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1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My full name is Patricia Harte. 

1.2 I am a professional planner and have the qualifications of LLB (Hons) and M.Sc. 

(Resource Management), and am a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute. I have over 30 years’ experience in planning providing advice and 

planning services to private clients and local authorities.  

1.3 I am a Principal and Planning Manager with Davie Lovell-Smith Limited, consulting 

Planners, Surveyors and Engineers based in Christchurch.  Our company has 

assisted a wide range of clients involved in either providing land and developed 

sited for industrial (surveying and civil engineering services) or obtaining the 

necessary consents to enable industrial activities to establish.  

1.4 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I confirm that I have considered all 

material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions I 

express, and that the evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on evidence of another person. 

2 SCOPE OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE AND BACKGROUND 

2.1 In this rebuttal my evidence,  I respond to the evidence in chief of: 

 Matthew Bonis, Planner for Christchurch International Airport 

 Professor Bagchi on behalf of Avonhead Community Group 

2.2 The submitters (Wilson, Martin, Chang and Yang) have requested that their land 

adjoining Russley Road, along with land taken by the Crown for roading, be 

rezoned Industrial General or some similar zoning. The submitters’ properties are 

280 and 298 Russley Road (Wilsons), 270 Russley Road (Martins) and 82 

Hawthornden Road (Lais). These titles creates a total of 11.86ha I note however 

that the submitters in their submission show the area for rezoning as being 

squared off at the southern end of the loop road which I estimate to reduce the 

zoned area to 11.1ha. The land taken by the Crown for roading is estimated to be 

4.9ha. The properties are shown below.  
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2.3 As can be seen, parts of these properties have been acquired by the New Zealand 

Transport Authority for what is referred to as the "loop road" or the Southern 

Airport Access interchange.  The primary purpose of this loop road is to provide a 

means for vehicles entering and leaving Dakota Park, which is an industrial area 

promoted by CIAL within land designated for "Airport Purposes" and which has 

been zoned Special Purpose Airport Zone by Plan Change 84 promoted by the City 

Council. 

2.4 As I understand it vehicles travelling south down Johns Road would turn into the 

southern section of this loop road, drive around the loop and then travel under 

Johns Road through to the link road through to Dakota Park on the western side of 

Johns Road. If vehicles are leaving Dakota Park and want to travel south they 

would then cross back under Johns Road, travel around the loop and enter into the 

Johns Road via a long acceleration lane. 

2.5 The effect of the acquisition is to leave compromised sites in the sense of their 

shape and the fact that will now front a road servicing industrial vehicles.  The land 

is of course also compromised by it being within the air noise contours and, as 
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such it is not deemed suitable for residential development.  This has the effect of 

significantly reducing the types of activity that can establish on these properties. 

2.6 The decisions on Plan Change 1 (PC1) to the Regional Policy Statement concluded 

that it was inappropriate to leave the area between the airport/SH1 and City’s 

urban edge in exclusively rural use in the long term and that a review was 

required. The area was referred to as a “Special Treatment Area”. As the long term 

future of the area was then determined by the Regional Council to be some form of 

urban activity it was included within the urban limits. The area then became known 

as the as “North West Review Area” (NRWA) and the area that the submitters land 

sits within was named “Area 3” within the NWRA.  

2.7 The North West Review Area Report undertaken by the City Council in September 

2012 recommended identification of areas for industrial business development 

within the NWRA to meet a need for additional industrial land in this part of the 

City.  This assessment recognised that were that there was sufficient supply 

elsewhere in the City but a potential shortage in the northwest. The increase in 

demand was assessed to come from businesses relocating from the east due to 

earthquake damage and growth generated by the rebuild and because a location 

close to the airport is attractive for some businesses. Three areas were identified 

to accommodate industrial development including Area 3 between Russley Road 

and Hawthornden Road containing 35 ha. This is the same area identified on Map A 

as a Greenfield Priority Area – Business which first appeared in the LURP and then 

in Chapter 6 of the RPS as shown in Attachment A. The land now proposed for 

rezoning to Industrial General is within the north western section of Area 3.  

3 EVIDENCE OF MR. BONIS  

3.1 The Panel will be aware that the further submission of CIAL #2817 originally 

neither supported nor opposed the rezoning request of the submitters. In terms of 

the relief sought, it is in fact requested that the relief sought be granted.  This was 

on the proviso that the industrial zoning sought did not make any provision for 

noise sensitive activities.  I understand the submitters agree with CIAL and, 

accordingly, are not promoting any provisions that would enable such activities to 

occur within the proposed zone.  

