 
Horseshoe Lake 

 SF 8.1 and 8.3 Otakaro 
/ Avon River 

 SF 10.0 Heathcote 
River / Opawaho 

 SF 4.0 Styx Mill 
Reserve 

9.3.4.1 

9.3.4.2 
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 SF 5.0 West Melton 
Dry Plains / Okakea 

 SF 6.0 Christchurch 
Coast / Te Tai o 
Mahaanui 

 

The access track is not greater 
than 5 m in formed width in the 
following overlays: 

 ONF 31.0 Kaitorete 
Spit  

 ONF 31.2 Te Waihora / 
Lake Ellesmere 
Wairewa / Lake Forsyth 

 ONF Brooklands 
Lagoon and Spit / Te 
Riu o Te Aika Kawa 

 ONF Te Ihutai / Avon-
Heathcote Estuary 

 ONF South Brighton 
Spit / Te Kōrero and 
Estuary entrance 

 ONF 33.0 Waimakariri 
River 

 ONF 1.0 to 30.0 Banks 
Peninsula 

 ONF 38.1 to 38.3 Port 
Hills 

 RAL 11.1 to 11.6 Port 
Hills 

 RAL 1.0 Banks 
Peninsula Open Space 
zone 

 
9.3.3.2.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

D1 A recreation facility or park management facility in any of the following Significant 
Feature overlays: 

 SF 2.0 Ōtūkaikino Creek 

 SF 3.0 Styx River / Pūharakekenui 

 SF 7.0 Waikākāriki / Horseshoe Lake 

 SF 8.1 and 8.3 Ōtākaro / Avon River 

 SF 10.0 Heathcote River / Ōpāwaho 

D2 Any building that is not otherwise specified in the following Outstanding Natural 
Feature or Outstanding Natural Landscape overlays: 

 ONF 33.0 Waimakariri River 

 ONF 34.0 Travis Wetland/ Ōruapaeroa 

 ONF 35.0 Riccarton Bush/ Pūtarikamotu 

 ONL 1.0 to 30.0 Banks Peninsula 

D3 Any building that is not otherwise specified in a Significant Feature or Rural 
Amenity Landscape overlay 
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D4 Construction of a new access track that does not meet the activity standards in 
9.3.3.2.3 RD4   

D5 Construction of a new road in the following overlays: 

 ONF 31.0 Kaitorete Spit  

 ONF 31.2 Te Waihora / Lake Ellesmere Wairewa / Lake Forsyth 

 ONF Brooklands Lagoon and Spit / Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa 

 ONF Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary 

 ONF South Brighton Spit / Te Kōrero and Estuary entrance 

 ONF 33.0 Waimakariri River 

 ONF 34.0 Travis Wetland/ Ōruapaeroa 

 ONF 1.0 to 30.0 Banks Peninsula 

 ONF 38.1 to 38.3 Port Hills 

D6 Quarrying activity in ONF 33.0 Waimakariri River 

D7 Plantation forestry in the following Rural Amenity Landscape overlays:  

 RAL 11.1 to 11.6 Port Hills 

 RAL 1.0 Banks Peninsula Open Space zone 

 
9.3.3.2.5 Non-Complying Activities 
 

NC1 Any building not otherwise specified in an Outstanding Natural Feature or 
Outstanding Natural Landscape overlay 

NC2 Any residential unit in the following overlays that does not meet activity standard 
9.3.3.2.3 RD1 a.: 

 ONF 33.0 Waimakariri River 

 ONL 1.0 to 30.0 Banks Peninsula 

NC3 Any residential unit in SF 5.0 West Melton Dry Plains / Ōkakea that does not meet 
activity standard  9.3.3.2.3 RD2 a. 

NC4 Construction of a new road in ONF 35.0 Riccarton Bush/ Pūtarikamotu 

NC5 Quarrying activity in any overlay, except as provided for in 9.3.3.2.4 D6 

NC6 Plantation forestry in any overlay except as provided for in 9.3.3.2.4 D7 

 
 
9.3.4 Matters of discretion – Natural Features and Landscapes 

9.3.4.1 General 

a. In an Outstanding Natural Feature and/or Landscape, whether the proposal is consistent 

with protecting the qualities of the natural feature or landscape described in Appendix XX 

[this is attached at the end of this attachment].  

