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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is John Edward Cook.  I am a Planning / Resource Management Consultant having 

been a continuous member of the NZ Planning Institute since 1995.  I graduated from the 

University of Auckland with a Bachelor of Planning (BPlan) in 1989.  I also have a NZ Certificate 

in Architectural Draughting (NZCD [Arch.]) obtained in 1979 and I have been a practising 

architectural designer for a number of years.  I am not however currently a licensed designer 

in terms of the Building Act 2004 to undertake building design work requiring a building 

consent. 

1.2 I am the Principal of the planning / resource management company Planning Solutions Ltd. 

having established it in 2003.  Since 1989 after graduating from the University of Auckland I 

have undertaken a wide range of resource management-related work for local authorities, 

private clients, and community organisations. 

1.3 This evidence is in support of the submission by Mr Chris Gardiner (being on behalf of the 

Estate RFG Gardiner) to have a portion of their property at 14 Camp Bay Road, Purau, rezoned 

from Rural Banks Peninsula to Residential Large Lot. 

1.4 I confirm that I have prepared this evidence in accordance with the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses (Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note, November 2011).  The issues 

addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence or advice of another person. 

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

set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. 

1.6 I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from 

the opinions I have expressed. 

1.7 The key documents which I have relied upon in preparing my evidence are the following: 

(a) the comments provided by Christchurch City Council staff members and consultants 

that separately deal with the various aspects associated with the proposed rezoning.. 

(b) The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP) 

(c) Resource Management Act 1991.  

  

1.8.  I have read those parts of the evidence prepared by the following Christchurch City Council 

staff/consultants that pertain directly to the subject property 14 Camp Bay Road: 

• Mr Robert Brian Norton: Stormwater. 

• Ms Bridget Mary O’Brien: Water and Wastewater. 

• Mr Andrew Craig: Landscape Effects.  

• Mr Charles Ian Wright: Geotechnical Issues.   

• Mr Andrew Milne: Transport Planning. 

• Ms Sarah Oliver:  Planning Recommendation.   

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence is largely limited to an assessment of the comments provided by the afore-

mentioned Christchurch City Council staff members and the proposed provisions in 
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Residential Proposal (Chapter 14).  Due to their being an overall lack of any perceived 

obstacles to the proposed rezoning by the Christchurch City Council staff, it is considered in 

this case that this is the most appropriate content that this evidence needs to contain in 

respect of this re-zoning matter. 

3. CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL STAFF COMMENTS 

3.1 Following are the comments made, and the assessment of them, by the various staff 

members/consultants in respect of the submission by Mr Chris Gardiner: 

Mr Robert Brian Norton: Stormwater 

3.2 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 on ‘Stormwater’ Mr Norton notes the 

following: 

‘This site contains a waterway for conveyance of stormwater, and additional development may 

be able to mitigate stormwater effects onsite. I do not consider that stormwater issues would 

necessarily preclude this land from being rezoned as requested by the submitter’.  

(pages 19 & 20). 

3.3 I concur with this assessment.  The entire Purau settlement is reliant upon ‘natural means’ by 

which to dispose of collected stormwater.  This is on the basis that there is no formal 

infrastructure established in this ‘low scale urban area’ that deals with the collection and 

disposal of stormwater.  The subject land has the ability to do likewise as per all the other 

existing dwellings in the Purau locality by discharging roof stormwater into the adjacent 

waterway. 

Ms Bridget Mary O’Brien (Water and Wastewater) 

3.4 In her Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 on ‘Water and Wastewater’ Ms O’Brien notes 

the following: 

‘The Council does not have a water or wastewater scheme for Purau, so a private water supply 

and wastewater treatment and disposal system would be required to service this development. 

I do not oppose the rezoning of this property as RLL’. 

(page 22). 

3.5 I concur with this assessment.  The entire Purau settlement is reliant upon ‘natural means’ in 

order to collect and store a potable water supply and the eventual treatment and disposal of 

wastewater.  This is on the basis that there is otherwise no formal infrastructure that deals 

with these dwelling/residential activity requirements.  The establishing of any dwelling on the 

subject land will need to source an adequate water supply and have an approved treatment 

and disposal system for wastewater/effluent.  Such approvals will be subject to the 

requirements of the Building Act 2004 so ensuring that these important servicing needs are 

adequately being provided for human and environmental reasons. 

Mr Andrew Craig (Landscape Architecture) 

3.6 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Landscape Architecture’, Mr Craig notes the 

following: 
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‘The landscape character of the site is mixed where one half is devoted to extensive ornamental 

plantings associated with an historic homestead and the other half is largely in pasture grass.  

Modification is therefore moderately high throughout the site. 

Being located in the valley floor the site is strongly associated with the residential development 

located there. Consequently rezoning would be consistent with existing residential patterns. 

Further, the site is contiguous with the existing Purau settlement of which it is essentially a 

part of – at least with regard to that part located toward the bay. 

Landform boundaries are quite strong where there is a distinct terrace running along the 

eastern boundary of the site.  This reinforces containment and association with the settlement. 

