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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is John Edward Cook.  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 Planning evidence in chief 

filed by the following submitters on 29 October 2015: 

(a) Vicki Ann Barker for the Crown (#2387); and 

(b) Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor for the Canterbury Aggregate 

Producers Group (CAPG) (#2331). 

 

2.2 My rebuttal evidence is also provided in response to the Planning evidence in 

chief filed by Adele Mary Radburnd for the Christchurch City Council (Council) 

also on 29 October 2015. 

 

2.3 These submitters and Ms Radburnd provided evidence in respect to the 

matters addressed by my evidence in chief, namely: 

 

(a) mandatory public notification as part of any land use consent 

application for quarrying down to a depth of within 1 metre of 

groundwater, or  for undertaking quarrying within 500 metres of a 

residential zone; and   

 

(b) groundwater protection measures within the proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP).   
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3. EVIDENCE ON MANDATORY NOTIFICATION  

3.1 Ms Radburnd in her Planning evidence (page 48, paragraph 10.88) states that 

she does not support mandatory public notification for resource consent 

applications for the undertaking of quarrying to a depth less than 1 metre 

above groundwater, and nor when undertaking quarrying within 500 metres of 

a residential zone.  This is on the basis that section 95A of the RMA provides 

the Council with the discretion to consider whether full public notification shall 

be undertaken while also noting that s95B provides for limited notification 

where adverse environmental effects are to be more than minor.   

 

3.2 Mr Ensor (page 20, paragraphs 99 and 100) and Ms Vicki Barker (pages 12 & 

13, paragraphs 7.13 & 7.14) both support the position adopted by 

Ms Radburnd on these public notification matters. 

 

3.3 While I generally agree with the stance being taken on notification in the 

context of RMA matters as per the opinion expressed by Ms Radburnd, and 

supported by both Mr Ensor and Ms Barker, I am of the view that in the case of 

quarrying as per these two specific situations referred to above; they are both 

operating at the margins in the sense that with respect to the former the 

activity has the potential to generate adverse effects on ground water, and in 

terms of the later the activity has the potential to generate adverse effects due 

to being in relatively close proximity to any nearby residential zones.  This in 

my view justifies mandatory notification. 

 

Groundwater Protection  

 

3.4 On the matter of groundwater protection, as noted in my brief of evidence of 

16 October 2015 (page 9, paragraph 5.22) it is my observation that the 

residents of Christchurch place a very high value on the high quality of the 

artesian water supply that the overall city is so reliant upon.  Given this 

situation, I am of the view that there is a wider public interest in ensuring the 

continued reliance on this important water resource and accordingly 

recognition of this in the pRDP is best achieved by requiring mandatory public 

notification should quarrying breach the 1 metre buffer above the level of 

groundwater.  The provision of a 1 metre groundwater separation buffer from 

quarrying has long since been accepted as providing an adequate degree of 

protection to groundwater supplies.  Any proposal to breach this is operating at 
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the margins of ensuring groundwater protection and therefore I consider there 

is a need to take into account the wider public interest in such circumstances. 

 

Residential Zone Considerations in respect of Nearby Quarrying 

 

3.5 Ms Radburnd’s evidence (page 48, paragraph 10.88) also does not support 

the requirement for mandatory public notification of resource consent 

applications for quarrying to be undertaken within 500 metres of a residential 

zone.  This is also in the context of the notification provisions contained in 

sections 95A and 95B of the RMA.  Ms Radburnd notes that some quarrying 

activities may be small in scale and will therefore have limited machinery 

requirements and accordingly should not necessarily be subject to public 

notification (page 49, paragraph 10.89).   

 

3.6 While such situations are also possible, I refer to my evidence in chief (page 

13, paragraph 6.7) where I express the view that recently approved quarrying 

activities tend to be of a larger scale that involves the requirement for an 

extensive array of large machinery.  This I believe is not unexpected in order 

for quarrying operations to be undertaken in a way which enables adequate 

economies of scale to be achieved.  Accordingly, I remain of the view that the 

proposed requirement for mandatory public notification of any quarrying to be 

undertaken within 500 metres of a residential zone should be retained as 

detailed in paragraphs 6.4 - 6.7 of my evidence in chief.   

