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Introduction 

1 My name is William Hemming Field.  I am a Principal and Landscape Architect at Boffa 

Miskell Limited - a national firm of consulting planners, ecologists, urban designers, 

cultural advisors, and landscape architects.  I am a Landscape Architect specialising in 

Landscape Design and Landscape Planning.   

2 I have been asked by the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) to provide 

evidence in respect of its submission on Stage 2 of the Proposed Replacement District 

Plan (Replacement Plan).  My evidence addresses those aspects of CAPG’s submission 

that raise landscape and visual effect considerations. 

3 This is the third statement of evidence I have prepared for the Christchurch 

Replacement Plan hearings.  My first statement of evidence dated 23 May 2015 was 

provided on behalf of Calder Stewart Industries Limited at the Commercial and Industrial 

Hearing.  That evidence addressed the boundary landscape setback provisions for the 

Sir James Wattie Drive and South West Hornby areas in the Industrial Heavy Zone.  My 

second statement of evidence dated 27 August 2015 was provided on behalf of The 

Crown at the Proposal 14: Residential - Character and amenity – Character Areas and 

Residential Conservation Zones, hearing.  That evidence addressed proposed policies, 

assessment matters and extent of residential Character Areas.  While I continue to 

support the views contained in my previous statements of evidence, the matters I 

covered in that evidence are unrelated to the matters I cover in this statement of 

evidence. 

4 As part of the Replacement Plan - Chapter 17 – Rural hearing, I have also prepared 

evidence on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd (Submitter ID. 2455) in relation to its proposed 

rezoning of Templeton Golf Course site to Quarry Zone and vice versa. 

Qualifications and Experience 

5 I hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Landscape Architecture (1st class hons) and 

Bachelor of Fine Arts.  I am a registered member of the New Zealand Institute of 

Landscape Architects.  I have been a landscape architect based in Christchurch for over 

16 years. 

6 My experience includes regional and district landscape assessments, plan change 

assessments for residential developments and industrial rezoning, and project-based 
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landscape assessments for residential, commercial, land development and infrastructure 

projects. Examples of rural-based assessments include: 

 ‘Eweburn Resource Area’ (Special Purpose Resort Zone) Plan Change, Te Anau 

(2009-2013)   

 Plan Change 20 – Quarry Hill Rural Residential Rezoning, Timaru 2014 

 Road Metals - Wards Road Quarry, Metals Company Limited (2012)  

 Junction Road Power Plant, New Plymouth (2012-2013) 

 Geraldine Downs Landscape Study, Timaru District Council (2007)  

 Hornby Industrial Rezoning, Christchurch City Council Plan Change 54 (Private) 

for Calder Stewart Limited (2009-2011):  

7 These assessments all addressed District Plan provisions concerning rural character 

and amenity and visual screening and setbacks. 

8 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the practice note when 

preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence 

before the hearings panel.   

9 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions 

are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the opinions expressed are also 

set out in the evidence to follow.  Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my 

sphere of expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

Scope of Evidence 

10 In my evidence I address:- 

10.1 The amendments sought to policies 2, 3 and 4 by CAPG and the implications of 

those in terms of rural character and amenity; 

10.2 Rules 17.3.3.5 and 17.4.3.5 – outdoor storage areas in the Rural Urban Fringe 

and Rural Waimakariri zones; 
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10.3 Rules 17.6.2, 17.8.2.16 and 17.6.4.15 and CAPG’s proposed new Appendix 7.9.x 

regarding quarry rehabilitation; 

10.4 Rules 17.6.4.2, 17.6.4.3 and 17.6.4.7 which all prescribe limits in terms of 

setbacks and building size within the Quarry zone; 

10.5 Rules 17.6.4.14 regarding the maximum extent of exposed excavation within the 

Quarry zone; 

10.6 Matters of discretion 17.8.1.2, 17.8.1.4, 17.8.1.6 and 17.8.2.3, in terms of 

whether visual screening is a potential mitigation of effects arising from a breach 

of the relevant rules. 

11 I am familiar with the Rural Quarry Zone, Rural Urban Fringe Zone and Rural 

Waimakariri Zone having visited these areas on numerous occasions including on 

Thursday 17th September visiting all the Quarry Zone sites as part of preparing this 

evidence.   