b. In a Significant Feature and/or Rural Amenity Landscape:  

i. whether the proposal is consistent with maintaining and enhancing the qualities of 

the natural feature or landscape described in Appendix XX [this is attached at the 

end of this attachment]; 

ii.  Any adverse effects on adjoining outstanding natural features, outstanding 

landscapes or natural character of the coastal environment or of waterways and their 
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margins, and whether there is a sufficient separation to avoid detracting from the 

qualities of those areas. 

c. Whether the proposal recognises the context and values of historic and cultural 

significance and the relationship, culture and traditions of Ngāi Tahu.  

d. The extent to which the proposal will detract from the naturalness and openness of the 

landscape, or from other visual amenity landscape values. 

e. The extent to which the development is visible from public places and roads (including 

unformed legal roads) and the significance and proximity of the view point. 

f. Whether the development is easily accessible using existing road infrastructure.  

g. The extent to which the proposal has technical or operational needs for its location and 

whether the proposal will result in positive effects. 

h. The extent to which natural elements such as landforms and vegetation within the site 

mitigate the visibility of development.  

i. The capacity of the landscape to absorb change and the extent to which opportunity has 

been taken to cluster built development in areas of existing built development with a 

higher potential to absorb development while retaining areas which are more sensitive to 

change. 

j. The extent to which the proposal will contribute to cumulative adverse effects on 

landscape qualities. 

k. For structures, the appropriateness of the scale, form, design and finish proposed and 

mitigation measures such as planting to integrate the development into the landscape. 

l. For new access tracks: 

i. whether the track supports conservation, farming or recreation activities;  

ii. the ability to follow natural contours and mitigation measures to integrate the track 

into the landscape. 

m. In rural areas, whether the proposal supports the continuation of farming activities, in 

particular pastoral farming. 

n. Whether the proposal is connected to reticulated water and the need to provide water 

supply (for firefighting), and the ability to integrate water tanks into the landscape and 

mitigate any adverse visual effects. 

o. On Banks Peninsula, the extent to which the proposal will detract from visual amenity 

landscape values. This shall include consideration of the extent to which the proposal is 

consistent with design guidance. 

p. For proposed activities in connection with a recovery activity in the Flat Land Recovery 

Zone, the extent to which the qualities of the significant natural feature of the Avon River 

will be maintained. 

9.3.4.2 Building Reflectivity 

Comment [A5]: Text added to reflect 
matters for discretion included in the Ms 
Ferguson's version of the Proposal but not 
included in the Crown's submission 

Comment [A6]: Text added to reflect 
matters for discretion included in the Ms 
Ferguson's version of the Proposal but not 
included in the Crown's submission 
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a. The extent to which the building will give rise to adverse visual effects, taking into 

account the size of the building and the surface area with high reflectivity.  

 

b. Whether the proposed exterior materials respond to and respect the landscape and 

natural character. 
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APPENDIX XX - DISTINCTIVE QUALITIES OF AREAS IN NATURAL 

CHARACTER, NATURAL FEATURE AND LANDSCAPE OVERLAYS 

Natural character 

1. Kaitorete Spit:  

a. A unique geological feature, being a distinctive beach barrier and with 

a long continuous area of outstanding natural character. 

b. An expansive, bare windswept environment, with a sense of isolation 

and extensive views.  

c. An area of ecological importance due to its unique wildlife and habitat, 

such as the indigenous pingao. 

d. Extensive cultural and archaeological sites associated with Ngāi Tahu 

migration, settlement and mahinga kai. 

2. Te Waihora / Lake Ellesmere:  

a. A significant coastal lake, the only such geological feature within the 

district with an area of continuous outstanding natural character.  

b. An open, expansive low-lying landscape with panoramic views.  

c. An area with important riparian marshland and wetland, and salt 

marsh mudflats which provide fish and bird habitat. 

d. Holding outstanding values associated with Tikanga Māori in respect 

of Ngāi Tahu history, mahinga kai and customary fisheries. 

3. Wairewa / Lake Forsyth:  

a. An inland coastal lake within an ancient harbour eroded between 

volcanic rock deposits and an outlet impounded by beach gravels. 

b. Marsh species occurring along the brackish waters and numerous bird 

species.  

c. Significant to Ngāi Tahu, associated with settlement and mahinga kai, 

including the coastal pā and settlements of Ōruaka, Te Mata Hapuka 

and Poranui. 

4. Southern Bays Coastal Area / Poranui ki Timutimu: 

a. An isolated, rugged, coastal landscape with a continuous area of very 

high natural character. 

b. Areas of outstanding natural character comprising freshwater dunes 

and indigenous vegetation which contrasts to the surrounding more 

open landscape. 
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c. Significant Ngāi Tahu coastal settlements and mahinga kai areas 

including Te Kaio, Pireka and Whakamoa. 

