
 

 

 
BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL  
 
 
 
 
     IN THE MATTER  of the Resource Management Act 
        1991 and the Canterbury  
        Earthquake (Christchurch  
        Replacement District Plan) Order 
        2014  
 
     AND  
 
     IN THE MATTER  of Stage 2 of the Residential  
        New Neighbourhood Proposal -  
        Christchurch Replacement District 
        Plan  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
SUBMISSION NOS 900, RNN1 & RNN10 

 

 
STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF PATRICIA HARTE ON BEHALF OF 

LUNEYS BUCHANANS LIMITED 
 
     22 DECEMBER 2015  

 
 



 

 

1.  INTRODUCTION  

 

1.1  My name is Patricia Harte and I am a planner and Principal with Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd, 

 consultant Planners, Surveyors and Engineers of Christchurch.  

1.2  I have the qualifications of LL.B (Hons) and M.Sc (Resource Management) and am a full 

 Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. I have over 30 years’ experience providing 

 planning advice and services to private clients and district and regional councils. I have been 

 very involved in assisting councils through all phases of reviewing their district plans, 

 including the drafting of issues, objectives, policies and rules.  

 

2.  CODE OF CONDUCT  

 

2.1  I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 

 Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I confirm that I have considered all material facts 

 that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions I express, and that this 

 evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on evidence o

 another person. 

 

2.  LUNEYS BUCHANANS LIMITED  

 

2.1  Luneys Buchanans Limited (Luneys) owns the majority of the block of land in the northern 

section of the South Masham ODP. To the west of their site is a small block of land owned by 

the Cutts and the Honey Farm which is split zoned Rural and RNN due to the 50dBA contour. 

To the west of the Honey Farm site is a poultry  farm and to the immediate north is the 

Delamain residential subdivision. The poultry farm buildings are approximately 120m from 

the boundaries of the Luneys land and 100m from the Delamain development.  A map 

identifying the different properties and associated ownership is attached as Appendix A to 

this evidence.  

 

2.2 The current zoning of the Luneys land is Rural. Due to the various delays associated with 

obtaining zoning of this site, Luneys sought subdivision consent for their land.  They have 

now put this application on hold waiting for the RNN zoning to come into force. 

 

3.  Rebuttal of evidence of Angela Stewart – Tegel Foods Limited 

 

3.1  Ms. Stewart states that her evidence relates to Submission number 2774 by Tegel Foods 

Limited. That submission is in fact a further submission, and is limited to matters contained 

in the Rural Zone and directly associated provisions within the Subdivision section of the 

Replacement District Plan. In particular, Ms Stewart states that Tegel’s further submission 

relies on an original submission which refers to Table 6a Minimum Allotment Size – Rural 

Zone.  

 



 

 

3.2 At 1.3 of her evidence Ms. Stewart states that her involvement in the Replacement District 

 Plan to date comprises reviewing submissions and evidence statements of four of her 

 colleagues on behalf of Tegel Foods Ltd. I simply note that while Tegel have made 

 submissions on the Industrial Proposal (to protect their processing factories at Hornby and 

 Islington) and on the Rural zone and Subdivision Proposals, they have in fact provided no 

 evidence for any of these hearings.  

 

3.3 At 5.1 Ms. Stewart refers to the “existing poultry sheds” at 241 Buchanans Road but 

provides no further detail about the operation. The poultry farm has been on its site since 

the 1960s and originally consisted of two small sheds. The current layout of one large shed 

and two small sheds was in place by the late 1970s. In total, the sheds contain in the order 

of 12,000 birds.   

 

3.4 The current poultry farm operation is a breeder farm that involves parent stock producing 

fertilised eggs within buildings. The fertilised eggs are sold to hatcheries and are therefore 

an important part of the supply of chickens for the market. I understand this type of 

operation has significantly less potential for odour beyond the boundaries than broiler farms 

where chickens are raised within a “pressure cooker” environment resulting in greater 

volumes of potentially odorous air being extracted from the sheds and more frequent 

cleaning out of sheds.  

 

3.5 Ms Stewart states that the poultry sheds operate in accordance with best practices and 

operation design features, but even so intensive poultry farming has the potential to 

generate a level of odour and noise.   

 

3.6 I have looked into this matter and can confirm that there have been no complaints laid with 

either the Christchurch City Council or Environment Canterbury in relation to the poultry 

farm operation at 251 Buchanans Road. Likewise the immediate neighbours have advised 

that there is no odour problem with the breeder operation. I also note that the operation is 

a permitted activity under the operative Air Chapter of the NRRP (AQL59), given that it has 

been established prior to 2002. If there was an odour issue, I assume there are sufficient 

powers under the RMA to require compliance with the Plan’s standard that there are to be 

noxious, offensive or objectionable odours beyond the site boundaries.  

