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Issues NOT Addressed in the Application: 

a. DEVELOPMENT LOGISTICS – ground conditions: 

We are unable to find any reference in the application to the logistics of developing the land in question 
when it is absolutely not amenable to heavy machinery for at least six months of every year.   

How do we know this? 

In mid-2022, during a high wind event, and after heavy rain, an ‘old man pine’ of some size fell from the 
southern boundary of our property, diagonally onto the neighbouring pasture – exactly where the 
proposed business park would be placed. 

I communicated with our neighbour, the vendor of the land proposed for development,  
acknowledging that we had a responsibility to sort the tree and have it removed.  That removal would 
require a substantial piece of equipment (around 20-ton excavator with specialist gear).   advised 
that this work would need to wait until summer as the ground would not cope with it.  The work was 
successfully completed in mid-January 2022. 

This event begs the question as to how the developer will succeed in a planned way with 
unacknowledged issues related to access, utility and management of large vehicles on land that was 
once a swamp (the reason for the village was the flax swamp and associated mill). 

There is additional, relevant local knowledge over a much longer period of time that speaks to this issue 
around the ground conditions. 

It is clear that with non-consultation the Applicant has effectively disregarded local knowledge that would 
normally inform the project logistics and engineering risks if the project was to proceed.  This blinkered 
approach demonstrates a sharp focus on the opportunity and not on real-world risks and challenges. 

It is, after all, a commercially opportunistic project with no relevance to national benefit and a zero-sum 
outcome for the regional development picture. 

b. PHYSICAL PROPERTY ISSUES arising from the Applicant’s proposal  

Dwelling context:  The whole house is stucco finished, and the older parts of the house (1865 and 1877 
structures) do not sit on a ring foundation.  Because of this, it is liable to the vagaries of ground shifting, 
warming and cooling, dry and wet conditions, and of course, flooding.  Because of this, the house is at 
substantial risk of cracking in the walls and changes to floor levels.  

While the house no longer has a historic places trust heritage listing, it is nonetheless an historic building 
as identified in section 3 above. 

The house and property is somewhat of an icon in the area due to its age and therefore has value as a 
social benefit. 

We therefore have significant concern about the potential direct impact on the building through the 
Applicant’s potential development activity.  We frame this in the context of prior experience where a 
neighbour with a (albeit new) plastered house next door to a large development in Lincoln, experienced 
significant damage to walls due to the vibration compacting required to prepare for the housing on what 
was farmland. 

We have reviewed the research in this area. 

There is a substantial body of engineering and heritage-conservation research showing that nearby 
development activities can damage older buildings, particularly where the buildings have: 

• Brittle exterior stucco or plaster finishes 
• Aged mortar 
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• Unreinforced masonry elements 
• Shallow perimeter foundations or timber piles 
• Little structural tying between walls and floors 
• Pre-existing cracking or settlement 

For historic homes with stucco finishes and no reinforced ring foundation, the evidence suggests they are 
among the more vulnerable residential building types. 

Characteristics such as timber pile, shallow perimeter footings, stucco finishes and lath and plaster 
internal renderings create a building type that is inherently less tolerant of movement than modern 
homes. Historic stucco and plaster finishes are brittle materials that can crack when subjected to 
relatively small settlement or vibration-induced strains. Research on historic buildings highlights the 
susceptibility of aged stucco and plaster to cracking, delamination, and progressive deterioration under 
vibration loading. 

A Canadian report (https://www.jsheld.com/insights/articles/the-impact-of-construction-vibration-on-
adjacent-structures) confirms the issue of construction vibration as a key risk factor ; ‘Early phases of 
construction projects often generate vibrations in the near-surface soils. These construction activities can 
include the removal of existing bridges, buildings, or hardscape. The activities can also include soil 
excavation, pile driving, site clearing, truck traffic, or compaction with vibratory equipment’. 

More specifically; ‘Vibrations travel through the ground and are transmitted through the foundation to the 
walls, floor, and roof. The first signs of vibration-related damage will appear on the interior planes of 
vertical loadbearing walls, as these walls resist the lateral swaying and movement caused by vibrations. 
Almost all finish materials are rigid and inflexible in nature; examples include cementitious stucco, 
interior plaster, interior gypsum wallboard, and wall tiles. Damage to rigid finishes would first appear as 
cracks at the weakest locations in the wall first, which is generally at the corners of window and door 
openings’. 

