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Introduction 

1. My full name is Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor. 

2. I hold a Bachelor of Science and a Bachelor of Arts with honours majoring in 

Geography, obtained from the University of Canterbury in 2002. In 2012 I 

graduated with a Post Graduate Diploma in Planning from Massey University. I 

am an associate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

3. I am currently a Principal Planner with AECOM Consulting Services (NZ) 

Limited (AECOM) and have been employed by the company and its 

predecessor, URS New Zealand Limited for approximately nine years. Prior to 

starting with AECOM I was employed by Environment Canterbury for 

approximately two and a half years as a consents planner. 

4. I have worked throughout the South Island assisting private and public sector 

clients with obtaining statutory approvals, undertaking environmental impact 

assessment and policy analysis for projects and providing expert planning 

evidence at plan and consent hearings. These clients include the NZ Transport 

Agency, Environment Canterbury, the Dunedin City Council and ANZCO 

Foods Limited. 

Code of Conduct 

5. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014.  I agree to comply with this Code of Conduct.  This 

evidence is within my expertise, except where I state I am relying on what I 

have been told by another person.  I have not omitted to consider material 

facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

6. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

6.1. the evidence in chief of Mr Dean Chrystal (dated 10 June 2015) for 

Kiwi Property Group et.al; and 

6.2. the evidence in chief of Mr Jeremy Philips (dated 10 June 2015) for 

Scentre New Zealand Limited et.al. 
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Evidence 

7. I have been asked to present rebuttal planning evidence on behalf of the 

CAPG in relation to Chapter 7, Transport of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan). My evidence focuses on the 

differences between quarrying and Key Activity Centres and how those 

differences should affect the approach taken to addressing traffic generation 

from quarrying within the alternative high trip generations rule framework as 

attached to the evidence of Mr Phillips (submitters version); and comments 

on minimum parking requirements as supported by Mr Philips. 

8. Through mediation, a group of submitters produced an alternative high trip 

generation rule with a tiered activity status approach. As explained in my 

earlier evidence, CAPG was not invited to be part of the mediation so it has not 

had any input into the submitters version of the provisions.  High trip 

generating activities creating less than 40 vehicles per peak hour (vpph) are 

permitted, activities generating between 40 and 120 vpph have a controlled 

activity status and activities generating in excess of 120 vpph require resource 

consent as a restricted discretionary activity. 

9. This approach differs generally from the controlled activity status for all quarry 

related high trip generating activities proposed in my evidence in chief1 by:  

9.1. only applying to activities that are considered ‘in-zone’ and otherwise 

permitted; and  

9.2. through the application of a restricted discretionary activity status for out of 

zone activities, activities of a scale not anticipated by the zone or activities 

generating in excess of 120 vpph.   

Differences between Quarries and Key Activity Centres  

10. There are a set of key differences between quarries and Key Activity Centres 

that in my opinion justifies a different approach to managing high trip 

generation; specifically the approach proposed in my evidence in chief. These 

differences are: 

10.1. The issues associated with smaller scale urban activities are also 

the relevant issues to be addressed through the Transport Proposal for all 

                                                
1
 Evidence in chief of Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor on behalf of the Canterbury Aggregate Producers 

Group, Dated 10 June 2015, para 52-66. 
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scales of quarry activity, because the activity of quarrying will always need 

resource consent as either fully discretionary or non-complying; 

10.2. A centres based approach has not been applied to quarrying. 

Rather the Transport Proposal currently focuses on managing the effects 

wherever quarries are located (due to the in-situ nature of the resource); 

and 

10.3. Quarries establishing outside of the Rural Quarry Zone will always 

require resource consent as a (fully) discretionary or non-complying 

activity (based on the notified Proposal) and all effects, including those on 

amenity values, can be considered at that time. 

Smaller scale activities  

11. From paragraph 51 of his evidence, Mr Chrystal provides rationale for a 

controlled activity status applying to high trip generating activities meeting the 

criteria above. He states that “These are smaller scale activities where the 

general issues are around access and manoeuvring, the design and layout of 

parking areas and heavy vehicle movements”2. I agree with Mr Chrystal in his 

description of the general issues associated with vehicle trip generation from 

smaller scale activities (trip generation between 40vpph and 120 vpph) and 

agree that a constrained set of issues lends itself to the consideration of a 

controlled activity status.  

12. These issues are for the most part relevant to vehicle movements from 

quarrying activities however do not require any significant level of control via 

plan rules. This is primarily due to the abundance of land available at a quarry 

site which allows appropriate accesses and manoeuvring and parking areas to 

be constructed.  The exception may be in relation to effects on the physical 

road network and safety associated with heavy vehicle movements. 

13. As will be discussed later, any other effects associated with vehicle 

movements from a quarrying activity will be addressed through the appropriate 

land use mechanism (resource consent or Rural Quarry Zoning). Therefore the 

issues associated with smaller scale activities as identified by Mr Chrystal are 

also the relevant issues to be addressed through the Transport Proposal for all 

scales of quarry activity.  Chapter 7 does not need to concern itself with a 

                                                
2
 Brief of Evidence of Dean Michael Chrystal for Kiwi Property Group Limited et.al. Dated 10 June 

2015. 
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broader range of matters when it comes to quarrying because these matters 

are dealt with in other chapters (namely, Chapter 17). 

Centres based approach  

14. At paragraph 50 of his evidence Mr Chrystal discusses how the high trip 

generation rule as notified “…provides little in the way of incentive for activities 

to locate in the appropriate zone” and that this “may be more likely to 

incentivise out of zone activity” leading to “an inferior planning outcome”. He 

then describes how the submitters version “promotes a distinction between in-

zone or otherwise permitted activities and out of zone activities” to promote a 

centres based approach to the high trip generating rule.   

