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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Adele Mary Radburnd.  My qualifications and experience 

are set out in my evidence in chief for the Designations hearing dated 30 

January 2015.  I am Chapter Lead for Proposal 10 – Designations, and 

took a lead role in drafting the quarrying provisions of Proposal 17 – Rural.  

It is in this latter role that I am presenting evidence on behalf of the 

Christchurch City Council (Council) for this hearing, responding to 

quarrying related submissions on stage 1 definitions.   

 

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.   

   

2. SCOPE 

 

 Definitions 

 

2.1 This evidence relates to the following definitions included within Proposal 

2: 

 

(a) Trade supplier; 

(b) Building supplier (reliant definition); and 

(c) Mineral extraction activity (reliant definition). 

 

2.2 Any evidence presented in relation to the definitions set out in paragraph 

2.1 (a) and (b) above in the context of the Industrial and Commercial 

proposals has not specifically considered the submission of the Canterbury 

Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) (#886) made in respect of the group's 

quarrying activities. 

 

2.3 My evidence will also cover the following new definitions which have been 

sought for inclusion by submitters through stage 1. 
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(a) Mineral;  

(b) Clean fill; and 

(c) Regionally significant activities. 

 

2.4 My evidence addresses the relief sought in relation to these definitions by 

three submitters, namely: 

 

(a) CAPG (#886); 

(b) The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (ICWT) (#704); and 

(c) Higgins Contractors Limited (#827). 

 

2.5 A number of further submissions have also been received to these original 

submissions, both in support and opposition. 

 

3. DEFINITIONS PROPOSAL 

 

'Trade supplier' and 'Building supplier' 

 

3.1 'Trade supplier' and reliant definition 'building supplier' are defined activities 

used in the Industrial, Commercial and Transport proposals.  'Trade 

supplier' is used extensively, for example as a permitted activity in the 

Commercial retail park (15.6.2.1) and the Industrial general zones 

(16.2.2.1).  Trade suppliers include a range of specialist retail suppliers, 

including building, farming and agricultural, garden and patio, automotive 

and marine suppliers. 

 

3.2 CAPG (#886) seeks deletion of the definitions of both 'trade supplier' and 

'building supplier' unless the Council can confirm that the definition does 

not have any adverse impact on CAPG's activities as a result of plan 

provisions introduced in stage 2.  I do not support the relief sought by 

CAPG.  To delete these two definitions would have wide and significant 

implications for the broad range of businesses encompassed by these 

definitions and who rely on them to direct and manage their land use and 

operations. 

 

3.3 Since CAPG's submission was lodged in October 2014, stage 2 proposals 

have been notified.  These proposals will enable the submitter to ascertain 
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for itself the broader implications of these definitions for the activities of its 

members.  The submitter may take comfort that the proposed stage 2 

definition of 'quarrying activity' provides for the sale of natural sand, gravel, 

clay, silt and rock materials extracted from the same (quarry) site.  This is 

in addition to the stage 1 Commercial and Industrial proposals that make 

provision for the sale of these products in urban locations1 through trade 

suppliers who sell, amongst other things, building materials including 

aggregates.  It is my opinion that the submitter would not be disadvantaged 

by these definitions as notified and that accordingly the relief sought should 

be rejected. 

 

3.4 Accordingly, I also accept the opposing further submissions made by the 

Riccarton / Wigram Community Board (#FS-1412) and Environ Projects Ltd 

and Luney Developments Ltd (#FS-1447), and reject the supporting further 

submissions of Teddington Quarry Ltd (#FS-1445) and Winstone 

Aggregates (#FS-1279). 

 

 'Mineral extraction activity' 

 

3.5 'Mineral extraction activity' was included in stage 1 as a reliant definition to 

'industrial activity'.  The definition of 'industrial activity' specifically excludes 

some activities, including mining exploration, mineral extraction activity and 

quarrying. Significantly, stage 1 does not include any direct provisions 

relating to 'mineral extraction activity' or ‘quarrying’, with quarrying related 

matters being considered principally through stage 2. 

