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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Patricia Harte and I am a planner and principal with Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd, 

consultant Planners, Surveyors and Engineers of Christchurch.  

 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014. I confirm that I have considered all material facts that I am aware of 

that might alter or detract from the opinions I express, and that this evidence is within my area of 

expertise, except where I state that I am relying on evidence of another person.  

2.2 In this rebuttal evidence I comment on the following evidence provided in support of Submission 

#968 and 1200 of Waimakariri District Council: 

a. Victoria Caseley, Planner 

b. Matthew Bonis, Planner 

c. Douglas Fairgray 

 

3. VICTORIA CASELEY 

3.1 Ms. Caseley goes into considerable detail in the section 2 of her evidence regarding actions taken 

by Waimakariri District Council in response to statutory direction actions required under the CER 

Act in the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP). I agree that these actions (Actions 25 and 26) likely 

have their basis in the statements in 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 in the LURP. I am unsure however what the 

relevance of this part of her evidence is to the submission of the Waimakariri District Council 

opposing the submission of AMP Capital Investors.  

3.2 I note however that she has changed the emphasis on the roles of various  centres 

 including key activity centres of various scales. At paragraph 2.6 she quotes the LURP as  saying; 

 The key activity centres identified differ from one another in overall size and form and 

 also in the scale and balance of the activities they offer, as they reflect the needs of 

 particular communities’. (my emphasis added) 

She then at paragraph 2.8 states that in her view: 
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 ..the LURP acknowledges that whilst key activity centres will have a variety of different 

 sizes and form they need to reflect their particular community they service 

3.3 In my opinion this is a very significant change. One (the LURP statement) is simply saying why 

centres differ; the other requires those differences to be maintained and enforced, presumably 

through the planning regime. This approach ignores the fact that the scale and form of centres 

has developed over time in response to various demands of the community and market, and 

need to be able to do continue to do so. In short it assumes that there is a problem that needs 

fixing. 

3.4 At paragraph 3.3. Ms. Caseley refers to Objective 6.2.1 in the LURP and she correctly states that 

 it enables the focus of recovery, rebuilding and development in specific areas by identifying key 

 activity  centres and avoiding development outside of the existing urban areas and priority areas. 

 I note it also addresses many other aspects of recovery.  She then states that  

  In my view this objective seeks to establish a complementary framework for each Key  

  Activity Centre and its community and between Key activity Centres themselves .I consider 

  this to be entirely consistent with the Strategic Partners’ understanding  of the purpose of 

  the LURP and the need for Christchurch to work together for the purpose…. 

 In my opinion Ms. Caseley has read something into Objective 6.2.1 that simply isn’t there. There 

 is nothing in the Objective about the relationship between key activity centres and nothing about 

 complementarity. She then uses her assumption about the purpose of the Objective to support 

 her approach to protecting the towns of Rangiora and Kaiapoi. 

3.5 Ms Caseley makes reference to the Belfast Key Activity Centre only in her conclusion. After 

stating her concerns about the delays in buildings being tenanted (presumably in Rangiora), she 

says that the new development at the Styx Centre is a real concern as it will “potentially coincide 

with the recovery and rebuild of Rangiora and Kaiapoi” and appears to rely to some extent on 

customers from the Waimakariri District Catchment. She does not surmise what effect this will 

have. Nor does she mention that development at the Styx Centre can happen anyway under PC22 

and as provided for in the Proposed Replacement District Plan and that development beyond the 

current retail cap on the Styx Centre is very unlikely to be utilised in the short, or even medium, 

term.  

4. MATTHEW BONIS 

4.1  At paragraph 26 Mr. Bonis appears to be saying that the bearing Waimakariri District Plan 
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provisions have on the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan is through s74(2)(c) of 

the Act which requires plan makers to have regard to “the degree to which the district plan needs 

to be consistent with the plans or proposed plans of adjacent territorial authorities”.  He then 

refers to various LURP actions and objectives and policies in the Waimakariri District Plan relating 

to key activity centres. From this I assume he is asking the Panel to make decisions on managing a 

key activity centre in Christchurch City on the basis of “consistency” with policy in the 

Waimakariri District Plan. In my experience I have not come across use of section 74(2)(c) for 

such a purpose. It appears in this case to be more of a means to achieve goals in the Waimakariri 

District Plan rather than achieving consistency as such. 

5. DOUGLAS FAIRGRAY 

5.1 There are various references in Mr. Fairgray’s evidence to Plan Change 22 and he then sets out to 

show that there is little difference between the situation when that decision was made and now. 

He uses this as a basis to conclude there is no reason to change anything. That is a simple way of 

considering the challenge presented by AMP’s request to treat the Styx Centre the same as other 

district centres. However, in the light of the Order in Council requirement to “undertake a full 

review of the operative provisions” of the Plans, I consider that all parties should be open to 

reexamining what exactly is at issue and whether previous assumptions are still relevant or 

correct. 

6. GENERAL COMMENT 

6.1  Both Ms. Caseley and Mr. Bonis heavily rely on the objectives and policies included in the 

Waimakariri District Plan in response to an action required by the LURP. As the Panel will be 

aware, this form of plan change does not follow the more rigorous approach of the RMA. In 

particular, there is no section 32 analysis, the submission period is very short and simply involves 

a single public notice, there are no hearings and no right of appeal. I also understand that many 

of the actions required in the LURP were developed and recommended to Minister Brownlee by 

the lead planners of the strategic partners including of course, the Waimakariri District Council. 

 

 

 Patricia Harte 

 


