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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Kim Marie Seaton.  I am a senior planner practising with Novo Group 

Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource management planning and traffic 

engineering consulting company that provides resource management related advice to 

local authorities and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional and Resource 

Planning from the University of Otago.  I am a full  member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings Commissioner under the 

MfE Making Good Decisions programme since 2011 and have held endorsement as a 

Chair since 2014.   

3 I have 20 years of experience as a resource management planner, working for central 

government, a university and as a consultant, in New Zealand, Canada and the United 

Kingdom, with the last 13 years working as a consultant in Christchurch.   

4 I have particular experience in land use development planning, predominantly as a 

consultant to property owners, investors and developers, though also processing 

consents for district councils.    

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes provision of planning services 

to The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (‘the Trust’) for the last 13 years, 

providing a thorough understanding of the environmental context and resource 

management issues associated with the McLeans Island area.  I have prepared advice, 

evidence or resource consents in the McLeans Island area variously for:  

(a) Quarry extensions and clean-filling activity; 

(b) A heritage village; 

(c) Flood hazard and hazard mitigation; 

(d) Salmon farming structures and aviary development; 

(e) Workshop and rural industrial development; 

(f) Watercourse management; 

(g) Recreational activity; 
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(h) Road closures;  

(i) Christchurch International Airport issues; and 

(j) Park management plans. 

6 The experience described above has given me a very good understanding of the wide 

range of activities undertaken both within the Trust’s landholdings and adjoining areas, 

and the challenges faced in managing and balancing the sometimes competing 

resource management issues. 

7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing this evidence and I agree 

to comply with it in presenting evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is 

within my area of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 

on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that are known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express in this evidence. 

8 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan1, 

(c) the Rural Proposal (notified version 2 May 2015 and revised version October 

2015); 

(d) the section 32 report; 

(e) the evidence of Mr Bruce Rule for the Trust; 

(f) the evidence of Mr John Dowding for the Trust; and 

(g) the evidence in chief of Ms Deborah Hogan, Ms Adele Radburnd (those parts of 

relevance to the Rural Waimakariri Zone and Rural Quarry Zone provisions) and 

Dr Belinda Margetts for the Christchurch City Council; 

(h) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; and 

(i) The Land Use Recovery Plan. 

                                       
1 Decision version 26 February 2015. 



3 
 

 

Scope of Evidence 

9 My evidence is presented on behalf of the Trust.  

10 My evidence will be focusing primarily on those matters of particular interest to the 

Trust, including provisions relating to conservation activities in the Rural zone.  

Although the Trust has an active interest in all of the Rural Quarry Zone provisions, the 

Trust has been working closely with the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group 

(CAPG) on the development of the Rural Quarry Zone provisions and further is 

effectively represented within that Group by way of the Isaac Construction Company 

Ltd.  The position taken by the CAPG is supported by the Trust.  The Trust did pursue 

two quarry-related issues independently of the CAPG – being stockpile heights and 

waterway setbacks.  I address them briefly also. 

11 My evidence will therefore focus on the objectives and policies (excluding Policies 11 

and 12), the Rural Waimakariri Zone provisions generally and the Rural Quarry Zone 

provisions as they pertain to farming, conservation activities, site coverage, waterway 

setbacks and stockpile height. 

12 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Objectives and policies; 

(b) Rural Waimakariri Zone provisions; 

(c) Rural Quarry Zone provisions;   

(d) Conclusions 

 
Executive Summary 
 

13 The notified package did not sufficiently reflect the full range of activities and effects 

that can be expected to be present in the rural environment and did not sufficiently 

reflect the working rural environment. 

14 The revised provisions (Christchurch City Council version dated October 2015) are an 

improvement on that notified.  Positive changes are: 

a) The amended objectives and policies better reflect the range of activities, effects, 

character and amenity that together comprise the rural environment; 
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b) The insertion of specific references to conservation values and the Peacock 

Springs Conservation Area, together with an exemption for unfloored aviaries in 

respect of site coverage limits, is appropriate given the significant value of 

conservation activities undertaken within the Trust’s landholdings; 

c) The amended waterway setback and stockpile height rules are more practicable 

than their notified versions and will reduce the consenting burden that would 

otherwise have arisen; 

d) Aside from any outstanding issues to be addressed by CAPG in its evidence, the 

revised Rural Proposal of October 2015 better aligns with the objectives of the 

Strategic Directions chapter and the Statement of Expectations. 

