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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Graham James Harrington.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 21 January 2016. 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 I refer to the minute issued by the Panel on 3 March 2016 (Minute) in relation 

to the Natural Hazards (Stage 3) proposal (Proposal) and the related minute 

issued on 8 March 2016. 

 

2.2 The Panel sought supplementary information on the following matters: 

 

(a) additional High Flood Hazard Management Area (HFHMA) mapping 

and provisions; 

(b) the effect of Council's management of waterways on Flood Ponding 

Management Areas (FPMA); and 

(c) permitted activities in rural areas affected by overlays. 

 

2.3 This supplementary evidence is in relation to (b) and (c) above.  It sets out: 

 

(a) how the management of waterways affects the Council's FPMA 

modelling; and 

(b) a technical assessment of the proposed permitted activities in rural 

areas affected by overlays. 
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3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 In relation to the effect of Council waterway management on FPMA modelling, 

the 1 in 200 year FPMA modelling scenarios are extreme events.  In these 

extreme events much of the natural river flows are across the floodplain 

outside the normal waterways, so the maintenance within the waterways is of 

secondary importance in determining the extent of the FPMAs.  

 

3.2 In relation to permitted activities in rural areas covered by flood hazard 

overlays, I have considered whether the proposed activities should be allowed 

from a technical perspective.  This is determined by the purpose of the flood 

hazard overlays.  If an activity negatively impacts on the purpose of the 

overlay, then it should not be a permitted activity or it can only be a permitted 

activity if it has activity-specific standards that mitigate the negative impact on 

the function of the area covered by the overlay.  The purpose of the three 

overlays is as follows and I have analysed the proposed rural activities 

accordingly: 

 

(a) the FMAs control floor levels and filling on urban land; 

(b) the FPMAs deal with flood storage with particular provisions for rural 

areas and low intensity developments; 

(c) the HFHMAs should address loss of life issues however they should 

not limit normal low intensity activities in rural areas.   

 

4. EFFECT OF WATERWAY MANAGEMENT ON FPMA MODELLING 

 

4.1 The Panel's concern that I am addressing in relation to the FPMA modelling is 

their question in paragraph 11(b) of the Minute, ie whether the Council 

programme for stream maintenance for flood management purposes has been 

accounted for in the modelling that produced the FPMA.  To answer this 

question, I set out below: 

 

(a) the basis of FPMAs; 

(b) the base level of water flow in waterways and how Council waterway 

management/maintenance does not affect this base level; 

(c) how the flood event is then applied to the model of the 

waterway/floodplain; and 
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(d) the effect of floodplain maintenance and waterway management on 

the model of the flood event. 

 

Genesis of FPMAs 

 

4.2 The concept of FPMA arose from the broad strategic overview of how best to 

manage the Heathcote Catchment as a part of a joint study by Environment 

Canterbury and the Council on the issue.  This joint study is documented in the 

1998 Heathcote Floodplain Management Strategy.
1
  This considered, among 

other things, the economics and practicality of enlarging the river channel.  

The historic settlement and development of the Heathcote catchment began 

near the mouth of the river and extended up through the mid-reaches of the 

river.  This means that enlarging the river channel to deal with current flooding 

issues and accommodate future flooding issues was not a practical 

solution.  The preferred solution was to ensure that the natural ponding in 

areas such as Hendersons Basin be protected.  The protection of these 

upstream natural ponding areas avoids further adverse effects on the 

developed downstream and peripheral areas in the catchment.  Protection of 

the ponding areas was initially progressed as Variation 48 to the operative City 

Plan. 

 

4.3 A similar logic was applied to the other major natural ponding areas in 

Cranford Basin and the lower-Styx floodplain. 

 

4.4 I refer to my evidence in chief dated 21 January 2016 at section 8, where I 

expand on the rationale behind the FPMAs.  

 

4.5 The extent of the FPMAs and flooding levels are determined by a 1 in 200 year 

rainfall event assuming climate change with adds 16% to today's rainfall 

intensities and it also assumes a sea level rise (SLR) of 1m.
2
  SLR has no 

measureable impact on the Cranford Basin or the Hendersons Basin FPMAs 

but it does affect the Styx Lower FPMA. 

