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Introduction

1. On the 16th Feb 2016 I had all but completed a memorandum for the 

panel, in response to the Christchurch City Council's (CCC) memorandum 

of 12th February 2016. 

2. In my memorandum I recorded two essential issues:

(i) Firstly I noted that that all the affected landowning submitters have 

asked that the proposed 'RNN' zoning be rescinded, and that the area 

be returned to rural as it was prior to the hostile proposal of the [now 

liquidated] company Highfield Park Ltd, and the subsequent 

manoeuvres of the CCC, ECAN and Minister Brownlee. As of that time I 

had not noted any decision on that request and so suggested that any 

imposition of, or change to, 'RNN' rules affecting our property, such as 

put forward by the CCC, could be premature.

(ii) Secondly I enquired as to the CCC's understanding of their clause 

8.3.1.1 section b (I) (C) of their draft proposal, relating to consent 

provisions within 25m of land not owned by an applicant for 

subdivision. I also noted that the CCC appeared to have sought to cross

out these provisions in their entirety [see Memorandum of Counsel 

attaching updated Revised Proposal – 12-2-2016.pdf RNN – Attachment 

A – Updated Chap 8 (Option A)].

3. Just as I was to send this memorandum I received the minute of Judge 

Hassan, dated 16th Feb 2016.

4. I would like to record my thanks to the panel and Judge Hassan for taking 

the time to write this minute, and to alert us of the panel's interest in this 

matter. I note that a deal of the content was reflected in concerns I sought 

to bring to the panel's attention in my earlier memorandum text, and I am 

relieved to see the panel was aware of these a priori.

5. Subsequently I have re-written my memorandum to what you read here. I 

will address the matters brought up by the panel shortly but firstly I 

enquire of the panel the status of our request(s) in the matter of point 2(i) 

above?



6. In continuing I note that I referred above to 8.3.1.1 section b (I) (C) of the 

CCC memorandum, and the minute of 16th Feb 2016 (the Minute) refers to 

Rule 8.2.1.1(1)(c). I believe the two to be effectively the same essential 

issue, but ask for the panel's understanding should this prove otherwise – I

trust that my intent to answer the fundamental issue below is clear.

Background to our view on s [4] and [6] of the Minute

7. With due reference to (5) above should the panel refuse our request to 

return our environment/zoning to what it was, then we consider it very 

important that such protection as was intended under the Privately 

requested Plan Change 67 (ppc67) decision continue to be afforded to 

landowners. For the reasons set out below I consider that even this 

protection did not fully alleviate our concerns and that there is room to 

address some of these concerns now.

8. I note that the commissioners of the time hearing ppc67 were sufficiently 

concerned about issues of damage to property, persons and their 

environment that the original hearing was adjourned and later re-

convened for expert evidence to be heard, including from an overseas 

expert for the applicant, and for the CCC.

9. At the risk of re-iterating what has already been said I record that there 

was some common ground amongst the expert witnesses and myself on 

the matter of enhanced damage to adjacent unmitigated land from 

mitigated land in future seismic events.

10.In evidence of this I provide an excerpt from the evidence of Dr Gary 

Chapman, principal of Golder Associates Pty Ltd, Melbourne, for the [then] 

applicant, dated 13th December 2012:

“I understand that opinion has been expressed by Luke Pickering that 

proposed ground treatment that involves densification and liquefaction 

reduction to about 10m depth may result in a negative impact on the 

adjacent unimproved ground of adjoining properties. It is my opinion that 

this will be very dependent upon the closest approach of improved ground

to the adjoining properties. I consider it likely that a non-improved buffer 

zone, equal in width to the depth of ground improvement (10 m to 12 m) 

or more (subject to vibration measurements setting a minimum practical 



approach distance), will need to be left between the DDC works and the 

adjoining properties. Thus there will be a non-improved, liquefiable zone 

distance over which any trapped excess pore water pressures generated 

from deep liquefiable deposits below the DDC treated depth will be able to

escape to the surface. It is my view that any deep excess water pressures 

will escape upwards into the untreated buffer zone rather than sideways 

into the adjoining properties where pore water pressures are liable to be 

higher due to near surface liquefaction.”

