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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANDREW CRAIG  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Andrew William Craig.  I hold the position of Director 
of Andrew Craig Landscape Architecture Limited.  I have been in this 
position since 2010. I have been practising since 1987.  For 5 years 
until mid-2009 I was employed by Peter Rough Landscape Architects 
Ltd. Before that I was employed by the Christchurch City Council for 
13 years, working in the area of environmental policy and planning. 
Prior to that I worked for a short time with the Department of 
Conservation.  Most of my work since graduation and to date has 
involved landscape assessment and the development of landscape 
policy.   

2 I hold a Bachelors of Arts degree (Canterbury University) and a post 
graduate diploma in landscape architecture (Lincoln University). 

3 I have been asked by Orion New Zealand Limited [#3720] to 
present expert landscape evidence in relation to the proposed 
Chapter 9.2 and Chapter 11 provisions. Regarding the latter, I 
understand that through the conferencing and mediation process 
the provisions relating to utilities in Chapter 9.2 have been relocated 
to Chapter 11.  

4 With regard to the operative City Plan and other District Plans 
throughout the Canterbury region I have been involved in numerous 
plan changes, and hearings before councils and the Environment 
Court that relate to landscape matters.   

5 On behalf of the Council, I have previously provided evidence to the 
proposed Replacement District Plan Hearings Panel concerning 
Chapter 14 Residential and Chapter 17 Rural. 

6 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.   

7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 
while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

7.1 The proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) Chapter 17; 

7.2 The stage 3 submissions on Chapters 8, 9 and 11 where relief 
is sought concerning landscape matters;  
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7.3 The Strategic Directions decision;  

7.4 The arboriculture evidence of Robert Graham for the 
Christchurch City Council. 

SCOPE 

8 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are 
the Chapters 8, 9 and 11 rules where they involve landscape 
matters. Specifically these are; 

8.1 Chapter 11 Standard 11.3.2.1 (c) (P1)  

8.2 Chapter 8 Standard 8.8.2 P6  

8.3 Chapter 9 Standard 9.4.3.2.1 (P2 and P3(a)) where the relief 
sought is to amend the proposed rule to read:  

 

a. Activities shall be undertaken by the Council or 

network utility operators and their and its tree 

maintenance contractors. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

9 Distribution utilities are a common and normal part of the Rural 
Amenity Landscape and therefore I consider that their continued 
provision should be regarded a permitted activity. 

10 The management of trees involved in the provision of distribution 
utilities by providers will be undertaken or supervised by suitably 
qualified arborists and therefore should be regarded a permitted 
activity. 

11 For certainty and clarity the extent of unacceptably adverse effects 
on significant trees should be defined – namely within the dripline. 

EXPERT CONFERENCING AND MEDIATION   

12 I confirm that I attended the following expert conferencing and 
mediation sessions:  

12.1 Topic 9.4 Significant Trees – session 2: Protection of trees in 
the public realm 

12.2 Topic 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, 
Significant Features and Landscapes, and Areas of Natural 
Character in the Coastal Environment: Session 4. 
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13 The unresolved issues are addressed in my evidence to follow. 

CHAPTER 11 STANDARD 11.3.2.1 (C) P1  

14 This standard concerns permitted activities with respect to electricity 
transmission and distribution. The standard requires that no utilities 
are to be located in a range of landscape zones and overlays1 
including the Rural Amenity Landscape (formerly referred to as a 
Significant Landscape).  All of the landscape types listed involve the 
whole of Banks Peninsula and Port Hills rural zones. On the face of 
it, the proposed rule appears to effectively prohibit the 
establishment of electricity distribution utilities within this area. I 
understand however that the purpose of the rule is to trigger a 
consenting process. Nevertheless, I will discuss below the reasons 
why I consider this to be inappropriate within the Rural Amenity 
Landscape. I understand that there is an issue of scope which arises 
regarding this change as it was not specifically sought by Orion in its 
submissions.  I understand that Counsel for Orion will make legal 
submissions on this issue.  Therefore, my evidence is to assist the 
Panel should it accept that Orion has scope to seek this relief. 

15 In my view the presence of distribution utilities is part and parcel of 
virtually all landscapes in New Zealand. They feature in both the 
Port Hills and Banks Peninsula landscape and are considered a 
normal part of the existing environment – see Figure 1 
Photograph. Or to put it another way, the presence of distribution 
utilities is regarded as being in keeping with the rural (and urban) 
environment.     

