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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 have previously worked as a resource 

management lawyer and currently I am a member of Federated Farmers’ Regional 

Policy team. This statement is not submitted as expert evidence. 

Federated Farmers position 

3. Federated Farmers on the whole supports the Council’s revised Chapter 17 proposal. 

There are only two areas where we would like to see changes; 

a) Objectives and policies 

b) Orion’s proposed new corridor  rules 

We refer to our rebuttal evidence dated 21 October 2015, particularly pars 10-36 and 

we rely on those same arguments for this proposal.  

 

Chapter 17 process to date 

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

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

evidence on Rural chapter 17, dated 16 October 2015, and to the revised chapter 17 

proposal attached to that evidence. 

5. I attended facilitated mediation sessions on 6 and 7 October 2015.  

6. Federated Farmers has also held discussions with Transpower (Friday 18 September 

2015) and with Orion (Tuesday 20 October 2015) to try to reach agreement on rules 

for ‘corridor’ protection sought by Transpower and Orion around the National Grid 

and distribution lines respectively.  

Transpower 

7. Federated Farmers has largely agreed with Transpower on provisions for an 

appropriate buffer corridor, as required by Policy 11 of the NPS on Electricity 

Transmission, within which sensitive activities only, will be non-complying, and 

these are largely reflected in the revised version.  

8. We still wish to clarify Transpower’s Farm Building activity standard. From our 

discussions with Transpower, the phrase ‘structures associated with irrigation 

infrastructure’ (as at 17.5.2.1 P2)  is intended to capture larger structures such as 

dams, water storage ponds and suchlike, not pivots and RotoRainers, which are 

already covered by Section 5 NZECP34.  

The aim (for Transpower) is to avoid permanent structures that would make it difficult 

to access and maintain the National Grid. However we do not wish to have other 

irrigation equipment caught up in this rule. We suggest as replacement words: ‘dams, 
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ponds and similar irrigation infrastructure’ as the definition of infrastructure already 

includes pump stations and reservoirs, and reinforces the correct meaning of this 

phrase. 

Orion 

9. Federated Farmers as not yet reached agreement with Orion. We support the revised 

proposal which takes out buildings from Orion’s requested corridor, but we seek to 

have a new ‘Orion maintenance’ corridor removed entirely, as none is mandated or 

needed. What is proposed is effectively yet another ‘overlay’ on rural land.  

10. With the upcoming chapters 9 and 19, farmers already face the prospect of multiple 

overlays— natural character, landscape and coastal, and now recently proposed new 

sites of Ngai Tahu cultural significance, which we so far know nothing about.  At this 

rate, there will be no usable farmland left land left. We oppose ‘electrical overlays’ for 

local distribution lines, and I rely also on my evidence dated 21 October (Chapter 8 

hearing).  

11. Orion’s requests in this Rural proposal go further than in Chapter 8, as the company 

is now requesting not just earthwork clearance around poles (which already exists 

under NZECP34) but an entire corridor under the line, 5 metres either side of the 

centre line. (See at 17.2.2.5 NCX) where buildings cannot occur. 

12. The problem is that the definition of building is very wide (e.g.any structure or part of 

a structure whether permanent, moveable or immoveable etc.)  We support Ms 

Hogan’s revised version of Proposal 17 which removes ‘building’ from the requested 

corridor. 

13. However we still oppose (eg 17.2.2.5 NCX(a) ) in its entirety as there is no 

requirement to have any sort of  buffer corridor for distribution lines, for all of the 

reasons set out in my evidence of 21 October. This is only a requirement for the 

National Grid, and only for sensitive activities.  

14. All buildings, sensitive or not, are governed by the NZECP34 and it is much safer to 

refer to this, as there are specifics for distances and voltages which cannot be easily 

jammed into a rule. 

 For distances between buildings and line support structures, see page 5, at 

2.4 and Table 1 

 For distances between buildings and the lines, see page 8, section 3and 

Table 2. 

15. We  oppose 17.2.2.5 NCX not only because it is confusing and unnecessary, but also 

because it is inconsistent with the NZECP34, and as such is actually unsafe. It is  

risky for the CCC to put rules in its Plan that are inconsistent with national 

regulations. See Table 2 page 9 NZECP34 for the safe distance for a building near a 

line. Earthworks, and distances from conductors (lines), are two different things and 

NCX (a) is a mish-mash of both.  
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16. We support the efforts of Ms Hogan, particularly in such a tight timeframe, to refine 

the corridor rule in this version. She has recognised that there is no need to elevate 

Orion’s sporadic maintenance work above all other land uses on productive land, and 

has removed buildings from NCX. However we ask the Panel to remove NCX 

altogether, transferring Notes 3 and 4 into 17.2.2.5 P1. Note 4 could also usefully be 

placed into P2. 

 

17. The NZECP34 continues to apply, and the Council is managing reverse sensitivity by 

reference to the national regulation. Plan users are directed to the NZECP34, which 

provides safe distances for earthworks, fences and buildings in the vicinity of all 

transmission and distribution lines. The only reason for a corridor for Transpower is 

that it is mandated by the NPS to ensure all-time access for maintenance on the 

National Grid.  

