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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Yvonne Pfluger.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 2 December 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Christchurch City 

Council (Council) has agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in 

accordance with my duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I have read the submitter evidence in chief (EiC) relevant to my area of 

expertise. My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the EiC filed on 

behalf of the following submitters relating to chapter 9.2 of the Proposal: 

 

(a) Jeremy Head for Graeme & Joy McVicar (#3613);  

(b) Nicola Smetham for the Christchurch Gondola (#4000); 

(c) Peter Rough for The Crown (#3721);  

(d) Anna Cameron for The Crown (#3721);  

(e) Andrew Craig for Orion (#3730); 

(f) Tanya Stevens for Ngai Tahu (#3722) - no comment;  

(g) Lynda Weastell Murchison for Ngai Tahu (#3722);  

(h) Jan Cook for Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (#3469) and Akaroa 

Civic Trust (#3627); and 

(i) Fiona McKenzie for Federated Farmers (#3702) - no comment. 

 

2.2 My evidence has the following attachments: 

 

(a) Attachment A: Memorandum McVicar 

(b) Attachment B: Map of proposed HNC amendment Sumner Head 
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3. RESPONSE TO SUBMITTERS 

 

Jeremy Head for Graeme & Joy McVicar (#3613) 

 

3.1 Following the preparation of Mr Head’s EiC, the submitter and the Council 

have agreed it would be appropriate to amend the proposed boundary for the 

Outstanding Natural Landscapes (ONL) on Worsely Spur. A Memorandum 

(dated 16
th
 December 2015, see Attachment A) was signed between the 

parties to record that Mr Head and I agreed that it would be an appropriate 

landscape outcome to remove the ONL from an 80 metre wide area on Lots 11 

to 14 and half of Lot 15 along Worsely Spur Road, as described in para 14.11 

of my EiC and shown on the map on page 7 of the graphic attachment. This 

amended boundary is also shown on figure 2 in the Evidence of Mr Head.  

 

3.2 I consider this amendment to be supportable from a landscape perspective 

because the Rural Large Lot Zone (RLL zone) on the western side of 

Worsleys Road already extends as far as Lot 14. Accordingly, the existing 

landscape character of the site will be modified in the future following 

development of the west side of Worsleys Road and would be compatible with 

residential development pattern for Lots 1 to 9. Mr Head and I also concluded 

that it would not have significantly adverse effects on the ONL to establish one 

dwelling on Lot 15 in proximity to the other lots as it would be visually 

associated with the existing development along the road and avoid creating an 

awkward orphan lot with little foreseeable use or value which could result in 

poor landscape outcomes. 

 

Nicola Smetham for the Christchurch Gondola (#4000) 

 

3.3 Ms Smetham in her EiC provides useful information regarding the gondola’s 

location, including an outline of components located within Scenic Reserves 

(section 4) and a description of the zoning and reiteration in her evidence of 

the values of the site that were outlined in the Christchurch Landscape Study 

(CLS). She expands on these values and I concur with her description.  

 

3.4 Additionally, Ms Smetham has undertaken an assessment of the gondola’s 

visibility from a wide range of viewpoints, including an extensive photographic 

record of these views included in her graphic attachment. I consider this 

assessment accurate based on my own familiarity with the area and agree 



 

 27180577_1.DOC   3 
 

with her assessment of the existing gondola’s visual effects from local and 

long-distance viewpoints, which are illustrated in her graphic attachments.  

 

3.5 In paragraph 7.9 of her EiC Ms Smetham identifies the components of a 

potential recreation/ tourism development that may lead to landscape and 

visual effects. In general terms I agree with these factors that may cause 

potential effects on the landscape. In the following paragraphs she expands on 

the landscape’s ability to absorb physical changes without transformation of its 

character and quality (paragraphs 7.10- 7.23).  While I agree with a number of 

the points she makes in this respect, such as the potential visibility of 

development from short and long distance viewpoints (paragraphs 7.20 to 

7.22), I would like to comment on some issues she raises in her para 7.23.  

 

3.6 In my view, it is difficult to provide a definitive assessment of potential effects 

in the absence of an actual proposal. For example, I agree that it is possible 

that the following statement applies to well sited and designed proposals “The 

large scale and complexity of the Port Hills landform and its volcanic features 

are likely to remain intact and potentially unaffected by small scale structures. 

For the most part, appreciation of the legibility of the Port Hills landform is 

gained at distances of between 1.3 – 6.5 km and the gondola structure 

indicates that this is likely to be maintained even with the introduction of further 

structures.” (para 7.13(a)). However, this would largely depend on the 

characteristics of an actual proposal and can, in my opinion, not be 

generalised without knowing what sort of structures this may encompass.  