5. Eastern Bays Coastal Area / Pohatu ki Panau:  

a. A remote, wild landscape with long continuous areas of high natural 

character and areas of outstanding natural character situated around 

parts of the coastline. 

b. The area includes larger tracts of indigenous and regenerating 

vegetation than elsewhere in the district’s coastal environment, unique 

flora and fauna, and a sense of interactive coast due to the variety of 

wildlife. 

c. The southern section forms the entrance to Akaroa Harbour, with 

impressive coastal cliffs, an area of outstanding natural character.  

d. Coastal pā, mahinga kai and sites of significance to Ngāi Tahu 

including Paekaroro, Parakākāriki, Ngā Toko Ono, Ōkaruru, Kawatea 

and Pānau. 

e. Small settlements are nestled in the valley floors at Okains Bay / 

Ōpara and Le Bons Bay / Ōtauwao. 

6. Akaroa and Whakaraupō / Lyttelton Harbours:  

a. Long, enclosed, and sheltered harbours distinct from the open 

coastline. 

b. Small settlements dispersed around the inner areas of the harbours, 

predominantly contained within bays while headlands represent a 

contrast due to their generally less developed character. 

c. Akaroa Harbour has areas of high natural character on headlands 

within the central area of the harbour, at Red Point / Te Pāua 

Mataotao, Takamatua Hill / Ōtipua, Takamatua Bay, Hammond Point / 

Te Umu Te Rehua, Petit Carenage Bay / Ōpakia, Tikao Bay / 

Okoropeke, Te Monene, and Wainui. These areas are very important 

for their indigenous vegetation, generally unmodified landform, and an 

absence of development and structures in close proximity to urban 

settlement. These sites also hold significance to Ngāi Tahu in relation 

to settlement and mahinga kai. 

d. Ōnawe is a significant landscape feature in the upper Akaroa Harbour 

with regenerating vegetation, habitat for both bush and coastal birds, 

and an important pā site of Ngāi Tahu. 

e. Whakaraupō / Lyttelton Harbour has small sections of high natural 

character in close proximity to the entrance to the harbour and 

adjoining settlements in the north of the harbour, including Taukahara 

and Ōtuherekio near the Ngāi Tahu settlement of Rāpaki.  
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f. The mudflats at Teddington, an area of high natural character in the 

southern point of Lyttelton Harbour traditionally known for the 

extensive raupō that grew there, hence the Ngāi Tahu name for the 

harbour - Whakaraupō. 

g. Awaroa / Godley Head and Te Piaka /Adderley Head guard and signal 

the entrance to Whakaraupō / Lyttelton Harbour, with impressive high 

cliffs, distinctive volcanic features, and important historic heritage and 

a site of significance to Ngāi Tahu, known as Ōtokitoki. 

7. Northern Bays Coastal Area / Koukourārata ki Whakaroa:  

a. Predominantly a rural working landscape. 

b. A sense of isolation in close proximity to the urban areas of the 

district. 

c. Areas of high natural character at the headlands of the long and 

narrow bays of Port Levy / Koukourarata, Little Akaloa / Whakaroa 

and Pigeon Bay / Wakaroa. 

d. Koukourārata, also known as Te Ara Whānui o Makawhiua, is a 

particularly significant bay for Ngāi Tahu associated with both 

traditional and contemporary settlements, Māori reserves sites, and 

being known for its mahinga kai.  

e. Several small settlements are nestled in the bays to the northern 

extent of the area. 

8. Avon-Heathcote Estuary/ Te Ihutai:  

a. Active estuary with shifting channels and dynamic tidal system with 

high natural character despite significant modifications along its 

edges. 

b. The saltmarsh areas and mudflats are important habitats.  

c. Important bird feeding and breeding site. 

d. Ngāi Tahu settlements and mahinga kai sites around the edge of the 

estuary that made use of the extensive food resources, including Te 

Kai a Te Kāroro, Ohikuparapara, Raekura and Waipātiki and the 

former Māori fishing reserve called Te Ihutai. 

