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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is John Edward Cook.  I hold the position of sole Principal of the 

company Planning Solutions Limited, being a Planning/Resource Management 

Consultancy I established in 2003.    My expertise is in Planning/Resource 

Management. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Planning (BPlan) from the University of Auckland having 

graduated in 1989 and have since been practising in both the public and 

private sectors.  I am also a full member of the NZ Planning Institute (NZPI) 

since 1995.   

 

1.3 I also hold a NZ Certificate in Architectural Draughting (NZCD(Arch)) which I 

attained from the Otago Polytechnic in 1979.  For the following five years I 

practised as an Architectural Draughtsman/Architectural Designer 

commencing with the then Ministry of Works before moving onto private 

consultancy companies. 

 

1.4 I have been engaged by the Riccarton Wigram Community Board (the Board) 

to provide evidence in support of their further submission against the 

submission by Fulton Hogan Ltd (FH) (#RNN3) seeking amendments be 

undertaken to the replaced Residential New Neighbourhood - South Masham 

Outline Development Plan and Narrative (ODP).  This is primarily in respect of 

the proposal to undertake quarrying within an area proposed for residential 

development as contained in the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) prior to any 

residential development actually having been undertaken.    

 

1.5 I have previously provided evidence on the proposed Replacement 

Christchurch District Plan (RCDP) at the following hearings: 

 

1. Stage 2 residential hearings; presenting evidence on behalf of a submitter 

seeking that their land at the top end of Huntsbury Avenue be rezoned 

from Rural Port Hills to Living Port Hills (Submitter # 2061 - C & W 

Schacherer). 

 

2. Stage 2 rural hearings; presenting evidence on behalf of the Elected 

Representatives for the Christchurch City Council (CCC) in respect of 

quarrying related matters. 



 

 4 
 

3. Stage 2 rural hearings; presenting evidence on behalf of a submitter 

seeking the reinstatement of the ability to establish a dwelling as a 

permitted activity on historic sub 4 ha sites located within the 50 dBA 

noise contour in respect of the Christchurch International Airport. 

(Submitter # 2316 – Mr Carey Jones). 

 

1.6 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.   

 

1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Resource Management Act 1991 (Act); 

(b) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS); 

(c) The CCC land use consent approval RMA92026417 (Applicant: 

Fulton Hogan Limited). 

 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 The scope of my evidence is limited to the matters raised in the submission by 

FH (#RNN3) that has been opposed by the Board (#RNN11) in its further 

submission..  This opposition is in the context of the land denoted in the ODP 

as the ‘Residential development area’ and the adjoining and overlapping land 

denoted as ‘Area to be quarried’.  The further submission by the Board 

opposes the submission from FH to provide for quarrying prior to any 

residential development being undertaken. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The current ODP provisions do not envisage the undertaking of quarrying 

within the overlapping areas of Residential Development and that able to be 

quarried.  The submission from FH is to allow for this quarrying prior to any 

residential development having first been undertaken.  The creation of this 

extensive area to provide for residential development was firstly contained 

within the LURP and have now been inserted into the RCDP by way of the 
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RNN Zone and the replaced South Masham ODP.  Given the status of the 

LURP as a significant upper level policy document in the setting of urban 

limits, the provisions within it should be given a high degree of priority than the 

current desire of FH to have a portion of this land now subject to quarrying. 

 

3.2 A significant overriding factor is the existing land use consent approved by 

Hearing Commissioners acting on behalf of the Christchurch City Council that 

now allows for quarrying to be undertaken within the entire area denoted on 

the ODP  ‘Area for Quarrying’ that also overlaps into the ‘Residential 

development area’.  This land use consent has the probable outcome of 

quarrying being undertaking in the context of this land use consent and 

therefore overriding the intent of the proposed ODP framework. 

 

4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

4.1 I was not present and not involved with any mediation or caucusing that may 

have been undertaken on this particular matter. 

