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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Angela Madeline Stewart.  I hold a Bachelor of Resource and 

Environmental Planning from Massey University.  I am a Graduate Plus 

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and am a planner with Harrison 

Grierson Consultants Limited.  

1.2 I have ten years planning experience within district planning, resource consent 

preparation and consent processing. Full details of my relevant past experience 

are contained in Attachment A to this evidence. 

1.3 My involvement in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the ‘Proposed 

Plan’) began when I reviewed the submissions, further submissions and tabled 

evidence statements by my colleagues’ Amber Tsang, Lee Marr, Hannah Miln 

and Kelly Andrew on behalf of Tegel Foods Limited (‘Tegel’) through Stages 

One and Two of the Proposed Plan.    

1.4 I provide planning evidence on behalf of Tegel in relation to the Proposed Plan. 

  



2.0 CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and I agree to comply with it. Except 

where I state that I am relying upon the specified evidence of another person, 

my evidence in this statement is within my area of expertise. I have not omitted 

to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions which I express. 

3.0 SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 A further submission was made by Harrison Grierson on behalf of Tegel on 

original submissions to Table 6a Minimum Allotment Size – Rural Zones within 

Chapter 8. The further submission related to retaining the minimum allotment 

size within the rural urban fringe zone at 4ha. 

3.2 The focus of my evidence today is on the potential reverse sensitivity effects 

likely to arise from the incompatible land uses enabled by the proposed new 

neighbourhood zone and associated provisions at South Masham, particularly 

the impact this may have on the continued operation of the existing poultry farm 

at 241 Buchanan’s Road.  

3.3 In preparing my evidence I have read the submissions prepared by: 

 Luneys Buchanan Limited 

 Christchurch City Council 

 Fulton Hogan Limited 

 Transpower New Zealand Limited 

 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority for and on behalf of the 

Crown 

4.0 SUMMARY 

4.1 Tegel’s primary interest in this topic is to ensure reverse sensitivity issues do 

not arise, creating a situation where the lawfully established poultry farm is 

forced to close or reduce its operations as a result of residential development 

occurring around the site.  



5.0 EXISTING OPERATION 

5.1 The existing poultry sheds are well established and operate in accordance with 

best practises and operational design features.  However, even with best 

management practices and operational design features in place, intensive 

poultry farming has the potential to generate a level of odour and noise.  

5.2 The level of odour generated from a poultry farm is able to be managed to a 

level that is not usually considered offensive or objectionable in a rural 

environment, but may be considered offensive and objectionable in a residential 

environment. Rural environments have lower amenity expectations in terms of 

odour given it is typically a productive working environment containing many 

odorous activities (such as silage production and livestock manure), which allow 

most poultry farm operations to occur with minimal effect.  

5.3 This is not the case in a residential environment, where the amenity 

expectations are higher and the types of rural odours generated from a poultry 

farm operation are often not considered appropriate.  For this reason poultry 

farms always locate in areas away from residential areas.  However, 

encroachment of residential and other sensitive activities into rural areas mean 

farms often end up located closer to sensitive activities than is appropriate

6.0 REVERSE SENSITIVITY ISSUES 

6.1 Tegel’s poultry farm is classified as an intensive farming activity under the 

Proposed Plan. 

6.2 The Proposed Plan Standards throughout Chapter 17 (17.2.3.11 - Minimum 

separation distances, 17.3.3.7 - Plantation forestry, 17.4.3.7 - Intensive farming 

and 17.5.3.6 - Residential activities) require a minimum setback of 200m 

between a new residential unit and a building, compound or part of a site used 

for intensive farming. In the notified version of the Proposed Plan there is 

currently no reciprocal setback for new intensive farming activities from 

residential dwellings. However, through submissions and informal mediation 

through Stage Two of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan new intensive 

farms are to be setback 200m from a sensitive activity on an adjoining site. 



6.3 Rules requiring specified setback distances between conflicting land uses (such 

as residential and intensive farming) are a standard planning tool utilised by 

Councils across New Zealand to avoid reverse sensitivity effects. I believe from 

a planning perspective that enforcing appropriate setback distances is an 

effective planning tool that will largely avoid reverse sensitivity effects.  

