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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 the Rural (Part) Proposal Stage 2 to the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan.  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 I support the changes made in 

response to Horticulture NZ’s submissions. 

2. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.1 My full name is Vance Andrew Hodgson.  I am a director of 

Hodgson Planning Consultants Ltd, a resource management 

consultancy based in Waiuku.  I have been employed in 

resource management related positions in local government 

and the private sector since 1994 and have been in private 

practice for 10 years. I hold a Bachelor of Resource and 

Environmental Planning (Hons) degree from Massey University. 

2.2 For the public sector I was employed in student, assistant and 

senior policy planning roles by the Franklin District Council. I 

provided continuous in-house resource management 

consultancy services to the Papakura District Council from 

2004 to 2010.  Since 2010, I have been providing services to 

the Auckland Council.  The scope of work for the public sector 

has been broad, covering plan change processes, 

submissions to national standards/regulations/policy 

statements and regulatory matters.  Of note I was project 

manager and expert witness for rural plan changes in Franklin 

and Papakura, and provided rural subdivision advice to the 

Auckland Council for the preparation of the Proposed 



 

 

Auckland Unitary Plan. I also scenario tested proposed 

changes to the rural residential provisions of the Whangarei 

District Plan for the Whangarei District Council. 

2.3 I have worked in geographic information system positions in 

the United Kingdom and worked for CKL Surveying and 

Planning Limited in Hamilton.  

2.4 In private practice I regularly advise a range of private clients 

on statutory planning documents and prepare land use, 

subdivision, coastal permit, water permit and discharge 

permit resource consent applications.  I have considerable 

experience in resource consent applications, hearings and 

appeals on a range of activities, particularly for activities in 

the rural environment. 

2.5 Living and working in the rural environment of South Auckland 

/ North Waikato, I have had a continuous association with the 

rural production sector and in particular the horticultural 

industry. In recent years I have been providing resource 

management advice to Horticulture New Zealand on policy 

matters across New Zealand. 

3. INVOLVEMENT IN PROJECT 

3.1 I assisted Horticulture NZ in the preparation and lodgement of 

submissions to Stage 2 of the Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan. 

4. DOCUMENTS AND MATERIALS REFERENCED  

4.1 In producing this statement of evidence I have reviewed the 

following evidence and materials:  

 Evidence of Deborah Hogan for Christchurch City 

Council; 

 Christchurch Replacement District Plan, as notified. 



 

 

5. EXPERT WITNESS CODE OF CONDUCT 

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

for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court’s 

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. 

6. HORTICULTURE NZ’S SUBMISSIONS 

Strategic Direction Objective 

6.1 Horticulture NZ (2165-124) identified a gap in the strategic 

directions regarding rural issues. This was a matter which the 

IHP also turned its mind to in its decisions on Strategic 

Directions in February 2015. 

6.2 As set out in the evidence of Deborah Hogan for Council, this 

was resolved through a mediated agreement and I fully 

support the proposed new objective to be introduced to 

Chapter 3 Strategic Directions at included in Appendix 1 to 

Ms Hogan’s EIC. The new Objective is to read as follows: 

3.3.16 Objective - A productive and diverse rural 

environment  

a. A range of opportunities are enabled in the rural 

environment to efficiently utilise the rural resource to 

contribute positively to the economy. 

b. Recognise the contribution of rural land to 

maintaining the values of the natural and cultural 

environment, including Ngai Tahu values.  



 

 

Strategic Outcomes 

6.3 A submission related to the above (2165-123) suggested a 

similar gap appeared in Chapter 1 Strategic Outcomes. I 

understand the IHP’s decisions in February 2015 resolved to 

delete the Strategic Outcomes and transfer these to a new 

introduction. With the inclusion of a new Strategic Direction 

Objective as above, this matter is resolved for Horticulture NZ. 

