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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

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

Federated Farmers, based in Christchurch. 

2. I hold an LLB from Otago University and a Post-Grad Diploma in Business & 

Administration from Massey University. I am a member of Federated Farmers’ 

Regional Policy team.  

Chapter 11 process to date 

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

(2788) on Stage 2 proposals. In this evidence I am responding to Ms Sarah Jenkin’s 

revised (post-mediation) version of the Utilities proposal, dated 17 November. I 

attended  mediation on behalf of Federated Farmers  on 11 November 2015.  

4. We note that the proposal has changed considerably since we first submitted. Our 

current concerns are as follows: 

 Polices 11.1.1.6 (1d) and 11.1.1.6 (2a) : these do not  recognise existing land 

users  

 Policy 11.1.1.6 (2e): we are opposed to a buffer corridor for electricity 

distribution lines; we have made similar arguments in the Earthworks 

(Chapter 8) and Rural (Chapter 17) proposals. 

 Definition: electricity distribution line corridor. We consider it is premature to 

include this definition as no decision has been made about buffer corridors for 

local distribution lines. The definition is also unclear, and relies on knowing 

what a buffer area is (?). In the event that a lines company is successful in a 

corridor for a very specific area, or for a specific purpose which justifies such 

serious intervention (we do not know of such an area so far), then the 

definition should be refined, and refer very specifically to a mapped location. 

 Rule 11.3.1.1 P 14 and 15. 

 

Revised Chapter 11 proposal, dated 17 November 2015. 

Policy 11.1.1.6 (1d) 

5. We refer to our original submission (15 June 2015) at p.7. We would like to see 

recognition of exiting lawful activities, including those farming businesses which host 

the lines. We suggest the following, or similar: 

 

[d.] having regard to the route, site and method selection when considering the 

effects of new infrastructure or major upgrades, including  any alternate routes, sites  

and methods that might lessen the impact  of proposed work  on existing lawful 

activities. 
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Policy 11.1.1.6 (2a) 

6. As above, we suggest as follows: 

2a. managing the adverse effects of the network on the environment, including 

considering any alternate routes, sites  and methods that might lessen the impact  of 

proposed work  on existing lawful activities. 

 

Policy 11.1.1.6 (2e) 

7. At mediation we suggested removing the reference to buffer corridors , and also the 

reference to ‘identified strategic’ electricity distribution lines, as it is not clear what 

these are, and it should not be necessary to consult a map to understand a policy. 

We also oppose this provision for other reasons. 

 

8. We refer the Panel to our closing statement in the Rural hearing, dated 17 November 

2015. This explains our reasons for opposing buffer corridors for local distribution 

lines.  

 ‘Identified’ local distribution lines, as suggested at clause 2e, are not (in our 

view) strategic infrastructure, as they are not of greater than local importance.  

 

  In any case, we do not think it is the intention to provide buffer corridors for 

all sorts of infrastructure that may fall within the proposed Plan definition, and 

it would be impractical and very inefficient to do so. 

 

 There is no directive to create a corridor under Strategic Objective 3.3.12 in 

the proposed Plan, if that is what is driving this provision. That objective sets 

out some examples, ‘amongst other things’, that may be used to manage 

reverse sensitivity. That is all. This does not preclude other more efficient and 

cost effective methods, which do not involve taking valuable land out of 

production (by restricting what  can be done on that land). 

 

 We suggest that direct reference in the Plan to the comprehensive national 

regulation (NZECP34:2001) is a much more efficient and cost effective 

method than introducing restrictive rules affecting other legitimate existing 

land users.  

 

9. We suggest the following: 

[e.] avoiding adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, on electricity 

distribution lines,  consistent with The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 

Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001). 

 

(continues) 
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Rule 11.3.1.1  

P 14 (2) 

10. We oppose 11.3.1.1. P14 (2) in revised proposal 17 November.  We see  no reason 

why an irrigation utility (reticulated water for irrigation) is excluded from the permitted 

activity rule.  

11. Farming is a permitted activity and irrigation is a crucial part of farming. The 

NZECP34:2001already provides for safe distances for mobile plant (includes 

irrigation equipment, Section 5, NZECP34) and distances from water. 

12. We see no justification for needing a resource consent for irrigation equipment which 

complies with NZECP34:2001. 

13. We ask the Panel to delete clause 2 (only)  of 11.3.1.1 P14. 

 

Rule 11.3.1.1. 

P15  

14. We ask the Panel to delete P15 in its entirety, as there is no requirement for a buffer 

corridor for distribution lines. Please see Federated Farmers evidence for the Rural 

and Subdivision chapters; and as above, even if a buffer corridor is mandated for the 

National Grid, the mandate extends to sensitive activities only, and irrigation 

equipment is not a sensitive activity. 

 

15. We could live with this provision without clause (2), as without clause 2, it says that 

reticulated water for irrigation must comply with NZECP34. But we do NOT accept 

clause 2. There is no reason why irrigation equipment should require resource 

consent to be under the lines, if they comply with NZECP34:2001, and we strongly 

oppose this provision, which is in direct conflict with the stated aim of the District Plan 

review to encourage and enable productive activities, and to reduce unnecessary 

consenting overhead. 

 

16. We do not understand the thinking behind this provision, and have not yet had the 

opportunity to discuss with other parties. 

 

End.  

 

 