12 I also attended expert conferencing on Thursday 7 August 2015 with Landscape 

Architects Ms Jennifer Dray and Mr Andrew Craig for the Council.  I understand the 

Panel has copies of our conferencing statement. 

13 Responses to Landscape Architect,  Ms Jennifer Dray’s evidence on behalf of the 

Christchurch City Council have been included as part of my following evidence sections. 

Rural character and amenity – Policies 2, 3 and 4 

14 Rural landscapes are strongly influenced by the type of rural activity and the intensity of 

associated settlement. Natural elements generally remain strongly evident but are 

overlaid by patterns and processes of human activity. Natural systems operate but, in 

places, are manipulated to enhance productivity. Human-induced patterns and 

processes are related predominantly to productive land uses such as pastoral farming, 

agriculture, horticulture, quarrying and forestry, typically including paddocks, 

shelterbelts, irrigation, woodlot and forest blocks, cropping regimes using machinery, 

utilitarian structures such as glasshouses, processing facilities, and storage areas, and 

settlements/farm dwellings and gardens.  The patterns of human activity are generally 

large scale by comparison with urban areas, and reflected in generally low-density 

settlement, few structures and often a sense of spaciousness.  

15 The aspects that are commonly understood as rural amenity values include: 
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 A sense of spaciousness (wide open spaces). 

 Privacy, quietness and absence of traffic and bustle. 

 An environment relatively uncluttered by structures and a predominance of 

vegetation. 

 A clean environment, characterised by, for example, fresh air and clean water. 

16 In my opinion, an area that is valued for high rural amenity may be appreciated for 

different reasons by different people.  A common perception of high rural amenity is 

often associated with well-maintained pastoral landscapes reminiscent of traditional 

English picturesque landscapes.  Rural landscapes with high natural landscape values 

such as coastal or riparian edges, indigenous vegetation, and natural landforms are also 

often valued for their rural amenity.  

17 In relation to 17.1.1.2 Policy 2 – ‘Contributing elements to rural character and amenity 

values’ (16th October version), I consider that rural character and amenity does vary 

across the district as recognised in 17.1.1.2 (a).  I agree with 17.1.1.2 (b) that the 

elements that essentially contribute to rural amenity include; a predominance of 

openness and vegetation, visual separation between dwellings, and visual integration of 

buildings into high natural settings, and the presence of natural character elements.  I 

also acknowledge that elements associated with productive land use may be perceived 

by some people to detract from rural amenity, however in my opinion it is correct to 

acknowledge these are also part of what contributes to rural landscape character in 

many areas. 

18 In response to Ms Dray’s paragraph 5.2 in her evidence where she states that “Rural 

Zones tend to have a higher degree of naturalness and visual amenity because of more 

open spaces and less intensity of development”, I consider that many rural landscapes 

within the peri-urban edges of the Christchurch city are highly modified by rural land 

uses, and the degree of naturalness and visual amenity varies significantly within these 

areas.  I agree that openness may be valued by residents in these rural areas but I also 

consider that “openness” alone does not necessarily constitute high rural amenity.  

19 Policy 3 – ‘Function of rural areas’ aims to ensure that the nature, scale and intensity of 

development in rural areas is appropriate to the particular character and amenity values 

of the surrounding landscape context.  I support the intent of this policy as it 

acknowledges that different rural landscapes within the rural environment may be better 
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suited to different activities depending on the type and quality of the rural amenity 

values.   

20 In the 16 October 2015 version of the Replacement Plan an additional 17.1.1.X ‘Policy X 

– Establishment of non-rural activities’ has been inserted.  I support the inclusion of (vi) 

which enables appropriately located and carefully designed non-rural activities to be 

potentially integrated into rural landscape environments where appropriate.  In my 

opinion, through the use of appropriate design strategies that adopt characteristics of 

rural character elements such as; openness, predominance of vegetation including 

screening where appropriate, site and landscape design layout to mitigate elements 

such as car parking, and rural character design of buildings and fences, can be 

successfully integrated into rural landscapes. 

21 I consider that Policy 4 (i) has been addressed in the rewording of Policy 3 (b) and that 

this could be deleted (as shown in the 17 September version). 