16 In landscape terms, the effects of the presence of distribution 
utilities are what are referred to as ‘associative effects’ where the 
focus of concern is on congruity.  The central question in this regard 
is: would people be surprised to see such an activity in the 
landscape in which it occurs?  Regarding the presence of distribution 
utilities I consider that the answer is no. They are a relatively 
common feature throughout the rural and urban environment and 
therefore contribute to its landscape character.  It follows therefore 
that the installation, upgrade and maintenance of utilities in the 
Rural Amenity Landscape at least, would not be at odds within such 
a working rural landscape. 

                                            
1 Landscape types include: outstanding natural landscapes, : outstanding natural 
features, important ridgelines, areas of outstanding, very high or high natural 
character 
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Figure 1 Photograph Distribution lines such as those shown in this 

photograph are a common and normal feature of 

the Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills rural and 

urban landscape. These particular lines are within 

the Rural Amenity Landscape Zone at Duvauchelle. 

 

17 The presence of distribution utilities in the rural environment is 
supported by the Chapter 17 Rural objectives and policies2.  Of 
relevance, 17.1.1 Objective 1 states:  The rural environment is 
maintained.  And then goes on to state: Subdivision, use and 
development on rural land: (i) supports, maintains and where 
appropriate, enhances the function, character and amenity of the 
rural environment including the potential productive capacity of the 
land and the working rural environment. Without utilities the 
‘…potential productive capacity of the land and the working rural 
environment’ would not exist. Further, the objective signals a 
particular landscape outcome where as a working environment the 
necessary infrastructure to support it is going to be evidently a part 
of it. 

18 Implementing the objective cited above is 17.1.1.1 Policy 1 which, 
where relevant, states: (a) Provide for the economic development 
potential of rural land by enabling a range of activities that:  (ii) 
have a functional, technical or operational necessity for a rural 
location. In order to service, realise and enable rural economic 
development potential it is necessary to provide distribution utilities. 
Their presence is not only enabling, but also denotes functionality of 

                                            
2 Decision pending 
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the rural zones. By extension, settlements and townships are in turn 
serviced by utilities via the rural environment.  

19 It is evident therefore that distribution utilities are contributing 
elements of the rural landscape. Regarding this, 17.1.1.2 Policy 2 
“Contributing elements to rural character and amenity values” 
states:  Recognise that rural character and amenity values vary 
across the District resulting from the combination of natural and 
physical resources present, including the location and extent of 
established and permitted activities.  Currently, as physical 
resources, utilities are both established and permitted.  

20 While utilities are an accepted feature of both the rural and urban 
landscape, they do not contribute amenity – particularly when they 
are above ground.  For amenity purposes the preference is always 
to underground services. I understand that this is not always 
practical and can be very expensive. This is particularly so in rural 
areas where the numbers or people benefitting from the distribution 
network may be very small in proportion to the distances covered. 
That is, the cost of undergrounding is very high in proportion to the 
amenity benefits in proportion to those who may benefit from the 
service provided. 

21 It is possible however to counter the adverse amenity effects of 
distribution lines through appropriate avoidance, mitigation and 
remediation measures.  These are particularly important in more 
sensitive landscapes such as those considered outstanding.   

22 In the Policies it is apparent that recognition is given to the 
balancing of operational needs against amenity outcomes. While 
relevant to more sensitive landscape settings, it is my opinion that 
preventing new electricity distribution lines & associated structures 
is unnecessary in the Rural Amenity Landscape – essentially the 
lowest order landscape on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills. The 
reasons for my view are: 

22.1 Utilities are an accepted part of the existing environment of 
the Rural Amenity Landscape; 

22.2 All of the most significant utilities are currently installed with 
little likelihood of significant new utilities being implemented – 
see accompanying map attachment (Appendix 1); 

22.3 New utilities are likely to be those servicing ‘one off’ activities 
such as farm residences and other rural enterprises; 

22.4 Distribution utilities generally have very low visual bulk – in 
terms of their visual effects on the landscape they are 
essentially transparent; 
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22.5 Utilities are inextricably part and parcel of the physical 
resource package that forms part of the Rural Amenity 
Landscape; 

22.6 Arising from the above point, utilities along with other 
physical resources on Banks Peninsula and the Port Hills tend 
to concentrate within the Rural Amenity Landscape rather 
than the more sensitive landscapes such as ONL; and  

22.7 Because distribution utilities are already present in the Rural 
Amenity Landscape, their continued provision will not result in 
unexpected change. 