 

3.7 I do not agree that the legibility of the Port Hills is “for the most part 

appreciated from distances of between 1.3-6.5km”. While this may be true for 

the appreciation of the overall landform, I consider that the highly legible 

volcanic rock outcrops are also important at a local scale, seen at much closer 

viewing distances (eg by recreationists around Mt Cavendish). This leads me 

to the view, that any potential future development would also have to be 

assessed at a local scale in terms of its visual and landscape effects, as well 

as broader scale due to the range of landscape values associated with the 

Port Hills and the variety of uses that this landscape can be experienced from, 

including local walking/ cycling tracks. While some areas may be more resilient 

to change regarding earthworks and vegetation removal, this can in my view 

not be generalised (para 7.23 (e)-(g)), as this is highly dependent on the 

underlying landform and the extent of modification required for a development.  
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3.8 Regarding Ms Smetham’s assessment of effects on the ONL (para 7.24-7.35) I 

agree that the existing gondola building has been designed relatively 

sensitively to integrate with the surrounding landform, in particular when 

viewed from a distance (para 7.25). This existing development has however, in 

my view, reduced the landscape, visual amenity and natural character values 

of the Mt Cavendish landform when viewed from a range of nearby viewpoints 

along the Summit Road and tracks. While I agree in general terms that co-

location of structures is desirable (para 7.31), I consider that the qualifier in 

this sentence “depending on its scale and nature” is a crucial factor regarding 

the potential adverse effects of a proposal and the potential to mitigate them. 

Given the variability and sensitivity of the landscape values around Mt 

Cavendish, including areas of indigenous vegetation and legible rock outcrops, 

and the significance of these landscape values, I consider it appropriate to 

assess potential future developments as a non-complying activity, unless the 

proposed development would be a recreation facility of less than 100sqm, 

which would indeed represent a small scale structure (and requires consent as 

a restricted discretionary activity under the Provisions)
1
.  

 

Peter Rough and Anna Cameron for The Crown (#3721)  

 

3.9 I note that Mr Rough is in general agreement with the methodology and 

findings of the landscape studies that informed the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (CRDP)
2
 as stated in his Executive Summary 

(Section 4 EiC).  

 

3.10 Mr Rough highlighted a number of inconsistencies between the terminology of 

features and landscapes between the CLS and listings in the Schedules 

(paragraph 7.13 of his EiC). As outlined in paragraphs 7.1 and 7.2 of my EiC, 

there is a differentiation between features and landscapes
3
. As described in 

                                                   
1
 Proposals as notified under rule 9.2.3.2.1 Table 1 in column for ONL38.1 to 38.3 Port Hills: a) non complying activity; e) 

restricted discretionary activity.  
2
 Banks Peninsula Landscape Study (BML, 2007), Christchurch City Landscape Study (BML, 2015), Banks Peninsula 

Addendum Report (BML, 2015);  
3
 In general landscapes and features have been differentiated as follows: 

Landscapes are larger areas that are perceived as a whole, which can include a number of features within them. Landscapes 
can be either experienced from within (eg walking tracks/ Summit Road within Port Hills landscape) or seen as the whole of the 
outlook (eg the Port Hills perceived as a whole from Christchurch City). Landscape boundaries can coincide with visual 
catchments. Landscape features are discrete elements within a landscape, which are generally experienced from outside the 
features’ boundaries. Features display integrity as a whole element and can often be clearly distinguished from the surrounding 
landscape, which forms a matrix around them. Generally features are defined by their geomorphological landform boundaries 
However, in some instances (such as areas of native bush) these are defined more readily by landcover characteristics. 
Small landscapes can nest within larger landscapes. Both landscape and feature are scale dependent, eg Banks Peninsula 
could be identified as a feature when seen as a whole from a satellite aerial view (Regional Scale), while it has landscapes, 
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the CLS, in summary, the Port Hills are the only landscape found within 

Christchurch (both ONL and Rural Amenity Landscapes (RAL)), while all other 

outstanding or significant areas are smaller scale features (Outstanding 

Natural Features (ONF) and Significant Features (SF)). There are a number of 

landscapes and features in Banks Peninsula and as outlined in footnote 3 the 

identification can vary depending on the scale they are assessed at. The 

Banks Peninsula Landscape Study (BPLS, BML, 2007) did not differentiate 

between ONF/Ls, and I do not consider this to be essential, as both have been 

identified under Section 6(b) of the RMA. I concur, in this respect with 

paragraph 7.8 of Mr Rough’s EiC. 

