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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Riccarton/Wigram Community Board (‘the Board’) by way of its further 

submission (#RNN11) wishes to advise the Independent Hearings Panel 

(‘IHP’) of its continued opposition to the range of matters contained in the 

submission by Fulton Hogan (‘FH’) (#RNN3).  FH are seeking to have the 

South Masham Outline Development Plan (‘ODP’) narrative amended so to 

allow for a greater acceptance of quarrying within this area.  Their 

submission, if it was to be accepted, would in effect at a policy level allow 

more easily the future undertaking of further quarrying within the intended 

residential development area being the overall basis of this ODP. 

1.2 The Board does acknowledge and recognise that the previously granted 

quarrying consent to FH for its 50 Roberts Road site (that consent being 

RMA92026417) will directly impact on the proposed ODP due to a portion 

of that quarrying site extending into the proposed residential development 

area.  

1.3 While the Board is generally supportive of the amended/updated ODP 

narrative as contained in the Memorandum of Counsel of 16 February 

2016 prepared on behalf of the Christchurch City Council, the Board would 

have seen it as appropriate for that narrative to have included a statement 

advising that quarrying should be discouraged from being undertaken 

within the proposed residential development area.  This would be in accord 

with the recommendation provided by Ms Sarah Oliver in her Evidence in 

Chief recommending that the FH submission #RNN3 be rejected 1. 

1.4       On the basis that the IHP is prepared to accept the recommendation from 

Ms Oliver rejecting submission #RNN3, the Board then takes the view that 

if there is to be any policy recognition within the ODP narrative of not 

encouraging quarrying being undertaken within this ODP area, then it 

should be framed/coached in such a way.  The failure to do so will give rise 

to a policy vacuum on this matter on how to deal adequately with any land 

use consent application that may be submitted with the Council for 

consideration.  The uncertainties and ambiguities arising from such a 

vacuum would apply equally to any applicant, submitters and the Council 

itself. 

1: Statement of Evidence of Sarah-Jane Oliver, Residential New Neighbourhood Zone, Outline Development Plans 

and Rezoning Requests, 7 December 2015, pages 26 & 27. 
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2. CONTINUING BASIS IN SUPPORT OF THE BOARD’S FURTHER SUBMISSION  

The Board wishes to reiterate its continued opposition to the FH 

submission #RNN3 based on the following factors. 

2.1 Close proximity to Existing Residential Areas 

2.1.1 Should quarrying be permitted to be undertaken within the entire proposed 

residential development area as contained within the ODP, the separation 

distance from it to existing residential dwellings would only be in the order 

of 60 metres.  A similar separation distance would also apply in respect of 

the nearby Gilberthorpe School that is attended by primary school aged 

children.  The Board is firmly of the view that such a minimal quarrying 

separation distance would likely give rise to adverse environmental and 

amenity issues on those nearby residents and the children attending this 

school. 

2.1.2 In terms of this somewhat minimal separation distance, this opposition 

stance adopted by the Board is largely in the context of the research and 

investigation work having been undertaken the Environmental Protection 

Authority Victoria (Australia).  In their publication ‘Recommended 

separation distances for industrial residual air emissions - Guideline’ 

(Publication number 1518; 7 March 2013) a minimum quarrying separation 

distance of 250 metres from any residential activity (that reasonably can be 

expected to also include schools) is recommended.  This separation 

distance applies to those quarrying activities that do not involve blasting 

and/or respirable crystalline silica, in which case a 500 metre separation 

distance applies.  The Board understands that there are public health 

issues related to respirable crystalline silica with the undertaking of 

quarrying in a Canterbury context that should be taken account of. 

2.1.3 A feature of this ODP area is its relative narrow west-east width.  This has 

the effect that when excluding the area already consented for quarrying; 

there remains a relatively minor area of the ODP that is greater than 250 

metres separated from the existing nearest residential areas of Matangi 

Road, Kaniere Avenue and Rubicon Place.  The greatest separation 

distance of the ODP from these nearest residential properties will be in the 

order of only 310 metres.  The area of this land beyond the 250 metre 

setback line is approximately 1.8 hectares.  This compares with the overall 

size of the ‘residential development area’ (and including that area of the 
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‘stormwater and utility reserve’ located beyond the overhead electricity 

distribution lines) being in the order of 15.6 hectares.  This 1.8 hectares 

equates to 11.5 per cent of the 15.6 hectares. 

