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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My name is Cameron John Twigley.   

 

2. I hold the position of Director, Planning and Environment at BTW Company 

Ltd, a multidisciplinary consultancy based in New Plymouth and Hamilton. 

 

3. My evidence is given on behalf of submitters Brent Dodunski, Nigel 

Williams, Barbara McKay and Tama Trustees 369 Limited, Central Football, 

Judy Erb, Neil and Lloma Hibell, Poppas Peppers 2009 Limited, Kevin and 

Glenis McDonald, Gavin and Marion Struthers and Rod and Karen Brown. 

 

4. My evidence pertains to planning matters. 

 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

5. I hold a Bachelor of Social Science in Geography from Waikato University 

and a Postgraduate Diploma (with Distinction) in Urban and Regional 

Planning from Heriot Watt University, Edinburgh. I have been a full 

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute since 2009. I am accredited 

to act as an Independent Hearings Commissioner under the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 

 

6. I have been a practising planner for 21 years. I have worked as a planner in 

both the public and private sector, mainly the latter.  I undertake planning 

work for a wide range of local authority, central government and private 

sector clients throughout New Zealand across a wide variety of sectors. My 

planning advice and project work typically relates to strategic planning, 

project management, policy analysis or resource consent matters. During 

my career, I have been involved in a large number of plan development 

and resource consent processes relating to both district and regional 

planning issues.  I have been involved in many local authority and 

Environment Court hearings and processes relating to these matters. 

 

7. I have lived and worked as a planner in the New Plymouth District and 

Taranaki Region since 2006 so I am familiar with the District and Regional 

Plans and resource management issues in the Region generally.  

 

8. I am familiar with poultry operations in the Region having undertaken 

work for this industry. 
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EXPERT WITNESS CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

9. While this is not a hearing before the Environment Court, I confirm that I 

have read, and agree to comply with, the Environment Court’s Code of 

Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court of New Zealand Practice 

Note 2014). This evidence I am presenting has been prepared in 

accordance with the Code and is within my area of my expertise, except 

where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person. To the 

best of my knowledge, I have not omitted to consider any material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE AND APPROACH 

 

10. I was engaged by the submitters’ in November 2021 to provide expert 

planning evidence in relation to planning matters arising from the proposal 

by Airport Farm Trustees (AFTs) to seek a ‘renewal’ of their air discharge 

consent for an unspecified term. 

 

11. In preparing this evidence, I have reviewed, and will comment on, the 

following: 

 

• The Proposal; 

• The Site and Receiving Environment; 

• The Regulatory Framework; 

• Submissions and the submitters’ evidence; 

• Environmental Effects; 

• The Regional Air Quality Plan for Taranaki; 

• The Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki; 

• Timing for Rezoning of Area R; 

• Operative New Plymouth District Plan; 

• Proposed New Plymouth District Plan; 

• National Policy Statement on Urban Development; 

• The Council Officer’s Section 42a report; 

• The expert odour evidence; 

• The evidence of the applicant;  

• The expert evidence of Ms Rowan Williams; and 

• Conclusion. 

 

12. I have had the following specific involvement with respect to the matters 

currently in front of the Commissioners: 

 

a) I am familiar with the Airport Drive area and visited a number of 

the submitters’ properties on 21 January 2022.   
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b) I am familiar with the development of Area Q, the realignment of 

Airport Drive and the future urban growth plans for New Plymouth 

District generally. 

 

13. Although the applicant is seeking the early ‘renewal’ of two discharge 

consents the Taranaki Regional Council have chosen to deal with the 

applications separately and so my evidence only considers the application 

for air discharge consent ‘renewal’. 
 

THE PROPOSAL 

 

14. The applicant holds existing discharge consents 4692-2 (wastewater 

discharge) and 5262-2 (air discharge) which expire in June 2026.  The 

applicant is seeking an early ‘renewal’ of these consents along with a 

change to the current activities which involves converting the existing 

broiler poultry farm operation to free range.  The applicant has stated that 

the overall housing capacity at the site will reduce from 95,000 birds to 

61,020 birds.  It is not clear to me what consent term is sought by the 

applicant although I note that the Officer’s report recommends granting 

consent for a further 12-year term beyond the existing consent expiry 

date. 

