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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Jennifer Geraldine Dray.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 16 October 2015.  

 

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 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by 

the following submitters on 29 October 2015: 

 

(a) Mr William Field for the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group 

(CAPG) (#2331); and 

 

(b) Mr William Field for Fulton Hogan Limited (#2455).  

 

2.2 These statements address: 

 

(a) Activity Standard 17.6.4 which sets out the Activity Specific 

Standards for Quarrying Activities in the Rural Chapter of the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP); and  

 

(b) a rezoning request made in respect of the current Pound Road quarry 

and Templeton Golf Course sites.  

 

3. EVIDENCE ON 17.6.4.15 QUARRY SITE REHABILITATION - QUARRYING 

ACTIVITIES 

 

Mr William Field on behalf of CAPG (#2331) 

 

3.1 I discussed quarry rehabilitation at paragraphs 5.32 and 5.33 of my evidence 

in chief. Mr Field states at paragraph 25 that through mediation, and partly in 



26976897_1.doc                 2 

 

response to CAPG's submission on quarry rehabilitation within the Rural 

Quarry zone, Rule 17.6.4.15 has been redrafted to require that a rehabilitation 

plan shall be prepared and implemented by quarry operators and certified by 

Council based on a listed set of requirements.  He then further states that he 

considers these requirements are appropriate. 

 

3.2 Mr Field also notes at paragraphs 28 and 29 of his evidence that as a result of 

agreement on the requirement for a quarry rehabilitation plan, it has been 

agreed that Rule 17.6.4.14 Maximum Extent of Exposed Excavation, requiring 

a limit of 2ha per site in the quarry zone can be removed, and that he 

considers that from the perspective of visual effects, a 2ha limit on exposed 

excavation is not necessary. (I note that this was for the Miners Road and 

Pound Road areas only. There is a 20ha requirement for the McLeans Island 

area).  

 

3.3 Mr Field also notes in paragraph 30 that it was agreed at expert conferencing 

"that staged rehabilitation is likely to more quickly improve the rural amenity of 

the Rural Quarry Zone by creating a more open space rural character". 

However on further reflection he concludes that the returning of quarried areas 

to rural pasture including removal of sections of bunds could potentially open 

up views to active open quarry and processing areas 

 

3.4 I am not in agreement with this view. The value of a staged approach to 

extraction and rehabilitation is that each new area of extraction will be first 

scraped of topsoil and overburden, providing material to create bunding for the 

newly exposed area.  The exhausted area would be rehabilitated using the 

bunding material surrounding that area. Each new stage will be screened by 

its own set of earth bunding, therefore no views would be opened up to active 

quarry areas as claimed by Mr Field.  

 

3.5 Further, Mr Field states in paragraph 31 of his evidence that the large areas of 

exposed excavations which already exist in the Quarry Zones are not visually 

apparent from surrounding areas due to mitigation bunds and planting, and 

that the actual landscape effects of these quarries are currently adequately 

managed. 

 

3.6 However landscape effects also include those effects that bring about change 

to the landscape, but which are not necessarily visible to potentially affected 
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parties. The most enduring landscape effect will be the change to the landform 

arising from the excavation of the quarry pit, leaving a large depression which 

is not a naturally occurring feature in the Canterbury Plains. While this effect is 

not necessarily visible, it is however a landscape effect bringing about a 

permanent and significant change to the landscape.  

 

3.7 These effects may include associative effects which are the cultural or physical 

associations with particular landscape elements or areas, and the perceived 

meaning that people may assign to a particular landscape element or feature. 

Whether these effects are adverse or not depends on what people might 

expect or anticipate within this Canterbury Plains setting. Visual screening 

mitigates the visual effects of quarrying, but not other landscape effects as 

discussed above.   

 

3.8 In addition, shelter belts can have a limited life,
1
 and if they are already mature 

when quarries are established, they may not live for the full 35 year (or 

beyond) duration of its operations and can be affected by large storm events.  

 

3.9 A limit to the extent of excavation as stated in paragraph 5.29 and 5.30 of my 

evidence-in-chief will ensure that this staged restoration occurs, and should be 

included in the package of rules. 

 

3.10 Rule 17.6.4.15(4)-3 requires a "programme and timescale for progressive 

rehabilitation". In my view this is a very open ended rule, and the timeframe 

around rehabilitation is not adequately addressed. There is no requirement for 

this rehabilitation to take place over a particular period. The risk is still that the 

rehabilitation may not take place until the end of the duration of the quarrying 

activity, with consequent issues around sourcing of cleanfill, and timely 

restoration of the site. 

                                                   
1
  As an example, Dr Roper-Lindsay states at paragraph 38 of her evidence in chief, dated 29 October 2015, that many 

of the pines at the Pound Road Quarry were damaged during the September 2013 storms. 
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4. EVIDENCE ON THE REZONING REQUESTS MADE IN RESPECT TO THE 

CURRENT POUND ROAD AND TEMPLETON GOLF COURSE SITES 

 

Mr William Field on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited (#2455) 

 

4.1 Mr Field describes the mitigation measures for visual effects from the 

proposed rezoning in his evidence, which include staged extraction and 

rehabilitation (with no more than 15ha exposed at any time), 20 and 30m 

quarry setbacks with boundary planting.  It is Mr Field's opinion (paragraph 58) 

that the opportunity created by the proposed rezoning for a high quality golf 

course with an indigenous landscape character would result in a significant 

landscape benefit.   

 

4.2 In my view, there are wider landscape effects to consider than merely the 

provision of a new golf course. However, larger quarry setbacks are proposed 

within the ODP than that which would be required under the draft Replacement 

Plan rule 17.6.4.12 - Visual screening. Setbacks of 20 to 30m are proposed 

with visual screening to be a combination of existing and proposed new 

planting. There is also to be earth bunding and native planting on the internal 

boundary shared between the quarry and golf course sites.  

 

4.3 The visual effects of this rezoning would potentially be mitigated by the visual 

screening and landscape treatments proposed within the ODP. The landscape 

effects resulting from the permanently changed landform and associated 

effects as described above would also potentially be mitigated by the provision 

of a new golf course, conservation area and other recreational opportunities. 

 

 

 

Jennifer Geraldine Dray 

6 November 2015 

 