 

3.11 Mr Rough has undertaken an assessment of the natural character of wetlands, 

lakes, rivers and their margins in his EiC (paragraphs 6.19 to 6.34). While an 

assessment of RMA s6(a) matters outside the coastal environment has been 

outside the specific brief for the preparation of the landscape studies I was 

involved with, I generally agree with his findings.  Although I am not familiar 

with some of the details regarding the natural character of the rivers and lakes, 

in particular those on Banks Peninsula, referred to in his evidence.  

 

3.12 Mr Rough provides a useful assessment of potential adverse effects of 

subdivision, use and development on ONF/L, SF/L, RAL and important 

ridgelines in the district in section 9 of his EiC. The activities he addressed 

include urbanisation, plantation forestry, wilding trees, quarries and access 

roads and tracks. He also addressed the landscape and visual effects of 

earthworks, utilities and navigational aids within the District. I agree with his 

findings.  

 

3.13 Both Ms Cameron (paragraph 8.14 of her EiC) and Mr Rough (paragraph 9.8 

of his EiC) disagree with the amendment proposed by Ms Ferguson in her EiC 

in relation to RALs and SFs to delete the requirement for ‘enhancement’ of 

these landscapes from the relevant objective and policies. While I consider 

that it would be beneficial to restore or enhance these second tier landscapes 

(identified under RMA S7(c)), it may, in my view, be unnecessarily onerous on 

private landowners to improve the existing landscape quality of these areas.  

 

3.14 While Mr Rough supports the proposed High Natural Character (HNC) 

identification for the majority of Christchurch and Banks Peninsula, he 

                                                                                                                                                              
such as the Akaroa Harbour, and features, such as volcanic outcrops, occurring within it when perceived from within (District 
and Local Scale).  
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considers it “somewhat strange that not all areas of the coastal environment 

that have been mapped as ONF/Ls have been mapped as areas of at least 

High Natural Character in the Coastal Environment.” In my view, it is worth 

noting that the assessment methodology for the two overlays is different, as 

described in my EiC and the relevant landscape studies. While in many 

instances, natural character and landscape values occur together, this is not 

necessarily always the case as ONL assessments, in addition to biophysical 

attributes, also take sensory and associative values into account (refer to p 51 

CLS). While these sensory landscape values may be related to similar 

experiential attributes assessed under natural character (refer to p 57 CLS), 

associative values do not form part of natural character assessment outlined in 

Policy 13 (2) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS). Figure 1 

below illustrates the relationship, including the overlaps and differences, 

between the two concepts.  

 

 

FIGURE 1 Relationship between landscape and natural character, Source BML 

 

3.15 Mr Rough further addresses the appropriateness of coastal natural character 

identification for more specific areas within Christchurch and Banks Peninsula. 

Mr Rough states in his paragraph 6.17 “In my opinion the coastal environment 

portion of the ONL from Sumner Head south around to approximately below 

the gun emplacements should also be mapped as an Area of at Least High 

Natural Character.” I clarified with him subsequently through a phone 
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conversation (14/12/2015), which part of the Coastal Environment from 

Sumner Head to Godley Head he was referring to in his recommendation for 

further HNC inclusion. He confirmed that he would support an inclusion of the 

cliffs between Sumner Head and Moki Point and the cliffs east of the Taylors 

Mistake baches, including Black Point Rock. It is worth noting that the cliffs 

east of Black Point Rock are already identified as areas of ‘very high natural 

character’ in the CLS and the notified Plan. While the existing residential 

development close to the Sumner/Taylors Mistake cliffs has, in my view, 

reduced the perceptual aspects of natural character, it could be argued that 

they still maintain ‘high natural character’. I, therefore, recommend that these 

cliffs, which I understand are in public land ownership, should be included in 

the HNC overlay as shown in Attachment B of my evidence. I understand 

from an email exchange with Mr Rough (15/12/2015) that he is supportive of 

the inclusion of these areas as HNC as shown in Attachment B and that the 

proposed amendments address the concerns he raises in his EiC.  

 

3.16 In his final paragraphs Mr Rough refers to site specific submissions within 

Lyttleton Harbour. His recommendation is to include Quail island as HNC as 

per Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board request
4
. In his para 10.3 he states 

"And, for reasons outlined at paragraphs 6.17 to 6.18 above, I consider that at 

least some of Quail Island’s coastal environment (such as its northeast-facing 

cliffs) are at least an area of high natural character.” While I have addressed 

this in my EiC (para XX), where I stated that the ONL identification is, in my 

view, more appropriate than HNC due to existing modifications on the island, I 

would have no concerns, if Quail Island was deemed sufficiently natural to be 

included in the HNC listing. In my view, it is currently just below the threshold 

for HNC identification, but due to the ongoing vegetation restoration and 

management by the Department of Conservation, a HNC listing could equally 

be considered appropriate.  

