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Introduction 

1 My full name is Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor.  I am a Principal Planner with 

AECOM Consulting Services (NZ) Limited and have been employed by the 

company and its predecessor, URS New Zealand Limited for approximately nine 

years.  

2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my statement of primary evidence 

for Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) in respect of Chapter 17 

(Rural)1. 

3 Although this is a Council hearing, I have read the Expert Witness Code of 

Conduct set out in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the code in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it while giving 

oral evidence.  Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person, this written evidence is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

expressed in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 This rebuttal evidence addresses:- 

4.1 The evidence of Ms McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 

in relation to 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b); 

4.2 The evidence of Mr Cross in relation to the activity status of quarrying 

activities outside of the Rural Quarry Zone, 17.1.1.X Policy X – 

Establishment of non-rural activities, the high quality gravel resource 

overlay, and operational hours for quarrying activities; and 

4.3 The evidence of Ms Harnett in relation to setback distances.  

5 A revised set of provisions reflecting amendments to the Revised Proposal 

Chapter 17 Rural – October 2015 supported through this evidence, is attached as 

Appendix A. This replaces Appendix A attached to my evidence in chief dated 29 

October 2015. 

  

                                                      
1
 Paragraphs 3 & 4 Statement of Evidence of Timothy Alistair Deans Ensor dated 29 October 2015 
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Evidence of Ms McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 

6 At paragraph 13 of her evidence Ms McLeod states that in her opinion:  “there is a 

‘policy gap’ whereby 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c) does not refer to quarrying activities and 

17.1.1.11 Policy 11 only addresses the effects of quarrying activities on the 

National Grid when they occur outside of the Rural Quarry Zone.” 

7 At paragraph 14, Ms McLeod suggests an amendment to 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b) to 

address this gap. While I acknowledge there is a gap, the suggested requirement 

to “avoid… new quarrying activities… on rural land that may compromise the 

National Grid…” in my view sets too high a test for an activity that “may 

compromise” another activity.  

8 A new quarrying activity in the Rural Quarry Zone within a corridor protection strip 

as outlined in the non-complying activity rule 17.6.2.4 NCX, would have a difficult 

task in demonstrating consistency with the proposed amended 17.1.1.9 Policy 9 

due to the potential for any quarrying activity to have a compromising effect on the 

National Grid. With ‘avoid’ setting a high threshold, the policy potentially forecloses 

activities that may be appropriate with adequate controls in place. Consents 

granted in relatively recent times for quarries outside of the Rural Quarry Zone 

demonstrate that quarrying can be undertaken without compromising the Grid.2  In 

my view, these consents demonstrate it is a matter of conditions, not a matter of 

excluding the activity from occurring. 

9 To provide for the outcome sought by Transpower and allow appropriate new 

quarry activities to occur within the corridor protection strip based on their merits, 

my view is that 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b) as proposed by Ms McLeod should be 

amended to read: 

“b. avoiding buildings, structures, new quarrying activities, and sensitive activities 
on rural land that may will compromise the National Grid within an identified 
buffer corridor; …” 

10 In addition, my view is that that non-complying activity status within the Rural 

Quarry Zone is not required to achieve the protection sought by Transpower. Non-

complying status may have the effect of opening up an application under this rule 

to a wide range of assessment matters that are otherwise anticipated and provided 

for within the quarry zone as a permitted activity and are completely unrelated to 

Transpower’s interests.  

                                                      
2
 CRC094105 and RMA92014177 Harewood Gravels Company Limited. 
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11 The potential effects on the National Grid are sufficiently focused that restricted 

discretionary activity status would allow the type of conditions to be placed on 

consents that have appeared on recent consents for out of zone quarries. It 

appears to me those conditions are entirely adequate for avoiding effects that will 

compromise the Grid, however the option to avoid the activity through decline of 

consent remains through the restricted discretionary status.  On this basis my 

opinion is that reference to quarrying should be removed from 17.6.2.4 NCX and a 

new restricted discretionary activity rule should be included in Section 17.6 Rules – 

Rural Quarry Zone, with the only matter for discretion being: measures to avoid, 

remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the National Grid.  