11.I also consider there was common ground between the parties on the 

issue of vibration due to mitigation measures being carried out, and that 

affect on adjacent property, and the affect on the peace and comfort of 

residents.

12.There was however some discussion on the matter of the distance 

required to reduce the effect of these issues and eventually the 

commissioners determining the matter sought to place the 25m provision 

in their decision in order to provide a measure of protection for those of us

that would be adversely affected by the then proposal.

13.I record that at this time I was concurrently and then subsequently party 

to two appeals on this matter of changes to our property, and to ppc67. 

Although there was common ground on the effect, there were issues of 

assessment and mitigation around adjacent property damage and 

environmental effects that had not been addressed in the ppc67 hearing, 

due to the limitations of the hearing process, and which I wished to 

explore in appeal. Specifically this would have dealt with issues 

surrounding this damage, vibration and noise, and the need for enhanced 

protection, amongst other things.

14.Largely because of ECAN and Minister Brownlee machinations and the 

resultant enforced termination of my appeal on ppc67 I suggest that there 

remain unresolved matters relating to methodology of assessment and 

efficacy of mitigation that would affect landowners adjoining any 

development. That these matters are still live is due to the inability to 

examine witnesses in the earlier hearing, the subsequent voiding of 

appeal, and the lack of evidence or examination of previous evidence put 

forward in the current proposed plan change.



15.While these matters may not have been tested they remain very real for 

any landowner in the area and nothing I have heard in evidence for this 

hearing to date has reduced my concern for us and our property, and for 

others who wish to retain the rural use and nature of their property. By 

their own admission the CCC have not completed a cost/benefit 

assessment of their proposed plan change, nor any assessment of effects, 

nor any assessment of the geotechnical, vibration, or acoustic, issues 

involved, yet without any supporting evidence the CCC proposes removal 

even of the minimal protection afforded to us in the ppc67 decision and 

does not appear to offer any alternative.

16.In seeking to remove this provision entirely the CCC proposal leaves us 

open to future damage to our properties due to seismic events, and future 

damage to our properties and lives due to works carried out to remediate 

the poor adjacent land [poor for the proposed purpose that is – one of the 

reasons we advance as to why this land should remain rural].

17.To give further background and evidence on these matters I attached 

supplemental evidence given to the ppc67 hearing as Annexure A to this 

document. I believe this evidence is relevant to the panel's interest 

outlined in [4] and [6], as well as in [5] and although it is in response to 

prior evidence I consider there is sufficient context for the panel to grasp 

the essential issues. Naturally I am happy to address any questions the 

panel may have on this.

Outcome request

18.Accordongly and with respect to the queries raised in the Minute we ask 

that:

(i) Re [4](a) if the panel chooses to continue to impose a residential zoning

on our land then it allow us the protection that was intended by the 

commissioners in ppc67, but that it also be clarified and simplified in any 

rules to ensure there is no equivocation.

(ii) Re  [4](b)&(c) the only test should be the application for subdivision 

within 25m of a non-applicant's land.



(iii) Re [4](d) in drafting such a rule we consider it should give simple 

effect to protection  along the lines of “That any application for subdivision

or boundary adjustment within 25m of a property boundary of land not 

owned by the applicant shall require the written consent of adjacent 

landowners”

19.Such a provision gives protection to, and affords some choice to, adjacent 

landowners as to whether they suffer the immediate and future issues 

associated with mitigation works, and/or whether accommodation may be 

reached with any proposer.

Continued rural land use [5]

20.I thank the panel for their review and assurance regarding ppc67 and the 

matter of continued rural land use and protection. I beg the panel's 

indulgence but I would seek to clarify that this protection carries through 

to whatever the outcome of any 'RNN' provision for our land would be, if it 

is imposed?

21.I also note however that we did not agree with the nature of the ppc67 

provision being made in the first place. It seemed to us that, quite simply, 

all that was allowed in Rural 3 should continue to be allowed to those of us

that are not party to any development of the area.