 

5. LURP CONSIDERATIONS 

 

5.1 Much of the land within this ODP is to be zoned Residential New 

Neighbourhoods (RNN) that is in accordance with its inclusion in the LURP 

that was gazetted on 6 December 2013.  Therefore since this time, which is 

now more than two years ago, I suspect there is now the general public 

expectation that this land will be developed for residential purposes as the 

provisions within a District Plan are required to be in accord with those in the 

LURP for Greater Christchurch.  

 

5.2 In this general context is the RCDP proposal with Chapter 7 containing a 

range of matters associated with the undertaking of quarrying in the Rural 

Urban Fringe Zone (and also within other rural zones) that in this case adjoins 

the ODP area to the west.  It is largely within this zone that the extended area 

denoted as ‘Area to be Quarried’ is located with the north eastern corner of it 

overlapping within the two Residential development areas, with one of those 

areas denoted as having ‘greater development constraints’. 

 

5.3 As part of the Chapter 7 hearings that I understand have now been concluded, 

I also understand there had been a general consensus agreement that the 
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undertaking quarrying within 250 metres of any residential area would be a 

non-complying activity.  (I note that the Board continues to support a 500 

metre separation distance of quarrying from residential areas and school 

sites).  With such an activity status I believe that there is the general 

understanding that it is not contemplated by the District Plan and therefore any 

approval can only be granted if any adverse effects on the environment will be 

minor or the undertaking of the activity will not be contrary to the objectives 

and policies of the Plan. 

 

5.4 In this context I believe that the ability to undertake quarrying within the 

identified Residential development area should be discouraged at the policy 

level as intended by the ODP in its current form. 

 

5.5 Given that the new ‘Greenfield Residential Priority areas (as defined in the 

RPS) have been established as part of the LURP process, I am of the view 

that the intended future development of these areas should take precedence 

over the ability to undertake the quarrying of it.  The LURP is the primary 

upper-level planning document that provides a policy basis for guiding the 

rebuilding of Christchurch following the 2010/11 earthquake events, and on 

this basis pre-eminence should be given to it. 

 

5.6 As part of the LURP requirements were the changes introduced into the RPS 

and in particular Chapter 6 (Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch). 

Of particular relevance from that chapter is are the associated Policies 6.2.1 

(Recovery Framework) and 6.3.1 (Development within the Greater 

Christchurch Area).  The fundamental premise of both policies is to ensure that 

urban activities are contained within the urban boundaries as defined in Map A 

contained within this chapter of the RPS.  This is reinforced by the definition of 

urban activities in the RPS (applicable for Greater Christchurch) that is as 

follows:  

 

means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of those in 

urban areas and includes: 

• residential units (except rural residential activities) at a density of more than 

one household unit per 4 ha of site area; 

…….. 
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5.7 Conversely I believe that the RPS provisions pertaining to the establishing of 

urban limits strongly discourage the undertaking of ‘rural activities’ within those 

areas.  In this sense ‘rural activities’ are defined to mean: 

means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of those in 

rural areas and includes: 

• ……... 

• Quarrying and associated activities. 

………. 

 

5.8 Given these definitions apply only to the Greater Christchurch Area, I am of 

the view that there is strong policy framework that directs urban activities to be 

contained within those areas defined by urban limits and discouraging new 

rural activities within them.  On this basis the proposal by FH in terms of its 

submission #RNN3 in seeking to undertake quarrying within the new urban 

boundary would appear to be contrary to these policy provisions. 

 

5.9 When taking these upper-level policy matters into account, and while also 

acknowledging the undoubted financial implications impacting on FH by 

restricting the amount of land that they are able to quarry , I am of the opinion 

that the submission by them to undertake quarrying within this identified 

residential area prior to any residential development being commenced should 

not be permitted 

 

6. DELETION OF FH LAND FROM THE ODP 

 

6.1 As an alternate option to the primary aspect of their submission, FH have 

requested that their affected landholdings be deleted from the ODP so they 

are no longer subject to any Residential Development Area controls.  I am of 

the view that such a situation also cannot be justified given the status of the 

LURP in having established the revised urban limits that now need to apply 

around the various periphery locations around the Christchurch urban area.  

