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1. SUMMARY STATEMENT 

1.1 In this evidence I address the submissions and further 

submissions that Horticulture New Zealand (“Horticulture NZ”) 

made on Proposal 8 Subdivision, Development and 

Earthworks.  As the Panel will appreciate, the interest of 

Horticulture NZ on this topic is very specific to the submitter’s 

interests on rural production matters in the Rural Zone. 

1.2 Horticulture NZ’s submissions have been largely accepted by 

Council witnesses, and subject to one amendment I support 

the changes made in response to Horticulture NZ’s 

submissions. 

2. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.1 My name is Lynette Pearl Wharfe. I am a planning consultant 

with The AgriBusiness Group.  I have a BA in Social Sciences 

and post graduate papers in Environmental Studies, including 

Environmental Law, Resource Economics and Resource 

Management.   

2.2 I am an accredited commissioner under the Making Good 

Decisions programme with Ministry for the Environment. 

2.3 I have spent over 15 years as a consultant, primarily to the 

agricultural industry, specialising in resource management, 

environmental issues, and environmental education and 

facilitation. 

2.4 I have been involved in a range of projects relating to 

hazardous substances, including writing a guidance note for 

NZ Agricultural Aviation that includes the use of 

agrichemicals, fertilisers and baits.  I have also been involved 

on behalf of Horticulture NZ in a range of district plan 

provisions relating to hazardous substances.  

2.5 I have been involved as a consultant to Horticulture New 

Zealand on the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan contributing to the submission and further submissions. 

2.6 Documents I have reviewed or referred to in preparing this 

evidence include: 

(a) Evidence of Mr Long and Ms Hogan for Christchurch 

City Council. 
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2.7 Angela Halliday (Advisor, Natural Resources and Environment 

at Horticulture NZ) attended mediation on this topic on behalf 

of Horticulture NZ. 

2.8 I have been provided with a copy of the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court’s 

Consolidated Practice Note dated 1 December 2014. I have 

read and agree to comply with that Code.  This evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am 

relying upon the specified evidence of another person.  I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. HORTICULTURE NZ SUBMISSIONS 

3.1 Horticulture NZ made five submissions on this proposal. 

Definition of Earthworks 

3.2 Horticulture NZ (2165-15) sought that the definition of 

earthworks exclude cultivation. 

3.3 This submission has been accepted by Mr Long,1 and I support 

the change made to the definition. 

Definition of Cultivation 

3.4 Horticulture NZ sought a definition of cultivation (2165-16).  

3.5 Mr Long suggests the deferral of any definition for cultivation 

to the Natural and Cultural Heritage hearing, or the Stage 3 

definitions hearing.2 

3.6 I support the deferral of consideration of the definition to the 

Stage 3 definitions hearing on the basis of the cross-plan use 

of the definition identified by Mr Long. 

Definition of Disturbance of Soil 

3.7 Mr Long assessed the definition of ‘Disturbance of Soil’ under 

this proposal, and considered it unhelpful to delete the 

definition as sought by Horticulture NZ (2165-112). 

3.8 Horticulture NZ considered it unclear why two definitions 

(disturbance of soil and earthworks) were included for 

                                                 
1 Primary Evidence of Andrew Long, Christchurch City Council, Chapter 8, at 

paragraphs 8.6-8.9. 

2 Primary Evidence of Andrew Long, Christchurch City Council, Chapter 8, at 

paragraph 8.7. 
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essentially the same activity. Mr Long considers that the Plan 

uses these terms differently, and as such it is appropriate to 

retain them.3 

3.9 I accept this view of Mr Long’s. 

Cross-Referencing to the Rural Chapter 

3.10 Horticulture NZ sought that the chapter include cross-

referencing to Chapter 7 Rural (2165-12). 

3.11 Ms Hogan recommends the inclusion of a clarification 

statement under 8.1 Objectives and Policies which states the 

relevance of other policies, and accepts the Horticulture NZ 

submission in part.4 

3.12 I support this change. 

Reverse Sensitivity 

3.13 Horticulture NZ sought additional assessment matters for 

subdivision on land with high production potential, including 

reverse sensitivity effects (2165-14). 

3.14 Ms Hogan accepts that greater clarification is required, and 

has made recommended changes to Rule 8.2.4.1(6), 

including direct reference to versatile soils in relation to rural 

productive activities and reverse sensitivity effects.5 

3.15 I accept the evidence of Ms Hogan that changes would 

provide greater clarification. 

3.16 The recommended changes are set out in Attachment 1 to 

Mr Long’s evidence. 

3.17 The relevant changes cause 8.2.4.6.1 (6) clauses c) and h) to 

read as follows: 

c) The extent to which clustering or grouping 

development is beneficial within areas where there is 

the least impact on the ability to maximise rural 

productive activities, including versatile soils, natural 

character and its elements such as indigenous 

vegetation, landform, waterways and wetlands.  

                                                 
3 Primary Evidence of Andrew Long, Christchurch City Council, Chapter 8, at 

paragraph 8.11. 

4 Primary Evidence of Deborah Hogan, Christchurch City Council, Chapter 8, at 

paragraph 7.5. 

5 Primary Evidence of Deborah Hogan, Christchurch City Council, Chapter 8, at 

paragraph 7.42. 
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AND 

h) The extent to which the subdivision will lead to 

development of sensitive activities that will increase the 

potential to create reverse sensitivity effects on the 

ability to utilise land with high production potential 

(versatile land) and on surrounding permitted and 

existing activities. 

3.18 Horticulture NZ has been involved in mediation on the Rural 

Chapter of the pCRDP and the focus has been on rural 

production activities, rather than just ‘high production 

potential’ or ‘versatile land’. 

3.19 Therefore in my opinion it would be better that the matters of 

discretion referred to ‘rural production activities’.  Such an 

approach would enable the assessment of potential for 

reverse sensitivity without entering into a debate as to 

whether land has ‘high production potential’ or is ‘versatile 

land’.  

3.20 The recommended change to clause c) is appropriate as the 

assessment is not limited to versatile soils.  However clause h), 

which is focused on reverse sensitivity, is more limited in its 

application. 

3.21 Therefore I would support an amended clause h) as follows: 

h) The extent to which the subdivision will lead to 

development of sensitive activities that will increase the 

potential to create reverse sensitivity effects on the 

ability to utilise land with high for rural production 

activities potential (versatile land) and on surrounding 

permitted and existing activities. 

3.22 While this change is slightly different from that sought by 

Horticulture NZ it would retain consistency and clarity in the 

proposed Plan. 

4. CONCLUSION 

4.1 For the reasons set out in this evidence I support the changes 

made by Council witnesses, subject to minor changes to 

8.6.4.1 (6) h), as they respond to the submissions made on this 

topic by Horticulture NZ. 

 

Lynette Pearl Wharfe 

14 October 2015 