 

Andrew Craig for Orion (#3730) 

 

3.17 In his evidence Mr Craig addresses the proposed activity status for 

transmission and distribution lines in Chapter 11 (Standard 11.3.2.1 (C) P1). 

He highlights that, in his view, the “presence of distribution utilities is part and 

parcel of virtually all landscapes in New Zealand” (para 15). He describes the 

landscape effects associated with the presence of distribution utilities as 

                                                   
4
 Submission points #3716.26&27 
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‘associative effects’ where the focus of concern is on congruity (paragraph 16 

of his EiC). In his view, “the installation, upgrade and maintenance of utilities in 

the Rural Amenity Landscape at least, would not be at odds within such a 

working rural landscape”
5
.  

 

3.18 I accept Mr Craig’s argument that the smaller scale distribution lines, such as 

those shown in his Figure 1, are common and an expected element of rural 

landscapes, including those found on Banks Peninsula. In terms of landscape 

effects these lines on relatively short mono pole structures have a lesser effect 

(ie wooden power poles with cross members supporting lines) than the larger 

scale transmission lines on pylon structures. The pylon structures, apart from 

their height, have in my view a more industrial appearance, which is generally 

associated with national transmission corridors. I consider that these large-

scale transmission line (generally more than 110,000kv) have more significant 

visual amenity, landscape and natural character effects than the local 

distribution network (generally less than 66,000kv).  

 

3.19 Mr Craig states in his paragraph 20 of his EiC that “while utilities are an 

accepted feature of both the rural and urban landscape, they do not contribute 

amenity – particularly when they are above ground. For amenity purposes the 

preference is always to underground services.” I agree with him and see 

undergrounding of services as a preferred option, but I also understand that 

this may not always be practical from a cost perspective, or for other reasons.  

 

3.20 I consider it appropriate to allow for maintenance and upgrading of lines as a 

Permitted activity, as these would occur within established line corridors. I 

have some concerns, however, if the creation of new distribution lines was to 

be a Permitted Activity, as the RAL on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills 

holds high amenity values, which are higher than those found in rural 

landscapes in other parts of the district, such as those on the Canterbury 

Plains. I have reviewed the rationale that supports his view in paragraphs 

22.1-22.7 and concur that utilities are an accepted part of the existing 

environment of the RAL
6
. While I agree that the shorter poles of distributing 

utilities can have low visual bulk
7
, lines can also be visually quite obtrusive, 

depending on viewing angle and backdrop.  

 

                                                   
5
 paragraph 16 

6
 paragraph 22.1 

7
 paragraph 22.4 
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3.21 While I accept that the smaller lines are an expected element of the rural 

landscape they also have the potential to have the following effects (see also 

Figure 2 below): 

 

(a) Adverse effects on the visual coherence of the landscape by 

introducing unnatural lines and interrupting views across the 

undulating, small-scale landscape. 

(b) Potential for visual dominance in a landscape that has high amenity 

value, in particular when several lines appear together in a view. 

Viewing distance and angle, landscape characteristics and backdrop, 

as well as pole design, number of lines and height are factors that 

influence the severity of visual effects and the potential to dominate a 

view. 

(c) Adverse amenity effects on rural outlook for residents and scenic 

corridors and viewpoints for visitors (eg iconic views from some 

lookout points).  

(d) Visual clutter, especially when lines criss-cross the landscape. 

(e) Cumulative visual effects from a multitude of lines. 

 

3.22 It would be preferable if lines are located off ridgelines and near a change in 

landform where they can be visually better absorbed and away from visually 

particularly sensitive areas. As a Restricted Discretionary (RD) activity this 

could be achieved. I, therefore, recommend that RD activity status should be 

maintained within the RAL on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills and the even 

more sensitive ONLs.  
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Figure 2 shows distribution lines on monopole structures in a rural environment. Poles on the right are 

estimated to be in the range of 15-20m and the lower poles on the left about 10m high. 

 

3.23 This RD activity should, in my view, also apply within the SF within 

Christchurch, as most of these features are generally more confined in scale 

and due to their curvi-linear nature (eg rivers) less suited to the erection of 

distribution lines.   