15 A minor further amendment to Policy 9 (c)(a) is required to clarify the intent of the 

clause with respect to the Engine Testing Contour, while noting that Engine Testing 

Contour issues are preferred to be addressed primarily through Chapter 6. 

STATEMENT  

RURAL PROPOSAL 

Objectives and Policies 

16 As a general statement, I support the October 2015 version of the Rural objectives and 

policies, with the exception of one minor amendment to Policy 9, which I will discuss 

further below.   

17 In my opinion, the notified objectives and policies did not sufficiently acknowledge or 

reflect the range of rural activities and associated effects that occur in the rural 

environment, particularly to the north west of Christchurch.  Notified Policy 2 (General 

elements of rural character and amenity) for example, described a rural character and 

amenity that whilst accurate in some rural areas, would be unattainable in others, most 

notably the working quarry zones.   

18 By contrast, I consider that the revised objectives and policies provide: 

i. a balanced view of the wide range of activities and development opportunities 

that appropriately occur and need to be enabled in the rural environment; 

ii. a balanced view of the range of attributes and amenity values located in the 

rural environment;  
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iii. appropriately reflect the function of much of the rural environment as a working 

environment, whilst still recognising important natural and cultural values; and 

iv. appropriately acknowledge that the character and amenity values of the rural 

environment can include noise, odour, dust and traffic. 

Policy 3 Function of rural areas 

19 With specific reference to revised Policy 3: Function of Rural Areas, I support the 

inclusion of reference both to conservation values within the rural areas and new 

clause (vii) specifically, referencing the conservation activities undertaken within the 

Peacock Springs Conservation Area.  Mr Rule and Mr Dowding in their evidence have 

described, and ascribed significant value to, the conservation work being undertaken 

within the Trust’s landholdings generally and within the Peacock Springs Conservation 

Area in particular.  I understand the captive breeding work is unique in the Christchurch 

context and of particular value to national conservation efforts.   

20 In my experience providing planning advice for the Trust and discussing their activities 

with Christchurch City Council regulatory and policy staff, Council staff are without 

exception surprised to learn of the scale and value of the conservation activity 

undertaken within Peacock Springs.  This lack of knowledge of the Peacock Springs 

conservation activities brings a level of risk to the Trust’s breeding programmes, in that 

Council consenting officers may assess any given proposal for a resource consent for 

a new activity near Peacock Springs, including determining affected parties, without 

any understanding of the conservation activities or their physical extent.   

21 By way of example, within the last year the Trust learnt that the City Council was 

considering relocating a Kart Club to McLeans Island, potentially relatively close to the 

Trust’s land holdings.  When I spoke with the Council staff member responsible for the 

project2, it became evident that whilst they were generally aware of conservation 

activities at McLeans Island, they had no understanding of the extent, nature or 

location of the aviaries.  Where they thought the kart track would likely be located some 

two kilometres from the Trust’s breeding aviaries, they were in fact some 700-800 

metres distant. 

22 Inclusion of a reference to the Peacock Springs Conservation Area and conservation 

activities in revised Policy 3, is part of a suite of proposed references in the pCRDP 

                                       
2 I note this was not a member of the planning team. 
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that will assist greatly in ensuring that any future project or resource consent proposals 

give due consideration to the conservation activities undertaken in that location and 

what effects, if any, other activities might have on the conservation activities.  The 

Trust’s conservation activities have been part of the rural environment in northern 

Christchurch in one form or another for decades and I consider it is appropriate that 

Policy 3 reflect this. 

New Policy X – Establishment of non-rural activities 

23 With regard to new Policy X – Establishment of non-rural activities, I support the 

intention to “avoid” the establishment of non-rural activities as the starting point for this 

policy, as it gives effect to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.  I 

also support the provision for limited exception to that policy stance, where there is still 

a connection to the rural environment.   