 

4.6 In their natural state, the channel capacities of Christchurch rivers are not 

sufficient for a 1 in 200 year event, so in these events the water flow will 

always extend onto their respective floodplains.  This is not peculiar to 

                                                   
1  Found on Environment Canterbury's website at: 

http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/HeathcoteRiverFloodplainManagementStrategy.pdf.  
2  As set out in my evidence in chief at paragraph 8.2. 
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Christchurch.  Rivers around the world exhibit this phenomenon of spilling out 

of their low flow channels and it is how most floodplains developed in the first 

place.  It is not unusual for a natural river to extend out into its floodplain in a 1 

in 10 year event.  It is therefore not surprising for the modelling to show them 

flooding well beyond the low flow channel in a 1 in 200 year event. 

 

4.7 The photograph below shows the Heathcote River in March 2014 extending 

onto its floodplain in what was considered about a 1 in 30 year event from a 

flooding perspective.  In this instance the flows on the floodplain are restricted 

by the trees lining the channel and the developments on the floodplain.   

 

 

 

4.8 With the notable exception of the Waimakariri River, it is unusual for flood 

protection schemes to have a design capacity in excess of a 1 in a 100 year 

event.  For example: the Dudley Creek upgrade, currently under way, will not 

protect all of the properties in the catchment in a 1 in 50 year event.  It is 

simply prohibitively expensive to retrofit that level of protection for the older 

suburbs of Christchurch which were not built with the understanding of flooding 

that we have today. 
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4.9 The pRDP approach therefore is to progressively raise the floor levels of 

houses as they are re-built over time in the older suburbs and avoid making 

matters worse by restricting filling in the floodplains and encroachment on 

waterways.  There are also a number of Land Drainage Recovery Programme 

projects on the way and retrofit projects done in association with new 

developments which will also assist to manage flood risk in Christchurch 

 

Waterway representation in the FPMA modelling 

 

4.10 In terms of the modelling process, before the 1 in 200 year event is modelled, 

the physical dimensions must be determined.  To do this, cross sections of the 

rivers are measured at suitable intervals of about 100m depending on the 

complexity of the river channel and these measurements are used to represent 

the physical shape of the river in the model. 

 

4.11 The amount of water that can flow down the channel is determined by the 

cross-sectional area and the "roughness" of the channel. The roughness is 

determined by comparing the actual recorded river levels for a measured flow 

rate with the model predictions for the same flow rate.  Roughness values that 

have been determined by this method for Christchurch rivers are within the 

normal range of roughness for such rivers. There are usually only one or two 

points in the river where the flow rate is measured so roughness in other parts 

of the channel network are inferred from the these known points, industry 

standard values, or other local information (such as the NIWA study on the 

effects of vegetation on hydraulic performance
3
).    

 

4.12 If the actual flow rate is uncertain then the roughness is one of the factors 

which would be adjusted to match the recorded level to the model predicted 

level.  Other factors can also be adjusted during this process such as the rate 

of infiltration in the catchment over time.  This will vary depending on the state 

of development within the catchment, the catchment soils and the initial soil 

moisture levels.  This process draws on all sources of information including the 

known state of maintenance in the river and the experience and skill of the 

modeller.  The process is called "model calibration". 

 

4.13 In most natural flood events there are special circumstances such as unusually 

high weed growth, bridges under repair blocking flow, snow, particularly dry or 

                                                   
3  Effects of aquatic and bank vegetation on hydraulic performance of Christchurch streams, Nikora et al, 2004. 
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wet initial conditions.  These special circumstances are considered by 

adjusting the model configuration or other variables so that the model river is 

in what is regarded at its "normal" state. 

 

Model verification 

 

4.14 The next part of the process is to choose a flood event against which the 

model has not been calibrated and see how well the model predicts the river 

water levels (particularly maximum flood levels) over time for that event (i.e the 

“flood hydrograph”).  This process is called "model verification".  If the model 

does not make a satisfactory verification then the model configuration and 

calibration process will be reviewed until a satisfactory prediction is made and 

finally the best calibration possible is adopted. 