 

15. The proposal is well outlined in the Officer’s report and for brevity I do not 

propose to repeat this information. 

 

16. The applicant considers that odour emissions are likely to be substantially 

reduced due to a reduction in stocking density, changes to roof fans and 

the fact that some deposition of manure will occur outside the sheds 

(though bulk will still occur inside where the feeders are located). 

 

17. In my experience applications for ‘renewal’ of discharge consents are 

typically sought closer to the period 6 months prior to the expiry of the 

consent in order to afford the protection offered by section 124 the Act.  I 

acknowledge that the applicant is able to apply for a ‘renewal’ of consent 

at this time, but it does make the consideration of whether to grant 

consent or not more difficult which I will explain further in my evidence. 

THE SITE AND RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT 

 

18. The site is generally well described in section 6 of the Officer’s report and I 

adopt this description however I make the following observations about 

the surrounding environment. 
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19. The application site is unusual in that, unlike most poultry farms in the 

District, the sheds are located on a very small parcel of land (1.8 ha) with 

very limited buffers between neighbouring dwellings, property boundaries 

and Airport Drive. 

 

20. The application site is also located immediately across the road from a 

residential zone (Area Q) and within a Future Urban Zone (Area R), which 

again, is unusual in the context of poultry farms in the New Plymouth 

District. 

 

21. As noted in Table 4.1 of the Tonkin and Taylor Odour Assessment (Odour 

Assessment) dated June 2021 there are 16 dwellings located within 300 m 

of the sheds.  In my experience this is a high number of dwellings to be 

located within a 300 m radius of a poultry farm in the local context.  This is 

largely a result of the small land parcel the operation is located on and the 

popularity of Airport Drive for rural lifestyle living.  I note the Odour 

Assessment acknowledges that the high number of dwellings within 300 m 

highlights the reasonably sensitive nature of the receiving environment 

(compared to other rural receiving environments)1. 

 

22. New Plymouth is following the trend of a number of cities and is growing 

to the north.  This is in part due to the suitable topography and proximity 

to key infrastructure e.g. SH3.  The expansion of Bell Block towards the 

poultry farm is well illustrated in the PDP maps below in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1: Application Site shown in black and white hatching.  Yellow is 

residential zone (purple outlined yellow area is Area Q).  Grey is Special Purpose 

– Future Urban Zone (Area R). 

 
1 Paragraph 5.3, Odour Assessment 
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Changes since consent was granted in 2011 

 

23. Since the current consents were granted in 2011 a number of changes 

have occurred to the receiving environment and the strategic planning 

framework.  These changes are: 

 

• In 2015 the land on the west side of Airport Drive between Airport 

Drive and Wills Road was rezoned from rural environment area to 

Residential A Environment Area i.e. Area Q and Stage 1 and 2 have 

started to be developed. 

• Detailed design plans have been finalised, land has been acquired 

by NPDC and Waka Kotahi and works budgeted to realign Airport 

Drive to connect with De Havilland Drive by 2024.   

• In 2016 New Plymouth District was identified as a High Growth 

Urban Area under the National Policy Statement for Urban 

Development Capacity 2016.  This required NPDC to produce a 

Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment (HBDCA). 

• In 2019 NPDC approved the HBDCA which forecasts that Area R will 

be available for urban development by 2028. 

• In 2019 the PDP was notified which essentially carries over the 

Future Urban Development overlay for Area R in the form of a 

Special Purpose Zone – Future Urban. 

• There has been further lifestyle subdivision and an increase of 

dwellings established on Airport Drive. 

 

24. The Officer’s report notes that prior to the last consent application for 

renewal in 2011, NPDC had already investigated options for rezoning an 

area on the eastern side of Airport Drive known as Area R.  I agree with the 

comment made in the Officer’s report that at the time of the renewal in 

2011 there was no certainty surrounding future land use zoning for the 

eastern side of Airport Drive.  However, equally it is apparent that as far 

back as 2011, Area R was already being considered in NPDC’s future urban 
growth plans.   