24 The principal reasons and explanation to RPS Policy 6.3.1 Development within the 

Greater Christchurch area, acknowledges that ‘…established urban activities located 

outside the identified urban area will be able to continue to operate their activity, with 

any expansion considered on a case by case basis’.  In my opinion it is appropriate for 

Policy X – Establishment of non-rural activities, to set out parameters under which 

exceptions to the general approach of avoidance of non-rural activities, either existing 

activities or expansion of existing activities, might be considered.   

25 A particular example the Trust has is its workshop, referred to in Mr Rule’s evidence.  I 

know from my involvement as planning advisor to the Trust, the Trust has an existing 

workshop that serves the established Isaac Construction fleet from its McLeans Island 

base.  The workshop is old and no longer fit for purpose.  The Trust may be able to 

establish a new workshop of the same size under existing use rights, however it would 

remain unfit for purpose due to insufficient size.  Further, because the Isaac 

Construction fleet comprises both quarry and non-quarry vehicles, under the Regional 

Policy Statement definitions of “urban” and “rural” activities, the workshop would likely 

fall to be considered an urban activity and would require resource consent as a non-

complying activity.   

26 Further, due to the financial costs of establishing a new state of the art workshop, as 

indicated by Mr Rule, the Trust desires to extend the use of that workshop to serving 

the fleet of AML Concrete Ltd, which is co-located within the Trust’s landholdings at 
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McLeans Island.  Or even potentially to serving the Downers fleet located directly 

opposite the Trust’s landholdings on McLeans Island Road.   

27 There may be pragmatic, and economically and environmentally sound reasons why it 

would make sense to enable the expansion of the Isaac Construction workshop.  

However, pre-application discussions with the City Council consenting staff within the 

last two years on this issue have met with resounding opposition, including a statement 

that the Council would oppose its establishment and the Trust could expect to 

eventually find themselves in the Environment Court.  This advice was based on a 

policy position, not on any detailed consideration of the effects (both positive and 

adverse) of the proposal. 

28 While proposed Policy X – Establishment of Non-Rural Activities, would not outright 

provide for the workshop or similar activities to proceed, it would at least enable a 

conversation as to its desirability to be had.  The policy hurdles for such non-rural 

activities remain very high within both the RPS and the pCRDP, but revised Policy X – 

Establishment of Non-Rural Activities would at least provide some ability to discuss 

very limited situations where some exception for non-rural activities in rural areas may 

be appropriate. 

Policy 9 Separation of incompatible activities 

29 Finally, in respect of Policy 9 - Separation of Incompatible Activities, I note that clause 

(c)(a) of that policy is somewhat vague at present with regard to the Engine Testing 

Contour reference.  As Ms Limmer will address in her submissions, it is the Trust’s 

position that issues relating to the Engine Noise Testing Contour are best addressed in 

the Chapter 6 hearings and any policy wording adopted in Chapter 17 should not pre-

determine the outcome of that hearing.   

30 However, the policy reference proposed in clause (c)(a) to “managing effects” is broad 

and non-determinative as to the nature of rules that might support the policy, and for 

this reason I do not oppose its inclusion.  I do however find the statement “managing 

effects associated with noise in the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing Contour” to be confusing, 

as it lacks clarity as to whether it is the engine testing noise or other noise effects that 

are to be managed and whether it is only reverse sensitivity effects that are to be 

managed or all noise-related effects.   
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31 Following an informal discussion with Ms Hogan of Christchurch City Council, I 

understand the reference was intended to be in respect of reverse sensitivity effects 

from sensitive activities.  To that end, I suggest that the clause be reworded as follows: 

‘a. avoiding noise sensitive activities on rural land within the 50dB Ldn Airport Noise 

Contour and managing reverse sensitivity effects associated with noise sensitive 

activities in the 50dB Ldn Engine Testing contour from the operation of Christchurch 

International Airport.’ 

