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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Sarah-Jane Oliver.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 7 

December 2015.  

 

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. SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 In my Rebuttal Evidence (section 4) I proposed that this additional 

setback requirement be included within Appendix 8.6.5 South 

Masham ODP: 

 

  8. Additional setback requirements 

a) Subdivision and development of the land located within the 

odour buffer area is to be setback in accordance with Chapter 17 

Rule 17.3.3.7 Minimum separation distances - intensive farming, 

existing forestry, quarrying activity and residential activities and 

sensitive activities.  Non-compliance with this matter is not a 

requirement which must be met to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) 

and Rule 14.6.3.17 Consistency with the Outline Development 

Plan." 

 

2.2 Upon reconsideration of this rule, it is not sufficiently clear that if the 

200m setback could not be achieved (which in the case of the 

Luney's land you could not) what the activity status would be.  It is my 

view that that wording of this additional setback requirement should 

be further amended as follows: 
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  8. Additional setback requirements 

a) Within the odour buffer Ssubdivision and residential building 

setbacks development of the land located within the odour buffer 

area is to be setback in accordance with shall meet Chapter 17 

Rule 17.3.3.7 Minimum separation distances - intensive farming, 

existing forestry, quarrying activity and residential activities and 

sensitive activities.  Rule 17.3.2.3 Restricted Discretionary 

Activity RD1 applies where there is a non-compliance with Rule 

17.3.3.7.  Non-compliance with this odour related matter is not a 

requirement which must be met to comply with Rule 8.2.3.1A(1) 

and Rule 14.6.3.17 Consistency with the Outline Development 

Plan." 

 

 
2.3 Thus should Luney's apply for a subdivision or land-use consent to 

develop the land within the odour buffer area, it would be treated as a 

restricted discretionary activity.  This provides an opportunity for an 

odour assessment to support a resource consent application. Should 

the poultry farm operation cease, then the additional setback 

requirement will not apply. Without an odour assessment to provide 

sufficient evidence to support a lesser restriction, in my view this is 

the most appropriate approach to manage the potential for reverse 

sensitivity effects arising from the existing poultry sheds. 

 

 

 

 

 

Sarah-Jane Oliver  

6 January 2016 