 

25. The Officer’s report records that consents were transferred to the current 

owners in October 2013.  I note that Plan Change 15: Future Urban 

Development Overlay to the ODP became operative on 25 March 2013 

prior to the transfer of consents.  This Plan Change further formalised 

NPDC’s intentions for Area Q and R by adding a Future Urban 
Development Overlay, including associated rules, to provide a level of 

control to land use activities adjacent to, the future urban growth areas 

identified by NPDC’s Framework for Growth 2008. 
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26. Therefore, it appears that AFT’s have made all of their investments in the 

poultry farm with the knowledge that the site is identified for future urban 

rezoning. 

 

Evidence of Mr McDean on the Receiving Environment 

 

27. I agree with Mr McDean’s analysis in sections 3.11 -3.17 of his evidence on 

the potential for dwellings to be erected in the receiving environment as 

permitted activities. 

 

28. However, given this application is an early ‘renewal’, with the consent not 

expiring until 2026, I question the value in this exercise.  The key matter 

for determination in my opinion is whether or not it is appropriate to 

extend the current discharge consent beyond 2026 and, if it is, then what 

is an appropriate term of consent.  I note that if the ‘renewal’ application 

is declined, then the poultry farm will still have a consent to operate until 

2026.  

 

29. In my opinion, the District Plan zoning and rules that apply to erecting 

dwellings on land within the receiving environment are likely to be quite 

different in June 2026 than they are currently. 

 

THE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

 

30. The relevant statutory documents to be taken into account are: 

 

• The Regional Air Quality Plan for Taranaki 2011 (RAQP) 

• The Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki 2010 (RPS); 

• The Operative New Plymouth District Plan 2005 (ODP); 

• The Proposed New Plymouth District Plan 2019 (PDP); 

• The National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-

UD); 

• The Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment 2019; 

and 

• The National Environmental Standards for Air Quality Regulations 

2004. 

 

THE REGIONAL AIR QUALITY PLAN 

 

31. When considering the application against the RAQP I agree with the 

section 42a report that the application should be considered as an existing 

intensive poultry farming process.  I also agree that when considering 

whether the proposed activity should be considered under Rule 52 there is 

one entry standard to be met as follows: 
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The nature and scale of the effects of the activity are unchanged from that 

of the existing consent that is to be replaced or renewed. 

 

32. I note that this is a strict standard in that there must be no change to the 

nature and scale of the effects of the activity from that of the existing 

consent that is to be replaced or renewed. 

 

33. After taking into account the expert air quality evidence of Mr Donovan 

Van Kekem and Mr Duncan Backshall, I consider there is uncertainty as to 

whether the nature and scale of the effects of the activity will be 

unchanged, particularly for the McDonald’s who will now have a potential 

unmitigated odour source located right on their boundary i.e. the 

proposed free range areas for Shed 2 and Shed 3. 

 

34. I also note that the high shelter belt between the poultry farm and the 

McDonald’s property to the north is located entirely on the McDonald’s 

property.  Therefore, it cannot be relied on to mitigate adverse odour or 

visual effects.  The shelter belt could be removed by the McDonald’s for 

any number of reasons or could be blown over in a weather event.  

 

35. I note that the applicant proposes a 3 m high windbreak on the northern 

boundary.  My understanding from reading the evidence of Mr Whiting, 

the odour assessment and the expert air quality evidence is that the 

purpose of the windbreak is to contain the birds and mitigate dust 

emissions rather than mitigate odour2. 

 

36. In my opinion, when assessing the standard under Rule 52 for the purpose 

of determining the consent activity status, there needs to be a high degree 

of certainty that the nature and scale of effects of the activity are 

unchanged.  If doubt exists, then a conservative approach should be taken 

and consent should be sought under Rule 54. 

 

37. The Officer’s report describes the air discharge consent application as an 

‘early renewal’.  I understand that there may be a legal question as to 

whether the proposed activity of free-range poultry farming actually 

qualifies as a replacement or renewal of the activity (barn farming) to 

which the existing consent relates; but that will be a matter left for legal 

submissions. 

 

 
2 Paragraphs 16 and 33 of the evidence of Edward Whiting 
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38. If either the standard under Rule 52 is not met, or if the legal 

interpretation provides that the activity is not the same and cannot 

qualify, then Rule 54 will apply, and the activity will be full discretionary. 

