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INTRODUCTION 

1. These submissions briefly cover: 

(a) Horticulture NZ’s issues in the Rural area; 

(b) Matters which have been resolved since rebuttal; and 

(c) Outstanding matters. 

ISSUES FOR HORTICULTURE IN THE RURAL CHRISTCHURCH AREA 

2. It is particularly important to recognise rural production in the 

Christchurch area, both in its contribution to rural character, and its 

contribution to the economy, and to enable rural production activities 

to continue. 

3. Reverse sensitivity is an important issue to manage, particularly in regards 

to residential development in rural areas. There is a need to ensure a 

clear policy linkage to the rules requiring separation distances and 

boundary setbacks, such as boundary setbacks for new residential 

activities, to manage the avoidance of reverse sensitivity effects.  

AGREED MATTERS SINCE REBUTTAL 

4. Upon Mr Hodgson’s filing of primary evidence, only three matters were 

outstanding. Two have been resolved through Council rebuttal, as 

below.  

5. Following receipt of the rebuttal evidence of Ms Debbie Hogan for the 

Council, two changes suggested by Mr Vance Hodgson for Horticulture 

NZ have been accepted by Council: 

(a) A matter of discretion in regards to reverse sensitivity effects when 

considering building setbacks from internal boundaries, and minor 

household units;1 

                                                 

1 Rebuttal Evidence of Deborah Hogan for Christchurch City Council at paragraphs [10.1] to [10.2]. 



 

(b) Definitions for artificial crop protection structures, greenhouses and 

crop support structures.2  

6. These changes are supported by Horticulture NZ. 

OUTSTANDING MATTERS 

7. Following rebuttal, the only outstanding matter for Horticulture NZ is 

concern in relation to Orion’s submission seeking an Electricity Distribution 

Protection Corridor. Mr Hodgson produced rebuttal responding to the 

evidence of Ms Buttimore for Orion on this point.  

8. Orion seeks corridor protection provisions in relation to buildings as well 

as sensitive activities.3 

9. Horticulture NZ has no issue with identifying the local distribution network 

on district plan maps or on Land Information Memoranda to inform 

landowners and resource users of their existence. There is also no issue 

with advising land users of the need to comply with NZECP34:2001.  

10. However, the requirement for Councils to enforce NZECP34:2001 and/or 

methods that go further than NZECP34:2001 is not supported.  

11. It is Horticulture NZ’s view that this should be addressed through a review 

of NZECP34:2001 or the development of national policy on local 

distribution networks (if this is warranted) rather than a piecemeal district 

plan by district plan approach that may deliver different results in 

different areas, and create interpretation and administrative difficulties 

for all parties.  

12. Mr Hodgson identifies his concerns with the provisions proposed by Ms 

Buttimore in his rebuttal evidence:4 

(a) The fencing setback proposed has been reduced, but nonetheless 

replicates NZECP34:2001; 

                                                 

2 Rebuttal Evidence of Deborah Hogan for Christchurch City Council at paragraphs [10.3]. 
3 Primary Evidence of Vance Hodgson for Horticulture NZ at paragraph [7.2] supported what he considered 

to be a practical approach adopted by Ms Hogan that only sensitive activities would be limited by the 

proposed Corridor, and that fencing within 5m of a support structure where NZECP34:2001 is permitted. 
4 Rebuttal Evidence of Vance Hodgson for Horticulture NZ at paragraphs [10] to [20]. 



 

(b) The permitted activity statuses for various farming buildings within 

the corridor are unclear, and should be amended: 

(i) Clarity that Activity P2 Farm Building (Permitted Activities) is 

only related to farm buildings; 

(ii) A change from ‘horticultural structures’ to ‘artificial crop 

protection structures’ and ‘crop support structures’ for 

consistency and clarity; 

(iii) A change from ‘produce packing facilities’ to ‘produce 

packing buildings’ to ensure the standard is not applied to 

curtilage and outdoor storage; 

(iv) Clarity that the ‘structures associated with irrigation 

infrastructure’ standard does not apply to mobile machinery. 

13.  Horticulture NZ notes that no s32 analysis has been completed on the 

cost of this addition regulation. Mr Hodgson notes that rural regulatory 

regimes need to support rural production by avoiding unreasonable 

costs and delays. While the standards proposed are likely to be 

achievable by most activities, the cost of demonstrating compliance 

may affect a landowner’s decision to continue carrying out the activity 

or investment in the area.5 

14. NZECP34:2001 must be complied with by all land users, whether these 

provisions exist in the Plan or not. 

CONCLUSION 

15. Horticulture NZ seeks that the Panel request further s32 analysis on the 

cost and resource management basis for the proposed Orion provisions, 

if the Panel is of a mind to consider the provisions. 

 

Helen Atkins 

Counsel for Horticulture New Zealand 

13 November 2015 

                                                 

5 Rebuttal Evidence of Vance Hodgson for Horticulture NZ at paragraphs [21] to [22]. 