22.Much of our view of this is contained in our response to evidence given by 

consultants for the now-liquidated firm that requested a private plan 

change in the first instance. I have attached this in Annexure A, and advise

that our view remains the same, even if the organisation advancing a plan 

change – without evidence - now differs.

L. Pickering, 17th Feb 2016.
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Introduction 

This evidence follows our response to the supplemental data presented following the re-convening 

of the hearing in Dec 2012. It was understood at the hearing this would be presented mid-January 

2013. 

The information here is directly as we presented at the time, with some explanation included to the 

notes we made. As stated then, prior to responding directly to each parcel of evidence, we have 

become increasingly concerned with aspects of the proposal as the hearing has progressed and 

consider it should not be approved as presented, particularly given the earthworks and ground 

modification intended. 

For this document, in terms of format, we have presented our response to individual witness 

evidence with reference to the relevant sections in their written brief in order to assist the reader in 

locating the basis of our comments. 

We refer to properties not part of the applicants proposal as natural or unmodified in order to 

distinguish from others. 

 

Gary Chapman. 

We are in general agreement with the evidence of Mr Chapman. The following points are offered 

however: 

S21: Mr Chapman may not have been fully appraised of the site ground water levels, nor of the 

proposals to alter Horners drain and the possible impact upon groundwater levels to natural 

properties within the site. We cover this later to some extent but groundwater levels have been 

shown to be a 0mm below ground level (bgl) in some cases, and the proposed modifications to 

adjacent land and possible changes to Horners drain along Prestons Rd suggest that conclusions 

based upon a lowering of ground water level, or indeed an assumed groundwater level of 1m bgl, 

are not reasonable. Naturally this will in fact have a negative effect on the liquefaction potential of 

the site. 

S25. To clarify, there is no lateral spread issue to natural properties within the site, with the possible 

exception of those to the north in Selkirk Place, and so no benefit is accrued to these properties 

from any adjacent mitigation. There is no free face of Horners drain sufficiently close to these 

properties that this would have any effect on lateral spread. 

S26. We entirely agree with Mr Chapman’s conclusions on this matter. In our presentation we 

suggested a buffer zone should be a minimum of 20m, Mr Chapman has proposed 10-12m. 

Whatever the distance it is clear a buffer zone is required, we consider this should be mandated in 

the plan change rules regardless (for other reasons in addition to geotechnical) and that this should 

be a minimum of 15m, preferably 20m. 

As an overall observation it does concern us that there is a focus on Deep Dynamic Compaction as a 

means of ground remediation, and that any response to our concerns has concentrated on this 

methodology. Unless it is specifically detailed in the plan change rules then any other ground 



 

 

mitigation technology may be used and there is no guarantee this would be any less intrusive (either 

to the ground characteristics or above-ground environment). Therefore in the absence of any 

specific detail, since none has been given, very conservative measures should be adopted in making 

any assessment or allowing for such remediation in any final plan. 

 

Andrew Brough: 

S4: Evidence as presented shows that groundwater monitoring has only been carried out for part of 

one year, and to limited areas of the site. That said, the levels presented do show a minimum of 

123mm bgl. Our own empirical evidence has shown times when this is in fact at 0mm bgl to our 

property and that of at least two adjacent properties.  

In terms of this information and the tables presented we observe that as earthquakes do not take 

notice of averages, average values are of little use except in statistical analyses. An earthquake with 

sufficient magnitude and cyclic motion to induce liquefaction could occur at any time and as such 

the minimum levels are those that should be used to assess the site. 

S10: -12. Mr Brough considers the site as a whole (s12) in regard to imperviousness and influences 

on ground water levels. However he does not adequately address individual situation(s) and the 

impact on unmodified sites.  

Compaction of adjacent soils, existing compaction along Prestons Rd and removal of existing drains 

will mean that groundwater levels at our unmodified site will be recharged due to rainfall or and/or 

adjacent runoff but will not be able to escape laterally as at present because the site would be 

effectively confined by surrounding modified ground of higher impermeability than previous. Given 

uncertainty regarding Horners drain to the north along Prestons Rd the conclusion must be that, 

particularly in times of high rainfall, our groundwater levels must rise above that of adjacent land 

and what would be our present values, and continue for a longer period of time proceeding. 