Rural Objective 17.1.1 - The rural environment is maintained 

6.4 Horticulture NZ (2165.20) sought that Objective 17.1.1 be 

retained as proposed. Horticulture NZ was subsequently 

involved in the informal and formal mediation on the Chapter 

17 Rural objectives and policies. I confirm agreement to the 

mediated changes set out in Ms Hogan’s evidence and 

support for her evidence in this regard. 

Policy 17.1.1.1 - Range of activities on rural land 

6.5 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 1 as proposed (2165-21). I 

again confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out 

in Ms Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard.  

6.6 Of particular importance from Horticulture NZ’s perspective is 

that Policy 1 now highlights the economic role of rural land 

which will be enabled by the range of activities. This provides 

a direct link to the new rural Strategic Directions Objective. 

Policy 17.1.1.2 - Contributing elements to rural character and 

amenity values 

6.7 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 2 as proposed (2165-22). I 

again confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out 

in Ms Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard.  

6.8 Of particular importance from Horticulture NZ’s perspective is 

the need to identify through the policy that rural character is 



 

 

defined by a number of elements including rural production 

activities. 

Policy 17.1.1.3 - Function of rural areas 

6.9 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 3 as proposed (2165-23). I 

again confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out 

in Ms Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard.  

6.10 Of particular importance from Horticulture NZ’s perspective is 

the need to relate the function of the different rural zones to 

the nature, scale and intensity of subdivision, use and 

development of resources anticipated, in a manner 

appropriate for each zone. 

Policy 17.1.1.4 – Scale and intensity of rural related activities 

6.11 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 4 as proposed (2165-24). As 

set out in the evidence of Ms Hogan, the matters set out in 

Policy 4 have now been integrated into Policy 3 and I support 

this. 

Policy 17.1.1.5 - Density and distribution of residential units 

6.12 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 5 as proposed (2165-25). I 

again confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out 

in Ms Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard.  

6.13 Of particular importance from Horticulture NZ’s perspective is 

the need to ensure clear policy for managing residential 

activities on rural land. These are elements that are typically 

sensitive to the effects of rural production activities which 

cannot always be internalised. 

Policy 17.1.1.9 - Separation of incompatible activities 

6.14 Horticulture NZ supported Policy 9 as proposed (2165-26). I 

again confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out 



 

 

in Ms Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard.  

6.15 Of particular importance from Horticulture NZ’s perspective is 

the 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. 

Rural Activities 

6.16 Horticulture NZ supported and sought the retention of the 

permitted activity standard for Farming, Farm Buildings, heli-

landing areas, Rural Produce Retail and Rural Produce 

Manufacturing. There are no changes suggested by Ms 

Hogan that affect these activities or their activity status that 

compromise the support expressed through the submission.  

6.17 These activities remain the backbone of the rural production 

system in the rural zones and must be supported through an 

appropriate regulatory regime. 

6.18 Also supported was the permitted activity status for vehicle 

trips associated with rural activities. Changes have been 

suggested by Ms Hogan to clarify that the rules covering 

Maximum Vehicle Trips apply to all activities except farming 

and plantation forestry. Farming includes horticulture and the 

support by the submitter for the permitted activity standard 

remains. 

Built Form Standards for Farm Buildings Related to Rural 

Productive Activities 

6.19 Horticulture NZ sought a number of changes to ensure that 

the provisions will enable farm buildings and structures for rural 

productive activities, and to better align the provisions with 

the policy framework. 



 

 

6.20 Through mediation a number of changes have been agreed. 

The changes are mainly in the Rural Urban Fringe, Rural Port 

Hills and Rural Waimakariri Zones which will assist in supporting 

horticultural activities. The following amended provisions for 

farm buildings were agreed as set out in Appendix 1 to Ms 

Hogan’s EIC:  

Maximum site coverage Rules 17.3.3.8, 17.4.3.8 

 Deletion of impervious surfaces from site coverage 

requirements for sites over 4ha, and inclusion of 

exemption for greenhouses from site coverage; [pages 

41 and 55 of Appendix 1]  

Maximum individual building footprint Rule 17.2.3.13  

 Amended to exempt covered yards and covered 

races; [page 26 of Appendix 1] 

Definition of Building 

 Amended to exclude artificial crop protection 

structures and crop support structures; [page 112 of 

Appendix 1]  

Maximum building height Rule 17.3.3.2 and Rule 17.4.3.2 

 Increased from 9m to 12m for farm buildings; and 

[pages 37 and 51 of Appendix 1]. 