Rules (Rural Waimakariri Zone) 

32 A large part of the Trust’s landholdings are proposed to be zoned Rural Waimakariri.  

The Trust’s activities on this land are predominantly farming (sheep) at present.  A 

proposed public walkway linking Clearwater/the Groynes/Roto Kohatu with the 

Waimakariri River Regional Park is being constructed by the Trust within its 

landholdings and this track will be located predominantly within the Rural Waimakariri 

Zone.  The Trust is also undertaking native plantings near the proposed track, though 

most of these planting areas are proposed to be zoned Open Space.   

33 For these reasons, I support provision for farming, conservation activities and 

recreation activity as permitted activities.  I also support the provision for farm buildings 

as a permitted activity, as they are a practical necessity for ongoing farming activities.  I 

generally support the limitations on building and impervious surfaces associated with 

farming, recreation activities and conservation activities, which will ensure continued 

dominance of open space over buildings in the Rural Waimakariri Zone. 

Rules (Rural Quarry Zone) 

34 As stated above, the Trust is supporting the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group 

for the Chapter 17 hearing and will not be seeking to repeat or provide additional 

evidence on Rural Quarry Zone provisions, except in relation to a small number of 

matters that are particular to the Trust. 

Permitted Activities P3 Farming Activities 

35 I support provision for farming activities as a permitted activity in the Rural Quarry 

Zone, as per Section 17.6.2.1 P3.  Both prior to and on conclusion of quarry activity 

within the Trust’s landholdings, much of the landholdings are utilised for farming 

purposes (with the exception of the Peacock Springs and permanent quarry plant area) 

and it is the Trust’s strong preference to continue this activity as an appropriate land 
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use and income stream for its conservation activities.  Permitted activity status for 

farming also achieves proposed Objective 3.3.16 in that it will enable a range of 

opportunities to efficiently utilise the rural resource and contribute positively to the 

economy. 

Permitted Activities P7 Conservation Activities 

36 In respect of Section 17.6.2.1 Permitted Activities P7, I support provision for 

conservation activities as a permitted activity and support insertion of specific reference 

to the Peacock Springs Conservation Area.  As Mr Rule and Mr Dowding outlined in 

their evidence for the Trust and as stated in paragraphs 20 and 21 of my evidence 

above: 

(a) The Trust has been undertaking conservation activities within the proposed Rural 

Quarry Zone for decades and they are a permanent function of that rural 

environment; 

(b) The conservation activities are of highly significant value; 

(c) A lack of knowledge and understanding of the scale, location and value of those 

activities by other parties and Council staff engaging in resource management 

planning processes potentially increases risk to the conservation activities. 

37 Inserting specific reference, including a new map in Appendix 17.9.X, to the Peacock 

Springs Conservation Area in the pCRDP will assist with ensuring that conservation 

activities undertaken in that area are appropriately considered in relation to activities 

requiring resource consent on nearby sites. 

Rule 17.6.2.7 Maximum Total Site Coverage 

38 In respect of Rule 17.6.2.7 Maximum total site coverage, I support provision for 5% of 

the zone area site coverage and an exemption for unfloored bird aviaries. 

39 The Trust’s landholdings are unusual in the Rural Quarry Zone context, and indeed in 

the Christchurch rural zone context generally, by virtue of the unusual concentration 

and mix of activities that are undertaken there.  The large majority of the buildings, 

outdoor storage areas and impervious surfaces are concentrated in and around the 

Peacock Springs area.  Mr Rule has outlined the range of activities undertaken, in his 

evidence.  The intermixing of the various buildings, structures and impervious surfaces 

and wide area that they cover makes it difficult to define a particular “site” for the 
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purposes of determining net site area.  A rule that permits a certain percentage 

coverage of net site area is therefore impractical.  This is reflected in the operative City 

Plan rules, site coverage for which is calculated across the Trust’s landholdings on a 

zone-wide basis (Rule 6-2.3.1).  Proposed Rule 17.6.2.7(b) is consistent with the 

current rule approach.  Whilst maintaining reliable and up to date knowledge of the total 

site coverage of the Trust’s Rural Quarry Zone can be challenging given the scale of 

current coverage, it is less problematic than seeking to define a “site” for any particular 

activity or group of structures or surfaces within the zone. 