15. A key difference between the scenario described by Mr Chrystal and quarrying 

is that, appropriately in my view, there is no attempt through the Replacement 

Plan to ‘centre’ quarrying activities on a specific location (for example the Rural 

Quarry Zone). The Rural Quarry Zone is essentially a recognition of existing 

uses only.  It does not attempt to zone future quarry land.  The aggregate 

resource is in-situ therefore when these existing quarries are worked out, 

resource consent applications will need to be made “out of zone” to meet the 

ongoing development demands of Christchurch. This is in fact anticipated by 

the Rural Proposal. On this basis it would be inappropriate to provide a 

disincentive for quarrying in these locations through a more restrictive activity 

status.  

Quarries require resource consent 

16. As discussed in my evidence in chief3, where quarrying is undertaken within 

the Rural Quarry Zone, high trip generation and the effects associated with this 

are an expected outcome of the particular land use. Even more importantly, 

because the Zone is essentially a recognition of what is already there, the 

effects are known.  On this basis, it is my opinion the matters for control for 

any activity within the Rural Quarry Zone triggering the high trip generation rule 

should be restricted to effects on the physical transport network, accessibility 

and safety. 

17. New quarrying activities seeking to establish outside of the Rural Quarry Zone 

will, under the notified Rural Proposal, require resource consent as a 

                                                
3
 Evidence in chief of Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor on behalf of the Canterbury Aggregate Producers 

Group, Dated 10 June 2015, para 33-38. 
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discretionary activity or a non-complying activity4. It is understood no party has 

opposed this concept.  As a result, all relevant effects (including amenity) 

associated with the activity will be assessed through the land use consent 

process. Consequently, a controlled activity status high trip generation rule 

addressing effects on the physical transport network, accessibility and safety is 

also appropriate for “out of zone” quarry applications and no separate 

restricted discretionary activity is required.   

18. In my view, controlled activity status also better recognises that quarrying 

activities are anticipated to occur outside of the Rural Quarry Zone as provided 

for by the Policies related to quarrying contained in Chapter 17 - Rural 

(17.1.1.3 Policy 3 – Function of rural areas; 17.1.1.11 Policy 11- Location and 

management of quarrying activities; and 17.1.1.13 Policy 13 – High quality 

gravel resource overlay), albeit with a site specific assessment of all effects.  

19. This is in contrast to many urban activities that may be able to establish as a 

permitted activity outside of the zone for which they are anticipated to occur. 

As discussed in the evidence of Mr Chrystal, a distinction between in and out 

of zone activities through a high trip generation rule may be the only control 

mechanism the consent authority has for steering an unanticipated land use 

into an appropriate location or assessing the effects of this activity if a centres 

approach is not taken. 

Minimum parking requirements 

20. At paragraph 6.15 Mr Philips concludes that “a minimum parking requirement 

should apply city wide for all activities (except in the central city).”5 As 

discussed in my evidence in chief car parking requirements are not overly 

relevant to quarrying activities due primarily to the abundance of land. 

Consequently, an exemption is sought from the proposed requirements or an 

amendment to the standard to simply state that all parking shall be provided 

for on-site with no reference to car park dimension.  

21. On this basis I disagree with Mr Philips that a blanket minimum parking 

requirement should be retained. However if a minimum parking requirement is 

favoured, my opinion is that the exemption or amendment proposed in my 

                                                
4
 Chapter 17 – Rural Rule 17.3.2.4 a.  I note the CAPG has opposed the mandatory requirement for 

notification, but not the need for consent. 
5
 Statement of Evidence of Jeremy Philips in relation to Chapter 7 – Transport for multiple submitters 

(Planning) 10 June 2015. 
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evidence in chief should be applied to recognise the differences between 

quarry and other land uses with respect to parking requirements. 

Conclusion 

22. All new quarrying activities will technically be “out of zone” because the Rural 

Quarry Zone only captures existing activities.  However, quarrying is clearly 

anticipated in the Rural Zone generally and therefore is not “out of zone” in the 

sense discussed by the evidence of Mr Chrystal.   

23. Quarrying activities will always require resource consent by virtue of the zone 

rules.  Upon such application the consent authority will have full discretion to 

consider all relevant effects of the activity, including on amenity.  The matters 

relevant under Chapter 7, then, can be confined to effects on the transport 

network, safety and efficiency without imposing or increasing environmental 

costs.  With this confinement, there is no benefit in retaining restricted 

discretionary status and a controlled status better accords with the Policies of 

Chapter 17. 

24. In contrast, existing quarry activities are zoned as such and an appropriate 

level of effect should be anticipated for any in-zone activities triggering the high 

trip generation rule. This does not require prediction of effects as the effects 

are, for the most part, already there.  If activities within the Quarry Zone can be 

potentially declined under the Chapter 7 provisions, the intent of the Zone will 

be undermined. 

25. On this basis, one controlled activity status rule addressing effects on the 

physical transport network, accessibility and safety alongside the relevant land 

use considerations allows the consent authority to address all relevant effects 

associated with quarrying.  

26. Therefore, my opinion is that the activity status distinction discussed by Mr 

Chrystal is not required for high trip generating quarry activities and only 

serves to duplicate matters of assessment contained in other parts of the Plan. 

In addition this distinction may potentially erode the recognition within the 

Proposal that quarrying activities are anticipated to occur in Rural Zones other 

than the Rural Quarry Zone. 

27. Also, I disagree that minimum parking requirements should apply city wide due 

to the lack of relevance to quarrying activities. I am of the opinion that an 
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exemption or amendment to the requirements as proposed should apply to 

quarrying activities.   

 

Tim Ensor 

 

17 June 2015 

 