Outdoor storage areas 

22 The CAPG submission in respect of rules 17.3.3.5 sought recognition in the 

Replacement Plan that outdoor storage within the setback areas can be acceptable if 

the screening in 17.6.4.12 were in place.   

23 From my analysis of the proposed screening rules in Quarry Zones, if option (a) was 

utilised there would not be enough space with the setback area for storage due to the 

bund size.  Options (b) and (c) would contain approximately 4 metres of width for 

possible storage between shelterbelt planting and the excavation setback edge with the 

proposed 10 metre setback area.  If full screening is achieved as required in 17.6.4.12, 

then from a visual effects perspective, I consider that part of the 10m setback could be 

used for storage. 

24 In the 16 October 2015 version of the Replacement Plan, this rule has been deleted.  I 

support the deletion of this rule on the basis that boundary screening would screen any 

outdoor storage from the surrounding landscape. 

Rehabilitation within the Rural Quarry Zone – New Rule 17.6.4.15 

25 As I understand it, through mediation and partly in response to CAPG’s submission on 

quarry rehabilitation within the Rural Quarry Zone, Rule 17.6.4.15 - Quarry site 

rehabilitation – Quarrying activities has been redrafted to require that a Rehabilitation 



7 

 

Plan shall be prepared and implemented by quarry operators and certified by Council 

based on (iv): 

iv. The quarry site rehabilitation and shall include: 

(1) The quarry rehabilitation objectives for the site;  

(2) A description of the proposed rehabilitation works including:  

a. The proposed final landform;  

b. Whether clean fill or other material will be used in the rehabilitation;  

c. The type of land uses that the rehabilitated quarry could support following 

rehabilitation;  

d. The patterns of surface drainage and subsoil drains; and  

e. Any landscaping and planting. 

(3)  A program and timescales for progressive rehabilitation.  

(4)  Measures to mitigate any potential effects arising from undertaking rehabilitation 

other than those already addressed through quarry site mitigation.  

(5)  Measures to mitigate potential ongoing adverse effects on the stability of 

adjoining land and its susceptibility to subsidence and erosion.  

(6)  A process for review of the quarry site rehabilitation plan. 

26 In my opinion these requirements within a Quarry Rehabilitation Plan are appropriate.  

27 I concur with Ms Drays evidence in paragraph 3.4 where she states ‘that the permanent 

change upon the landform which detracts from the landscape character… can also be 

mitigated in part by the proposed controls on quarry site rehabilitation”.  In my opinion, 

while a change in the landscape is likely to occur after rehabilitation, the final landscape 

outcome may be equal to, or potentially an improvement on, the rural amenity of a site 

prior to quarrying.  From a rural character and amenity values perspective, it would also 

be appropriate as a minimum to return land to stable and free-draining landforms 

capable of supporting light pastoral farming.  This would not preclude other rural 

landscape enhancements being part of a rehabilitation plan to achieve other potential 

objectives for sites. 
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28 I note that the 16 October 2015 version of the Replacement Plan has consequently 

removed Maximum Extent of Exposed Excavation - Rural Quarry Zone Standard 

17.6.4.14 (maximum area of exposed quarry) requiring a limit on exposed excavations to 

2ha per site in the Quarry zone. 

29 Based on the effectiveness of existing boundary screening viewed on site visits and the 

proposed Rule 17.6.4.12 (visual screening), I consider that from the perspective of visual 

effects, a 2ha limit on exposed excavation is not necessary. 

30 As noted in the Expert Conferencing Statement, it was agreed “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”1.  Having given further thought to this staged approach 

to the rehabilitation of Quarry Zones - the return of quarried areas to rural pasture 

including removal of sections of bunds around the quarry zone boundary, it could 

potentially also open up views to the active open quarry and processing areas.  

Screening of this would be difficult due to rehabilitated areas often being lower than the 

surrounding land and any new boundary screening therefore ineffective.  To maintain 

visual screening of the Quarry Zone area, existing bunds and/or planting would need to 

remain which would not necessarily improve the rural amenity with increased open 

space character. 

31 It is also noted that the existing quarries in the Quarry Zones have large areas of 

exposed excavations which are not visually apparent from surrounding areas due to 

mitigation bunds and planting.  The actual landscape effects of these quarries are 

currently adequately managed in my opinion. 

