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May it please the Panel: 

1. My name is Fiona Katrine Mackenzie.  I am a Senior Policy Advisor, employed by 

Federated Farmers, based in Christchurch. 

2. I have prepared Federated Farmers submission (2288) and further submission 

(2788) on Stage 2 proposals. I have provided a Statement dated 29 October 2015 

and a Rebuttal Statement dated 6 November 2015 for the Rural proposal, on behalf 

of Federated Farmers. I refer also to my statement dated 21 October 2015 for 

Chapter 8 (Subdivision and Earthworks).  

3. In this closing statement for the Rural hearing I am responding to the evidence of Ms 

Deborah Hogan dated 6 November and her revised version of Chapter 17  of the 

same date. (Attachment A): correcting errors, clarifying our position on the definition 

of strategic infrastructure, and strategic objective 3.3.12. 

Objective 17.1.1 

4. Ms Hogan at her par 3.7 has included an amendment which is not mine. For the 

record, the amendment I suggested is at par 23 of my statement of 29 October and is 

as follows: 

A productive and diverse rural environment is maintained; subdivision, use 

and development on rural land contribute to:   

 

i. Supporting, maintaining and enhancing the function, character and 

amenity of the rural environment, including the potential productive 

capacity of the land and the rural working environment; 

ii. Avoiding significant, and remedying or mitigating other reverse 

sensitivity  effects etc 

iii. Maintaining a contrast to the urban environment; and 

iv. Maintaining and enhancing the distinctive character and amenity of 

Banks Peninsula etc. 

 

5.  We see no reason why the theme in the strategic objective (a productive and diverse 

rural environment) should not be carried through into the first objective, which sets 

the tone for the Rural chapter. See my 29 October statement at par 21-22; we repeat 

that we find the primary objective for the Rural chapter to be truncated and  

uninspiring, and we prefer the following, which would provide a solid link to the 

otherwise invisible strategic objective.:  

 

A productive and diverse rural environment is maintained. 

 

6. We are likewise disappointed that our request to include ‘farmland’ at policy 17.1.1.2 

b(ii) has been rejected. At pars 3.14 and 3.15, Ms Hogan accepts that farmland is the 

dominant land use, but will not allow ‘a landscape dominated by farmland, openness 

and vegetation’ on the basis that plantation forestry and quarrying are also land uses. 

But clearly the landscape is not dominated by forestry or by quarrying, whereas it is 

dominated by farmland. We ask the Panel to use the following wording at 17.1.1.2 

b(ii): 
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ii. a landscape dominated by farmland, openness and vegetation. 

 

7. We continue to be puzzled at the reluctance to use the words ‘farming’ or ‘farmland.’ 

These everyday English language terms mean more to plan users than the term 

‘rural productive activities’, which has connotations of peasant collectives. But the 

use of rural productive activities need not preclude the use of ‘farmland’ or ‘farming’ 

elsewhere. We refer to our statement of 29 October at par 25. 

 

Inadequate justification pars 7.3 – 7.10 

8. In her 6 November 2015 rebuttal, Ms Hogan for the Christchurch City Council has 

acquiesced to the late request from Orion for corridor provisions in relation to farm 

buildings as well as sensitive activities, and Federated Farmers strongly opposes 

this. We consider Ms Hogan’s justification for doing so is inadequate and we assume 

that Ms Hogan did not have a chance to read Federated Farmers evidence of 6 

November prior to releasing the revised version of Chapter 17.  

 

9. At par 7.7, Ms Hogan notes that I have highlighted inconsistencies with NZECP34: at 

par 28 of my earlier statement of 29 October but she makes no mention of my 

statement of 6 November, which provides a much more detailed explanation of the 

proposed rules.  

 

10. We will not repeat that detail here but ask that our statement of 6 November is 

considered carefully by the Panel. 