9. Christchurch Coast / Te Tai o Mahaanui:  

a. Long open coastline, with sandy beaches and larger extent of active 

dune systems being of high natural character. 

b. Remote and windswept environments, with expansive views and 

sense of remoteness from the nearby urban settlements and modified 

areas. 
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c. Southern tip of South Brighton Spit / Te Kōrero Karoro is an area of 

very high natural character, a geomorphologic feature with important 

ecological values and provides habitat for bird species such as the 

godwit. 

d. The extensive, open, natural feature of the foredunes to the east of 

Bottle Lake Forest contrasts with more enclosed nature of the 

plantation forest at Bottle Lake Forest.  

e. Significant to Ngai Tahu in relation to settlement, migration and 

mahinga kai, particularly associated with key sites including 

Ōruapaeroa, Te Kōrero Karoro, Rapanui, Tuawera, Matukutakotako 

and Te Kai a Te Karoro.  

10. Brooklands Lagoon and Spit / Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa (including the 

Waimakariri River Mouth and lower Styx River/ Pūharakekenui):  

a. A dynamic, coastal environment with rare coastal features of the 

estuary/lagoon and Waimakariri River Mouth representing an area of 

outstanding natural character. 

b. Open, remote, wild environment within Brooklands Lagoon/ Te Riu o 

Te Aika Kawa from which impressive views are gained to the 

Waimakariri River Mouth. 

c. Significant to Ngai Tahu in relation to settlement and mahinga kai, 

particularly associated with the Pūharakekenui Māori Reserve.  

d. Native dunelands are found within the Spit. 

e. Important habitat values associated with the extensive tidal mudflats 

and saltmarsh of Brooklands Lagoon/ Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa. 

f. Ecological importance of the mouth and lower Styx River/ 

Pūharakekenui.  

Outstanding natural features 

1. Kaitorete Spit:  

a. The vast, low-lying Kaitorete Spit is a distinctive beach barrier 

landform separating Te Waihora / Lake Ellesmere from the sea and 

provides a sense of openness.  

b. Contains a large sand dune system with native sand binding plant 

pingao and herbfield communities. 

c. High importance to tāngata whenua, containing numerous 

archaeological sites, particularly middens and habitation sites. 

d. Residential development is confined to the Birdlings Flat / Poranui 

settlement, which is small in scale and distinctive in character.  
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2. Te Waihora / Lake Ellesmere:  

a. Important in terms of its geological and coastal landform attributes 

with the lagoon representing a rare landscape feature. 

b. Provides important indigenous fish and bird habitat, and the brackish 

coastal lagoon, indigenous riparian marshland and wetland plant 

communities along the lake edge are of ecological significance.  

c. Cultural associations are highly important in accordance with tikanga 

Māori and in respect of Ngāi Tahu history, mahinga kai and customary 

fisheries. 

3. Wairewa / Lake Forsyth:  

a. An inland coastal lake within an ancient harbour eroded between 

volcanic rock deposits and an outlet impounded by beach gravels. 

b. Significant to Ngāi Tahu as a key mahinga kai and associated with 

tuna (eels) and their harvest during the annual heke (migration) from 

lake to sea, and number of pā and kāinga and associated urupā in 

close vicinity to the lake, including Ōruaka and Te Mata Hapuka near 

the outlet.  

c. Notable values associated with the marsh species occurring along the 

brackish waters and numerous bird species. 

4. Brooklands Lagoon and Spit / Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa:  

a. The landform of Brooklands Spit and Lagoon formed behind the dunes 

barrier are distinctive geomorphological features adjacent to the 

Waimakariri river mouth.  

b. Extensive views and sense of isolation. 

c. The saltmarsh and mudflats, lagoon channel, Styx river mouth and 

banks are important habitats, in particular for plants and bird life. 

d. Brooklands Lagoon / Te Riu o Te Aika Kawa and the lower 

Waimakariri River and mouth are important mahinga kai sites. A 

number of urupā and archaeological sites, as well as the 

Pūharakekenui Māori Reserve are significant to Ngāi Tahu.  

e. The majority of the area lends itself to quiet recreation, including bird 

watching and fishing with Spencer and Seafield Parks popular 

recreational hubs. 

5. Waimakariri River:  

a. A large braided river, being one of the best examples of a braided 

riverbed and associated wetland habitat in New Zealand. 
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b. A distinctive natural feature which defines the northern boundary of 

the district. 

c. Important bird habitat and native plant communities in the understorey 

of surrounding vegetation. 

d. Significant to Ngāi Tahu in relation to settlement, migration, 

cultivations, mahinga kai and associated urupā. 

e. European heritage values associated with early settlement flood 

control works.  

f. Contemporary recreation, such as watersports and fishing. 

