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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1. My full name is Vance Andrew Hodgson, and my 

qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence in 

chief. 

2. In relation to this rebuttal statement of evidence, I reiterate 

and confirm my compliance with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses as set in my evidence in chief.  

CONTEXT AND SCOPE OF MY REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

3. The context and scope of my rebuttal evidence is to address 

matters which have become apparent since the lodging of 

primary evidence from submitters other than Christchurch 

City Council. In particular I respond to the statements of 

evidence from: 

(a) Laura Catherine Buttimore on behalf of Orion New 

Zealand Limited. 

(b) Fiona Mackenzie for Combined Canterbury 

Provinces Federated Farmers. 

4. In summary, my rebuttal evidence is that corridor protection 

provisions for the Orion electricity distribution network need 

clarification in regards to permitted farming and farm building 

activities.  

EVIDENCE OF LAURA CATHERINE BUTTIMORE 

5. I had previously expressed support for the evidence of 

Deborah Hogan for Christchurch City Council responding to 

a request from Orion for restrictions (like those applied to the 

National Grid) to prevent sensitive activities from locating 

near their electricity distribution lines (66kv, 33kv and 11kv 

Heathcote to Lyttelton). I considered that this was a practical 

response to the provisions sought if it is determined regulation 



 

 

in addition to NZECP34: 2001 should be included in the district 

plan. 

6. However, paragraph 20 of Ms Buttimore’s evidence clarifies 

that Orion are seeking corridor protection provisions in relation 

to buildings, as well as in relation to sensitive activities. That is, 

the provisions cover all buildings, not just those associated 

with sensitive activities.  

7. As noted in my primary evidence, Horticulture NZ remains 

concerned in regards to imposing protection corridors around 

local distribution lines in rural areas. The IHP confirmed in its 

decision on Temporary Activities (paragraph 41, 19/3/2015) 

that Orion’s 66kV and 33kV electricity distribution lines do not 

form part of the National Grid, and do not justify the higher 

level of protection directed by Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET. 

The question is what, if any, district plan methods should be 

applied to provide for this infrastructure. 

8. Horticulture NZ has no issue with identifying this network on the 

district plan maps or on Land Information Memorandum 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.  

9. However, the requirement for Councils to enforce 

NZECP34:2001 and/or methods that go further than 

NZECP34:2001 is not supported. 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. 



 

 

10. Ms Buttimore has provided a redline version of amendments 

to the rural provisions setting out how she sees the provision 

should be structured. I have reviewed these and I comment 

as follows. 

Rural Banks Peninsula Zone 

11. Paragraph 2.23 of my EIC noted that on review of the 

submission and area of activity, the Rural Banks Peninsula 

Zone is not an area of focus for horticultural activities. 

Notwithstanding this, I support a consistent approach to this 

issue whether it relates to the 33kV electricity distribution lines 

in the Banks Peninsula or the 66kV, 33kV and 11kV lines 

through the Rural Urban Fringe Zone and Rural Port Hills Zone 

that are of interest to the horticultural sector. 

 Rural Urban Fringe Zone and Rural Port Hills Zone 

Activity P1 Farming (Permitted Activities) 

12. Ms Buttimore proposes a fencing setback of 2.2m compared 

to 5m originally sought for the 33kV, and Heathcote to 

Lyttelton 11kV, electricity lines. This responds to recent 

discussions Orion has had with Horticulture NZ and Federated 

Farmers and aligns this standard with clause 2.3.2 of the 

NZECP34:2001.  

13. While I support the recommendations, I remain unconvinced 

of the need to replicate a standard from NZECP34:2001 in a 

district plan or require a district plan in Christchurch to 

implement NZECP34:2001 while not having national 

consistency on this matter if this is required. 

Activity P2 Farm Building (Permitted Activities) 

14. As the activity is identified as ‘Farm Building’, the listed Activity 

Specific Standards should naturally relate only to Farm 

Buildings. This is not entirely clear in the provisions suggested 



 

 

for both the Transpower and Orion assets, and improvements 

could be made to make this explicit.  

15. The Activity Specific Standards identify ‘Horticultural 

Structures’ as a permitted activity within the corridors. These 

are of course still subject to NZECP34:2001. I support this but 

suggest that the term ‘Horticultural Structures’ be linked to the 

definitions of Artificial Crop Protection Structures and Crop 

Support Structures as set out in my EIC. Horticultural Structures 

are at present not defined. Artificial Crop Protection 

Structures and Crop Support Structures as per my EIC and the 

recommendation of Deborah Hogan for CCC are to be 

excluded from the definition of buildings. 

16. The Activity Specific Standards also identify ‘Produce Packing 

Facilities’ as a permitted activity within the corridors. Rather 

than ‘facilities’, I would suggest this should be termed 

‘Produce Packing Buildings’. This would ensure the standard is 

not applied to curtilage and outdoor storage areas which are 

commonly associated with Produce Packing Facilities. 

17. The Activity Specific Standards also identify ‘Structures 

Associated with Irrigation Infrastructure’ as a permitted 

activity within the corridors. The point is made in the evidence 

of Ms Fiona Mackenzie for Federated Framers that she 

understands from discussions with Transpower that the term is 

intended to capture larger structures such as dams and water 

storage ponds, not pivots, RotoRainers and other mobile 

irrigators. 

18. This makes sense as I would not expect the standard is 

intended to capture mobile irrigation machinery. There is no 

reason why grass or crops under transmission lines should not 

be irrigated. The safe distances for the operation of mobile 

plants near conductors is covered by Section 5 of the 

NZECP34: 2001.  



 

 

19. Ms Mackenzie suggests replacing these words with ‘dams, 

ponds and similar irrigation infrastructure’. However, it is not 

clear to me why these features or other irrigation infrastructure 

such as races and pumps would be of concern to Transpower 

or Orion either. These are not sensitive activities. 

20. Whatever the intent of the standard in regards to irrigation 

structures, this needs to be clarified, noting that while 

Horticulture NZ had previously supported the provisions 

developed with Transpower, the evidence of Ms Mackenzie 

has highlighted some interpretation difficulties. 

21. Concluding, I note that I have been unable to find an 

assessment by Orion or Council pursuant to section 32 of the 

Act that considers the cost of additional regulation. My 

experience with Horticulture NZ over recent years has 

highlighted to me the need to support rural production 

systems with regulatory frameworks that accommodate and 

encourage productive rural uses, changing activities and 

associated enterprises. On the ground, regulatory regimes 

must avoid unreasonable costs and delays in undertaking 

rural production activities.  

22. I would assume that compliance with NZECP34:2001 and 

indeed the standards proposed by Orion are generally 

achievable by rural production activities, as are for example 

rural noise or rural lighting standards. However, the cost of 

demonstrating compliance may affect the landowner’s 

decision to continue carrying out an activity or their 

investment in the area. 

Vance Andrew Hodgson 

05 November 2015 