23 In summary, for the reasons covered in the foregoing discussion I 
conclude that the landscape and visual effects of providing 
distribution utilities as a permitted activity within the Rural Amenity 
Zone are acceptable and appropriate. 

CHAPTER 8 STANDARD 8.8.2   

24 This section of my evidence relates to proposed rule 8.8.2.  I 
understand that earthworks associated with utilities have been given 
an exemption from the activity standards in 8.8.2P1 and P2.  With 
regard to 8.8.2 P6 (earthworks within 5m of a tree in the public 
realm) I understand that this was previously notified as P3, and that 
at the time of notification was subject to an exemption by which 
earthworks associated with utilities did not have to comply with the 
conditions of this rule.  

25 In my view, I consider that it would be appropriate for earthworks 
associated with utilities to be exempt from the conditions attached 
to 8.8.2 P6, which would therefore allow such earthworks within 5m 
of any tree in the public realm.   

26 Any intervention involving trees such as pruning of limbs or roots 
will be adverse to the tree’s health. Such interventions are however 
necessary and commonplace. Where this occurs, the aim is to 
minimise adverse effects so as to ensure the health and survival of 
trees.  Suitably qualified arborists implementing best practise 
methods are usually able to achieve this, although any tree work is 
not without risk. I understand that where earthworks associated 
with Orion’s activities might involve effects to trees best 
arboriculture practise will be applied and this will be either 
implemented or supervised by a qualified arborist.  

27 Concerning adverse effects arising from earthworks around trees it 
is recognised that the closer one approaches a tree the more 
vulnerable it becomes.   As a general rule tree roots will extend out 
from the trunk up to three times the canopy width or to at least 
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equal to the tree height – see Figure 2 illustration. Further, 
contrary to popular belief, tree roots form flat plates less than 60cm 
deep – few trees have tap roots. 

 Figure 2 Illustrating the proportional extent of the root plate to 
tree canopy and height. The dripline is that area directly below the 
canopy.   

28 The issue for distribution utility providers is one of practicality.  
Many of the larger significant public realm trees in the District are 
approaching or exceed 20m in height. If the root plate radius is at 
least twice that then it will be occupying a space of 40m plus – 
possibly up to 60m.  Most road widths in Christchurch and other 
settlements and townships in the District are 20m wide.  
Consequently it would be impossible to provide underground 
services without disturbing the root systems of larger trees.   

29 Despite the ultimate extent of root systems being beyond the 
dripline, I note that Mr Graham in his evidence appears to 
recognise that the dripline is the area of most concern regarding the 
effects of earthworks.3  I agree with this and consider that in the 
case of significant trees, while earthworks within the dripline should 
be avoided, earthworks affecting other parts of the root systems can 
be undertaken as a permitted activity by utility providers such as 
Orion.  Where works in proximity to trees occur, I understand that it 
is Orion’s approach to do this in accordance with best arboriculture 
practise. Mr Graham suggests4 that this may include methods such 
as directional drilling, hand excavation and airspade. I understand 
that ‘hydro-vacuum’ excavation is another suitable method.  

                                            
3 Paragraphs 8.1 – 8.6 
4 Paragraph 8.6 
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30 In terms of other trees in the public realm, I consider that 
earthworks can safely be undertaken by utility providers within 5m 
of those trees.  In light of the methods and practices followed by 
Orion and other utility providers which I have discussed above, I am 
satisfied that they should be allowed to carry out earthworks within 
5m of public trees without requiring resource consent.   

CHAPTER 9 STANDARDS 9.4.3.2.1  

31 Orion sought the following amendment to the standards for 
permitted activities listed in Rule 9.4.3.2.1: 

 Activities shall be undertaken by the Council or network utility 

operators and their and its tree maintenance contractors. 

32 The issue here is that the network utility operator – in this case 
Orion – wishes to continue, as it has to date, with the expert 
management of trees in order to provide its services.  I understand 
that Orion engages expert arborists or those supervised by arborists 
to appropriately manage trees involving the provision of distribution 
utilities. 