3.2 The fact that Mr Bonis in his evidence in chief on behalf of CIAL now opposes the 

rezoning is therefore rather unusual (in my experience) as it does not appear to 

relate to a particular submission or further submission. It is also difficult to 

understand how the issues he raises, including in relation to traffic connecting to 

Hawthornden Road and the lack of an outline development plan has any impact on 

CIAL. 
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3.3 Regardless, I also note that Mr. Bonis states at his Paragraph 8 that he has 

considered a number of documents, including the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP), 

which in my view is of direct relevance to the rezoning sought.  

3.4 In addition, Mr Bonis discusses a limited number of objectives and policies from the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement as they might relate to the submission by 

Wilson, Lai and Martin. 

Land Use Recovery Plan [LURP] 

3.5 As Mr. Bonis does not include in his evidence any commentary on the provisions of 

the LURP which are relevant to the submitters' property, I now do so. 

3.6 I start by noting that the LURP clearly specifies in 1.3 that that any change to a 

planning Document under the Resource Management Act must not be inconsistent 

with the Recovery Plan.  The LURP also “directs” the Christchurch City Council to 

make changes to RMA documents to give effect to the Recovery Plan.  Further, the 

LURP sets out specific actions for each of the local authorities within the Greater 

Christchurch area, the City Council included.  In relation to this site the City 

Council Actions 19 and 24 are directly relevant.  I have listed these actions below. 

Action 19 Christchurch City Council district plan review 

Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district plan, to 

provide for development of the greenfield priority areas shown on Map A 

that are not already zoned for development in accordance with section 6 of 

the Regional Policy Statement. 

3.7 In my opinion it could not be clearer that this action requires the Council to rezone 

the submitters’ land because it falls within a Greenfield Priority Area – Business on 

Map A.  

3.8 I have attached a copy of the part of Map A that applies to this area. The 

Greenfield Priority Area – Business is shown in blue (Attachment A). I note that the 

area shown as Greenfield Priority Area – Residential outside the 50dBA airport 

noise contour has been rezoned in the pRDP. 

3.9 In addition, Action 24 of the LURP provides: 

Action 24 Christchurch City Council district plan review 

Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district plan 

the following measures: 

 



6 
 

6 

 

Greenfield Priority Area for Business 

viii An integrated approach to the greenfield priority areas for business 

that are located near the Christchurch Airport 

ix zoning provisions for other greenfield priority areas for business 

shown on  Map A, Appendix 1 

3.10 This Action also explicitly directs the Council to enable i.e. rezone this area and to 

provide for this in an integrated way. To my knowledge, this has not been done 

although I understand that the Panel is intending to consider the various rezoning 

requests in this area in an integrated manner.  

3.11 These Actions implement the LURP’s goal of providing for industrial needs to 

ensure there is sufficient and suitable land for the recovery through to 2028 and 

which allows for choice of location and market competition1. 

4 REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

4.1 At paragraph 33 of his evidence, Mr. Bonis refers to Objective 6.2.2 (4), which 

provides: 

The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is managed 
to provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs and set a 
foundation for future growth, within an urban form that achieves 
consolidation and intensification of urban areas, avoids unplanned 
expansion of urban areas, by: 

(4)  providing for development of greenfield priority areas on the 
 periphery  of Christchurch’s urban area, and surrounding towns at 
 a rate and in locations that meet anticipated demand and enables 
 the efficient provision and use of network infrastructure 

4.2 His view is that this objective requires that in providing for priority greenfield areas 

this should enable efficient infrastructure provision and meet anticipated demand. 

Mr Bonis relies on the evidence of Mr Stevenson and Mr Osborne who state that 

Area 3 is no required to meet anticipated demand.  

4.3 In my opinion, and relying on the evidence of Mr. Young and on the NWAR and 

LURP, there is quite clearly a demand for industrial zoning within the North West 

Area.  I don't believe there is any dispute that it is an ideal location for the reasons 

stated by both Mr. Young and also Mr. Osborne on behalf of the Council.  Such a 

conclusion is directly consistent with the Council's decision to rezone Areas 1- 3 in 

the first place.  

4.4 Relying in part on the transport evidence of Mr. Penny, Mr. Bonis also states that 

the rezoning sought would not give effect to Objective 6.2.2 (4) as providing a 

                                                
1 LURP 4.3.2 Pg 28 



7 
 

7 

 

connection through the area from the Southern Airport Access on Russley Road to 

Hawthornden Road would cause adverse effects on this local road. I agree that 

would be the case but note that the submitters do not propose a connection to 

Hawthornden Road and will rely on access/egress to and from the Loop Road. I 

understand this approach has been confirmed through the caucusing of the four 

traffic experts. 