32 For the reason above, I support the removal of the limit on exposed excavations to 2ha 

per site in the Quarry zone, and support the revised proposal to require a rehabilitation 

plan be prepared by the quarry operators.  With existing boundary screening in place for 

the duration of quarrying, as well as any new screening required as per 17.6.4.2 visual 

screening rule, views of the working quarry are very likely to be screened from the 

surrounding landscape.  Parts of the internal quarry may be able to be progressively 

rehabilitated – working towards a Rehabilitation Plan, however the continuing quarry 

activities would be screened.  If effective staged rehabilitation is achievable and visual 

screening can be maintained, then this could be included as part of the rehabilitation 

plan proposal anyway.  

                                                      
1
 Expert Conferencing Statement – Rural, 28 September 2015, Paragraph 5.19 
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33 The likely landscape benefit of rehabilitating the quarries is that there is potential for 

greater openness in the rural landscape as opposed to viewing shelterbelts along the 

boundaries of the quarries.  From a landscape perspective, views of shelterbelts or open 

paddocks are both consistent with rural character.  Open views of paddocks may be 

perceived by some people as having greater rural amenity however shelterbelts are a 

strong element of the Canterbury Plains providing shelter from wind and may be 

preferred by others.    

34 In my opinion from a rural landscape visual effect perspective, I consider that quarrying 

and aggregate processing could continue on the Quarry Zone sites indefinitely if 

potential adverse visual effects are managed through the 17.6.4.2 visual screening rule 

and the progressive implementation of a rehabilitation plan that maintained visual 

screening as areas were progressively rehabilitated. 

Building Setbacks and Size – Proposed Rural Quarry Zone Standard 17.6.4.2 (building 

setback), and 17.6.4.3 (building size) 

35 With a maximum proposed building height (Rural Quarry Zone) of 9 metres and 

maximum proposed building area of 500m2 (17.6.4.3), I consider a permitted activity 

setback of 50m along old West Coast Road is not necessary and that 20 metre would be 

sufficient with boundary screening as proposed in Rural Quarry Zone rule 17.6.4.12.  

The visual effects of seeing the upper portion of a building of this scale would be 

approximately 4 metres above the minimum 3 metre high boundary screening.   

36 As a result of expert conferencing it was agreed that “for consistency with other 

proposed building setback rule within rural zoned land, a 20m building setback on Rural 

Quarry Zone sites fronting Old West Coast Road would be appropriate”2.  It is noted that 

a building setback distance of 20 metres is consistent with other proposed Rural Zone 

rules which do not require the boundary screening. 

37 In the proposed Rural Zones (Rural Urban Fringe Zone/Rural Waimakariri Zone) the 

maximum building height is 9m (any building) and 12 metres for a farm building, and 

5%/3% or 2000m2/6000m2 whichever is lesser for site coverage on sites over 4 

hectares.  These building-size rules have associated setback rules as well but do not 

require boundary visual screening of buildings.  In my opinion, in the context of the 

anticipated build sizes in other adjoining rural zones, permitted building sizes in the 

proposed Rural Quarry Zone could be increased to be consistent with other rural zones 

                                                      
2
 Expert Conferencing Statement – Rural, 28 September 2015, Paragraph 5.8 
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particularly in conjunction with the proposed visual screening rules of Rural Quarry Zone 

which would partially screen buildings.  I understand that CAPG are no longer pursuing 

an increase in permitted building size.  From a landscape perspective, I support the 

current proposed limit. 

Quarry Setbacks - Rural Quarry Zone Standard 17.6.4.7 (quarrying setback rules)  

38 I support the 16th October amendment to the Replacement Plan reducing the 20m to 

10m quarrying setback rule if visual screening options (b) or (c) of 17.6.4.12 are 

employed. To achieve option (a), 19 metres of setback is required.  If combined with 

planting which overtime establishes to 3m in height, then this could be reduced to 10m 

later. In my opinion, reference to a 20m setback is not required in the Plan because to 

comply with option (a) would require a minimum of 19 metres of setback anyway.   

39 In my opinion, if the 17.6.4.2 visual screening is in place, any potential adverse visual 

effects from the surrounding public roads or rural properties are likely to be very minimal, 

if at all.   