33 I note in Mr Robert Graham’s evidence the following statement of 
relevance: 

 In respect of P2, I note that Transpower and other utility 

submissions state “that suitably qualified contractors and / or 

linesmen” should be allowed to trim the trees. This may be 

possible, provided the Council defined what “suitably qualified” 

means, and then had some way of managing / controlling the 

pruning activities.5 

 

34 I contacted the Council’s arborist6 and asked what he would consider 
‘suitably qualified’ means. To paraphrase7 he said that it means 
anyone with a Level 4 Certificate in horticulture (Arboriculture) 
qualification would suffice. I understand Orion undertakes to use 
operators with those qualifications where the provision of services 
involves work on trees. This applies to those parts of trees above 
and below ground.  

35 In conclusion, I believe that the Council can have confidence that 
arboricultural best practise will be implemented by Orion when trees 

                                            
5 Paragraph 8.5 
6 Mr Shane Moohan 
7 See Appendix 2 for full correspondence between myself and Mr Moohan 
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are involved in the provision of services. And as a result there will 
be little or no distinction between Council contractors and those 
engaged by Orion. Indeed, I understand that both the Council and 
Orion often use the same tree contractors8. 

 
 

 
 
 
Andrew William Craig 
 
10 December 2015  

                                            
8 Treetech for example 
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APPENDIX 1  



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 

 
Map Source: Orion (NZ) Ltd 

 

Evidence of Andrew Craig                             Map of the existing Orion Distribution Network – Banks Peninsula 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Cited below is the full email correspondence between myself and 
the Council’s arborist – Mr Shane Moohan 

 

Hi Andrew. Sorry for not getting back to you. 

I have Rob Graham sitting next to me right now. 

His advice is that the qualification that you are speaking of does not have any tree pruning 
involved in it and is pretty much solely related to electrical line safety. 

Our definition of a qualified arborist who we would be happy to work unsupervised on our 
trees is as follows: 

Qualified Arborist is a person who by possession of a recognised arboricultural degree, 
diploma or certificate and on the job experience, is familiar with the equipment and hazards 
involved in arboriculture operations, has demonstrated Level 4 (Advanced) Certificate in 
Horticulture (Arboriculture) proficiency. A certificate referred to in this definition must 
consist of a minimum of 210 New Zealand Qualifications Authority credits of learning, or be 
of an equivalent standard  

Not sure what you mean by notify the Council of their intent to access services in the public 
realm? 

The council does not have the ability to supervise non-Council contractors to ensure best 
practice procedures are carried out. 

We expect the contractor themselves to undertake this. We may conduct an independent "spot" 
audit to make sure that work is undertaken to the correct procedures but this would depend on 
staff availability. 

You could always engage a local qualified arborist consultant (level 6 Diploma in 
Arboriculture) to conduct work inspections and reporting on your/our behalf to ensure the 
work is appropriate. The reason I ask for Level 6 Diploma in Arboriculture is that we need to 
be sure that the tree is left in a condition that does not compromise the structural integrity or 
health of the tree. Trees that have structural integrity or health problems can become 
hazardous to the public, but also your electric lines. 

Cheers 

Shane 

From: Andrew Craig [mailto:andrew@acla.co.nz]  
Sent: Wednesday, 9 December 2015 4:17 p.m. 
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To: Moohan, Shane 
Subject: landscape evidence 

 

Hi Shane 

I’ve been trying to get hold of you today which is proving  a bit difficult – 
hence the email.  As you are probably aware I’m preparing landscape evidence 
on behalf of Orion’s in support of their submission concerning proposed 
provisions in the pRDP.   In my evidence I cite that of Council witness Robert 
Graham where he states:  

 

              In respect of P2, I note that Transpower and other utility submissions state “that 

suitably qualified contractors and / or linesmen” should be allowed to trim the 

trees. This may be possible, provided the Council defined what “suitably 

qualified” means, and then had some way of managing / controlling the pruning 

activities. [para 8.5].  

Where he mentions ‘suitably qualified’  does he mean someone with a Level 4 
Certificate  Utility Arborist? Can you please confirm or otherwise let me know 
what ‘suitably qualified’ means?  
 
And one final question: do utility service providers have to notify the Council of 
their intent to access services in the public realm that may affect significant 
trees? The reason I ask is does the Council have the ability to monitor activity 
with   a view to ensuring correct best practise procedures are being followed. 
 

Thanks for your help…Andrew 

 Andrew Craig Landscape Architect Ltd 

Poynton House 
 

  

 

 