 

18. Federated Farmers is more than willing to work with Orion to ensure that NZECP34 

is well understood by all of our members. It is largely up to a lines company to ensure 

that it gets its message out, and this is simpler since the advent of websites and 

other social media tools. It is not the job of the already stretched Christchurch City 

Council to have to police Orion’s lines, nor to have to try and write rules to cover  a 

wide range of distances and voltages etc. Specialists have already produced the 

NZECP for exactly this purpose. 

   

19. Federated Farmers continues to suggest that including reference to relevant national 

guideline documents (NZECP), rather than attempting to duplicate or interpret their 

contents, is the most appropriate and efficient way for Council to manage reverse 

sensitivity around Orion’s distribution lines. 

 

Federated Farmers changes sought..  

 

Objectives and policies 

20. Federated Farmers is fully supportive of the positive and succinct strategic objective 

3.3.16. 

   

21. However in creating a new strategic objective, 17.1.1. Objective 1 has been 

cannibalised, and reduced it to the uninspiring (and ungrammatical) fragment:  “The 

rural environment is maintained.”  We are left hanging and wondering why the 

environment is to be simply ‘maintained’, and for what purpose?  

 

22. Given that strategic objective 3.3.16 is tucked away in another chapter, we would like 

to see ‘productive and diverse’ come back into Objective 1, to reinforce the otherwise 

invisible 3.3.16 and as the touchstone of the rural chapter  

 

23. At 17.1.1 Objective 1(i), we would also remove the words ‘where appropriate’ as 

there is no such hesitation in (v) below. Either keep it in both places (i) and (v), or 

remove it in both places. We would like it removed, as when is it not appropriate to 

enhance the function, character and amenity of the rural environment? 
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A productive and diverse rural environment is maintained; subdivision, use 

and development on rural land contribute to:   

Delete (a) as there is no (b), and follow with i. to iv. 

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. 

 

24. 17.1.1.1 Policy 1, we fully support, but would link the first two statements together so 

that it reads better, removing (a) and following on with i. to iv.  

 

25. 17.1.1.2 Policy 2 Unfortunately we were unable to attend an informal meeting with 

CCC on 2 September to discuss Rural policies and objectives, where various 

planners  revised things from the notified version. We are disappointed to see that (i) 

was removed, leaving this entire policy on ‘contributing elements to rural character’ 

without any reference to farming, which we hope is an oversight.. A solution to this 

would be to simply add in to ii. 

 

ii. a landscape dominated by farmland, openness and vegetation 

 

There is a tiny reference to farming buried in (c), along with  the other ‘untouchables’ 

such as quarrying and forestry, but our members are puzzled at why the policies in 

the Rural chapter are so reluctant to acknowledge farming. I have explained that 

farming is now called  ‘rural productive’ in planning-speak, but I believe Ms Hogan 

has agreed to link this definition, somehow, to farming.  

 

Our preference is to use the word ‘farming’ at least some of the time, so that the 

Rural chapter is relevant to plan users, as well as planners. 

Orion’s proposed new corridor rules 

26. We oppose the corridor rules requested by Orion, throughout the rural zones, and 

ask the Panel to remove them. This would leave rules for the National Grid where 

they apply. (Not, for example, on Banks Peninsula, where there are no National Grid 

lines.) 

 

27. The proposed corridor rules, in the order they appear in the 16 November revised 

proposal, are as follows:.  

 Rural Banks Peninsula 17.2.2.1 P1, 17.2.2.5 

 Rural Urban Fringe 17.3.2.1 P1 P2,  17.3.2.5 NCX 

 Rural Waimakariri  17.4.2.1 P1 P2,  17.4.2.4 NCX 

 Rural Port Hills 17.5.2.1 P1 P2,  17.5.2.5 NC4 

 Rural Quarry 17.6.2.5 NCX 

 Rural Templeton 17.7.2.1 P1(f),  17.7.2.5 NC8 
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28. By way of example, and to save repetition, we will use 17.2.2.1  P1 at page 9  [in 

Rural proposal dated 16 October 2015.] to show the changes we seek.  

Permitted activity standard for Farming 17.2.2.1 P1 

Delete activity standard (a) re fencing. REPLACE with:  

For fences in the vicinity of electricity distribution lines, see Section 2.3 of 

NZECP34:2001 (NZ Electrical code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances). 

Reason: P1 (a) as drafted is incorrect in several important details. A careful reading 

of section 2.3 NZECP 34 is required; the whole section on fences applies to  distance 

from a tower or pole, NOT distance from ‘a distribution line support structure 

foundation’. Section 2.3 has been muddled with section 2.2, which is about 

excavation, not conductive fences.  

29. Section 2.3 applies to high voltage lines only. Almost all of  Orion’s lines on Banks 

Peninsula are 33kv and below, and the distance in the NZECP is 2.2 metres, not 5m 

(which is only for 66kv and above) and even then, it is distance from the tower, NOT 

the whole line.) 