 

39. If the application is assessed under Rule 52, I note that assessment criteria 

c) Effects relating to odour and dust and loss of amenity value of air 

requires a broad assessment of the effects relating to odour and dust 

emissions due to the definition of amenity values in the Act3. 

 

40. The existing amenity values of air in the area and the potential effects on 

these values are best explained by the submitters who are residents in the 

area. 

 

Objectives and Policies of the RAQP 

 

41. I agree with the relevant objectives and policies identified in the Officer’s 

report.  I have made a general assessment of air emissions in the 

Assessment of Environmental Effects section of my evidence, which is also 

relevant to an assessment of the objectives and policies, but I largely 

revert to the relevant odour experts in this area. 

 

42. I do note that Policy 2.3: Management Areas recognises that some areas of 

the region are more sensitive to the discharge of contaminants to air than 

other areas.  Part a) of the policy recognises that people and property in 

urban areas and residences are more sensitive.  As previously outlined an 

urban zone exists immediately across the road from the poultry farm. 

 

43. Appendix V: Good management practices for intensive poultry faming of 

the RAQP provides guidance on the range of options for preventing or 

minimising adverse effects on the environment from emissions form 

poultry farming.  A number of the management practices are addressed in 

the evidence of others, however in the Assessment of Environmental 

Effect section of my evidence I have made some further comments on 

Appendix V. 

 

REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR TARANAKI 2010 

 

44. I agree with the summary provided in the Officer’s report in paragraph 203 

which states: 

 
3 In the Act the term “amenity values” is defined as: those natural or physical qualities and 
characteristics of an area that contribute to people's appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic 

coherence, and cultural and recreational attributes (s 2 of the Act). 
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As is already apparent from what has been set out above, this particular 

application requires close consideration of how the statutory functions and 

instruments of the Taranaki Regional Council are to be integrated or 

coordinated with those of the NPDC; and similarly, how the rights, 

responsibilities, and expectations of the current consent holder are to be 

balanced with the objectives and interests of the local community. 

 

45. I consider the issues, objectives and policies of the RAQP are generally 

reflected in the lower order planning documents of which I have 

undertaken a more detailed assessment. 

 

LIKELY TIMING FOR REZONING OF AREA R 

 

46. A reoccurring theme in both the Officer’s report and the evidence of Mr 

McDean is an expression of uncertainty about the timing of a plan change 

to rezone Area R.  In the assessment of the RAQP, the Officer’s report 

outlines that the Council has taken account of NPDC’s intention to rezone 
Area R.  The position reached in the Officer’s report appears to be that 
there is continued uncertainty around Area R being rezoned, that the 

alleged uncertainty has not been helpful to the process and that AFTs need 

business certainty and freedom to operate their existing farm. 

 

47. It is clear to me that NPDC have not wavered from the strategic direction 

they set in 2011 for Area R to be an urban growth area. 

48. I am aware that Stage 2 of Area Q has a subdivision granted for the 

maximum of 30 dwellings and earthworks are currently being undertaken 

for this subdivision (subdivision consent attached as Annexure A).  Under 

Rule OL60D of the ODP, no further subdivision and development can occur 

within Stage 2 until either, Parklands Ave is extended across the Waitaha 

Stream or, Stage 3E is released (noting that further development beyond 

30 dwellings accessed from Airport Drive as it currently is would be highly 

unlikely).  In turn, under Rule OL60D, Stage 3E is prohibited from being 

developed until Area R is rezoned following the completion of the Airport 

Drive Realignment.  I note that under DEV1 - Bell Block Area Q Structure 

Plan Development Area of the PDP this same staging guidance is adopted. 

 

49. The key trigger for the further development of one of New Plymouth’s 

main urban growth areas (Area Q), and the rezoning of Area R to a 

Residential/Commercial zone, is the realignment of Airport Drive.  It is a 

fact that the Parklands Ave extension and the Airport Drive realignment 
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are effectively holding up the development of over half of the housing 

yield of Area Q which equates to 441 residential units (see Figure 2 below). 