2.1.4 The undertaking of any quarrying within this ODP will therefore largely be 

located within the 250 metre buffer separation distance from the nearest 

existing residences to the east and to the nearby Gilberthorpe School.   

2.2 Land Use Recovery Plan 

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

Regional Policy Statement) have been established as part of the LURP 

process, the Board remains 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. 

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

and in particular Chapter 6 (Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch).  Of relevance from that chapter 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 anticipated urban activities are undertaken within urban areas as 

defined in Map ‘A’ being part of Chapter 6.  

2.2.3 Even prior to the gazetting of the LURP, this ODP land had been identified 

as being suitable for urban development in the context of the Urban Design 

Strategy.  Given the extensive timeframes that this land has been 

earmarked for future residential development, the Board is of the view that 

the expectations of the local communities is for this land to be developed 

for residential-related purposes.  This is seen as not including quarrying 

that is very much a rural-orientated activity.  This approach towards 

quarrying has been confirmed in the RPS where the definition of ‘Rural 

activities’ in the context of the Greater Christchurch area includes 

‘Quarrying and associated activities’. 

2.2.4 Given these factors, the Board is of the opinion that the granting of any 

approval to the FH submission #RNN3 will be contrary to the intent and 
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policy direction of the LURP, and therefore by association also the 

applicable RPS provisions that apply to the Greater Christchurch area. 

2.3 Deletion of FH land from the ODP 

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

requested that their affected land holdings be deleted from the ODP so 

they are no longer subject to any Residential Development Area controls.  

The Board is 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. 

2.3.2 The seeking by FH to have as an 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 submission and further submission processes having long 

since closed. The Board notes that decisions arising from that review 

process are still to be publicly released by the Minister for Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery. 

2.3.3 The Board notes 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 the Board is 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 and therefore this aspect of the FH submission #RNN3 should also 

be rejected. 

2.4 Activity Classification 

2.4.1 Given the close siting of this ODP area relative to the existing residential-

zoned areas and the Gilberthorpe School, the Board is of the view that 

should the FH submission #RNN3 be accepted, and should it lead to a 

future application for the undertaking of quarrying within this area; then any 

such application should be required to be assessed as a non-complying 

activity.  This acknowledges that any such activity should not be 

encouraged when taking into account the array of adverse environmental 
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and public health effects that can tend to arise when such quarrying is 

required to be undertaken in close proximity to residential areas and 

schools.  

2.4.2 This approach by the Board is consistent with its submission #2363 as part 

of Stage 2 where it supported the public notification requirement for any 

quarrying to be undertaken within 250 metres of a residential zone as per 

the Proposed Replacement District Plan as notified. 

2.5 Public Notification  

2.5.1 The Board is of the view that any land use consent application for the 

undertaking of quarrying within this ODP, together with it being required to 

be a non-complying activity, should also be subject to public notification.  

This further acknowledges the matters noted above in respect of the 

nearby developed residential zoned areas and the existing Gilberthorpe 

School.   

2.5.2 Due to these close proximity situations, the Board is of the view that it 

becomes a highly fraught and problematic process to determine 

geographically who may be deemed to be more adversely affected 

opposed to those who may be less affected.  Mandatory public notification 

would eliminate such a situation arising. 

2.6 Policy 8.1.2.1 – Duration of Potential Quarrying 

2.6.1 Policy 8.1.2.1 – Recovery activities is now operative having there been no 

legal challenges to it.  Part (b) of that policy makes reference to the 

following: 

‘Recognise that short-term use of identified greenfield priority for aggregate 

extraction may be able to be undertaken part of the preparation of an area 

for urban development, provided …’ 

(underlining being our emphasis). 

2.6.2 In the context of the South Masham ODP, the Board is of the view that the 

undertaking of any further quarrying within it would not constitute a ‘short-

term use’ as per the Policy 8.1.2.1 wording.  Any such quarrying could take 

up to many years with there also being no guarantee that the resultant 

landform would adequately enable any further residential development to 

be undertaken within such an area.  A potential outcome may be the sole 

use of the land for the sole financial gain by extracting the aggregate 
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resource from it and then leaving it in a condition thereby effectively 

making it unsuitable for subsequent residential development. 