6.21 I confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out in Ms 

Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard. 

6.22 Horticulture NZ had sought the same outcomes across the 

Rural Banks Peninsula Zone. On review, this is not an area of 

focus for horticultural activities and these changes will not be 

pursued (Submissions 2165-27 to 2165-47). 



 

 

Definitions 

6.23 The inclusion of a reference to artificial crop protection 

structures and crop support structures under the definitions of 

Farming and an exclusion under the definition of Building is 

supported by Horticulture NZ and consistent with other district 

plans around the country.   

6.24 It is the experience of Horticulture NZ that there can be 

confusion in the administration of district plans with these 

terms. It is therefore recommended to include a definition for 

artificial crop protection structures, greenhouses and crop 

support structures because of the potential use of the terms in 

respect of the provisions for the National Grid and those 

sought by Orion NZ Ltd (discussed below) and to ensure that 

they are appropriately managed under the definition of 

building.  

6.25 The Plan includes term ‘crop protection devices’ which refers 

more to devices that emit noise, such as bird scarers and frost 

fans. ‘Artificial crop protection structures’ are distinct from 

such devices and should be separately provided for.  

6.26 A definition should also be included for greenhouses so it is 

clear that they are not artificial crop protection structures. For 

clarity a definition for crop support structures should also be 

included.  

6.27 Decisions sought: 

 Include a definition for artificial crop protection 

structures as follows:  

Artificial Crop Protection Structures means 

structures with material used to protect crops 

and/or enhance growth (excluding greenhouses).  

 Include a definition for greenhouses as follows:  



 

 

Greenhouses are a totally enclosed structure where 

plants are grown in a controlled environment.  

 Include a definition for crop support structures as 

follows:  

Crop support structures are open structures on 

which plants are grown. 

7. ORION ELECTRICITY DISTRIBUTION LINES 

7.1 Ms Hogan makes the comment in paragraph 13.19 of her 

evidence that Orion NZ Ltd seek the same restrictions as 

applied to the National Grid in terms of avoiding sensitive 

activities for their electricity distribution lines (66kv, 33kv and 

11kv Heathcote to Lyttelton).  

7.2 Horticulture NZ supports the recommendations of Ms Hogan 

on this matter with Council adopting a practical approach 

that provides limitations around sensitive activities only. An 

approach to providing for fence lines within 5m of a support 

structure where that fencing meets NZECP34: 2001 is also 

supported. 

7.3 Notwithstanding the support expressed above, Horticulture 

New Zealand remains concerned in regards to imposing 

protection corridors around local distribution lines in rural 

areas.  

8. MANAGING REVERSE SENSITIVITY 

8.1 To support Policy 9, Horticulture NZ sought the introduction of 

a 25m yard setback for dwellings in the rural zones. The 

purpose of this is to ensure that new residential buildings avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects on established horticultural activities, 

and on land with productive potential which is likely to be 

used for horticulture. Horticulture NZ considers that the 25m 

setback sought will avoid reverse sensitivity effects in many 



 

 

circumstances (which the 10m setbacks do not currently 

address), and will act as a trigger to consider the reverse 

sensitivity effects prior to the establishment of a dwelling. 

8.2 This is a method adopted elsewhere in New Zealand 

including: 

 The Papakura District: A 25m yard for new dwellings. 

 Western Bay of Plenty: Dwellings, minor dwellings, 

accommodation facilities and education facilities are 

subject to a minimum 30m setback. 

