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INTRODUCTION  

1 I confirm that my full name is Peter Rough and that I have the qualifications, 

professional affiliations and experience as set out in paragraphs 2-4 in my 

Evidence in Chief (EIC) and, as set out at paragraph 5 in my EIC, I agree to 

abide by the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2 I have reviewed the evidence of William Field (landscape architect) and Mark 

Weaver (project manager) for Calder Stewart Industries Limited (submission 

#985) and respond only to matters concerning the proposed Industrial Heavy 

Zone (South West Hornby). 

RESPONSE TO THE EVIDENCE OF WILLIAM FIELD 

3  At paragraph 9, Mr Field expresses his opinion that the portion of Marshs 

Road, which will form the south-western boundary of the proposed Industrial 

Heavy Zone (South West Hornby) “could visually accommodate some vehicle 

entrances without adversely affecting the adjacent rural amenity of the 

opposite side of Marshs Road ...” – i.e. land currently owned by Kevin and 

Bonnie Williams.  For reasons I have set out at paragraphs 79-81 in my EIC, I 

simply disagree. 

4 In order to protect rural amenity values of the Williams’ land (zoned Rural 

Inner Plains in the Selwyn District Plan) and meet Objective 3 and Policies 7 

and 8 of Chapter 16 of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(PCRDP) it is my opinion that nothing less than a substantial and effective 

green edge that completely screens from view from Marshs Road activities 

within the proposed Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby) is required 

(refer paragraphs 62-64 in my EIC).  Allowing site access directly onto Marshs 

Road will open up views of activities within the proposed Industrial Heavy 

Zone (South West Hornby), undermine the integrity of a green edge and its 

screening ability and thus adversely affect rural amenity values of the 

Williams’ land. 

5 At paragraph 10, Mr Field contends that a 10 metre wide building setback, 

with transitional building heights beyond the 10 metre line, and a landscape 

strip with trees and shrubs as presented in 16.3.5.2.3 ‘Landscaped areas’ 

“could as a minimum provide for an adequate rural and industrial interface” 
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and “the potential for attractively landscaped frontages onto Marshs Road.”  I 

disagree that a single row of trees spaced 10 metres apart, with shrubs in 

between (as is the prescription in 16.3.5.2.3) will provide an adequate rural 

and industrial interface.  I set out my alternative minimum proposal and 

proposed amended Rule 16.3.5.2.3 at paragraphs 71-78 in my EIC.  In my 

opinion, Mr Field’s use of the phrase “attractively landscaped frontages” 

implies that rather than an effective screen of concealing vegetation that 

would maintain rural character and amenity values on Marshs Road and 

across its south-western side, industrial buildings and associated activities will 

be apparent. 

6 At paragraph 11, Mr Field expresses the notion that the future redesign of 

Marshs Road would provide an opportunity to create “a potentially attractive 

frontage to the industrial land.”  In my opinion, while it would be worthwhile 

developing a new road design by involving consultation between Christchurch 

City Council, Calder Stewart Industries and neighbouring residents, this 

possibility should not be relied upon to deal with the edge of the proposed 

Industrial Heavy Zone and the industrial/rural interface.  It is my further opinion 

that the issue of screening the industrial activities and protecting rural amenity 

values should be principally and adequately dealt with within by the provisions 

for the proposed Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby). 

7 At paragraph 15, Mr Field suggests that “for simplicity and consistency” the 

proposed 20 metre building setback adjacent to rural zoned land could be 

reduced to 10 metres.  For reasons set out at paragraphs 65-69 in my EIC I 

disagree that a landscape area of 10 metres will be adequate to maintain the 

integrity of rural amenity values of the adjoining Rural Zone.  I have set out 

what I consider to be the minimum treatment of a 20 metre wide landscape 

area at paragraphs 70-78. 

RESPONSE TO THE EVIDENCE OF MARK WEAVER 

8 At paragraph 15, Mr Weaver acknowledges “that access to urban activity off 

what is currently a rural road will result in a significant change of amenity for 

the residents in this area....”  I take it that by “urban activity” Mr Weaver is 

referring to Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby) activities and that “a 

significant change of amenity for the residents” will be a significant adverse 

one.   
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9 Presently, the Powells, Stirlings and Williams appreciate the rural character 

and amenity values of the rural land proposed to be rezoned Industrial Heavy 

Zone (South West Hornby) and I disagree “that individual business access 

onto Marshs Road will in fact provide a better outcome for both the local 

residents...” as Mr Weaver contends, at paragraph 15.  Views of heavy 

industrial activities through site access corridors on Marshs Road and what 

would be inadequate planting in the landscape strip (as proposed by Calder 

Stewart) would not result in a better outcome, in terms of rural and visual 

amenity for local residents.  It will result in a downgrading of rural character 

and its associated amenity values. 

10 It is very clear from Mr Weaver’s statement at paragraph 25 that there is no 

intention to fully screen industrial premises from Marshs Road and that there 

is, in fact, a desire to “ensure reasonable visibility in and out of the site....”  As 

I have previously stated, views of heavy industrial activities will not protect 

rural character and visual amenity from adjacent rural land.  While I accept 

that industrial zone frontages could be designed and maintained to high level 

of amenity, the visibility of heavy industrial activities would be contrary to 

maintaining a high level of rural amenity, which is what the Powells, Stirlings 

and Williams, and no doubt other local residents currently appreciate. 

11 At paragraph 26 Mr Weaver states that if “buildings all had to face away from 

Marshs Road and there was a large setback area then we wouldn’t be as 

confident that this area would remain well kept and uncluttered with excess 

materials from the activities on site.”  In my opinion, mechanisms could be put 

in place to ensure that plantings in a landscape strip are well maintained and if 

a substantial screen of vegetation was established and there was no direct 

site access onto Marshs Road, which would result in ‘holes’ in the vegetative 

screen, the tidiness or degree of clutter behind the screen would not be visible 

from Marshs Road and therefore of no consequence to passersby nor to the 

Powells and Stirlings whose Rural Zone properties are adjacent to the 

proposed Industrial Heavy Zone (South West Hornby). 

CONCLUSION 

12 I confirm that my key conclusions set out in my EIC have not changed in light 

of the matters raised in the evidence of William Field and Mark Weaver for 

Calder Stewart Industries Limited. 