12 These proposed amendments are recorded in Appendix A. 

Evidence of Mr Turpin on behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association 

13 At paragraph 4.9 Mr Turpin discusses the regime for applications to quarry outside 

of the Rural Quarry Zone. He states that: “It is no argument to say the change is 

only enabling and Resource Consents still need to be applied for, if it doesn’t 

mean much, why propose to change it.” 

14 While the Revised Rural Proposal is more enabling than the Operative City Plan in 

terms of activity status for new out of zone quarries, resource consent is still 

required. Any application for resource consent will be considered as a fully 

discretionary activity under a policy framework that provides fairly tight guidance 

as to when and where quarrying is appropriate, especially through 17.1.1.11 Policy 

11.  On this basis my view is that the framework is not “enabling” as such, but it is 

more enabling than the previous regime. The effects of any activity are paramount 

in the consideration of any application.  

15 Given the tight Policy framework for new quarries, the shift to a discretionary 

status is important. Consenting a new quarry under the Revised Rural Proposal 

Policy framework as a non-complying activity would be considerably more difficult 

than as a discretionary activity due to the specificity of 17.1.1.11 Policy 11. This 

would be inconsistent with the Revised Rural Proposal Objectives and Policies 

seeking to enable a range of rural activities to efficiently utilise the rural resource.3  

It would also be inconsistent with recognising the important role of aggregate to 

the wellbeing of Christchurch. 

                                                      
3
 3.3.16 Objective – A productive and diverse rural environment, 17.1.1 Objective 1 – The rural environment is maintained, 

and 17.1.1.1 Policy 1 Range of activities on rural land. 
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16 New quarries will be addressed directly through the Replacement Plan and will be 

subject to compliance with plan rules. This is in contrast to historic quarry sites 

within the Rural Quarry Zone that have largely operated under existing use rights 

rather than under the direct influence of District Plan provisions. Consequently, my 

view is that historic activities in the Rural Quarry Zone are often not an accurate 

indication of the future activities that may occur outside the Rural Quarry Zone or 

even what an activity operating in full compliance with the rules within the Rural 

Quarry Zone would look like.  

Evidence of Mr Cross on behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association   

17.1.1.X Policy X – Establishment of non-rural activities 

17 Mr Cross believes that 17.1.1.X Policy X – Establishment of non-rural activities, 

clause (a)(ii) “will see applications in the rural sector being perused (sic) to 

sanction infrastructure in the current quarry Zone sites to become quasi industrial 

sites.”4 

18 As discussed at paragraph 64 of my evidence in chief, my view is that aggregate 

processing remains a rural activity due to its connection to the rural resource. If 

other non-rural activities, including industrial activities wish to establish within the 

Rural Quarry Zone then resource consent will be required. My view is that through 

this framework the Replacement Plan has adequate controls to ensure that the 

Objectives of the Rural Proposal are achieved including supporting and 

maintaining the function and character of the rural environment. 

19 The CAPG proposal is to provide for the processing only of imported aggregate 

within the Rural Quarry Zone through a controlled activity rule. This rule contains 

conditions to limit the character and level of effect to the current permitted 

quarrying activity so as to maintain the existing rural character. To further assist in 

achieving this, CAPG is also proposing to limit the number of vehicles importing 

aggregate to the site for processing to 250 vehicle movements per day and 25 

vehicle movements per hour. Processing can only occur between 6am and 6pm, 

so associated vehicle movements will also be restricted to these hours.  This 

amendment to the rule attached to my evidence in chief is shown in Appendix A 

to this evidence.    