 

4.15 The pRDP flood hazard modelling is concerned with generating flood level 

predictions in very large events (1 in 200 years for FMAs and FPMAs and 1 in 

500 years for HFHMAs).  Therefore we chose the largest recorded events to 

act as calibration and verification events.  For the modelling in Christchurch we 

have not used any events for calibration or verification which are less than 

about a 10 year event.   

 

4.16 The river channels in Christchurch flow on a relatively flat floodplain so that 

when a large flood event occurs, the rivers begin to occupy space on the 

floodplain beyond the normal low flow channel.  Separate roughness values 

for these floodplain surfaces are usually presumed in the model to account for 

the higher level of resistance to flow of the water moving across the floodplain 

compared with the in-channel areas.  In the 200 and 500 year extreme flood 

design events a significant portion of the flow is across the floodplain and 

these flows begin to dominate the level to which the flood level rises rather 

than the roughness in the normal channel.  Council management or 

maintenance of the normal channel of a waterway is therefore a secondary 

consideration compared with the roughness of the floodplain where much of 

the flow in the extreme flood event occurs.  In other words, there should be 

little chance that a property is within the FPMA simply as a result of alleged 

lack of waterway management.  Properties are within the FPMA mainly 

because of the way the water flows across a floodplain, not its ability to flow 

through a normal waterway in regular conditions. 
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4.17 I note that in relation to the modelling of larger flood events, it is generally 

assumed that the river channels and floodplains are in their normal condition.  

It is assumed that the channels/floodplains do not have any particular 

blockages such as fallen trees or blocked inlets to pipes or cars stuck under 

bridges.  It is also assumed that there are no works within the rivers which 

clearly would affect the performance of the network in a real event. These 

random events however do happen to some extent in every major event, but 

because of their random nature, the models cannot factor these in.  An actual 

event is therefore likely to result in more flooding than the modelled design 

event with the same rainfall. 

 

Floodplain maintenance and waterway management 

 

4.18 The Council is very conscious of the need to maintain the floodplain in the 

setback areas of the rivers free from infilling and other obstructions because 

cumulatively, these materially change the volume of in-line storage in the river 

and the conveyance capacity of the river and largely determine the extent of 

the flood hazard overlays.  The Council uses the operative City Plan flood 

hazard overlays and setback provisions to restrain filling in these areas close 

to the river as a means of maintaining conveyance and storage capacity.   

 

4.19 This is also consistent with the Council's six value approach to the 

management of waterways which considers Culture, Heritage, Recreation, 

Ecology, Landscape as well as Drainage.  This multi-value approach to the 

management of rivers does reflect the community's expectations of how the 

rivers should be managed.    

 

4.20 Notably the current Dudley Creek post-earthquake upgrade changed the initial 

design and used a piped bypass rather than enlarge the lower Dudley Creek 

waterway which would have required the removal of some mature trees along 

Banks Avenue.  This change was largely due to pressure from the local 

community and it is reasonable to anticipate a similar opposition to widening 

the Heathcote River or other waterways to increase their conveyance capacity.  

 

4.21 The mid and lower parts of the Heathcote in particular were developed early in 

the history of Christchurch and this has constricted the space for the river 

necessitating the present strategy of maintaining natural upstream storage in 

Hendersons Basin, Hoon Hay Valley and Cashmere-Worsleys Valley.  This 
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provision of storage is in addition to the significant earlier “Woolston Cut” 

works undertaken by the Christchurch Drainage Board to shorten the route of 

floodwaters to the sea. 

 

Summary 

 

4.22 The Council models the rivers in their “normal state” without any significant 

obstructions or excessive weed growth.  In an extreme flood event such as the 

1 in 200 year event, the flow of water is generally governed by the obstructions 

on the flood plain, rather than roughness of the normal waterway.  I therefore 

consider that Council waterway management does not have a significant effect 

on the extent of the FPMA modelling. 