6.4 The proposed maps incorporated as ‘Appendix 8.6.5 New Neighbourhood 

South Masham Outline Development Plan’ (the ‘ODP’) identifies areas of 

‘Residential development area with greater development constraints’, adjoining 

the existing poultry farm.  It is unclear what form future residential development 

will take into account the identified constraints. 

6.5 The site adjoining the poultry farm to the east is proposed to be partially zoned 

Rural Urban Fringe, and partially zoned Residential New Neighbourhood. The 

ODP covers this adjoining site and therefore includes land zoned both 

Residential New Neighbourhood and Rural Urban Fringe.  It is unclear how the 

conflicting objectives, policies and rules of these two zones will be provided for 

by the ODP overlay  

6.6 Point three of Christchurch City Council’s submission recognises that the 

‘Residential development area with greater development constraints’ adjoining 

the poultry farm as being too small. The submission requested that this area be 

extended further north east in accordance with the plan appended to the 

submission. I note that this suggested amendment was not reflected in the plan.  

I agree with Council and consider that this area should be extended further.  

Given the 200m setback already in place in other sections of the Proposed 

Plan, it would seem entirely appropriate to apply the 200m setback in this 

situation given there appears to be no site specific characteristics to support a 

smaller setback.  Furthermore it will ensure the integrity of the Proposed Plan 

by maintaining consistency throughout the Proposed Plan.  

The area identified as ‘Residential development area with greater development 

constraints’ as proposed extends approximately 70m from the boundary of the 

poultry farm.  Extending the area identified as ‘Residential development area 

with greater development constraints to 200m would almost entirely encompass 

the whole northern portion of the ODP and therefore the ODP boundary 

provides a logical limit.  



7.0 RELIEF SOUGHT 

7.1 Tegel’s further submission opposed primary submissions relating to subdivision 

standards within Table 6a Minimum allotment size – Rural Zones of Chapter 8. 

It sought to retain the proposed minimum allotment for the Rural Urban Fringe 

Zone at 4 hectares. A minimum lot size of 4 hectares will not in itself avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects but will enable appropriate setbacks to be put in place 

that will protect lawfully established activities whilst enabling development 

anticipated by the proposed zoning.   

7.2 The critical issue in terms of reverse sensitivity effects is avoiding a situation 

where the poultry farm is forced to close or reduce its operations as a result of 

sensitive activities establishing within close proximity to the site.   

7.3 Consequently, the following relief is sought: 

Extend the area identified on Appendix 8.6.5 New Neighbourhood South 

Masham Outline Development Plan as ‘Residential development area with 

greater development constraints’ further north east to encompass the whole 

northern portion of the ODP. 

Apply the 4 hectare minimum lot size proposed for the Rural Urban Fringe zone 

to the entire of the ‘Residential development area with greater development 

constraints’ area within the northern portion of the ODP.  

Clearly articulate that one of the development constraints to be applied within 

the ‘Residential development area with greater development constraints’ is a 

200m set back from the poultry farm to any future sensitive activity seeking to 

establish.  

8.0 CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the proposed ODP as proposed will result in conflicting activities 

and amenity expectations due to the proximity of the residential and rural zoned 

land.  I support the relief sought by Tegel as set out in this evidence. 



Attachment A: Angela Madeline Stewart, Relevant Experience 

 

Harrison Grierson Consultants Limited 

2013 to present – Planner 

Policy formulation on behalf of the Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand, Egg 

Producers Federation of New Zealand and Tegel Foods Limited including the 

preparation of feedback, submissions, and participation in consultative processes and 

mediation.  

 

London Borough of Waltham Forest (2008 – 2013) 

The management and processing of a large and varied caseload of applications.  

Including delegated and committee reports.  

 

Thames Coromandel District Council (2005 – 2008)  

The processing of a varied case load of applications including both land use and 

subdivision resource consent applications. 