For New Zealand village developments, the most significant risk to historic homes is frequently not direct 
vibration damage but ground movement associated with construction activities, including: 

• Bulk earthworks 
• Excavation near boundaries 
• Groundwater changes 
• Stormwater infrastructure installation 
• Soil compaction 
• Increased loading from fill placement 

 
Clearly, damage mechanisms include: 

1. Direct vibration cracking 
2. Differential settlement from excavation or dewatering 
3. Soil densification caused by compaction 
4. Changes to groundwater affecting foundation support 

 
The construction-vibration literature (J Sheld as above), notes that excavation, grading, compaction and 
foundation works can induce both vibration and ground settlement affecting adjacent structures.  

Overall, even minor cracking can result in, loss of original heritage fabric, loss of historic finishes, costly  
specialist repairs and a reduction in heritage value. 

Experts in construction vibration, the NZ Transport Agency’s own commentary demonstrates that 
construction vibration is not a theoretical risk: 
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https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/FileAPI/proposal/NSP000033/Hearings/4cd728a635/BoD-Volume-3-24-
NZTA-August-2013-State-highway-construction-and-maintenance-noise-and-vibration-guide.pdf  

Specific local context: 

1. Saturated soils amplify vibration transmission 

Liquefiable or water - saturated soils transmit vibratory energy more efficiently than dry soils. A study on 
vibratory probe compaction in liquefiable soils shows that saturated ground allows vibrations to 
propagate further and with higher amplitude, increasing the risk of structural damage to nearby buildings.  
Implication for Ōhoka:  
Ōhoka’s high water table and peat/silt layers mean vibrations from piling, compaction, or heavy 
machinery can travel farther and affect nearby historic homes. 
 
2. Water-logged soils lose strength when disturbed 

Saturated soils—especially silts, sands, and peat can undergo temporary strength loss when vibrated. 
This can cause: 

• Foundation settlement 
• Loss of bearing capacity 
• Lateral ground movement 
• Differential settlement between old and new structures 

 
These mechanisms are well-documented in NZ Transport Agency vibration research (above), which notes 
that construction vibrations can induce ground movement and settlement in vulnerable soils.  
Implication for Ohoka:  Historic homes with shallow strip foundations or unreinforced footings are 
especially vulnerable to settlement when nearby construction disturbs saturated ground. 
 
3. Excavation in water-logged soils increases risk of undermining foundations 

In wet ground, excavation causes: 
• Slumping of trench walls 
• Loss of lateral support to adjacent structures 
• Groundwater drawdown, which can trigger settlement in nearby buildings 

 
NZTA’s construction vibration guidance emphasises the need for strict control of ground conditions 
around excavation sites because saturated soils are more prone to movement.  
 
Implication for Ōhoka (our house and others): Any deep excavation (drainage, foundations, pools, 
utilities) near historic homes can destabilise the surrounding saturated soil, causing cracking or tilting.  

 
4. Historic buildings are more sensitive to vibration in wet ground 

Historic masonry buildings have: 
• Low tensile strength 
• Brittle mortar 
• Shallow foundations 
• Existing micro-cracks 

These vulnerabilities mean they are more likely to suffer wall cracking, chimney movement, and   
foundation settlement when exposed to vibration in saturated soils. NZTA’s noise and vibration guidance 
confirms that construction vibration can negatively affect nearby communities and structures, requiring 
careful management.  
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What this means specifically for Ohoka 
Ōhoka’s geotechnical profile typically includes: 

• High water table
• Peat and soft silt layers
• Poor drainage
• Liquefaction
• Susceptible soils

 (as seen in wider Waimakariri District) 

These conditions make the area high-risk for vibration-related impacts from construction. Even moderate 
construction activities—piling, vibratory compaction, heavy truck traffic can cause: 

• Cracking in plaster or brick walls
• Movement of old timber piles
• Settlement of strip foundations
• Distortion of floors
• Damage to chimneys or fireplaces

Historic homes in Ohoka (many built on shallow footings) are particularly vulnerable. 