  

                                                      
4
 Statement of Evidence of Robert William Cross on behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association Inc. para 5.4. 
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High Quality Gravel Resources Overlay 

20 Mr Cross supports the removal of 17.1.1.13 Policy 13 and the High Quality Gravel 

Resources Overlay. Mr Cross states: “There is no requirement to set aside large 

portions of the Rural Waimakariri and Rural Urban Fringe for the potential of 

further open cast mining operations.” 

21 In my opinion the Plan does not suggest that the overlay sets aside land for 

quarrying nor does it put in place a more permissive consenting regime for new 

quarries in this area. The overlay simply identifies where high quality gravel 

resource is located and therefore provides greater transparency for the community 

as to where applications for resource consent may be made for quarries in 

Christchurch in the future. It provides a policy basis for the rules that follow, 

including the discretionary (as opposed to Non-Complying) status. 

Temporary Activities 

22 Mr Cross states that: “A high proportion of the increased and undesirable activities 

in the Yaldhurst rural area have resulted from temporary consents given under the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Resource Management Act Permitted Activities) order 

2011.” 

23 I am not aware of any quarries have obtained resource consents through this 

process and all quarries have current resource consents for discharges to air 

obtained through a regular RMA process. 

Location of Crushing and Screening Plant 

24 Mr Cross discusses the location of crushing and screening plant in the context of 

dust discharges.5 Mr Cross references the Ministry for the Environment Good 

Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing the Environmental Effects of Dust 

Emissions (MfE Guide) in support of a separation distance of 500m between 

crushing and screening plant and the Rural Quarry Zone boundary. In particular Mr 

Cross quotes from Section 4 that discusses the role of District Plans in managing 

air quality matters.  

  

                                                      
5
 Statement of Evidence of Robert William Cross on behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association Inc. from para. 8.9 
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25 I am of the view that CCC has done exactly as discussed in Section 4.2 of the MfE 

Guide. Specifically CCC have indicated where a potentially dusty activity is 

appropriate (quarrying activities  are appropriate in the Rural Quarry Zone) and 

have put in place additional controls which may assist in managing the effects of 

dust along with other potential quarry related effects (e.g. a 100m setback for 

crushing and screening plant). Appropriately in my view, the remaining regulation 

of air quality effects has been left under the jurisdiction of the Regional Council. 

26 Given the requirement for resource consent for a dust discharge from Environment 

Canterbury (all quarries within the Rural Quarry Zone have one of these) and the 

limits on permitted noise levels, my view remains the proposed 100m setback 

distance is adequate.  

Evidence of Ms Harnett 

27 Ms Harnett’s evidence addresses setback distances including for residential units 

from legally established quarries or the Rural Quarry Zone. Ms Harnett states that 

the CAPG are: “asking for a 10m excavation setback from boundaries. They have 

also submitted on minimum 500m setback from a boundary in a Rural Quarry 

Zone for any new dwelling on an adjoining site.”6 

28 My understanding of the 20m excavation setback from the Rural Quarry Zone 

boundaries within the Operative City Plan was that it primarily provided for the land 

required to undertake adequate screening of a quarry site (either through an earth 

bund or trees), not to mitigate other effects. The CAPG requested this setback be 

reduced to 10m where other appropriate screening is in place, to enable the 

extraction of the material tied up in this setback. Through conferencing of 

landscape experts, agreement was reached that the setback could be reduced to 

10m where it is possible to appropriately screen the quarry site (through screening 

trees) and therefore continue to mitigate visual effects.   

29 The CAPG sought a 350m setback for residential units from legally established 

quarries or the Rural Quarry Zone (not a 500m setback as Ms Harnett describes) 

through its submission so as to provide protection against reverse sensitivity  

  

                                                      
6
 Statement of Evidence of Sarah Jane Harnett, para 40, pg 8. 
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effects. Through further consideration of the noise limits and the implications for 

reverse sensitivity effects, the CAPG is no longer seeking this relief as it is of the 

view that the notified setback of 250m provides an appropriate level of protection.  
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6 November 2015 

 

 


