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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Andrew Jeffrey Long.  I hold the position of Senior Planner with 

the Strategy and Planning Group of Christchurch City Council (Council). I 

have held this position since August 2008.  

 

1.2 My experience and qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief for the 

Stage 1 Subdivision, Development and Earthworks Proposal (Part), dated 21 

May 2015.  

 

1.3 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.  The Council has agreed to me giving expert 

evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the Code of 

Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE AND SUMMARY 

 

2.1 My evidence relates specifically to the evidence of Ms Barker on the definition 

of "environmental compensation". I have previously provided evidence relating 

to that definition in my Evidence in Chief for the Natural and Cultural Heritage 

hearing dated 24 February 2016.   

 

2.2 Ms Barker supports the submission of the Canterbury Regional Council to add 

a definition of environmental compensation, subject to minor amendments, 

however, I continue to be of the view that the proposed definition is not 

necessary.  

 

2.3 I also respond to Ms Barker's evidence on the duplication of the definition of 

"earthworks".   
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3. POSITION AND RESPONSE TO SUBMITTER EVIDENCE 

 

Environmental compensation 

 

3.1 At paragraph 7.2 Ms Barker notes that the definition of "environmental 

compensation" (requested by the Crown) has not been included in the 

Council's Revised Proposal. I address this matter in my Evidence in Chief for 

the Natural and Cultural Heritage Proposal. Environment Canterbury (#3629) 

sought a new definition for the term 'environmental compensation' (see below). 

I recommended rejecting the submission point. 

 

Environmental Compensation 

Any action (work, services or restrictive covenants) to avoid, remedy or 

mitigate adverse effects of activities on the relevant area, landscape or 

environment as compensation for the unavoided and unmitigated adverse 

effects of the activity for which consent is being sought. 

 

Environmental compensation must be effective – with conditions to ensure that 

it is completed or supplied, and it should be: 

 of the same kind and scale as work on-site or should remedy effects 

caused at least in part by activities in site; 

 located as close as possible to the site (with a principle of diminishing 

distance) so that it is in the same area, landscape or environment as 

the proposed activity; 

 set through a process of public consultation, or at least through a 

process which provides the opportunity for public participation; and 

 transparent, in that it is assessed under a standard methodology. 

 

  

3.2 I understand a number of Natural and Cultural Heritage related definitions are 

the subject of mediation for Chapter 9.  While I was a witness for Chapter 9, 

there is not currently any specific on-going mediation set aside that involves 

this definition.  As the term 'environmental compensation' occurs only in 

proposals 8 and 13.10, (and only in policy and matters for discretion) I address 

this definition now. The Council's approach is that terms are generally not 

defined within policy or matters for discretion.
1
 The relevant policies are 

                                                   
1  Evidence in chief of Ivan Thomson for the Definitions and Introductions Hearing Stage 1, dated 9 June 2015, 

Appendix 1, paragraph 2(c). 
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proposed to be deleted through my evidence of 2 December 2015 (paragraph 

12.12) in favour of proposed Policy 9.1.1.1.5 and proposed Appendix 9.1.4.5 

which addresses biodiversity offsetting.  'Biodiversity offset' is also proposed to 

be defined (refer to the evidence of Ms Hogan dated 2 December 2015). 

 

3.3 I consider that, taken together, the content of proposed Policy 9.1.1.1.5, 

proposed Appendix 9.1.4.5 and the definition for biodiversity offset is more 

appropriate than, and negates the need for, the proposed 'environmental 

compensation' definition. 

 

3.4 Two matters of discretion continue to refer to 'environmental compensation' 

(8.4.5.1(q) and 8.5.14(f)). It is my view that it would be appropriate for these to 

be amended to refer to biodiversity offsets instead and thereby provide a 

better link to proposed Policy 9.1.1.1.5 and proposed Appendix 9.1.4.5, and 

the proposed definition for 'biodiversity offset'.  

 

3.5 If, however, the Panel is of a mind to retain the definition of 'environmental 

compensation', I consider that it would require substantial amendment: 

 

(a) 'Environmental compensation', in my view, addresses effects which 

are residual, i.e. those which cannot be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated. This is echoed at Policy 9.3.6 of the CRPS and Principle 1 

of the Business and Biodiversity Offsets Programme Standard on 

Biodiversity Offsets. The Environment Canterbury's proposed 

definition is unclear as to the application of an offset to effects 

beyond those which are residual. Ms Barker at page 25 of her 

evidence suggests an amendment (the deletion of 'avoid, remedy or 

mitigate') which I agree with.  

 

(b) The second part of the proposed definition, however, includes a 

requirement that certain conditions are imposed and also contains 

terms not otherwise defined (i.e. 'principle of diminishing distance' 

and reference to a standard methodology). I consider that the second 

part of the proposed definition would require substantial amendment 

so that its application is clear to users. 
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 Duplication of the definition of earthworks 

 

3.6 Ms Barker at section 8 of her evidence recognises that there is duplication 

within the 24 February 2016 revised proposal.  In particular, she recognises at 

paragraph 8.3 the duplication of the term "earthworks".  The Stage 2 and 3 

versions shown in the 24 February 2016 revised proposal are essentially 

duplicates of the Stage 1 version (with the exception of the specific "Burwood 

Landfill" reference recommended by Ms Rolton in her definitions evidence in 

chief).  Decision 16 (Stage 1 Introduction and Definitions) was released on 7 

March 2016 and included a definition of "earthworks".  I consider that in order 

to reduce duplication the Stage 2 and 3 versions of "earthworks" can be 

deleted, the Stage 1 decisions version relied on, with the additional text from 

Ms Rolton inserted at the end. This is shown in the Revised Proposal attached 

to Ms Sowerby's rebuttal evidence. 

 

   

  

Andrew Long 

10 March 2016 

 
 
 