S14: As above Mr Brough misses the impact of surrounding densification of ground and local 

recharge with hydraulic pressure and confining grounds not allowing dissipation of water as before. 

S16: Evidence is given that changing Horners drain will alter ‘dewartering’ patterns of the site. This 

will improve the site mid-section according to Mr Brough. However it follows that with any removal 

of Horners Drain along Prestons Rd adjacent to our property, and compaction and fill of surrounding 

ground, then any dewartering is likely to be worse for our property than at present, particularly 

during periods of high rainfall. 

S29: Mr Brough notes that “where possible new land surface will slope away from neighbouring 

properties” in regard to properties in Hills Rd and Selkirk Place, the intimation being that this is a 

good thing. However he is silent on our property where the fill levels as currently proposed will, in 

effect, turn our property into a hollow basin area. 

Overall there has been no clear indication of why any fill surrounding our property is necessary. Nor 

has it been clear how much would be placed where. The two site plans submitted so far indicate 

either 3m of fill just 60m from our southern boundary, or 2m 110m from this boundary (see 



 

 

attached map markup). Not only would this fill and any compaction affect our groundwater levels, 

particularly during times of recharge, but they will also significantly affect our outlook. Previous 

evidence from the applicants experts acknowledges this would be detrimental to us. 

We are additionally concerned about being in a hollow should there be a full flood event. It will be 

evident what this would mean to us. The preferred way to mitigate this is to ensure that there 

simply be no creation of an artificial hollow through the introduction of adjacent fill. 

 

Robert Nixon: 

S7: We observe that the evidence considered in this paper does not include anything but the 

applicant’s information, and that no consideration appears to have been given to other evidence 

presented during the course of the hearing. 

S19. We oppose the proposed earthworks. The rules for fill & excavation should apply immediately 

and that there be no fill exceeding 0.5m at any time. Nor should any filling occur within 200m of an 

unmodified natural property boundary other than for very localised smoothing requirements. We 

observe that if the fill proposal were to go ahead as presented then it could also lead to future 

environmental and legal complications for natural properties in addition to the issues of amenity, 

runoff and the like previously discussed. 

 S29 & 30: The effects of earthworks such as proposed would be considerable regardless of 

whereabouts they appear in any process of developing adjacent land. Ignoring them in the 

requirements for this plan change because they may be covered elsewhere (say in a resource 

consent) does not address the issue and allows a diminuition of responsibility and requirements that 

could be extremely detrimental to exisiting residents in particular. Limits should be incorporated 

within any plan and be set on noise, vibration, dust and other irritants, and these limits should be 

both comprehensive and stringent. 

S31 & 32: Mr Nixon refers to ‘particular circumstances’, implying (we understand) that ppp67 is little 

different from other such developments and that there is a ‘robust framework in place to address 

most adverse effects’.  

Our view is that particular circumstances of this proposal extend to the high level of geotechnical 

ground remediation required in conjunction with the degree and level of earthworks proposed. This 

would have a major impact on adjacent properties such that it is imperative that significant and 

stringent controls are required on any such activities/proposal at the initial stage.  

We re-iterate that fill to the extent of that which is proposed should not be permitted, at least for a 

distance of no less than 200m from adjacent natural property boundaries. 

S40: Mr Nixon suggests that due to precedent and the suggested ‘temporary’ nature of noise effects 

there should be no rule to address such. As previously noted this proposal involves significantly 

more than the ‘usual’ development. As such the level, nature and longevity of earthworks and 

construction noise are likely to be both severe and well in excess of what might reasonably be 

considered as temporary. Accordingly rules and limits need to be put in place to curb and mitigate 



 

 

the effect of such activities upon existing residents. Bunds and noise attenuating fences should be 

required prior to any works beginning. 

S44 & 45: These policies, presumably, mean to address the concerns mentioned above. However 

they contains no specifics and would appear at first reading pay little more than lip service to the 

issue at hand. 