6. Travis Wetland / Ōruapaeroa:  

a. The largest remaining freshwater wetland and the best example of its 

kind in Christchurch City. 

b. Provides an important natural contrast with the wider urban 

environment. 

c. Significant to Ngāi Tahu in relation to mahinga kai, settlement and 

occupation.  

d. An area which has undergone and continues to undergo extensive 

restoration. 

e. An important wildlife refuge. 

f. An important recreation and education resource for the district as a 

wetland nature heritage park. 

7. Pūtarikamotu / Riccarton Bush:  

a. A remnant, largely unmodified area of low-land podocarp forest 

located within the wider urban environment. 

b. A park like landscape setting with significant heritage buildings and 

trees. 

c. A long history and important cultural associations for both Ngāi Tahu 

and European with the settlement of Ōtautahi/Christchurch. 

d. The podocarp forest has important ecological values and a significant 

traditional mahinga kai of Ngāi Tahu. 

e. Important recreational and education values. 

8. Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary:  

a. The formative processes, tidal influence and shifting channels of the 

Ōtākaro / Avon and Heathcote / Ōpāwaho rivers mouths and the 
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adjacent New Brighton sand spit make the estuary a highly legible 

landscape feature.  

b. The series of caves and rocky headlands from the mouth of the 

Heathcote / Ōpāwaho River to Scarborough Heads are significant 

geological features with important heritage, archaeological and 

cultural values. 

c. Important bird feeding and breeding site, nationally important for 

wading birds.  

d. Shag Rock / Rapanui, Tuawera / Cave Rock and Clifton Cliffs are of 

geological interest, visually prominent, and are of significance to Ngāi 

Tahu  

e. Significance in relation to Māori heritage due to extensive settlement, 

occupation and the use of Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary as a 

major mahinga kai. 

f. Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary and Sumner beach / Matuku-

takotako are particularly popular for recreational use.  

9. South Brighton Spit / Te Kōrero Karoro and Estuary entrance:  

a. The openness and visual separation of the beach from the adjacent 

urban environment by sand dunes. 

b. The sand dunes are important landform characteristics of the 

landscape including the native vegetation occurring on them. 

c. South Brighton Spit / Te Kōrero Karoro is an important bird habitat and 

distinctive landscape feature that defines the entrance to Te Ihutai / 

Avon-Heathcote estuary. 

d. An area of significance to Ngāi Tahu in relation to mahinga kai, 

migration and settlement. 

e. High recreational values of the beach and coastal interface due to the 

proximity to the city.  

Outstanding natural landscapes 

1. Banks Peninsula / Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū:  

a. Distinctive volcanic landforms with highly legible crater rims, 

prominent ridgelines and peaks extending to a series of gullies, spurs 

and lower slopes, and continuity of rock outcrops.  

b. The presence of important areas of indigenous vegetation. 

c. Important landscapes and features to Ngāi Tahu especially those 

prominent peaks and passes, streams and vegetation that relate to 



 

 Page 103 

key tribal origin, migration and settlement traditions, including mahinga 

kai. 

d. A predominance of natural features, processes and patterns with 

existing development generally well integrated into the landscape. 

e. Within the coastal environment, the presence of generally highly 

legible landforms, visually impressive cliffs, islands and caves. 

2. Port Hills / Ngā Kohatu Whakarakaraka o Tamatea Pōkai Whenua:  

a. Distinctive volcanic landform with highly legible crater rim, rocky 

outcrops, radial spurs and valleys. 

b. Skyline forms an important visual backdrop to Otautahi/Christchurch. 

c. A natural landscape characterised by openness and a general 

absence of human-made structures on the upper slopes and ridges, 

particularly the area east of Dyers Pass Road. 

d. The colours of the hills reflect the seasonal changes. 

e. A major recreation resource for the city’s residents and visitors.  

f. The presence of important areas of indigenous vegetation including 

remnants and restored bush in gullies / cliffs and tussocks on spurs 

and slopes.  

g. Important to Ngāi Tahu especially those prominent peaks and passes, 

streams and vegetation that relate to key tribal origin, migration and 

settlement traditions, including mahinga kai.  

h. A predominance of natural features, processes and patterns with 

existing development generally well integrated into the landscape. 

Significant natural features 

1. Ōtūkaikino Creek:  

a. A spring-fed stream being an old meander of the Waimakariri. 

b. The clear water of the stream and associated wetlands are of high 

ecological value. 

c. Accessible through the Groynes reserve with walkways and 

recreational facilities. 

d. Significant to Ngāi Tahu due to the presence of various wāhi tapu. 