 

Lynda Weastell Murchison and Tanya Stevens for Ngai Tahu (#3722)  

 

3.24 Ms Weastell  Murchison refers in her evidence to a number of issues that 

relate to landscape, in particular the landscape overlays that apply to 

Papakainga Zones on Banks Peninsula. In her paragraphs 54-91, she 

considers the appropriateness of ONL, RAL and Costal Environment overlays 

in the Papakainga Zones.  In paragraph 85 Ms Weastell Murchison raised 

issues relating to a mediation agreement reached with Ngāi Tahu on 30th 

November 2015. Relying on the evidence of Ms Stevens, Ms Weastell 

Murchison understands that the agreement was that the provisions would 

apply to rural land in the HNC, ONL and RAL overlays but not Māori land 

which is being used for papakāinga/kāinga nohoanga development. I did not 

take notes at the mediation and cannot confirm if this is correct and recorded 

as such in a mediation agreement. I understand that Ms Ferguson is 
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confirming this issue as outlined in her rebuttal. I reviewed the extent of Maori 

land within the Papakianga Zones, which cover the majority of the zones. In 

my view, from a landscape perspective, there is no justification for removing 

Overlays that protect landscape and coastal natural character values, based 

on property ownership and I anticipate that this may lead to adverse effects on 

landscape values of these extensive areas. I consider that an effects based 

justification is required. 

 

3.25 Another issue of relevance in Ms Weastell Murchison’s evidence is the 

differentiation between RMA Section 6(b) and 6(e) and (f) landscapes (para 

38-40). I agree that there is often a confusion of terms and that landscapes 

can be identified under different sections of the RMA, as described in Section 

6 of my EiC. Some landscapes or features may be recognised under several 

sections of the RMA.  

 

3.26 I did not have any further comments on Ms Stevens’ evidence. 

 

Jan Cook for Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (#3469) and Akaroa Civic Trust (#3627) 

 

3.27 Ms Cook considers those parts of the Open Space Zones that fall within 

landscape and coastal overlays should not be restricted by rules in Chapter 

9.2 in relation to tramping huts and small scale recreation/ public amenity 

structures.   

 

3.28 Currently, it is proposed to allow for tramping huts of less than 100sqm in size 

as a Permitted activity within the ONLs of Banks Peninsula based on findings 

in the Section 32 report, in Appendix 3.1 ‘Technical landscape overview report’ 

contains analysis of recreation facilities. The report concludes: “Upon 

consideration of a number of examples, singular small scale buildings (i.e. 

those with footprints equal to or less than 100m2 and single storied) appear to 

consistently ‘fit well’ within more sensitive landscape settings.”   

 

3.29 Ms Ferguson proposes to amend this rule as follows, replacing the term 

‘recreation facility’ with the more targeted term ‘tramping hut’: 

“A tramping hut in association with walking and cycling tracks, with a footprint 

≤100m2.  Limited to one per site”.  
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3.30 Due to the sensitivity of ONLs, in particular the ones located along the crater 

rims of Banks Peninsula, I support this amendment, since recreation facilities 

may encompass a wide range of structures that may not be in character with 

the environment. I also support limiting tramping huts to one per site, as a 

proliferation of huts in the ONL overlay would not be desirable.  

 

3.31 I consider that the presence of these passive recreation specific, small-scale 

structures in areas of ‘Natural Character in the Costal Environment’ (NCCE) 

would be an expected landscape element without significant effects on the 

natural character values. Due to the lower natural character of these areas 

(less than high natural character), I consider that Permitted Activity Status 

would be appropriate within these NCCE areas. I would recommend a higher 

level of protection of natural character values for areas of High or Very High 

Natural Character (HNC). In areas of Outstanding Natural Character (ONC), 

which are very limited in extent due to their extraordinarily high natural 

character values, it would be, in my view, generally inappropriate to place 

tramping huts or other man-made structures. 

 

3.32 Additionally, Ms Cook requests in para 27 that ‘Buildings with a footprint less 

than 20m2 for passive recreation activities and public amenities’ are provided 

for as a permitted activity”. I agree with Ms Cook in respect of NCCE areas, 

where a more enabling approach to very small public amenity buildings is 

appropriate.
8
  For the same reasons as outlined above, I consider it in most 

instances inappropriate to locate these structures in ONC areas, but generally 

appropriate in HNC areas.  

 

 

 

Yvonne Pfluger 

18 December 2015 

 

                                                   
8
 Rule 9.2.3.4 table 3, NCCE = P4, HNC = RD10 (non-notified), ONC = D9.  



 

 

Attachment A- Memorandum Submitter Mc Vicar, dated 16
th

 December 2015 

Memorandum of Counsel on Behalf of G A & J Y McVicar (#3613) and the Christchurch City 

Council 

  

 























Attachment B- Map amendments to HNC Sumner Head 

The hatched green areas are proposed as HNC additions as referred to in Mr Rough’s EiC. 