 

 

3.6 At 6.2, Ms Stewart refers to rules in the Rural Urban Fringe Zone specifying minimum 

setbacks between a new house and existing intensive farming activities. She notes that there 

is no reciprocal setback for new intensive farms from existing houses (as there is in the 

Operative City Plan). She then states that through mediation of Stage 2 matters, new 

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

that these rules only apply to adjoining sites, which is not the case regarding the poultry 

farm and the land owned by Luneys Buchanans Limited within the South Masham ODP area.  

All of these rules of course relate only to activities within Rural zones and so are not directly 

relevant to consideration of New Neighbourhood provisions. 

 



 

 

3.6 At 6.6 Ms. Stewart considers the City Council's submission on the South Masham Outline 

Development Plan. The Council submission: 

 

 “suggests that the areas subject to greater constraint shown in the OPD may be too small” 

and requests that the constraint area notation in the northwest of the ODP be “extended 

eastward” to “recognise the potential reverse sensitivity effects arising from odour from the 

neighbouring poultry farm”.   

 

The Council did not request specific amendment of the ODP, nor have the Council provided 

any comment or evidence-in-chief relating to this submission point.  

 

3.7 Ms Stewart opines that it would be “entirely appropriate to apply the 200m setback in this 

situation”, that is, to extend the area subject to greater constraint (the yellow area) on land 

adjoining the poultry farm on 241 Buchanans Road.  Ignoring the fact that Tegel did not 

submit on either the RNN provisions or the South Masham ODP, in my view it would be an 

extraordinary outcome to apply Rural zone densities to a Residential New Neighbourhood 

zone, particularly where the Zone is not opposed by any submitters.  

 

3.8 Ms Stewart does not explain in her evidence how a notation referring to an area being 

constrained would deal with reverse sensitivity.  In my opinion, Ms Stewart is trying to use a 

tool that was devised to avoid development areas subject to constraints (such as flooding), 

triggering non-complying status because they could not meet required minimum density of 

15hh/ha. The approach is intended to be enabling for these areas within ODPs so that some 

development is possible. Such an approach in my opinion is not suited to limiting 

development for reasons unrelated to the specific site characteristics.   

 

3.9 The evidence of Ms. Stewart then has a section entitled “Relief Sought”. In an attempt to 

presumably to justify her approach, Ms. Stewart refers back to the Subdivision Table 6a for 

the Rural zone in Chapter 8. She acknowledges that a minimum lot size of 4ha will not avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects in itself but would facilitate building setbacks. She does not explain 

how this control could possibly relate to the Residential New Neighbourhood ODP for South 

Masham. Despite this lack of connection she then surprisingly seeks the following relief: 

 

  Extend the Residential development area with greater development constraint 

 further north east to encompass the whole northern portion of the ODP 

 

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

 entire northern portion of the ODP 

 

  Include reference to the 200m setback from the poultry farm for any future 

 sensitive activity. 

 

3.10 This combination of provisions would effectively “unzone” the northern section of the South 

Masham ODP as it would effectively prevent any residential development.  I consider this 

request to be extreme  not only because of the severity of the proposed changes, but also 



 

 

because Tegel have at no time made a submission opposing the Residential New 

Neighbourhood zoning of this land. There is no basis then for the requested relief and to 

grant it would defeat the purpose of the zoning and would not implement the LURP and RPS 

requirements to provide for Greenfield Priority Areas. Ms. Stewart simply hasn't taken into 

account the consequences associated with her relief sought. 

  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

4.3 In my opinion, while there is a theoretical concern about odour and reverse sensitivity 

concerns, the potential for these adverse effects in this situation are very limited given the 

type of farm and the history of the operation. I consider it is reasonable to assume that 

because the poultry farm has caused no odour issues to date in its 50 plus years of 

operation, it will remain that way. In my opinion therefore, given this track record there is 

no justification for the relief sought by Tegel even if there was a legal basis for granting the 

relief.   

 

4.5  Granting the relief sought by Tegel would effectively mean that a large portion of the South 

Masham ODP area would have a Rural zoning.  In my view this would be inconsistent with 

the Land Use Recovery Plan and would not give effect to the RPS. 

 

 

  
 

Patricia Harte 

22 December 2015 



 

Owned by Luneys Buchanans Limited 

Appendix A 
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