 

Strategic objective 3.3.12  

11. Ms Hogan (at 7.9, 6 November evidence) relies on the Strategic Direction objective 

3.3.12 as being a ‘strong directive’ for a corridor for Orion’s local lines. We disagree 

with Ms Hogan as we see nothing in Objective 3.3.12 to suggest buffer corridors for a 

local lines company. There is a specific reference to a buffer corridor for the National 

Grid, and reference to the Port and the Airport noise contours. 

 

12. Ms Hogan makes a very large leap from 3.3.12 (b), to corridors, as there is no 

suggestion that (b) means setting up corridors, even if local lines are strategic 

infrastructure, which we say they are not (we will discuss this next). 

  

13. The plain reading of 3.3.12 (b) is that the phrase ‘amongst other things’  leaves it 

sensibly open to Council to deal with reverse sensitivity effects. There is no directive 

to install corridors for strategic infrastructure. Corridors have come about for the 

National Grid as a result of the NPS on Electricity Transmission, after much 

discussion and consultation at national level.  

 

14. In our view, it is not enough to find that a Council could provide corridor protection; it 

is essential to provide sound reasons why it should . That is, where is the justification 

for elevating the rights of one land user above the rights of other legitimate land 

users in the way proposed?  
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15. We agree with Mr Hodgson at pars 21 and 22 of his 5 November 2015 evidence for 

Horticulture NZ. We have seen no S.32 assessment that considers  the cost of 

additional regulation. We also support his pars19 and 20 (5 November evidence) re 

why irrigation equipment is any concern to Orion. Transpower has already stated that 

this sort of irrigation equipment is not intended to be caught, and this needs to be 

changed in the proposed rules for Transpower.  

Are local lines Strategic Infrastructure? (...and does it really matter) 

16. Both Ms Buttimore and Ms Hogan rely on the definitions in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement, since a local lines company does not fit within the definition of 

Strategic Infrastructure in the proposed District Plan. But even for clearly strategic 

infrastructure, there is no compulsion in strategic objective 3.3.12 for CCC to do 

anything other than manage reverse sensitivity. 

  

17. Somewhere between the Temporary Activities decision dated 26 February 2015 and 

subsequent hearings for proposals 14,15 and 16, the Christchurch City Council has 

done an about-face on corridors. Here is an excerpt from the Temporary Activities 

decision dated 26 Feb 2015:   

 
[41] The Panel notes the further submission made by Orion, which does not support the sole reference 

to the National Grid and associated assets. Orion seeks the inclusion of its assets within the rule 

framework for corridor protection measures.  

 

While noting Orion’s submission states that many of the high voltage distribution lines within the City 

(66kV and 33kV electricity distribution lines) have recently been transferred from Transpower to Orion, 

we agree with the legal submission of the Council 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. 

 

18. In subsequent chapters, the CCC has acquiesced, without any further S.32 

justification, to requests from Orion for National Grid- type protection for its assets. 

We believe that confusion occurred (at CCC) about whether or not Orion is ‘strategic 

infrastructure’ as defined in the Strategic Directions decision definition, and gathered 

momentum on the back of a flawed interpretation of what is required under Strategic 

Objective 3.3.12. As a Council Controlled Company, we are starting to wonder if 

Orion benefits from an in-built bias from its (regulator) parent.  

Definitions in the RPS 

19. It is our view that the definition for regionally significant infrastructure at p.198 of the 

RPS is written from the perspective of the region (Canterbury) —it is after all a 

Regional Policy Statement —and that (14) electricity distribution network refers to the 

region-wide electricity distribution network, of which Orion’s local lines are but a  part. 

 

20. We don’t see a single subset of local ‘identified’ line (Ms Buttimore’s term; par 18, 

Buttimore 24 April) as regionally significant infrastructure. That doesn’t make sense 

from a plain reading of the RPS at page 198. 

 

21. On our plain reading of ‘strategic infrastructure’ at page 204 RPS we say that Orion is 

not included, as its lines are local, they are not of greater than local importance. This 
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is reinforced by the examples below where it is not included, when it could have 

been. See also Ms Buttimore at par 66 of 24 April evidence, which is appended to 

her 29 October evidence. 