While the homestead and its associated large ornamental trees contribute amenity, rezoning 

to RLL is likely to result in the retention of at least some of these.   

Otherwise there is no landscape impediment to rezoning, although the land does carry a 

significant landscape overlay. Rezoning will diminish this to some extent, but because the site 

is relatively small the effects will be negligible’. 

(Attachment B, pages 14 & 15). 

3.7 I concur with this assessment.  The subject land is essentially located on the valley floor that 

applies equally with much of the existing Purau settlement.  On this basis, this creates a sense 

of visual containment within this valley setting.  With the subject land being proposed to be 

zoned Residential Large Lot, this will provide a buffer zone between the adjoining Rural Port 

Hills Zone to the west and to the Residential Small Settlement Zone to the east.  This latter 

zone is one that applies to the existing Purau settlement 

3.8 In terms of the subject land able to be viewed from a public space, this is limited primarily to 

the Diamond Harbour – Purau Road when travelling in the direction of Purau.  But such a view 

would be limited due to the existing buildings and vegetation already established within the 

Purau urban area.  On this basis the ability for the public to view any future dwelling 

established on the subject land will be limited. 

Mr Charles Ian Wright: Geotechnical Issues. 

3.9 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Geotechnical Engineer’, Mr Wright in respect 

of the subject notes the following: 

Lower slopes but may be subject to slope instability and rockfall? (Yellow coded). 

(Attachment ‘A’) 

3.10 At the time of having this evidence prepared and submitted by the required deadline on 

Thursday 27 August, the geotechnical company Geoconsult was in the process of undertaking 

a site inspection.  This is in order to ascertain the appropriateness of the subject land to be 

developed for residential purposes in the context of this rezoning submission.  A brief outline 

of their findings is expected on Friday 28 August.  A copy of their findings will be forwarded as 

soon as they become available. 

Mr Andrew Milne: Transport Planning 

3.11 In his Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Transport Planning - Rezonings’, Mr Wright in 

respect of the subject property notes the following: 
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‘Christopher Gardiner #2468 seeks rezoning of 5.5 ha of 14 Camp Bay Road from RuBP to RLL, 

which could generate up to 22 vph during peak times. In my view there are no road capacity 

constraints that preclude this subject site from being rezoned’. 

(pages 20 & 21) 

3.12 I am of the opinion that the views being expressed by Mr Wright are accurate.  This is on the 

basis that the subject land has direct access onto Camp Bay Road. At this point the road is 

sealed where it becomes part of the wider road network.  The relatively small number of 

additional vehicle movements being created on a daily basis due to the proposed rezoning 

being approved will ensure that there will not be any anticipated impacts on the immediate 

roading network and beyond. 

Ms Sarah Oliver: Overall Planning Assessment 

3.13 In her Statement of Evidence of 18 August 2015 ‘Second Statement: Planning – Objectives, 

Policies and Methods, Planning Maps and Site Specific Rezonings’, Ms Sarah Oliver in respect 

of the subject property concludes with the following: 

‘This zoning request directly adjoins the existing Residential Small Settlement Zone and is a 

relatively minor extension of the existing settlement.  I however consider that a geotechnical 

assessment should be provided to confirm no life-safety risks will arise as a consequence of 

rezoning this property.  I have consequently at this stage rejected this submission but would 

review should a geotechnical assessment report be provided through evidence’. 

(Page 22: Attachment B - Evidence on Site Specific Rezonings) 

3.14 On the matter of the outstanding geotech matter, the current status of it is outlined in 

paragraph 3.10. 

4. STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND OUTCOMES 

4.1 The Role of the Strategic Directions and Outcomes Chapter of the pRDP Replacement 

 Plan, is to provide the “strategic context” and “the overarching direction” for the other 

chapters “through high-level objectives and policies for the district as a whole”. 

4.2 Of relevance to this rezoning proposal is: 

3.3.7 Objective - Urban growth, form and design 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form, and 

a high quality urban environment that: 

a. Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and 

b. Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and their specifically 

recognised values appropriately managed; and 

c. Provides for urban activities only:  

i. within the existing urban areas; and  

ii. on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area identified in 

accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

d…….   
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4.3 A feature of the Purau settlement is that it is beyond the wider Christchurch urban as defined 

on Map A in the Regional Policy Statement and on this basis clause c ii is not applicable. 

4.4 In respect of clause c i, it is my opinion that by having the subject land rezoned as requested 

it will form a logical extension to the existing urban area of Purau while providing for an 

alternative (and appropriate) form of residential living that currently does not exist in this 

locality.  The subject land also provides for a buffer area between the open space to the east 

(being the Rural Port Hills Zone) and the more compact urban form of the existing Purau 

settlement (being the Residential Small Settlement Zone). 

5. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991. 

5.1 The most relevant provisions within the Resource Management Act 1991 are Part II (Sections 

5, 6a, 7c and 7f). 

5.2 For all the foregoing reasons I am of the opinion that the rezoning of the subject land as being 

sought will not be contrary to the above Part II matters. 

 

 

John Cook 

BPlan MNZPI NZCD(Arch) 

27 August 2014 

 

 

 

 

  
  


