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Introduction 

1 My name is William Hemming Field.  My background, qualifications and experience are 

outlined in my evidence in chief1  as well as my confirm that I have read agree to comply 

with the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the Environment Court’s 

Practice Note 2014.   

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

rebuttal evidence in response to the evidence of the Robert William Cross (written on 

behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents’ Association (Inc)). 

Evidence of Robert Cross  

3 Appendix A in Mr Cross’s evidence shows 2 photographs.  One photograph showing a 

rural boundary (labelled as September 2014), and another photograph (labelled 

September 2015) showing a gravel bund that has been constructed along the same 

boundary.  These images are intended to illustrate “amenity loss through out of zone 

quarrying” as described in paragraph 3.1 in Mr Cross’s evidence. 

4 In my opinion, the proposed visual screening requirements for the Quarry Zone in Rule 

17.6.4.12 would provide for a more visually attractive outcome than that shown by Mr 

Cross in his Appendix A. 

5 This rule would require the bund to be grassed and maintained with a tidy and uniform 

appearance.  It also would require the bund to have a 1:3 gradient.  It is difficult to 

accurately measure the gradient of the bund in the photograph, however it appears to be 

steeper than a 1:3 gradient, in my opinion.  Alternative screening under Rule 17.6.4.12, 

would require a 3 metre high, double row of trees to be established with screening 

foliage to the ground level.   

6 Both of these visual screening methods would visually enclose the view (as does the 

bund in the photograph), however the adverse effect on rural amenity and character 

would not be as shown in the September 2015 photograph.  The view would be greener  

  

                                                      
1
 Paragraphs 5 – 7 Statement of Evidence of William Hemming Field dated 29 October 2015 
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with either foliage or grass visible, and would provide for a moderately attractive level of 

rural amenity consistent with the rural character of this peri-urban part of the Plains.  
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6 November 2015 