 

The evidence provided by Mr Watson demonstrates I believe, the important function 

and role that the identified Orion network plays within Christchurch. 

 

22. We note also that strategic infrastructure is regionally significant (p.198 RPS at (15)) 

but regionally significant infrastructure is not necessarily strategic infrastructure. 

 

23. Putting the arguments aside as to whether local lines are ‘strategic’ or not, we believe 

the Council has become unduly fixated on infrastructure objective 3.3.12. 

 

Strategic objective 3.3.12 (again) 

 

24. Ms Hogan at her par 7.9 seems to feel her hands are tied by Strategic Objective 

3.3.12 but we don’t see anything in here that relates to Orion. There is an NPS 

mandated buffer for the National Grid, but nothing that suggests buffers are needed 

under local lines on Banks Peninsula. To what purpose? And where is the further 

justification required under the RMA?  

 

25. We oppose Orion’s requested buffers for local lines because  the Council can 

adequately manage this complex area by clearly referencing  NZECP34: in the 

District Plan. This national regulation captures all buildings and fences in the vicinity 

of electricity lines. 

 

26. All the Council is required to do is to manage adverse effects from incompatible 

activities. We do not believe that objective 3.3.12 envisages corridors for all and 

sundry.  

 

27.  By creating another whole layer of rules, including consultation with Orion, the 

Council is flying in the face of its own imperatives to reduce prescription and to 

simplify consenting and notification requirements. 

 

The CRPS is an integrated  plan for the whole region 

28. Federated Farmers can see that there is already a difficulty with setting up a ‘special 

area’ within Greater Christchurch which will have different rules than for other lines 

companies operating in exactly the same way within the wider Canterbury region. If 

this was within an especially earthquake damaged part of Christchurch and for a very 

specific reason, we might have some sympathy for restricting the rights of other land 

users under the lines, temporarily. But it is not.  

 

29. Orion is seeking corridors to extend across Banks Peninsula and other Rural zones 

which were virtually undamaged by the earthquakes. Even within Christchurch City, 

we have not heard any persuasive reason why corridors are required to ‘protect’ 

Orion’s assets. The earthquakes occurred five years ago, and there is now so much 
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empty space in the City that it is  hard to see why problems with accessing lines 

would occur. [There will always be isolated incidents of digger drivers knocking the 

lines, but rules in a City Plan will do nothing to prevent human error accidents of this 

sort.] 

 

30. Ms Buttimore has skipped over Issue 5.1.1 about managing infrastructure across the 

wider region. However the Panel needs to be concerned about the wider region in 

making its deliberations. I refer again to my evidence dated 21 October 2015 for the 

Earthworks Chapter 8 and we rely on  those arguments being  understood by the 

Panel in the context of this hearing. 

 

31.  We specifically note the likely precedent effect of a decision which awards ‘buffer 

corridors’ to local lines companies. The very real cost of this, judging by the 

involvement of consultants and lawyers in this hearing, and the ongoing costs for 

CCC and landowners who have to deal with another layer of regulation, needs to be 

carefully looked at and weighed up against the perceived benefits. Mr Butcher’s 

evidence has not changed our view that the proposed corridor rules fail the S.32 test. 

Why is the Council elevating a local lines company above other land users? 

32.  Farmers are told they must increase productivity considerably by 2025. Every 

restriction placed on farming activities needs to be justified, as the wellbeing of the 

wider community depends on agricultural exports.  

 

33. We ask the Panel not to extend National Grid status to a local distribution lines 

company. This will place unwarranted restrictions on land currently farmed below and 

adjacent to lines, it is not contemplated by any higher order documents, and it 

contravenes Part 2 of the RMA. It could also create an unfortunate precedent and a 

feeding frenzy for consultants up and down the country, who will frighten local lines 

companies into thinking they need a corridor, where no requirement exists. 

 

34. If Mr Watson believes that awareness of NZECP:34 is not high, we suggest that is 

part of Orion’s core business to sort this out. I refer to my statement 6 November 

2015 at , pars 33-35.. 