This includes the South Masham area as defined by this ODP. 

 

6.2 The seeking by FH to have as alternate option the deletion of its land holdings 

so no longer to be within the ODP would amount essentially to the relocation 

of the urban limit boundary in this immediate area.  Such a process would 

require a variation to the current LURP provisions.  A review process of the 

LURP was initiated by Environment Canterbury earlier this year with the 
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submission and further submission processes having long since closed. 

Decisions arising from that review process are still to be publicly released by 

the Minister for the Canterbury Earthquakes. 

 

6.3 I note from the Environment Canterbury web page that contains a list of all the 

submissions received to that review process, that no such submission had 

been received from FH.  On this basis I am of the opinion that there is no 

ability at this stage to have the FH land currently located within this ODP area 

to be unilaterally reverted back to a rural zoning. 

 

7. PREVIOUS LAND USE CONSENT APPROVAL. 

 

7.1 Closely associated with all the preceding matters is the relatively recent 

granting of the land use consent by the Hearing Commissioners on behalf of 

the CCC, and the approval of the associated discharge consents from 

Environment Canterbury for the undertaking of quarrying on 50 Roberts Road.  

This property comprises a significant portion of the overall ODP land.  The 

extent of quarrying permitted by these consents mirrors that of the land area 

denoted as ‘Area to be quarried’. 

 

7.2 This land use consent (having the CCC reference number: RMA92026417) 

was granted approval by two independent Hearing Commissioners (being 

appointed by the Christchurch City Council) on 24 October 2014 with the 

default lapsing period of consent being 5 years, and the duration of consent 

being 13 years.  Accordingly, if the quarrying was not to commence until say 

towards the end of the 5th year, and allowing for the quarrying to be 

undertaken for the full 8 years, this activity may be in existence up 2027.  

While the FH submission makes reference to quarrying being a ‘temporary 

activity’ (page 1 final sentence), I believe that a period up to 13 years is a 

significant amount of time for nearby residents to have to tolerate the effects 

arising from the undertaking of quarrying, or anxiously waiting until such time 

when it finally does commence.  

 

7.3 Notwithstanding all the previous commentary regarding the ODP and the 

policy framework in support of it, with this land use consent for quarrying still 

having just under four years still to run prior to it expiring if no effect had been 

given to it, I believe the previous granting of this consent will be a dominant 

feature of this ODP.  While all the required consents for this quarrying have 
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been obtained from both the Christchurch City Council and Environment 

Canterbury, I believe that this situation should not have an overriding effect on 

the proposed policy framework for this ODP.  This is on the basis that the 

consent to allow for the quarrying to be undertaken is just that and there also 

remains the potential that it could lapse due to effect not having been given to 

it.  While admitting that such an occurrence would be extremely unlikely, the 

potential nevertheless does exist. 

 

8. CONCLUSION 

 

8.1 Having considered all the salient issues associated with the submission # 

RNN3 made by FH, I am of the opinion that it should be rejected and in this 

context the proposed ODP should be retained in its current form.  The 

overriding LURP consideration that was the genesis for the creation for this 

ODP in the RCDP should be given a greater degree of pre-eminence over the 

desire now for FH to place a higher priority over the ability to quarry land within 

and in close proximity to the ODP. 

 

8.2 A further overriding consideration is the previous land use consent issued by 

the Hearing Commissioners on behalf of the CCC that still has a 4 year period 

of consent remaining pursuant to Section 125 of the Act before it expires.  

While the expectation is for effect to be given to this land use consent, I 

believe that the ODP provisions should be governed by it as it is only a 

consent and there is no absolute certainty that it will be undertaken.     

 

 

 

John Edward Cook 

 

16 December 2015 

 