 

30. This is a good example of why it is not a good idea to try and interpret the contents of 

the relevant national guideline and jam it into a rule. With the best will in the world, it 

is almost impossible to get right. It is far better to simply refer plan users to the 

NZECP34:2001. It is very clearly set out, and a safer and more efficient way for the 

Council to manage reverse sensitivity. 

 

31. Avoiding inconsistencies with national regulations is a very worthwhile goal for any 

district council, and we urge the CCC to resist trying to interpret NZECP34: and 

instead to simply refer to it. The rule proposed is a mash-up of two rules, and is 

inconsistent with the NZECP. 

Non-complying rule: requesting  corridors under Orion lines  

32. 17.2.2.5 NCX at page 19. Delete NCX altogether. Delete notes 1 and 2. Transfer 

notes 3 and 4 to 17.2.2.1 P1. Transfer note 4 to P2. 

 

33. There is no requirement anywhere to make rules about sensitive activities near 

distribution lines. (The NPS only applies to the National Grid.) This is because there 

are comprehensive rules and procedures for all buildings (sensitive or otherwise) in 

Sections 2 and 3 of NZECP34: 2001. 

 

Requirements on the landowner prior to construction of any building are very clear, 

as are the requirement for the line owner to regularly review their lines. Trees falling 

on lines and ramshackle buildings under the lines are an unfortunate reality. We are 

told that ‘genuine’ farmers are not the source of the problem, but rather lifestyle-block 

holders.  

 

34. These are business-as-usual challenges that Orion must deal with, rather than 

passing the problem to the CCC and on to ratepayers. There is scope to include key 
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lines-safety information with rates demands, and with power company invoices. 

Federated Farmers is always interested in highlighting issues in our various 

publications.  

 

35. We refer to our par 27 above and will now explain the changes we seek in Rural 

Urban Fringe 17.3.2.1 P1 P2,  17.3.2.5 NCX. This zone involves both Transpower 

and Orion. The changes we seek are as follows: 

 

36. 17.3.2.1 P1 (a) no change needed, as this refers correctly to the NZECP at 2.3.3.  

 

37. To cover off Orion here you could also add the rider, below, even if repetitious: 

For fences in the vicinity of electricity distribution lines, see Section 2.3 of 

NZECP34:2001 (NZ Electrical code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances). 

I understand that a Permitted rule is needed in order to have a Non-complying rule 

that matches, so in this case, you may need both. 

 

38. 17.3.2.1 P2 no changes needed, except the change to ‘dams, ponds and similar 

irrigation infrastructure’ as at par 8. 

 

39. 17.3.2.5 NCX delete a.iii. The rule is a mash up of NZECP 2.3.2 and 3.3.1 and is 

inconsistent with NZECP34. The rule is trying to cover both the NZECP lines rule,  

and NZECP supports rule, in one, and the  distance (5m) is wrong for both cases. 

 

40. 17.3.2.5 NCX (b): delete all reference to the electricity distribution line. The distance 

for smaller lines is only 2.2m, and the requirement is only for a National Grid corridor. 

Par 37 above and the note about all fences at P1 resolves this problem. 

 

41. 17.3.2.5 NCX  

 Note 1: delete reference to distribution lines 

 Note 2: delete reference to Orion New Zealand Limited  

 Delete notes 3 and 4 from here and replace in P1. Add note 4 also to P2. Edit 

both notes to eliminate reference to both National Grid and electricity 

distribution lines, and use single term electricity lines for both, since NZECP 

applies to both. This will shorten notes 3 and 4 considerably.   

 

42. We ask for these same changes throughout the rules set out at par 27.  

 
Summary and conclusion 

43. We do not support a piecemeal (Christchurch) extension of the NPS Transmission 

corridor protection to lines company Orion for the following reasons: 

 

a) The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(NZECP 34:2001) already provides complete protection for distribution (and 

Transmission) lines, including safe distances for earthworks, fences and 

buildings in the vicinity of lines. We have suggested that NZCEP 34:2001 

should be noted up front, ahead of the above rules in the Plan. This would be 
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a clear and simple reminder of the requirements that exist nationally, outside 

of the Plan, and right throughout the country. 

 

b) Orion does not fit within the Plan definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’ in either 
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement or the proposed Plan (Strategic 
Directions decision) and there is no requirement for the Council to do 
anything other than ‘manage’ activities to avoid adverse effects. This is 
sensible, as any adverse effects are already explicitly and comprehensively 
covered by the NZECP, consistently across the country.  

 

c) Paraphrasing national regulations at district plan level adds confusion and 
creates complexity which Strategic Directions objective 3.3.12 is trying to 
avoid.  

 

d) Councils are required to give effect to the NPS Electricity Transmission, but 

only for electricity transmission assets (National Grid). Central Government 

made a clear decision to limit the NPS to transmission assets, rather than 

extending it to all distribution lines.  

 

e) Policy 11 of the NPSET provides for corridors for ‘sensitive activities’ only, 
which are specifically defined; it is not a catch-all for all activities such as farm 
buildings, and under the RMA it is not appropriate to elevate distribution lines 
above other land uses in the manner proposed.  

 

ENDs.  

 

 

  