2.6.3 On the matter of potential timeframes, the Board notes that the 50 Roberts 

Road approved quarrying consent by FH (for a quarry area of 19.5 ha) has 

an 8 year period of consent.  When adding the additional land within the 

ODP that the FH submission is now seeking to be included within a 

‘quarrying policy framework’, the total quarry area could increase to a 

potential 35 hectares.  On a pro-rata basis the overall quarrying timeframe 

could be a total of say 14 years. 

2.6.4 The Board is of the view that an activity being undertaken over a potential 

14 year timeframe is well beyond what could reasonably be termed ‘short-

term’ in the context of Policy 8.1.2.1.  This provides yet a further basis why 

the Board believes that the FH submission #RNN3 should be rejected. 

2.7 Local Community Reaction 

2.7.1 Nearby residents of the Gilberthorpe estate were very upset when the 

Hearing Commissioners in October 2014 granted Fulton Hogan Ltd the 

resource consent to quarry within 250 metres from their dwellings, that 

consent being RMA920261417.  That consent was approved limited 

notified with the only identified affected parties being Transpower NZ Ltd, 

(due to the location of their nearby overhead electricity transmission lines), 

New Zealand Transport Agency, and the Christchurch International Airport 

Ltd.  Accordingly, there was no opportunity for any input from local 

residents as part of that quarrying approval process.  This resource 

consent sent ‘alarm bells’ ringing through the local community being the 

first approval granted for quarrying to be undertaken adjoining an existing 

residential suburban neighbourhood. 

2.7.2 As a result of that planning process and the approval having been granted 

to FH, two large local roadside meetings were held in December 2014.  

Residents met formally with Amy Adams (MP for Selwyn), Mayor Lianne 

Dalziel, Councillors and Community Board members.  At these meetings it 

was resolved the minimum distance that quarrying should be allowed to be 

undertaken from any residential area, or any recognised school, needed to 

be sorted through the Proposed Replacement District Plan process. 

2.7.3 As part of that process the Board submitted that a 500 metre minimum 

setback distance should apply in order for any quarrying proposal not to be 
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publicly notified and not to be a non-complying activity (Submission #’s 

2363.3, 2363.5 and 2363.6).  The Board continues to hold the view that a 

500 metre minimum separation distance is appropriate given the range of 

adverse environmental effects that tend to arise from the undertaking of 

quarrying that is currently being experienced in the western area of 

Christchurch such as in Yaldhurst.  

2.7.4 The Board understands through District Plan mediation that the Canterbury 

Producers Aggregate Group, other associated quarrying interests, and the 

Council had agreed on 250 metres being an appropriate distance setback 

for quarrying activities from residential areas to be a permitted activity. 

2.7.5 Local residents are now dismayed that FH through submission #RNN3 are 

now seeking provisions be made as part of the South Masham ODP for 

quarrying to be undertaken within 60 metres of existing dwellings in the   

Gilberthorpe residential area and local school.  The revised ODP as 

publicly notified did not allude to any additional quarrying to be undertaken 

within this area beyond that proposal approved by the Hearing 

Commissioners back in October 2014.  On this basis the Board is also 

totally opposed to the FH submission and is therefore seeking that the IHP 

rejects it. 

2.8 Submitter’s Financial Gain 

2.8.1 The FH submission #RNN3 notes that it will not result in a financial benefit to 

the submitter.  The Board does not agree with such an assertion. 

2.8.2 If that was to be the case, then it begs the question why there is this proposal 

to quarry land that is otherwise proposed to be used for residential purposes.  

With the subject land being essentially on the rural-urban boundary, it is not 

difficult to see the significant financial advantages that FH would likely derive 

from being able to quarry it.  This would primarily be due to the reduced travel 

distances the excavated material would need to be carted to within 

Christchurch urban areas. 

2.8.3 The same would equally apply to the requirement of fill material being bought 

on-site that would be expected to be needed following the completion of the 

aggregate extraction. 

2.8.4 When taking all such matters into account the Board believes that the financial 

benefits accruing to Fulton Hogan need to be seen in the wider context of the 

likely environment costs that the immediate communities would need to bear 

as a consequence of that quarrying. 
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2.9 Conclusion - Ability to Speak to Closing Submission 

2.9.1 Should there be the opportunity for the Board to speak to its closing 

submission, it would wish to avail itself of such an opportunity. 
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