 

5. PERMITTED ACTIVITIES IN RURAL AREAS 

 

Why further information on permitted activities in rural areas has been sought 

 

5.1 Mr Warren Lewis provided evidence on behalf of Cashmere Fields (#3954) 

which raised the issue that Hendersons Basin is used for farming activities:
 4
 

 

The Henderson Basin is approximately half owned by private owners 

with the rest owned by the Christchurch City Council. These private 

owners grow crops, farm livestock, and own houses with floor levels 

set by the City Council in the past. 

 

5.2 At the hearing, the Panel asked Mr Lewis questions about the type of activities 

in rural zones that could be permissible in flood ponding areas.
5
  Mr Lewis was 

asked to provide a memorandum to the Panel outlining activities that he and 

members of his community considered appropriate in their area. 

 

5.3 Accordingly, Mr Lewis provided information to the Panel on types of additional 

rural activities that might be appropriate permitted activities.
6
 

 

Application of permitted activities in flood hazard overlays other than FPMAs 

 

5.4 In its Minute, the Panel outlined that their concern was that:
7
 

                                                   
4  Evidence of Warren Richard Lewis on behalf of Cashmere Fields (#3954) dated 2 February 2016 at paragraph 8.3. 
5  Transcript, page 189. 
6  Cashmere Fields Submission of Rural Activities dated 26 February 2016 (Cashmere Fields Memo). 
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the listed permitted activities for rural land within the HFHMA, FPMA 

and FMA overlays may not be sufficient to ensure normal farming 

activities can continue without unnecessary restriction, i.e. where 

doing so would not conflict with the intentions of the Higher Order 

Documents particularly in regard to natural hazard risk management. 

 

5.5 I note that Mr Lewis's memorandum relates only to permitted activities in the 

FPMA, however, the Panel's concern is with the permitted activities in all three 

of the flood hazard overlays.  Therefore below I have also considered Mr 

Lewis' proposed permitted activities in the context of all three flood hazard 

overlays. 

 

Giving effect to the purpose of flood hazard overlays 

 

5.6 I note that the purpose of each flood hazard overlay is different and therefore 

the permitted activities in each area should not undermine that purpose.  The 

purpose of the overlays are as follows: 

 

(a) FMAs are about reducing the potential flood damage by ensuring 

floor levels for new buildings or additions to buildings, except those 

unlikely to suffer material damage, are above flooding predicted to 

occur in a major flood event, including an allowance for appropriate 

freeboard;
8
  They are also about managing loss of floodplain storage 

as a result of filling and also the consequential diversion of flood 

waters or the constriction of waterways.    

(b) FPMAs are to protect the flood storage capacity of natural ponding 

areas and prevent downstream or peripheral effects (ie damage to 

property) from filling and activities in this area;
9
 and 

(c) HFHMAs are to avoid subdivision, use or development in areas 

where there is a high flood hazard where it will increase the potential 

risk to people’s safety, well-being and property.
10

 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
7  Minute at paragraph 20. 
8  Policy 5.2.2.1(f). 
9  Policy 5.2.2.1(d) and (e). 
10  Policy 5.2.2.1(b). 
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5.7 Accordingly, permissible activities in the respective areas must: 

 

(a) FMAs – manage filling in flooded areas and diversion of modelled 

flood waters; 

(b) FPMAs – not allow activities that affect the flood storage capacity of 

natural ponding areas; and 

(c) HFHMAs – not allow activities that increase the potential risk to 

people’s safety, well-being and property. 

 

Proposed general rule 

 

5.8 Mr Lewis proposes a general permitted use for farm activities in FPMAs:
11

 

 

Any farm activity that doesn’t: 

(a) Reduce the fertility of the soils. 

(b) Does not reduce the effectiveness of the Flood Ponding 

Management Areas. 

(c) Does not divert natural flow of water. 

 

5.9 I do not consider a general rule of this kind to be appropriate because: 

 

(a) in relation to proposed clause (a), the level of soil fertility is not a 

concern of the FPMA or any of the flood hazard overlays; 

(b) in relation to proposed clause (b), I agree with the principle because it 

clearly states the most important objective of the FPMA. However a 

rule in this form relies on the land owner knowing and understanding 

flood protection strategy and accepting the need to limit the 

incremental and cumulative effects that the activities in the FPMA can 

have in the long term on downstream or peripheral flooded risk areas.  