 

3.6 Three submissions were received on this definition.  They were from 

CAPG (#886), ICWT (#704) and Higgins Contracting Limited (#827). 

 

3.7 CAPG (#886) and ICWT (#704) have sought a number of amendments to 

the stage 1 definition of 'mineral extraction activity', principally to provide 

for a wider range of works and activities reportedly undertaken as part of 

quarrying activity.  I am unable to support the amendments sought by 

these submitters because it is my opinion that: 

 

                                                   
1
 In particular in the Industrial General Zone and Commercial Retail Park Zones 
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(a) It is more appropriate to consider the definition of 'quarrying 

activity' in stage 2 so that it can be considered in the context of the 

proposals it specifically relates to. 

 

(b) The notified stage 2 definition of 'quarrying activity' which replaces 

'mineral extraction activity' may to a large extent address many of 

the amendments sought by these submitters. 

 

(c) The Council has sought an amendment to the definition of 

'industrial activity'2 seeking the removal of the reference to 

‘mineral extraction activity’ because this term was not used 

anywhere in the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP). If this amendment is supported by the Panel, there would 

be no reference to 'mineral extraction activity' in the stage 1 

proposals at all, such that no further consideration of its definition 

would be appropriate at this stage. 

 

(d) The definition of 'industrial activity' currently makes reference to 

both quarrying and mineral extraction activity.  I consider these to 

be one and the same and therefore that use of the term 'mineral 

extraction activity' is superfluous. I prefer use of the more 

commonly understood term, 'quarrying'. If the Panel supports the 

Council’s deletion of the term 'mineral extraction activity', the term 

‘quarrying activity’ would remain within the definition of 'industrial 

activity', the definition of which can be considered in detail in stage 

2 along with the provisions to which it primarily relates.  

 

3.8 Consequently, in respect of this definition, I recommend rejecting the 

further submissions of Teddington Quarry Ltd (#FS-1445), Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#FS-1357), Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316) 

and Lyttelton Port Company (#FS-1444) made in support of CAPG's 

original submission, and support the further submission in (general) 

opposition by the Riccarton / Wigram Community Board.  Similarly, I 

recommend rejecting the further submissions of support of ICWT's original 

                                                   
2
 Attachment E (page 26) of Evidence in Chief of Mark Stevenson dated 13 April 2015 
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submission (#704) made by Faulks Investments Limited (#FS-1363), 

CAPG (#FS-1334) and Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316).  

 

3.9 Higgins Contracting Limited (#827) (supported by further submissions by 

Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316)) seeks that consideration of the definition of 

'mineral extraction activity' be deferred until such time as the relevant 

provisions it relates to are known in stage 2, or deletion of the term 

altogether. For the reasons cited in para 3.7 above, I recommend 

accepting in part the relief sought by Higgins Contracting Limited (#827) 

and the further submission of Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316) insofar as I 

support deletion of the definition of 'mineral extraction activity' from the 

pRDP and consideration of the definition of 'quarrying activity' in stage 2. 

 

 'Mineral' 

 

3.10 CAPG (#886) seeks the inclusion of a new definition for the term 'mineral', 

essentially as a reliant definition to 'mineral extraction activity', which, in 

turn, was a reliant definition to 'industrial activity' (as discussed above). I do 

not support the inclusion of this definition because the terms 'mineral' and 

'mineral extraction activity' are not proposed to be used in stage 2 of the 

pRDP and therefore any new definition would not relate to any specific 

provisions, rendering them superfluous.   

 

3.11 Moreover, the term 'mineral' proposed by the submitter adopts the 

respective definitions in the Resource Management Act 1991 and the 

Crown Minerals Act 1991, which were intended to apply to a much broader 

range of substances than are relevant in the Christchurch context.  I am of 

the opinion that if a definition of 'mineral' was to be included in the pRDP, it 

should specify a more clearly defined range of substances (i.e. natural 

sand, gravel, clay, silt and rock) that are appropriate in the local context, 

particularly because the suite of provisions were drafted with those specific 

minerals in mind. 