 

50. My understanding is that planning for the Airport Drive road realignment 

is well advanced with detailed design plans completed, land acquired, 

works budgeted and a programme agreed to have the works completed by 

2024. Once the road is realigned there is no statutory planning 

impediment to NPDC progressing a Plan Change to rezone Area R. 

 

 

Figure 2: Area Q Staging Plan from HBDCA 2019 

 

51. In my opinion, given NPDC’s duties under the NPS-UD to provide plan 

enabled, and infrastructure ready, development capacity for housing and 

business land, and given Area Q is one of New Plymouth’s main growth 

areas, NPDC need to progress a Plan Change for Area R soon after Airport 

Drive is realigned so that Stage 2 of Area Q can be further developed and 

Stage 3E of Area Q can start to be developed.  In my opinion a Plan Change 

would likely to be notified in 2026.  Notifying a Plan Change in 2026 would 

enable the Plan Change to be operative in 2028 (earliest) which would 

align with the HBDCA as to when Area R will be ready for urban 

development4. 

 
4 Figure 4.26 – Future Growth Areas Yield, Housing and Business Development Capacity 

Assessment 2019, New Plymouth District Council 
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52. As evidence of NPDC’s intent, I am aware that NPDC have recently 

committed to sharing costs with the current landowner undertaking the 

30-lot subdivision in Stage 2 of Area Q (D and L Crow Farm Ltd) to provide 

a higher standard of design for sewer infrastructure so that it can service 

the rezoning of Area R.  If required I can provide further evidence on this 

matter. 

 

53. I am also aware from reading the evidence of Rowan Williams that NPDC 

have applied for funding under the Government’s Infrastructure 

Acceleration Fund (IAF) which is part of the Government’s 3.8 billon 
Housing Acceleration Fund announced in March 2021.  Two growth areas 

including Bell Block have progressed to the Request for Proposal (RFP) 

Stage.  As noted by Ms Williams, funding of these projects would enable 

construction timeframes to be brought forward for infrastructure works 

that wouldf support the development of Area Q and Area R. 

 

54. I am also aware that landowners in the Airport Drive area, including some 

of the submitters, have genuine intent to undertake residential subdivision 

and commercial development.  In Annexure B of my evidence, I have 

attached some of the scheme plan work BTW Company has been involved 

in for landowners in the area. 

 

55. In summary, I consider there is a much higher degree of certainty that 

NPDC will progress a plan change for Area R to be rezoned around the 

time the poultry farm consents are due to expire than is expressed in the 

Officer’s report and the evidence of Mr McDean. 

 

SUBMISSIONS 

 

56. I have read the submissions and evidence of the submitters and 

acknowledge the widespread concern around adverse effects from AFTs 

operations and the effect extending the consents beyond 2026 will have 

on the ability of land to be rezoned and developed. 

 

ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 

Permitted Baseline 

 

57. In his assessment of the permitted baseline (sections 3.20-3.23 and section 

3.28), Mr McDean assumes the current permitted baseline under Rule 51 
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of the RAQP will apply in June 2026 when the existing consent expires.  I 

note that both the RPS (2010) and the RAQP (2011) are overdue for review 

and there is simply no way of knowing whether the same permitted 

baseline for poultry farming under Rule 51 will apply in June 2026.  I 

therefore consider a permitted baseline assessment is not helpful in this 

case. 

 

58. I understand that the permitted baseline will also be addressed in legal 

submissions. 

Odour Assessment 

 

59. While I am not an odour expert, I note that the odour assessments and 

expert evidence focus on the current situation.  There is no consideration 

of what the receiving environment for odour and dust emissions might be 

in June 2026.  In my view, given the existing consents do not expire until 

2026, a key matter to consider is whether it is appropriate to allow the 

applicant to discharge beyond June 2026 based on the likely receiving 

environment at that time and if so for what consent term. 

 

60. In my experience, buffer distances are one of the most robust mitigation 

measures for any effects emitting activity.  While good shed management 

practices and monitoring are important, they are less reliable as they are 

dependent on the individual performance of a number of farm operators, 

contractors and Council staff.   