The landowners who may wish to reduce a drainage limitation on 

their land are incentivised to behave in contravention of the rule and 

thus a rule of this type will very likely lead to differences in 

interpretation by the landowner and the Council and would also be 

difficult for the Council to enforce.  There are already examples of 

land which appear to have been filled historically and can now be 

identified with LiDAR as shown circled below. 

 

                                                   
11  Cashmere Fields Memo at page 1. 
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(c) in relation to clause (c), I agree with the principle that the natural flow 

of water should not be diverted.  I note that this is more a concern 

that FMAs are designed to deal with, not FPMAs. In any event, many 

natural waterways are not activated in small frequent events so 

particularly a new landowner could quite unwittingly obstruct a natural 

waterway or secondary flow path which would be activated in a major 

event but otherwise remains dry.  The rule as suggested by Mr Lewis 

places no restraint on the height of fill.  In contrast the fill height 

limitations in the pRDP make the effects of any unwitting diversion as 

likely to be inconsequential.  Mr Lewis’s proposal is therefore too 

uncertain and may result in breaches and enforcement issues. 

 

5.10 Overall, I understand Mr Lewis's concern that farming activities in the future 

may change, however to provide for such a general rule creates uncertainty for 

the Council and plan users.  The Council ought to be able to consider the 

effect of these future activities on the flood hazard overlays as they arise – 

such a 'blanket' rule would not allow this to occur. 
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5.11 The rules as they are proposed in the chapter generally permit normal farming 

activities.  I note that these activities will inevitably result in a minor reduction 

of flood storage capacity in the longer term, particularly if the intensity of 

farming or other related activities increases over time, as indicated in Mr 

Lewis's submission.  However the time limits on the filling activities are 

intended to make that loss occur at a very slow rate and thus not get out of 

control before other measures begin to take effect.  The other measures being 

such things as: 

 

(a) the older, at-risk housing stock is gradually rebuilt with higher floor 

levels; 

(b) further retrofitting of flood detention facilities; and 

(c) the Council programme to raise some of the earthquake-affected 

houses and also to implement some of the Land Drainage Recovery 

Programmes presently under investigation. 

 

5.12 It is reasonable to assume that farming practices and other uses of the land 

will change over time. The pRDP rules are crafted to be helpful and explicit in 

terms of the known potential activities and there are already rules, such as the 

200mm fill depth, which also permit limited filling and thus generate limited 

potential flow diversion for future unknown activities on the land.    

 

Consideration of specific activities suggested by Mr Lewis 

 

5.13 Mr Lewis sets out a list of proposed permitted activities that he considers 

should be provided for in FPMAs.  The proposed activities fall into one of two 

categories: 

 

(a) activities that are already provided for in the permitted FPMA 

activities in the revised proposal; 

(b) activities that could be provided for as permitted activities in the 

FPMA rules, provided that relevant activity-specific standards are set 

to ensure that there is no significant effect on the flood storage 

capacity of the FPMA. 

 

5.14 I set out below which category each proposed activity falls into: 
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Already provided for in FPMA permitted activities
12

 

 

Proposed activity Current rule that provides for this 

activity 

Greenhouses, shade houses, tunnel 

houses, hay barns, and feed barns, 

etc where the ground acts as a floor; 

P3 – Essentially there is no filling but 

there may be a need to dig holes for 

posts 

Poles that are required to support 

crops, bird netting, share cloth etc 

either directly or in conjunction with 

wires or other tension devices; 

P3 

Dressage arenas for horse training; P3 and P9 – presuming that some 

shaping of the land is required 

Pump Sheds P3 and P9 – presuming that some 

shaping of the land is required 

Silage bins, pits, ramps, and covers; P3 and P9 – presuming that some 

shaping of the land is required 

Silos, grain elevators, and feed in 

hoppers; 

P3 and P9 – presuming that some 

shaping of the land is required 

Toilets and personal hygiene 

facilities; and 

P3 and P9 – presuming that some 

shaping of the land is required 

Any farm activity that does not involve 

buildings, filling or a change to the 

existing flow of surface water. 

