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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is John Edward Cook.  I am a Planning / Resource Management Consultant having 

been a continuous member of the NZ Planning Institute since 1995.  I graduated from the 

University of Auckland with a Bachelor of Planning (BPlan) in 1989.  I also have a NZ Certificate 

in Architectural Draughting (NZCD [Arch.]) obtained in 1979 and I have been a practising 

architectural designer for a number of years.  I am not however currently a licensed designer 

in terms of the Building Act 2004 to undertake building design work requiring a building 

consent. 

1.2 I am the Principal of the planning / resource management company Planning Solutions Ltd. 

having established it in 2003.  Since 1989 after graduating from the University of Auckland I 

have undertaken a wide range of resource management-related work for local authorities, 

private clients, and community organisations. 

1.3 This evidence is in support of the submission by Christoph and Wendy Schacherer to have 

their property at 200 Huntsbury Avenue, Huntsbury, rezoned from Rural Port Hills to 

Residential Large Lot. 

1.4 I confirm that I have prepared this evidence in accordance with the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses (Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note, November 2011).  The issues 

addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence or advice of another person. 

1.5 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions are 

set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. 

1.6 I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from 

the opinions I have expressed. 

1.7 The key documents which I have relied upon in preparing my evidence are the following: 

(a) The comments provided by Christchurch City Council staff members and consultants 

that separately deal with the various aspects associated with the proposed rezoning. 

(b) The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP) 

(c) Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

1.8.  I have read those parts of the evidence prepared by the following Christchurch City Council 

staff/consultants that pertain directly to the subject property: 

• Mr Robert Brian Norton: Stormwater. 

• Ms Bridget Mary O’Brien: Water and Wastewater. 

• Mr Andrew Craig: Landscape Effects.  

• Mr Charles Ian Wright: Geotechnical Issues.   

• Mr Andrew Milne: Transport Planning. 

• Ms Sarah Oliver:  Planning Recommendation.   

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence is largely limited to an assessment of the comments provided by the afore-

mentioned Christchurch City Council staff members and the proposed provisions in 

Residential Proposal (Chapter 14).  Due to their being an overall lack of any perceived 
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obstacles to the proposed rezoning by the Christchurch City Council staff, it is considered in 

this case that this is the most appropriate content that this evidence needs to contain in 

respect of this re-zoning matter. 

3. CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL STAFF COMMENTS 

3.1 Following are the comments made, and the assessment of them, by the various staff 

members/consultants in respect of the submission by Mr Chris Gardiner: 

Mr Robert Brian Norton: Stormwater 

3.2 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 on ‘Stormwater’ Mr Norton notes the 

following: 

‘This land is very steep and drains to two sub-catchments, neither of which have a conveyance 

system, waterway or other effective means of stormwater disposal. Due to the lack of network 

availability at this location, I recommend that this submission be rejected’.  

(page 8). 

3.3 While acknowledging the matters raised by Mr Norton, I am also aware of potential on-site 

options in terms of dealing with the collection and disposal of stormwater.  The use of new 

technology in terms of rainwater gardens and the re-use of rainwater for domestic purposes 

has the potential to significantly reduce the need for stormwater to be disposed of site.  With 

the Residential Large Lot Zone proposing to have a minimum allotment area of 1,500 m2, such 

an area of land provides increased options for on-site stormwater management options 

beyond those available on the typically smaller sites provided for in the Residential Hills Zone. 

3.4 As part of any future building development, the need to obtain a building consent pursuant to 

the requirements of the Building Act 2004 will ensure that all necessary provisions will need 

to be provided for the proper collection and disposal of stormwater on site given the current 

stormwater factors that currently exist in this immediate locality. 

3.5 In this context I am of the view that the availability of technical options for dealing with 

stormwater should not be a reason why the requested rezoning should be declined. 

Ms Bridget Mary O’Brien (Water and Wastewater) 

3.6 In her Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 on ‘Water and Wastewater’ Ms O’Brien notes 

the following: 

‘There is a water supply main at the boundary, but there is insufficient pressure to service the 

development of this site, and the property owner would need to install a booster pump or 

reservoir.  200 Huntsbury Avenue is located in a wastewater constraint area, with the 

wastewater network model showing that downstream manholes currently overflow in a 3 year 

ARI storm.  Additionally, the property owner would need to construct a wastewater pipe to the 

nearest outfall, approximately 120 metres away.  Although the water supply issue can be 

overcome, because of the wastewater issues I have identified, I oppose the rezoning sought.’ 