4.5 The issue of transportation effects associated with the rezoning is addressed in 

more detail by Mr. Milne and Mr. Carr. Mr Milne’s conclusion in his evidence is that 

traffic effects would be minor if there was no through connection to Hawthornden 

Road and Mr Carr considers they would be less than minor. I note however that Mr 

Clark and Mr Penny have some concerns about possible cumulative effects in this 

general area.   

4.6 I understand from caucusing that the majority of the Loop Road may become 

Council owned road as opposed to being vested in NZTA. I also understand that 

the position of the entrance to the Submitters' site has been agreed by the 

respective traffic experts. However at this stage Mr Clark has indicated in his 

rebuttal that he has concerns whether the design of the loop road accommodating 

this access can meet all the relevant safety standards. Mr Carr has now provided a 

technical note attached to his rebuttal evidence which assesses sight distances and 

fields of vision such that he considers the matters of concern have been addressed. 

4.7 In terms of wastewater infrastructure, the area requested to be rezoned would rely 

on discharging into the Riccarton Interceptor which currently has limited capacity 

due to limitations of the Interceptor and the Avonhead Road sewer. I assume this 

lack of capacity applies even if only the submitters land area is to be served rather 

than the whole of the Greenfield Priority Area.  While not ideal I consider that the 

timing of sewerage to serve the area can be satisfactorily acknowledged in the 

relevant outline development plan for the area and associated rules (discussed 

below). This approach has been recently proposed by the Council for some of the 

greenfield priority areas which are to be zoned Residential New Neighbourhood and 

has been in place for existing Industrial Zones at south west Christchurch and at 

Wairakei Road.  These provisions make it clear that no development is to proceed 

until there is sufficient capacity in the system to take the discharge from this area. 

4.8 This raises the issue of whether it is appropriate to zone land that cannot be 

immediately developed.  In fact that is often the case as the whole purpose of 

planning is to look to, and provide for, future needs. The most appropriate time for 

this to happen is when a district plan is reviewed, as opposed to individual plan 

change applications.  The time and cost involved in rezoning this land at a later 

stage by means of a plan change is likely to be significantly greater. 
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4.9 Further the inconvenience of having land zoned for industrial purposes which 

cannot be developed in the short term due to servicing constraints is a cost limited 

to the submitters which they obviously accept.  It is far from unusual in my 

experience. 

Other relevant provisions of RPS 

4.10 The above aside, in my view Mr. Bonis has taken a rather isolated approach 

towards assessing the rezoning sought against the CRPS. In my opinion there is a 

clear goal in Chapter 6, and in particular in Objective 6.2.1 Recovery 

Framework and Objective 6.2.6 Business land development, that provision is 

to be made for the recovery and growth of business activities. This provision is to 

occur within the urban area to ensure it is in keeping with the desired urban form 

and settlement pattern. More specifically it is to occur within the priority greenfield 

business areas. This is exactly what the submitters seek. 

5 OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

5.1 Mr. Bonis states that the submitters have not provided an ODP that would illustrate 

how effect would be given to Policy 6.3.3 of the RPS. I acknowledge this to be the 

case. 

5.2 Policy 6.3.3 of the RPS applies to all greenfield priority areas and requires 

development in these areas to occur in accordance with outline development plans 

and rules for an area. Policy 6.3.3.(3) lists a number of proposed land uses that 

are to be shown “to the extent relevant”. Many of these matters are only relevant 

to residential development. Matters relevant to business ODPs are: 

 Principal roads, connections with surrounding road networks 

 Land to be used for business activities 

 Land required for drainage treatment, retention and drainage paths 

 Land reserves or set aside for fro historic heritage, landscape protection 

 Staging and Infrastructure requirements 

5.3 I have now prepared an ODP which is attached to this rebuttal evidence and which 

covers the land which is sought to be rezoned. The ODP shows the location of 

access to the new zone which is at the centre point of the loop road.  This position 

has been agreed by the respective traffic experts. It also requires boundary 

landscaping to limit any adverse visual impacts. There is a narrative discussing 

servicing and access. The ODP also refers to the possibility of additions should they 

occur through future rezoning. If required these matters can be reinforced through 

rules referring to the ODP. 
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Evidence of Professor Bagchi   

5.4 Professor Bagchi's evidence on behalf of the Avonhead Community Group raises a 

number of process and amenity related concerns.   

5.5 In 5. Professor Bagchi refers to the zoning requested by the Martins, Wilsons and 

Lais in their submission to Stage 2 as a “last minute” alteration to the zoning after 

Stage 2 of the PRDP was notified.  This submission of course is the only legal 

avenue available to the submitters who had expected their land to be rezoned in 

the notified pRDP, given it was within a greenfield priority area. The right to make 

further submissions specifically provides  for this situation as it gives people the 

opportunity to respond in much the same way as a response by way of an original 

submission.    