 As we have reiterated throughout the hearing detail is extremely important and rules should be 

included which specify the works allowed, noise levels, hours of work and length of work overall. 

These should take into account and be based upon the current expectations and rules for those 

living within rural areas and not those living within construction zones.  

It should be remembered that this is a private plan change, and that a number of properties are not 

included, nor have the owners ever been approached on this matter, and no benefit will accrue to 

these properties or their owners – quite the opposite in fact. 

Additionally Mr Nixon acknowledges that “Filling can have adverse visual effects...” with regard to 

the amenity of adjoining properties but once again no specific remediation is offered. We submit the 

only adequate remediation is simply not to fill above the current ground level of adjacent properties 

for a distance of at least 200m laterally from the boundary. 

S47. The construction noise standard NZS 6803:1999 is referred to along with a reference to another 

site condition. It should be noted that the levels suggested in this are well in excess of our normal 

noise levels (refer to our evidence relating to Traffic Noise for empirically measured site noise levels) 

and that in fact such proposed levels are excessively lenient, particularly bearing in mind the private 

nature of this proposal and those of us affected by this. Moreover once again, as proposed, this is 

something that may come about as part of a resource consent as opposed to a rule initially specified 

as part of a plan. We suggest noise levels and mitigation requirements should in fact be specifically 

part of any plan change, and should be stringent. 

S62: Mr Nixon suggests that “rezoning would dramatically increase their land value” in regard to 

those of us who are not part of this proposal. We note, clearly, that land value to us relates to what 

we may use our land for and what its intrinsic value is, not some monetary figure which is 

presumably what Mr Nixon refers to.  

In brief reference to Mr Nixon’s comment however we observe that any suggested change in 

monetary worth is speculative and could occur either way. For example if our property were 

suddenly classified as ‘TC3’ then many institutions will not loan money on our property, and people 

are demonstrably reluctant to purchase TC3 properties. Additionally if the proposal to raise land 

level around our property by as much as 3m were to succeed then this would have a severely 

negative effect on the outlook of our land, and therefore its monetary worth.  

Restrictions on our current rural use would also not be adequately addressed by s10 of the RMA 

(‘existing use rights’ as mentioned by Mr Nixon) as they restrict activities not carried out within 

12months, and additionally restrict building activities. These are just two further issues that 

negatively affect our property with regard to its current use and value to us.  



 

 

From our perspective therefore were pppc67 to be successful as proposed then we would be 

unwillingly forced to be part of a speculative development that could have dire consequences for 

our property and our way of life. 

S63-69. These sections are examples of other issues that would affect our rural use but we do not 

consider these to be an exhaustive list. For instance other normal activities such as gate selling of 

produce, spreading of manure and management of livestock as we currently do could be affected by 

this proposal and its wider implications. The proposed rules relating to subdivision are in fact quite 

restrictive, requiring adherence to a plan, and any development of our properties in the normal 

manner could be impaired (we see this is acknowledged in S66 & 67). 

S72. Mr Nixon considers it important that this development be ‘carried out in an integrated manner’, 

suggesting that any ‘opting out’ would be inefficient.  

It should be clear that we have never ‘opted in’; perhaps un-integrating our respective private 

properties from this proposal would alleviate Mr Nixon’s concerns.  

It is possible, we understand, that our properties are included simply to allow for accounting of 

required numbers of sections within a specific area. It is unreasonable and injust that our private and 

non-incorporated properties be used for such purposes. No approach has ever been made to us and 

any proposal should stand on its own without inclusion of our properties for such purposes. 

S73. This should be approached from another perspective; namely that residential activities are 

inconsistent with the current rural activities and conflict with established farming patterns carried 

out over the past 150 years and any judgement made from this viewpoint. 

It should be noted that s72-74 make reference to PC1. As we stated at the hearing, nothing Judge 

Jackson has said to us would discourage us in continuing with our involvement with PC1.  

Interestingly Mr Nixon further makes mention of excluding our properties from the ODP. This would 

at least mitigate the impact of this proposal to some extent were it successful. Additionally, and 

were our present zoning to carry over during the lifetime of our ownership, this at least would allow 

us to continue our present activities, and a future owner not be unreasonably fettered in their use of 

our properties. 