(page 8). 

3.7 On the matter of the water supply pressure issues, I concur with Ms O’Brien’s assessment that 

the use of a booster pump is a feasible means by which an adequate amount of water pressure 

can be obtained for domestic purposes.   
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3.8 On the matter of the subject property being within a  ‘wastewater constraint area’, I 

understand that following the completion of earthquake related repairs to damage inflicted 

to these underground services then this constraint area limitation should no longer apply.  

That being the case, I am of the view that this current situation should not in itself be seen as 

a restriction why the requested rezoning cannot be approved.  In the meantime there could 

be a moratorium imposed so not to allow any further dwelling development until such time 

as the required infrastructure repairs/upgrading has been undertaken.  This I believe is an 

appropriate mechanism to allow for the requested zoning to be accepted while not allowing 

any building development until the necessary wastewater infrastructure can cope with the 

increased loadings. 

Mr Andrew Craig (Landscape Architecture) 

3.9 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Landscape Architecture’, Mr Craig notes the 

following: 

‘The site is at the upper limits of existing residential activity on Huntsbury Hill.  It is modified to 

a significant extent containing a variety of buildings, including dwellings.  I do not consider the 

site to be particularly rural in character, although it is heavily vegetated. 

West of the site is land zoned Residential Hills which involves around one third of the site 

boundary. The remainder adjoins rural land, which to the east is separated by the road.  To the 

south is horticultural activity. 

Activity within and surrounding the site is therefore quite mixed and complex. 

There are no significant landscape features within the site.  The adjoining rural land is not an 

ONL.  Rezoning would maintain existing residential patterns.  Further it would provide boundary 

clarity, notwithstanding mixed land use on the adjoining land.  The rural backdrop to the City 

would also be maintained. 

The only constraint is the high elevation of the land.  That will result in skyline intrusion of future 

dwellings.  But I do not consider this particularly significant as housing exists in the alongside the 

site.  Further the site is relatively small, so I do not believe the effects will be particularly 

significant.’ 

(Attachment B, pages 3 & 4). 

3.10 I generally concur with Mr Craig’s assessment.  Where I do take issue is his broad statement 

in terms of future dwelling becoming skyline protrusions.  I am of the opinion that due to the 

undulating terrain of Huntsbury Avenue approaching the subject property, there will continue 

to be the backdrop of the summit of the Port Hills to prevent future dwellings becoming 

skyline features when being viewed from lower elevations.   

3.11 In this context any hillside dwelling irrespective of its elevation has the potential to become a 

skyline feature.  This of course is dependent upon the location of the point from where such 

a building is being viewed.  But in this case any future dwelling is most unlikely to be viewed 

from such a close proximity due to the existing landform and the location of Huntsbury Avenue 

on a broad ridgeline.   

3.12 For these reasons I am of the view that the requested rezoning should not be declined due to 

landscape considerations. 
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Mr Charles Ian Wright: Geotechnical Issues. 

3.13 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Geotechnical Engineer’, Mr Wright in respect 

of the subject notes the following: 

Ridge top, local instability? Uncertain (Yellow category).  

(Attachment ‘A’) 

3.14 A feature of the subject property is the extensive area of flat land beyond the immediate 

frontage with Huntsbury Avenue where there is a roadside bank rising above the road. 

3.15 Notwithstanding this extensive flat terrain area (that is evident in Photo 5 in the submission 

document of 9 June 2015), the establishing of any future building will require as part of the 

building consent process a full geotechnical assessment.  It is therefore considered 

appropriate in these circumstances that the ground conditions of the site for building 

purposes can best be taken account of.   

Mr Andrew Milne: Transport Planning 

3.16 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Transport Planning - Rezonings’, Mr Wright in 

respect of the subject property notes the following: 

‘Christoph and Wendy Schacherer #2061 seek rezoning of 200 Huntsbury Avenue from RH and 

RuPH to RLL.  At an area of 0.9755 ha, the site could yield 5 lots generating up to 5 vehicle 

movements during peak times. In my view the surrounding road network is capable of 

accommodating this modest level of additional traffic’. 

(page 18). 