5.6 At 7. Professor Bagchi states that there is no justifiable reason to zone the 

submitters 2183 and 2278 land differently from the rest of Area 3. I disagree in 

relation to the submitter 2278 (Wilson, Martin and Lai). This land is the most 

affected by the engine noise contour and by the Southern Airport Access which has 

taken away the western sections of their properties. The remainder of their land is 

now left neighbouring what could be a busy and noisy heavy traffic loop road. It is 

therefore the most suitable of the land to be rezoned for industrial use. In addition, 

it is the land furthest away from the residential area and does not require access 

to Hawthornden Road. 

5.7 Professor Bagchi’s evidence does not directly address amenity concerns other than 

those associated with traffic. A point I would like to make is that Area 3 has been 

identified as appropriate for industrial activities since the NWRA process and, as 

such, it is reasonable to expect that issues such as potential impact of industrial 

zoning on amenity were considered acceptable. 

5.8 That aside, in my opinion the submitters’ sites are sufficiently removed from 

Hawthornden Road and the Avonhead cemetery to avoid any direct adverse effects 

related to noise or visual amenity. The setback from Hawthornden Road ranges 

from 370m to 475m and the setback from the cemetery is in the order of 220m.I 

am aware of course that submitter #2183 requests rezoning land that adjoins the 

cemetery. As part of the proposed outline development plan a requirement is 

specified for plantings on the boundaries of the industrial zone which will screen 

the new zone when viewed from neighbouring of more distant properties. 

6 CONCLUSION 

6.1 The following is a list of the reasons why  rezoning the submitters land now is the 

most appropriate way of achieving the objectives and policies of the Land Use 



10 
 

10 

 

Recovery Plan, the RPS and the Strategic Objectives of the Replacement District 

Plan: 

 The LURP requires the land to be rezoned as part of recovery. 

 The land is subject to the airport noise contours and engine testing contours, 

so industrial use is a good fit. 

 The land is compromised by the acquisition of the western areas for the new 

loop road and by its future use as heavy traffic bypass so industrial use is a 

good fit. 

 The land is close to Dakota Park and other areas being developed, so can work 

together and make good use of the Southern Airport Access infrastructure 

 Owing to its locational benefits, there is a recognised demand for industrial 

land within this area.  

 It is better to have sufficient land i.e. more than “needed” to provide choice for 

industrial development and competition in the market. 

 It is more efficient in terms of time and cost to rezone through a district plan 

review than through a separate plan change at a later date. 

 

Patricia Harte 

1 October 2016 
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Attachment A  

RPS – Map A Greenfield Priority Areas – Russley Road 
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Attachment B 

Industrial General Zone (Russley Road) ODP 
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 Appendix 16.7.16  - Industrial General Zone (Russley Road)
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Industrial General Zone (Russley Road) Outline Development Plan 

Development Requirements 

All development is to comply with the relevant Objectives, Policies and Rules of the District 

Plan. In addition, the site specific requirements which must be met are shown on the 

Outline Development Plan and/or described below. 

Integration 

The way in which development interfaces with its surroundings is critical to the quality of 

the area. The layout, and in particular the boundary treatments, are to be designed to 

provide a sensitive interface, be consistent along their length and be provided by the 

developer. The ODP identifies boundary treatment involving a 10m setback of buildings 

and a minimum depth of 3m of landscaping along the zone boundaries. 

Access and Transport 

The zone is to be accessed from a single access point coming off the Southern Airport 

Access Interchange. An internal road is required to provide the ability for the whole zone to 

be serviced from this single access point.  This road is shown as being required in a specific 

location while the connecting roads have been shown with indicative locations only to 

provide flexibility in subdivision design and staging as there are multiple owners of land 

within the zone. 

Stormwater 

A surface water management system consisting of above ground adsorption and 

infiltration basins and rapid soakage chambers shall be provided to treat  the first flush of 

runoff and dispose of stormwater to ground soakage for all events up to and including the 

critical 2 percent annual exceedance probability storm. The design of the system shall have 

regard to the need to avoid the risk of bird-strike. Secondary flowpaths will be required to 

be identified and protected when subdivision or development of sites is proposed. 

Wastewater 

No development shall occur in this zone until there is sufficient capacity in the lower and 

upper Riccarton Interceptor to accept wastewater from this zone. Once the capacity is 

available the developer shall provide a reticulated gravity wastewater system within the 

outline development plan area. 

Staging 

Development is anticipated to commence at the western end of the site close to the access.  


	Rebuttal evidence final
	RPS Greenfield Areas
	ODP
	ODP Narrative