40 The proposed 5% coverage rule, allows for existing estimated site coverage, with 

provision for some growth within the zone.  Ms Radburnd in paragraph 10.96 of her 

evidence-in-chief correctly notes that the current City Plan site coverage rules are 

already exceeded, leading to resource consenting requirements for every new 

impervious surface and structure, including new aviaries.  Other than a possible new 

workshop that I noted above, the principle built development proposals that the Trust 

has in the Rural Quarry Zone area relate to new aviaries.  Mr Rule has outlined in 

paragraph 29 of his evidence the new aviaries that the Trust are considering building.   

41 I concur with Ms Radburnd’s reasoning for rule 17.6.3.1, set out in paragraphs 10.97 

and 10.98 of her evidence-in-chief, particularly where she notes that the aviaries are 

similar in form and effect to tunnel and shade houses (and, given that the aviaries are 

typically wholly pervious, potentially of lesser visual effect than a tunnel house), have 

large setback distances and are typically well screened from adjoining areas by bunds 

and stop banks.  The majority of the Peacock Springs Conservation Area is below 

natural ground level and surrounded by permanent stopbanks.  For these reasons, and 

given the high value ascribed by Mr Dowding to the breeding aviaries established by 

the Trust, I consider the exemption for bird aviaries set out in Rule 17.6.2.7 is 

appropriate.  The exemption also achieves Objective 3.3.2 in terms of minimising 

reliance on resource consent processes, minimising rules and encouraging choice. 

Rule 17.6.4.8 Minimum setback from bank of a waterbody 

42 I support the amendment of this rule to effectively differentiate between Environmental 

Asset Waterways and Network Waterways.  The genesis of this rule can be found in 

the Open Space 3D (Isaac Conservation Park) Zone of the operative City Plan.  At 

such time as that zone was created by way of Variation 93, Rule 6-2.4.11 Mineral 

Extraction and Related Processing Near Waterways was inserted specifically for the 

quarry area of the Isaac Conservation Park.  It required a setback from waterways of 
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150m.  I was involved in the development of that rule and can confirm that the rule was 

developed to protect the Otukaikino Stream, which originates in the Isaac Trust’s 

quarry area.   

43 Unfortunately at the time the rule was written, insufficient thought was given to its 

potential practical application and it has since applied to all waterways, including 

artificially created farm water races.  The notified version of Rule 17.6.4.8 inadvertently 

carried through this oversight, applying again to all waterways.  The amendment of the 

rule to have a lesser setback requirement from artificial waterways is consistent with 

the setback from waterways approach adopted in the Land and Water Regional Plan, is 

less onerous and more practical than the notified version, and for this reason is 

supported. 

Rule 17.6.4.11 Maximum stockpile height 

44 I support the provision for a maximum stockpile height of 5m above original ground 

level.  I concur with the reasons set out in Ms Radburnd’s evidence-in-chief at 

paragraph 10.108.  The Isaac McLeans Island quarry differs from the large majority of 

Christchurch quarries in part because their quarries are relatively shallow due to higher 

ground water levels as a result of the close proximity to the Waimakariri River.  A 

maximum height for stockpiles of 5m above original ground level is consistent with the 

current City Plan stockpile height rule and a practicable height given the constraints of 

quarry floor depth at McLeans Island. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

45 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that  

(a) The amended objectives and policies better reflect the range of activities, effects, 

character and amenity that together comprise the rural environment; 

(b) The insertion of specific references to conservation values and the Peacock 

Springs Conservation Area, together with an exemption for unfloored aviaries in 

respect of site coverage limits, is appropriate given the significant value of 

conservation activities undertaken within the Trust’s landholdings; 

(c) The amended waterway setback and stockpile height rules are more practicable 

than their notified versions and will reduce the consenting burden that would 

otherwise have arisen; 
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(d) Aside from any outstanding issues to be addressed by CAPG in its evidence, the 

revised Rural Proposal of October 2015 better aligns with the objectives of the 

Strategic Directions chapter and the Statement of Expectations. 

 

 

Kim Marie Seaton  

29 October 2015 

  


