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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Andrew William Craig.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 18 August 

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 27 August 2015: 

 

(a) Mr Andrew Willis for the Crown (#2387);  

(b) Mr John Cook for Schacherer (#2061); 

(c) Mr Jeremy Head for Castle Rock Ltd (#2168, #2169); 

(d) Mr Peter Rough for Sunny Point Estates Ltd (#2406) and Shadbolt 

(#2375); and 

(e)  Mr Jeremy Head for Cathedral City Development Ltd (#2129).       

 

2.2 These witnesses provided evidence in relation to submissions seeking 

site specific rezonings in relation to Stage 2 of the Residential Chapter 

of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). As done in my 

evidence in chief, I have broadly categorised my rebuttal in response 

to evidence from submitters associated with the Port Hills and Banks 

Peninsula. I note that no evidence has challenged the landscape 

criteria and methodology that I adopted in assessing the rezoning 

submissions.  Mr Willis' evidence (#2387) concerns proposed rules 

which I also address.   
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2.3 I have also read the statement of evidence of Ms Patricia Harte for 

(#2406) Sunny Point Estates Ltd and (#2375) Mark Shadbolt, but I 

consider that I do not need to respond to it. 

 

3. RULES 

 

#2387  Mr Andrew Willis for the Crown  

 

3.1 In paragraphs 7.3 to 7.6 Mr Willis responds to my observations and 

conclusions1 regarding the management of large buildings on the Port 

Hills (proposed Residential Port Hills: Rule 14.11.3.4).  For the 

reasons I state in my evidence, particularly at paragraph 9.45, I 

recommend discretionary activity status for large building proposals 

and this has been included in the Revised Proposal since the 3 August 

2015 version (at 14.11.2.4 D4). Mr Willis concurs with this activity 

status. 

 

4. REZONING – PORT HILLS 

 

#2061  Mr John Cook for Schacherer at 200 Huntsbury Avenue 

   

4.1 While he generally concurs with my evidence, Mr Cook disagrees 

(paragraphs 3.10–3.11) with my conclusion2 concerning buildings 

intruding the skyline for the land in question.  He observes that “…any 

hillside dwelling irrespective of its elevation has the potential to 

become a skyline feature” (paragraph 3.11) and then goes on to note 

that this is dependent on the view point.  I agree.  

 

4.2 To be more specific, however, it is my observation that elevated 

dwellings do diminish visibility of rural backdrop as hill slopes are 

approached from the plains.  I illustrate this in the following Figure 1 

diagrams and photographs. In my opinion this effect will occur 

regarding the subject land, but, as I indicate in my evidence in chief3, I 

do not believe it is a significant constraint – certainly not so much so 

as to impede rezoning. 
                                                   
1  My Evidence in chief (EIC), paragraphs 9.37 – 9.47. 
2  EIC, Attachment B, paragraph 1.18. 
3  Ibid.  
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 Figure 1 Schematic cross sections showing how high elevated 

housing (A) can diminish rural backdrop and is more likely to 

intrude skyline views. Note the closer one approaches the 

hill the less rural backdrop is visible in both scenarios. 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

A – High elevation housing – less rural backdrop is visible 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B – Low elevation housing – more rural backdrop is visible 

Distant view line                                          Proximate view line 
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Photograph 1 From a distant vantage point the rural backdrop is evident – 

here at Huntsbury Hill. As one moves closer the dwellings 

begin to intrude the skyline as shown in Photograph 2 below. 

 

 

Photograph 2   Closer to the hill dwellings intrude the skyline and obscure 

the rural backdrop. The more elevated dwellings are the 

more likely they will intrude skylines. 

 

#2169    Mr Jeremy Head for Castle Rock Ltd at 195 Port Hills Road 

 

4.3 The submitter seeks to rezone Rural Port Hills land to a mix of 

Residential Port Hills and Industrial General, or one of either in its 

entirety.  I note that I have provided landscape advice to this submitter 

previously regarding the subject site, but not on behalf of the submitter 

in the context of the pRDP nor his submission on the pRDP. 
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4.4 I note that Mr Head has adopted my criteria for assessing the 

suitability of land for rezoning (paragraph 11.2). I agree with his 

analysis and conclusions. Consequently, I do not believe there is any 

landscape impediment to rezoning for any of the zone types sought. 

 

#2129   Jeremy Head for Cathedral City Development Ltd4 

 

4.5 As for the previous submission, Mr Head has adopted my assessment 

criteria (paragraph 3.4). I agree with his observations and conclusions. 

Of note, however, is his commentary regarding effects on the rural hills 

backdrop (paragraph 4.7).  I agree with this commentary, but wish to 

emphasise the comments I made earlier in paragraphs 4.1 – 4.2 and 

Figure 1.  

 

5. REZONING – BANKS PENINSULA 

 

#2406 and #2375 Mr Peter Rough for Sunny Point Estates Ltd and Mark 

Shadbolt  

 

5.1 These submissions involve five separate sites. Only that at 

Duvauchelle (see Figure 2 Aerial Photograph below) is considered in 

this rebuttal evidence as Mr Rough5 (paragraph 49) contests my 

observation that the subject site is out of keeping with existing 

settlement patterns.  Mr Rough observes that the settlement pattern at 

Duvauchelle is "…somewhat fragmented – it is not continuous…". As 

the Figure 2 photograph below shows, there are two distinct 

settlement clusters at Duvauchelle that are separate from each other.  

It is my opinion that the settlement patterns are distinct and lucid, and 

that the subject land is disconnected from this.  

 

5.2 For this reason and those given in my evidence in chief, my 

observations and conclusions regarding the subject land remain 

unchanged. 

 

                                                   
4  I have prepared a landscape assessment on behalf of this submitter, prior to being engaged by the Council.  

Following engagement  by the Council, I advised the submitter that I could no longer provide advice for him through 
this process. 

5  Landscape architect for the submitter. 
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  Figure 2   Aerial photograph showing the two distinct settlement clusters –

denoted by blue dashed line –  at Duvauchelle. The subject site is within 

the yellow line. 

 

 

Andrew William Craig 

2 September 2015 