Internal Batters - 17.6.4.9 Maximum internal batter slope - Quarrying activities  

40 I note that the 16th October version of the Replacement Plan requires, as a permitted 

standard, internal batter slopes to be 1 vertical : 3 horizontal gradients.  In my opinion, 

given the boundary screening rules which I consider would effectively screen quarry 

operations, this gradient while the quarry is still operating is not necessary from a 

landscape visual effects perspective.  I consider this gradient as a minimum after the 

end of quarrying, and as part of rehabilitation, is appropriate to visually integrate the 

excavated site into the surrounding higher levels. 

Visual Screening as Mitigation  

41 I have been asked to comment on whether it is possible for techniques for visual 

screening through various landscape treatments to mitigate any potential adverse 

landscape effects if infringements of rules relating to setbacks or exceedances of site 

coverage are proposed.  

42 In my opinion, visual screening through bunds or planting can mitigate potential adverse 

visual effects of activities such as quarrying or structures in the rural landscape. This is 

evident from public roads such as the Old West Coast or State Highway 73 running 

along the boundary the existing Quarry Zone.  Most viewers from these roads are not 
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visually aware that open quarrying is occurring due to the boundary bunds and 

plantings.   

43 Visual screening has the potential to create a more enclosed character to a rural 

landscape which can sometimes have an adverse degree of effect on the open 

character of a rural landscape.  However, shelterbelt plantings are also a common 

element in the rural landscape around Christchurch and can also improve rural amenity 

in some locations by providing shelter and a finer grain of rural character.  This is 

particularly the case in peri-urban areas where it is common for land-use activities to be 

mixed on smaller land parcels compared to the broader rural landscapes of the 

Canterbury Plains. 

44 In my opinion, carefully designed planting and landscape design including such 

considerations as building colours and heights can, in my opinion, potentially mitigate 

any proposed intrusions into setbacks or site coverage provisions. 

45 The proposed visual screening requirements for the Quarry Zone in 17.6.4.12 are likely 

to be appropriate as mechanisms for maintaining and providing visual screening around 

the existing Quarry Zone.  This was observed on my site visit where approximately 3 

metre high bunds visual obscured views of the quarries and existing shelterbelts of 

mixed thicknesses predominantly screened quarrying to the extent that when viewed 

along the road boundaries the quarries were not significantly noticeable.  In places 

where lower foliage was thin, some transparency of view was observed however it is 

noted in rule 17.6.4.13 – Maintenance of visual screening, that any trees used for visual 

screening purposes in accordance with the above rule shall maintain foliage at ground 

level to full height of tree.  I support this rule to ensure that any existing shelterbelts with 

thin foliage at low-level are supplemented with additional plantings. 

46 These screening provisions are also likely in many situations to suffice for visual 

screening outside of the Quarry Zone where quarrying consents are applied for, however 

there may be situations where site-specific landscape mitigation design is required to 

maintain the rural amenity of an area. In my opinion, the standards in 17.6.4.12 should 

not be treated as a baseline for visual screening of quarry consent proposals in the Rural 

Zone. The standards provide some guidance from which design variations may be 

developed and be equally effective as landscape treatment in different parts of the rural 

landscape.  Examples of where alternative screening methods may be appropriate 

include; 
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 On sites where there are level differences between one side of a boundary and 

the other side. 

 Where ecological enhancement is appropriate in a particular context. 

 Where boundary screening treatments are proposed to be retained as amenity 

landscapes after the end of quarrying. 

 Where negotiations with adjacent landowners produce an agreed landscape 

boundary proposal. 

Matters of Discretion 17.8.1.2, 17.8.1.4 and 17.8.1.6 

47 I have read through the proposed Matters of Discretion 17.8.1.2, 17.8.1.4 and 17.8.1.6., 

in the revised 16th October version, and support the inclusion of text (requested in the 

CAPG submission) “any other mitigation proposed including visual screening” as an 

additional assessment matter.  This allows for site-specific landscape mitigation 

proposals and conditions of consent to be developed as part of resource consent 

applications that respond to particular landscape characteristics and potential effects on 

a site and its surroundings.   

 

 

William Field 

29 October 2015 