 

3.12 Accordingly, I also recommend rejecting the further submissions in support 

by Teddington Quarries Limited (#FS-1445), and Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust (#704) and support the (general) opposing submission of the 

Riccarton / Wigram Community Board (#FS-1412). 
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 'Clean fill' 

 

3.13 CAPG (#886) has sought the inclusion of a new definition for 'clean fill', 

citing the need to avoid doubt when interpreting provisions relating to 

mineral extraction activities.  Further submissions were received in support 

by Teddington Quarries Limited (#FS-1445), Maurice C Carter (#FS-1316), 

Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#FS-1357) and Winstone 

Aggregates (#FS-1279).  One general submission of opposition was made 

by the Riccarton / Wigram Community Board (#FS-1412). 

 

3.14 It is my opinion that the relief sought by the submitter in respect of stage 1 

proposals ought to be rejected because the definition of 'mineral extraction 

activity' does not use the term 'clean fill', rendering its inclusion redundant.  

Neither is the term used anywhere else in the stage 1 proposals. 

 

3.15 Moreover, as explained in paragraph 3.5 above, the term 'mineral 

extraction activity' was only included in the stage 1 proposals as a reliant 

term used in the stage 1 definition of 'industrial activity'.  The key proposals 

that deal with quarrying and clean filling of historic quarries are both stage 

2 proposals (i.e. Proposal 17 – Rural, and Proposal 8 - Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks).  Consequently, I believe it is appropriate to 

defer consideration of reliant definitions needed to assist interpretation of 

the quarrying provisions to stage 2. 

 

3.16 In any event, the submitter will now be aware that a definition of 'clean fill' 

has been notified as part of the stage 2 proposals to support the 

interpretation of provisions relating to quarry site rehabilitation.  The 

definition of 'clean fill' proposed in stage 2 aligns with both the Ministry for 

the Environment's definition of 'clean fill' contained in its Guide to the 

Management of Clean Fills (2002) and also the definition set out in 

Environment Canterbury's Proposed Land and Water Regional Plan.  It is 

almost identical to the definition proposed by CAPG in its submission.  On 

that basis, the relief sought by CAPG would in any event be met by the 

stage 2 proposals, subject to any amendment that arises through 

consideration of stage 2 proposals.  Accordingly, it is my opinion that whilst 
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the proposed definition is generally supported, its consideration as part of 

stage 1 should be rejected. 

 

3.17 Consequently, if the original submission is rejected, it is appropriate to 

reject those further submissions made in support, and to accept the single 

opposing further submission.  

 

 'Regionally significant activities' 

 

3.18 CAPG (#886) seeks a new definition of 'regionally significant activities'.  

The reason cited is for the pRDP to recognise the perceived wider 

(regional) importance of activities such as mineral extraction. Further 

submissions in support were made by Teddington Quarries Limited 

(general submission) (#FS-1445), Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

(#FS-1357) and Winstone Aggregates (#FS-1279). The Riccarton / Wigram 

Community Board (general) (#FS-1412) and Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316) 

opposed the original submission, the latter on the basis that "it would be 

difficult to determine (on a case by case basis) whether a particular activity 

is 'regionally significant'".  

 

3.19 I concur with the view of Maurice R Carter (#FS-1316), adding that the 

Regional Policy Statement would be the appropriate policy document for 

identifying activities of regional significance.  However, the primary basis 

for not supporting inclusion of this definition is that the term is not used 

anywhere in stage 1 proposals, and a definition would therefore be 

redundant.   

 

3.20 Accordingly, I am of the opinion that the relief sought by CAPG (#886) 

should be rejected, along with the further submissions of support.  The 

further submissions in opposition should be accepted in part, insofar as 

they reject inclusion of this definition. 

 

 

Adele Mary Radburnd 

9 June 2015 