3.17 I am of the opinion that the views being expressed by Mr Wright are accurate.  This is on the 

basis that the subject land has direct access onto Huntsbury Avenue that has a sealed 

carriageway for urban purposes.  The relatively small number of additional vehicle movements 

being created on a daily basis due to the proposed rezoning being approved will ensure that 

there will not be any anticipated impacts on the immediate roading network and beyond. 

Ms Sarah Oliver: Overall Planning Assessment 

3.18 In her Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Second Statement: Planning – Objectives, 

Policies and Methods, Planning Maps and Site Specific Rezonings’, Ms Sarah Oliver in respect 

of the subject property concludes with the following: 

‘I consider that the rezoning sought by the submitters, whilst is a minor extension to the 

existing urban area, does have infrastructure servicing constraints.  I also note that the request 

is contrary to Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(c).  This objective only provides for urban 

activities within the existing urban area and Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A. 

Accordingly I do not support the rezoning as sought by the submitters’. 

(page 28) 

3.19 On the matter of the servicing requirements, I consider that they can be overcome as per my 

foregoing assessments. 

3.20 In respect of the vexed issues associated with the existing provisions in the Regional Policy 

Statement and the current review of the LURP, they are addressed in the following section of 

this evidence. 
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4. STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND OUTCOMES 

4.1 The Role of the Strategic Directions and Outcomes Chapter of the pRDP Replacement 

 Plan, is to provide the “strategic context” and “the overarching direction” for the other 

chapters “through high-level objectives and policies for the district as a whole”. 

4.2 Of relevance to this rezoning proposal is: 

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and 

a high quality urban environment that: 

a. Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and 

b. Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their specifically 

recognised values appropriately managed; and 

c. Provides for urban activities only:  

i. within the existing urban areas; and  

ii. on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area identified in 

accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

d…….   

4.3 The above Objective 3.3.7 (c) directs that the provision for urban activities is undertaken only 

within existing urban areas and Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6 Map A (‘Map 

A’) greenfield priority areas.  The subject site complies with neither.  It adjoins but is not within 

the existing urban area. 

4.4 Objective 3.3.7 (c) gives effect to Chapter 6 Policy 6.3.1 (4) i.e. “ensure new urban activities 

only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield priority areas as shown on Map 

A, unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS”. 

4.5 Chapter 6 comprises Appendix 1 of the Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’).  The LURP is currently 

under review.  The Draft LURP Review was notified on 10/8/15 and is open for submissions 

until 28/8/15.  There was also an earlier preliminary consultation period in April/May 2015.  I 

have prepared and submitted on behalf of Christoph and Wendy Schacherer a comment in 

response to the preliminary consultation which requested inclusion of the Site within Map A 

as a greenfield priority residential and business area; and further amendments to Chapter 6 

as follows:- 

 Amend Policy 6.3.7 (3) (b) to exclude Port Hills greenfield areas from the requirement for 

a minimum density of 15 households per ha, with the appropriate residential density to 

be determined by the district plan, having regard to the existing pattern of zoning and 

development and the need to ensure development complements the natural landform 

and character of the Port Hills. 

 Add a new Policy 6.3.11 which provides for  territorial authorities to make minor 

extensions of Greenfield Areas and Existing Urban Areas during the process of completing 

district plan changes or reviews (including privately requested changes), provided:   

- Any proposed extension or reduction is of a minor nature, generally around 1ha or 

less; and   
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- Any additional land is contiguous with an existing urban areas or identified 

greenfield priority area as shown on Map A 

4.6 In summary, I accept that Strategic Objective 3.3.7 (c) ‘on the face of it’ appears to preclude 

the pRDP considering even small changes to the existing urban areas and greenfield areas on 

Map A.  However, given that the primary documents which give rise to this Objective are 

currently under review, and a process has been signalled to enable such cases to be 

considered, my evidence considers the merits of the amendments sought by C & W 

Schacherer.  Sound RMA outcomes should not in be opinion be ‘road blocked’ by what appears 

to me as being a sub-standard planning process. 

5. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991. 

5.1 The most relevant provisions within the Resource Management Act 1991 are Part II (Sections 

5, 6a, 7c and 7f). 

5.2 For all the foregoing reasons I am of the opinion that the rezoning of the subject land as being 

sought will not be contrary to the above Part II matters. 

 

 

John Cook 

BPlan MNZPI NZCD(Arch) 

27 August 2014 

 

 