 Central Otago District Plan: A 25m yard for new 

dwellings. 

 With decisions pending, Horticulture NZ has sought a 

20m yard for dwellings in the rural zone of the Proposed 

Auckland Unitary Plan. 

 With decisions pending, Horticulture NZ has sought a 

30m yard for dwellings in the rural production zone of 

the Far North District Plan. 

8.3 At mediation the intent and wording of the provisions to 

manage reverse sensitivity effects in relation to rural 

productive activities were agreed as in Appendix 1 to Ms 

Hogan’s EIC. The agreed provisions introduce an additional 

setback of 25m for new residential units or minor residential 

units from internal boundaries. 

8.4 I confirm agreement to the mediated changes set out in Ms 

Hogan’s evidence and support for her evidence in this 

regard. 

8.5 This method is a useful tool, particularly in rural environments 

charactered by a fragmented parcel structure or liberal rural 

subdivision rules. It is a method capable of addressing a full 

package of effects e.g: 



 

 

 Noise,  

 Odour,  

 Light spill, 

 Movement, 

 Spray drift, 

 Dust. 

8.6 I am not an expert on these matters and can’t comment on 

how effective a 25m setback is to avoid or mitigate these 

effects individually or cumulatively. However, in practical 

terms, the greater the setback the more the effect would be 

softened and the more room for mitigation measures 

provided.  

8.7 I am able to comment on the effect of a setback in 

supporting the outcomes sought regarding amenity values. It 

is through a generous boundary setback for dwellings that I 

consider potential amenity concerns can be avoided or 

mitigated. Physical and visual separation can alleviate a 

perceived or real discomfort. This is particularly so in a rural 

environment where the variety of effects associated with rural 

production are often not able to be fully contained within site 

boundaries. A tractor working a field at day break, a water 

pump with a constant low noise hum, lights from vehicles 

moving through a paddock, and odour of cows or harvested 

vegetables, may singularly or cumulatively not be significant 

and may be temporary effects but nonetheless they do 

impact on the amenity of rural residents. The method 

proposed targets the interface between the sensitive activity 

and the anticipated rural productive use to assess whether 

the conflict can be addressed. 



 

 

9. PART 17.8 MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

9.1 Submissions 2165.102-107 from Horticulture NZ sought the 

introduction of matters of discretion to access potential 

reverse sensitivity impacts on rural production activities in 

situations of non-compliance with district plan standards  

9.2 These matters are sufficiently covered in the matters of 

discretion for: 

 17.8.1.5 Separation distances. 

 17.8.1.8 Identified building area (as per recommended 

changes in Appendix 1 of Ms Hogan’s evidence).  

 17.8.2.6 Residential activities on existing small sites (as 

per recommended changes in Appendix 1 of Ms 

Hogan’s evidence). 

9.3 I support Ms Hogan’s evidence in this regard.  

9.4 Notwithstanding this, I consider there is merit in considering 

matters of discretion be included for the following situations 

and I have suggested wording as follows: 

17.8.1.4 Building setbacks from internal boundaries 

The extent to which the reduced setback will cause or 

exacerbate reverse sensitivity effects with adjoining rural 

production activities.  

9.5 The relevance being that there may be situations where 

activities carried out within accessory buildings (e.g. sleep-

outs, home occupations, farm stays, rural tourism activity) 

that, when located within specified setbacks lead to reverse 

sensitivity conflicts. 

17.8.2.2 Minor Household Unit 



 

 

The extent to which the minor household unit will cause 

or exacerbate reverse sensitivity effects with adjoining 

rural production activities.  

9.6 The relevance being that with increased sensitive residential 

activity on a site, the likelihood of conflict with adjoining 

productive land use is higher. 

10. CONCLUSION 

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

made by Council witnesses, subject to the changes 

suggested to 17.8.1.4 and 17.8.2.2, as they respond to the 

submissions made on this topic by Horticulture NZ. 

 

Vance Andrew Hodgson 

29 October 2015 

 

 