 

Application Processing Cost Implications 

 

3.7 On a general basis, Ms Radburnd’s evidence includes ‘suggestive 

Christchurch City Council data’ (page 49, paragraph 10.92) on the relative 

Council processing costs for quarrying activities based on the level of 

notification they had been subject to, ranging from non-notification through to 

full notification.  When considering the wider public desire within Christchurch 

to maintain a high quality water supply, I refer to my evidence in chief (page 

10, paragraph 5.25) where I expressed the view that any increase in 

processing costs associated with mandatory public notification of such 

quarrying activities would be accepted by the public at large due to the high 

value it places on its natural artesian water supply.   
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3.8 In this context, I am of the opinion that any increase in the level of application 

processing costs as noted by Ms Radburnd would become insignificant to the 

overall costs that may be incurred on Christchurch residents at large, should 

the groundwater supplies become contaminated due to quarrying being 

undertaken too deep relative to groundwater.  Accordingly, I am of the view 

that mandatory public notification of such quarrying activities should not be 

dispensed with on the basis of the likely potential of there being increased 

processing costs because of adopting this notification regime. 

 

Appropriateness of Mandatory Public Notification 

 

3.9 When considering the Council’s record of processing its last nine quarrying 

land use consent applications, Ms Radburnd notes the relative number of 

those applications that were subject to various degrees of notification or non-

notification (page 49, paragraph 10.93).  This data shows that only one of 

those applications was subject to full public notification, and on this basis 

Ms Radburnd concludes that a rule providing for mandatory public notification 

of quarries would not be appropriate.   

 

3.10 What is not at all clear from this data is the number of those consents that 

would have been for quarrying within 500 metres of a residential zone.  Those 

application sites located within rural areas but beyond this 500 metre setback 

distance would not have any bearing on this particular matter.  

Notwithstanding this, I understand through my recent involvement with 

quarrying applications on the western outskirts of the Christchurch urban area 

on sites located in relatively close proximity to residential areas, there has 

been associated with those approvals a ‘degree of public disquiet’ over how 

such proposals were not subject to full public notification and therefore 

preventing relatively nearby residents to become involved with the Resource 

Management processes.  The impacts arising from this are referred to in my 

evidence in chief (page 13, paragraph 6.6) if a person is not deemed by the 

Council, or by Hearing Commissioners acting on its behalf, to be affected 

person as per section 95E of the RMA.  Such situations would not arise if the 

mandatory public notification of such quarrying activities was required. 
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4. VALIDITY FOR RETAINING GROUNDWATER PROTECTION RULES 

 

4.1 Ms Radburnd does not support the inclusion of rules in the pRDP intended to 

protect the groundwater resource.  This is partly on the basis that this RMA 

function is more appropriately dealt with at the regional level.   

 

4.2 Mr Ensor (page 20, paragraph 102) and Ms Barker (page 13, paragraph 7.17 

and 7.18) both support Ms Radburnd for essentially the same reasons. 

 

4.3 While I concur that the need to ensure the continued quality and quantity 

aspects of groundwater are a responsibility of a regional council, I refer to my 

evidence in chief (page 6, paragraph 5.9 – 5.11) where I express the opinion 

that via section 31(1)(a) of the RMA, groundwater can also be a function 

undertaken by a territorial authority.  On this basis, I cannot fully concur with 

Ms Radburnd’s assessment of this matter and Ms Barker’s support for it. 

 

4.4 Ms Radburnd also does not support the inclusion of such rules in the pRDP as 

it would result in a duplication of functions as required to be undertaken by 

Environment Canterbury.  Ms Barker is also in support of Ms Radburnd on this 

matter.  While I do agree that there will inevitably be a degree of process 

duplication, I refer to my evidence in chief, (page 9, paragraphs 5.22 – 5.24) 

where I express the view that overriding environmental benefits could arise 

from a dual guardianship role for the protection and maintenance of the 

groundwater supplies that Christchurch so highly values and is so reliant upon.  

 

 

 

 

John Edward Cook 

6 November 2015 

 
 