This will therefore have no impact on 

the FPMA and therefore is permitted 

by virtue of the text in 5.8.6.1: "All 

activities in the Flood Ponding 

Management Areas are a permitted 

activity unless specified in 5.8.6.2, 

5.8.6.3, 5.8.6.4, 5.8.6.5, or as 

otherwise specified elsewhere in the 

plan." 

Excavation and filling for farm 

purposes 

(Raised planting beds or local surface 

drainage or contouring are 

examples); 

P10 

 

                                                   
12  I note that the present list of permitted activities and activity standards in the proposed FPMA rules were mostly 

derived from the Variation 48 hearing as a result of representations by Mr Lewis and Mr Lee.   

3723 CCC - Supplementary of Harrington
Page 15 of 18



 

27442353_13.docx  15 

Appropriate permitted activities and activity standards in FPMAs
13

 

 

Activity Required activity standards
14

 

One house per site for those 

working on the land or acting as a 

caretaker. To be a maximum size of 

200 square metres 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles 

Otherwise 200m2 and 1 per 20Ha
15

 

Vehicle and implement sheds with 

floor level no more than 200mm 

above existing ground level 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles 

Otherwise 200m2 and 1 per 20Ha 

Animal handling sheds such as used 

to manage deer alpacas etc. 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Sheds for housing animals 

benefitting from shelter. Cow sheds, 

calf shelters, free range poultry, free 

range pigs and other animals 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Stable If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Packing sheds for washing, 

processing, sorting, and packing of 

farm horticultural produce 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Storage sheds If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Boutique dairy sheds If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m2 and 1 per 20Ha 

Shops for produce resulting from 

farm or horticultural activities on the 

site 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Boiler houses and fuel stores If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

                                                   
13  Some of these activities may be regarded as too intense for HFHMAs. 
14  The floor level of buildings on piles would be set above the flood level by the FMA rules. 
15  If the existing site size is smaller than 20Ha, it would be one per site.  20Ha is considered a large enough area to 

accommodate one of these buildings. 
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Activity Required activity standards
14

 

Eco farm demonstration for tourist 

facilities 

If the ground is the floor or if the floor 

is on piles. 

Otherwise 200m
2
 and 1 per 20Ha 

Swimming pools for horse training If above ground – One per 20Ha less 

than 200m
2
. 

 

5.15 I note that Mr Lewis also suggests the following rules: 

 

(a) all buildings that have a concrete floor shall be built on the highest 

quarter of the site – This would be a consideration by the landowner 

to limit the risk of flooding around the building but would still displace 

the same amount of water in the 200 year design event and it is 

probably an unreasonable constraint on the landowner in terms of 

creating a functional layout of the property; 

(b) excavation must not go below the water table level – this is not a 

matter for the flood hazard overlays to control; These overlays are 

generally aimed at ensuring storage capacity is retained above 

ground whereas excavation below ground would either be neutral - 

because it would simply fill with groundwater prior to a flood event or 

else beneficially add to the storage volume in the overlay areas.  

Excavation described in P10 is aimed at ensuring that excavated soil 

left in the FPMA is returned to the hole and not allowed to occupy 

additional ponding volume if the hole in the ground filled with 

groundwater.  

(c) excavation and filling must not result in a reduction of storage volume 

in the FPMA or a change to the existing flow of surface water – I 

agree with the principles, however there are implementation issues 

with a rule such as this which were discussed more fully in paragraph 

5.9 above. 

 

Application of permitted activities in areas other than FPMAs 

 

5.16 Most of these activities are specifically for FPMAs in rural areas and would not 

be inconsistent with HFHMAs and FMAs that occur in rural areas, although I 

note that there are further controls in FMAs and HFHMAs that may control the 

activities. 
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5.17 With respect to eco farm demonstrations for tourist facilities and shops for rural 

produce, I do not consider these to be appropriate in the HFHMA due to the 

potential to increase the number of people on the site.  

 

 

Graham James Harrington 

21 March 2016 
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