2. Styx River / Pūharakekenui:  

a. The Styx River / Pūharakekenui is a spring-fed lowland river being an 

older meander of the Waimakariri. 
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b. Its sections of native vegetation and presence of wildlife it contributes 

to the amenity of the adjoining residential areas.  

c. Cultural significance to Ngāi Tahu, particularly relating to mahinga kai 

and and kāinga (settlements). The Pūharakekenui Māori Reserve 

fronts the river towards its mouth. 

3. Styx Mill Reserve:  

a. An important representative area of the former Styx River floodplain 

and wetlands. 

b. Has large areas of indigenous planting and ecological restoration. 

c. Associated with an area of importance to Ngāi Tahu in relation to 

mahinga kai. 

d. An area with important historic heritage connected to European 

settlement and mill industries.  

e. An important wildlife refuge. 

4. West Melton Dry Plains / Ōkakea:  

a. A predominantly open, rural area where the former braids of the 

Waimakariri River are legible across large parts of the landscape. 

b. An area with important ecological values, including the presence of a 

large area of the kōwhai savannah grasslands, and other dryland plant 

communities. 

c. An area of importance to Ngāi Tahu associated with a network of 

settlements and mahinga kai sites located along the former path of the 

Waimakariri River.  

d. The dry appearance maintained by extensive pastoral grazing. 

5. Christchurch Coast / Te Tai o Mahaanui:  

a. The foreshore and dune between Brooklands Lagoon and South 

Brighton is an extensive natural feature.  

b. A windswept environment with panoramic views, including to the Port 

Hills.  

c. The dune zone is an active, dynamic system dominated by exotic 

marram grass with smaller areas of native pingao. 

d. Native plant communities exist, although the majority of the hinterland 

is highly modified with pine forest or urban settlement. 

e. The coastline is important to Ngāi Tahu as a traditional mahinga kai, 

as well as in relation to settlement and migration traditions. 
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f. Spencer Park and other nodes of development contain popular 

recreation infrastructure, such as surf clubs. 

6. Horseshoe Lake / Waikākāriki:  

a. One of the few remaining low-land swamps in the district and a unique 

feature due to its distinctive and original ox-bow shape, being an older 

meander of Ōtākaro/Avon River. 

b. Significant to Ngāi Tahu as a mahinga kai, pā and urupā. 

c. An area which has a thick undergrowth of indigenous plants and is an 

important bird habitat. 

7. Ōtākaro /Avon River and Heathcote River / Ōpāwaho:  

a. The rivers provide an important natural contrast with the wider urban 

environment. 

b. Ecologically important, including for indigenous fauna and indigenous 

vegetation.  

c. Historic heritage associated with both early Māori and European 

settlement. 

d. Cultural significance to Ngāi Tahu, particularly relating to mahinga kai 

and associated pā and kāinga (settlements). 

e. The river banks have high amenity values and valued for passive 

recreation. 

f. The Ōtākaro / Avon River is an important natural feature in the city, 

particularly at Mona Vale, Hagley Park, the Botanic Gardens, and 

Central City, and contains remnant channels, basins, wetlands and 

springs reflecting the geomorphological history of the city landscape.  

g. Heathcote River / Ōpāwaho with its origin in the tributary streams 

flowing from Port Hills provides a corridor of high amenity values as it 

meanders through the residential suburbs and has strong historic 

heritage values, particularly in the industrial area of Woolston and 

Radley’s wharf where the towpath along the river is now used as a 

walkway.  

Significant landscapes 

1. Banks Peninsula:  

a. A predominantly pastoral farming, rural working landscape. 

b. Distinctive volcanic landforms with highly legible crater rims, 

prominent ridgelines and peaks extending to a series of gullies, spurs 

and lower slopes, and continuity of rock outcrops.  
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c. The presence of important areas of indigenous vegetation. 

d. Important landscapes and features to Ngāi Tahu especially those 

prominent peaks and passes, streams and vegetation that relate to 

key tribal origin, migration and settlement traditions, including mahinga 

kai. 

e. A predominance of natural features, processes and patterns with 

existing development generally well integrated into the landscape. 

f. Within the coastal environment, the presence of generally highly 

legible landforms, visually impressive cliffs, islands and caves. 

2. Port Hills:  

a. An important visual backdrop to Christchurch. 

b. A major recreation resource for the city’s residents and visitors. 

 