S75: In our opinion the purposes of the Act would be better served by rejecting this proposal. It has 

been shown to be very expensive in terms of the local environment and unnecessary in terms of any 

short to medium term future housing requirements.  

Relating this to PC1 it must be observed that as yet there has been no opportunity to consider this 

site in relation to others, particularly to the west, that would require no or considerably less 

geotechnical remediation, cutting, or filling, prior to it being suitable for residential activity. Once the 

full facts and effects of the Canterbury earthquake series are able to be addressed by the Court we 

consider this will allow a much more robust assessment of environmental cost to be addressed and 

allocation of suitable land made. 

S76: This is unreasonable – why should we need to go through an expensive and stressful resource 

consent process every time we wish to do something we currently have a right to do? 



 

 

S77: We already have an offal pit and already spread manure. This proposal limits the economic and 

rural value of our land. 

S78: We reject this. A setback buffer is required for geotechnical reasons in the first instance (as 

accepted by Mr Gary Chapman for the applicant, and by Ms Karen Hartell for the CCC), it is also 

required for the protection of our trees, reduction of reverse and incident sensitivity and protection 

of our existing environment.  

Mr Nixon comments here and in S75 in a manner that suggests existing rural use is inferior to and 

somehow would unjustifiably frustrate the achievement of this proposal. We reject both of these 

suggestions. 

It should be remembered that this is a private plan change proposal and that no approach has been 

made to us, and that our rural use is consistent with the past 150years of land use in this area. In 

fact this proposal should not take any priority over the current activities and it would be inconsistent 

with private property rights to impose such a significant and detrimental change to our properties 

for the benefit of others that do not even live or own property in the area (refer also to our 

comments on S73) 

S 80-83: would be better served simply by stating that the ODP does not apply to these properties, 

and that the current R3 zone apply until such time as the owners wish to accept a residential zoning. 

The proposals by Mr Nixon simply impose too great a burden and restriction upon us, bearing in 

mind that we have done nothing to justify such penalties being applied to our land. Moreover any 

plan conditions should include an acception of the current rural activities and that future residential 

residents should be cognisant and accepting of same. 

In being specific with regard to certain activities as Mr Nixon has it follows that all activities must 

have been identified. We suggest that this is not the case, for instance the following issues still arise: 

continued use of fires, protection of present trees, continuation with livestock including roosters and 

pigs just to name a few. 

Additionally, and most importantly, Mr Nixon has not addressed the issue of forced connection to 

unwanted CCC services, and forced payment for unconnected and unwanted services. 

Rachel McClung. 

We made no specific comment on Ms McClung’s evidence other than noting that roads, nor indeed 

titles, should not be indicated on our property. In making this comment we noted Mr Craig’s 

comment that “I have not shown any ‘roads – indicative location’ on the former deferred land as I 

believe it is appropriate to be more flexible”. As we are not part of this private proposal we do not 

consider it appropriate that roads serving another person’s wants be proposed for our property.  

In removing our properties from the ODP this would address this issue. 

 

 

 



 

 

Roy Hamilton: 

S6: Mr Hamilton shows a table of example projects and made comment on such at the hearing. Our 

queries and comments to this were that: 

• There is no suggestion that the sites were not contiguous. That is to say, were there large 

non-associated parcels of land, with residents, contained within these sites? If not then 

there is no similarity that could be drawn to these. 

• Did these developments involve building up land to heights of up to 3m directly adjacent to 

other non-associated properties within the sites?  

With regard to these issues we note the only comment on this made by Mr Hamilton related to 

properties external to the site. As we have not heard directly from residents concerned, nor been 

able to consider other relevant facts such as distance, design, geography and other mitigating factors 

we do not feel the value of this evidence to be particularly strong. Nothing was presented that 

would reduce the concerns we continue to have over this proposal and its direct and indirect effects 

on us.  