Summary: Evidence-based conclusions: 
• Water-logged soils transmit vibration more strongly, increasing cracking risk
• Saturated soils lose strength when vibrated, causing settlement and foundation movement
• Excavation in wet ground destabilises adjacent structures, especially older homes
• Historic buildings are more sensitive to vibration, making damage more likely in wet areas like

Ohoka
• NZTA research confirms that construction vibration can cause ground movement and structural

impacts, requiring strict monitoring

This is clearly a major concern for us, and we would require confirmation of risk mitigation and 
damage compensation from the Applicant if the development is allowed to proceed. 

Provided: Two views of the historic nature of our property: 

The outside scene shows the 1865 part of the house on the right (dormer windows), which was the 
  The original hand pump well is in the foreground.  The other picture shows the 

inside of the 1877 ‘upgrade’.  We take the view that such buildings, and their community environment, are 
worth maintenance and protection.    
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4. Overview: Position taken on the status of EXPERT OPINION VS. LOCAL KNOWLEDGE in this 
process 

The Expert Panel process and other external commentary appears to focus specifically on the utility and 
apparently unique validity of expert advice as the arbiter of understanding and advice in various areas of 
contention.  We offer an evidence-based opposing response to that position. 

Context - Zero Consultation in five years: 
This requires some reference to prior processes by this applicant, where their failure to progress on two 
occasions was at least in part related to the status of their expert advice relative to that of the Waimakariri 
District Council’s. 

Interestingly, while the minute references ‘Principal issues in contention’ and lists the challenges (our 
emphasis) around; 

• Contribution to a well-functioning urban environment (note that the Applicant has specifically 
failed to demonstrate this on two prior occasions) 

• The extent of the project’s national or regional benefits (neither are apparent, and national benefit 
would be a be a very long bow to draw) 

• The appropriateness of the supporting information (for the Expert Panel to decide) 
• Demonstration of essential services (generally infrastructure) – but in this specific context the 

effects of the project on people in the neighbourhood and, if relevant (it is) the wider community, 
including any social, economic, or cultural effects 

The last point is noted here as highly important to the community, not just those immediately adjacent, 
such as our property. 

Further, the Panel Convenor goes on to note, under Engagement (paragraph 14), that the Applicant does 
not intend to engage with the District Council.  Given that there are clear challenges to the Council’s 
various policies and planning documents, after two prior failed attempts, it would be logical to consider 
collaboration, move to compliance and agreement, or withdrawal of the project from consideration. 

But perhaps more directly impactful to us, and we know our neighbours and the wider community, there 
has been a complete and continuing lack of consultation with the residents of Ōhoka in the last five years 
of their analysis, planning, documentation development and proposal presentation. We note that the 
Minute 5 of the Panel Convenor (19 August 2026) specifically refers to the behaviour of non-consultation 
continuing in this latest application. 

In short – experts may understand technical impacts; locals understand real-life consequences. 

We consider the Applicant’s sample size for local knowledge as n=2. 

In planning, urban development, and property development literature there is a substantial body of 
research arguing that local knowledge, experiential knowledge, and lived experience provide 
important evidence that can challenge, complement, or correct expert-driven planning decisions. 

Property development and planning research increasingly recognises lived experience as a legitimate 
source of evidence. Residents possess experiential knowledge about neighbourhood functioning, 
amenity values, and place attachment that is often unavailable through conventional expert assessment 
(Bąkowska-Waldmann, 2023). This reflects a broader shift in planning theory away from purely expert-led 
decision-making towards collaborative approaches that integrate local knowledge alongside professional 
expertise (Rantanen & Kahila, 2000; Perić, 2024). 

Specifically, we refer the panel to Bąkowska-Waldmann (2023), "Residents' Experiential Knowledge and 
Its Importance for Decision-Making Processes in Spatial Planning."  
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The paper argues for a shift away from a purely "expert-oriented decision-making model" toward 
collaborative planning that incorporates residents' experiential knowledge. Residents possess knowledge 
about how places function in daily life, including qualities that are difficult for experts to observe or 
measure. 

Relevant to the property development context, the study; 

a) Demonstrates that local residents identify neighbourhood qualities, amenity values, safety 
issues, social connections and place attachments often invisible to technical consultants, and  

b) Provides empirical evidence that planning decisions are improved when experiential knowledge 
is considered alongside professional expertise. 

Arnstein (1969), argued that meaningful participation requires more than consultation; it requires 
redistribution of decision-making power, delivering citizen participation involving genuine influence over 
decisions (emphasis ours). 