S10-12: This suggests that the work would be staged and this would somehow alleviate any issues to 

residents. At this stage nothing in the proposed plan requires that the work would be staged, it could 

in fact continue as a whole immediately – indeed there is no certainty for instance that Mr 

Hamilton’s company would even be the ‘owner’ of any development at the time. In any event 

staging per se does not mitigate the impact of this proposal upon us whether it occurs in one year or 

over ten years. 

S20-21: The noise limits discussed are well in excess to that normally expected in our current 

environment and noise resulting from this proposal could be expected to carry on for some time. 

Given that noise can also travel considerably under certain environmental conditions this could 

mean ten years of widespread and significant intrusion and stress for residents. Were this proposal 

to be approved then comprehensive and strict controls should be placed upon noise levels and 

stringent mitigation measures be required. Environmental considerations and impact on noise (and 

dust etc) arising from wind and temperature conditions should also be addressed. 

Strict procedures should be set for continual monitoring such issues with clear outcomes if set levels 

are approached. 

With regard to this we noted that our experience has shown that the Resource Consent process has 

not been satisfactory, and that controls imposed on an adjacent property in relation to a past 

application have been ignored. Obtaining any sort of compliance via the CCC has been exhausting, 

stressful and largely ineffective. Thus we consider that specific and stringent requirements with 

definitive actions according to certain criteria is required as part of any plan approved. 

 

 

 



 

 

Conclusions: 

For reasons already given our clear position is that this proposal, as presented, should be rejected. 

We note that this is a privately proposed change that benefits private persons, a number not living 

within the area, to the detriment of existing residents and property owners. 

Additionally we have not been discouraged to pursue appeal to PC1, nor any successor, and we 

consider that the economic and environmental costs of this proposal vs other uses of the land are 

excessive. This is  particularly important when other more geotechnically suitable land is known to 

be available. 

However if there was a mind to approve this private plan change then: 

• A 20m setback buffer should be provided between existing natural rural properties (ie. those 

continuing with the status quo) and those properties wishing to be part of this proposal. This 

should include a bund and fence in order to provide noise and stock control, as well as visual 

separation from conflicting activities. This is also necessary to provide a buffer between 

geotechnically dissimilar sites and to provide a rural vs residential impact mitigation as well 

as protect existing tree shelter lines. These trees should be specifically protected.  Such 

buffers should be constructed prior to any other development activities. 

• There should be no fill to land less than 200m from natural land boundaries (note we 

originally said 300m at the hearing). No fill exceeding 0.5m should occur elsewhere. 

• Natural rural properties should not be included in the ODP, much as per previously deferred 

land. It is unreasonable to force such requirements upon unassociated parties. 

• All Rural 3 associations/permissions should continue for the natural properties. This should 

ensure that protection is given to current and future rural use that is presently permitted 

including building construction and placement, Horticultural vs Agricultural use etc. 

• There should be specific protection of rural use against residential complaints or conflicts. 

• There must be no additional imposed charges or service requirements from the CCC. 

• Specific noise controls should be introduced bearing in mind the rural amenity and reason 

for living in the rural area. 

• Consideration should be given to the severe affect of any geotechnical mitigation and 

earthworks upon residents and stock (including horses) when designing controls upon such 

activities. Such controls should be a specific part of the plan and be detailed in terms of 

requirements and outcomes. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Visual approximation of distances from our boundary to variously proposed levels of fill. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

The following are images presented by us via projector, but not printed at the time. 

 

Our site with current drainage shown (from visual presentation, Thursday). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Closer view of fill contours adjacent to our properties (from visual presentation, Thursday). 



 

 

 

Observed liquefaction showing areas in line to east of city exhibiting minor to severe levels, areas to 

west almost none-existent. Proposal falls within eastern line but not mapped as rural (from visual 

presentation, Thursday). 

 



 

 

 

Cadastral view, showing separation distance from existing dwellings (from visual presentation, 

Thursday). 

 

 



 

 

 

LiDAR surface elevations close in to our property showing natural fall and drainage (from visual 

presentation, Thursday). 

 

 



 

 

 

Site-wide LiDAR data of current surface elevation (from visual presentation, Thursday). 
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