In summary, local residents possess experiential and place-based knowledge developed through years of 
direct engagement with the landscape and community. This knowledge provides evidence on 
environmental conditions, cumulative effects, community values, and the lived consequences of 
development that may not be captured through technical assessments. Planning research recognises 
that effective decision-making requires consideration of both expert and experiential knowledge, 
particularly where development proposals may affect the long-term character, functioning, and wellbeing 
of rural communities. 

5. Overall presentation of the application – Considerations for the Expert Panel 

The level of documentation, technical analysis and advice provided by the Applicant could lead the Panel 
to assume that this application is valid, that all elements have been considered and that this ‘masterplan’ 
approach is the best outcome for the village, and delivers net regional and national benefit according to 
the requirements of the Fast Track Approvals Act (2024). 

We disagree. 

Our comment to the Expert Panel is that this development application via the Fast Track Act, alongside 
previous failed endeavours by the Applicant has the appearance of completeness, relevance and benefit.  
However, the application is incomplete in a range of significant areas; 

a) It proposes to develop a large residential and rural-residential site in an area of absent 
community or District Council support and major infrastructure gaps (confirmed by the District 
Council) 

b) It fails to acknowledge that the Waimakariri District Council has made sufficient area and 
development opportunity available across the district – but not in Ōhoka 

c) The Applicant has never engaged or consulted with the local community, so assumptions about 
the wide range of impacts raised in their reports and proposed mitigations are specious at best. 

d) Fundamentally, this is not a project developed out of altruism in the support of housing need 
where there are no other more realistic options.  This is a proposal based purely on commercial 
opportunism supported by a process that purports to be objective and robust when (to date) it is 
shown to be far from that. 

The following section outlines our opposition component parts of the application, and while we have 
been advised to not criticise the genesis or delivery of the Act,  we retain complete opposition to it being 
used to support the notion of a residential development of this nature; it being placed in a highly 
inappropriate area with significant infrastructure gaps while the local District Council has made sufficient 
planning and access available in other areas. 
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Comment Appendix 1:   Flood Event July 2023 – Pictures at  

Note again that this event did not occur during the wettest month of July on record that the Applicant has 
specified as their measure and baseline for flooding and stormwater analysis.  That event was in 2022.  
So, it is demonstrable in the real world that total monthly rainfall is not necessarily the culprit when it 
comes to inundation events.   The following photos and commentary show the reality and effects of 
flooding in July 2023.  This event required replacement of the floor and some joists and piles in the oldest 
part of the house (1865) and wall repair up to 300mm above floor level in the garage.  Total insurance cost 
for that claim was in the region of $30,000. 

Patio Area after three hours of Swannanoa 
volunteer brigade pumping.  The 
aforementioned old hand pump well can 
be seen in the background.  Sandbags in 
place to reduce ingress of water from the 
lawn to the patio area. 
 
Note the level of pooling on the lawn even 
after two hours of pumping. This is 
indicative of the way the water behaves on 
our property AND in the paddock next door 
(i.e. the ‘grass square’ of the plan). 
 

 

 
 

View from neighbour’s 
house showing front of 
property,  ingress into the 
garage. significant water 
in paddock next door 
(where the business park 
would be).  This is at the 
end of the brigade’s 
involvement.  At their 
advice, we purchased 
some submersible 
pumps to complete the 
job. Note that the water 
flow is from the paddock 
and culvert mid right of 
picture to the boundary 
corner bottom left (and 
from there across the 
road.  This is not standing 
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water; it was flowing 
freely. 
 
This picture shows the 
flooding completely 
across the road, with 
inundation of the culvert 
leading to a virtual lake 
around the Ōhoka 
Gatehouse immediately 
adjacent. At this point, 
the domain itself was 
fully flooded.  Note that 
this is past the high water 
point that day. 

 
The following is a panorama stitched together from a video of the event later in the day, July 2023, notably 
AFTER the Swannanoa Fire Service had pumped out our patio and the water level in the house and garage 
had receded. 
In the video, the water is flowing across the front of our property (L-R) and across the road into what became 
a temporary lake in the Domain.  This can be seen in the front of one of our vehicles parked (theoretically) out 
of harm’s way.  It is not static flooding.   
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