 

61. Without appropriate buffer distances it is difficult to contain odour from a 

poultry farm operation within the boundaries of a site.  When I visited the 

McDonald property with Mr Grieve on 21 January 2022 we both smelt 

poultry farm odour as we walked along the shelter belt that screens the 

McDonald property from the poultry farm.  This did not surprise me given 

how close the sheds are from the boundary. 

 

62. In Table 1 below I have compared the recommended buffer distances from 

Table 1 of Appendix V of the RAQP for a poultry farm housing 60,000 -

79,000 birds.  While I acknowledge the investment that AFTs have put into 

the farm to mitigate odour and dust and the management practices they 

have outlined it cannot be ignored that the buffer distances are 

significantly less than those recommended across all measures. 
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Table 1: Recommended buffer distance Appendix V RAQP 

 

Number of 

poultry 

1. Distance to 

nearest off site 

dwellinghouse 

2. Distance 

to nearest 

sensitive 

area (refer to 

Policy 2.3) 

3. Distance 

to road 

4. Distance to 

any boundary 

60,000 – 

79,999 

300 m 300 m 100 m 50 m 

AFT’s 

Operation 

55 m 55 m 52 m 11 m 

 

63. If the application is considered to be a discretionary activity under Rule 54 

of the RAQP then all actual and potential adverse effects must be 

considered.  This might include a consideration of such matters as noise 

and traffic effects associated with the operation of the poultry farm. 

 

 
 

Figure 3: The Application Site – Illustrating the Lack of Buffer Distances 

 

Reverse Sensitivity and Incompatibility 

 

64. In section 3.25 of Mr McDean’s evidence he argues that AQU Policy 3 of 

the RPS should form part of the statutory assessment by the 
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Commissioners.  In my opinion this policy would typically be more relevant 

when considering an application for a dwelling or subdivision within the 

vicinity of an existing poultry farm or when considering a plan change for 

rezoning of land from rural to residential. 

 

65. AQU Policy 3 does have some relevance in that if the air discharge consent 

was granted with a term beyond 2026, and if this policy or similar policies 

were in effect, AFTs would have a legal ability to lean on these types of 

reverse sensitivity policies to stymie urban rezoning and residential 

subdivision and development. 

 

66. Appendix V of the RAQP further acknowledges this matter: 

 

cc) Reverse sensitivity 

To safeguard the opportunity for future expansion, site owners should 

remain aware of any proposals to subdivide or to change the zoning (land 

use controls) of nearby land that may allow any establishment of activities 

that are incompatible with intensive farming. 

 

67. The issue of reverse sensitivity in relation to poultry farms is widely 

acknowledged and understood.  Essentially this relates to an 

incompatibility between the adverse effects of poultry farming and 

residential land use and expected higher levels of amenity. 

 

68. Land use incompatibility and reverse sensitivity in relation to certain 

activities within the Future Urban Development Areas is acknowledged in 

multiple provisions throughout the ODP.  I have underlined some of the 

more relevant parts of the provisions in respect of the proposal. 

 

Objective 1A  

To ensure that activities within and adjacent to the Future Urban Development 

OVERLAY do not adversely affect the ability to rezone and subsequently develop 

areas identified as FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS. 

 

Policy 1A.1 Activities within the Future Urban Development OVERLAY should be 

located and undertaken in a manner that does not have any actual or potential 

adverse effects on the future rezoning and subsequent development of land 

identified as a FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREA. 

 

Reasons 1A.1 The Future Urban Development OVERLAY recognises the need to 

consider the future rezoning and subsequent development potential of the 

FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS within the RURAL ENVIRONMENT AREA 
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identified by the Framework for Growth. A greater level of consideration is 

required over activities that could potentially compromise the future rezoning and 

subsequent development of the FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS. 

 

The current pattern of land use within the FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS is 

predominantly rural dominated by a combination of grazing, dairy farming and 

rural residential activities. These activities are not considered to be an 

impediment to the transition to residential or employment related development. 

There are some activities associated with the rural environment which due to their 

scale, capital intensiveness, and their potential adverse effects, could potentially 

preclude or alternatively reduce the area of land available for rezoning and 

subsequent development. Of particular concern are activities associated with 

intensive pig and poultry farming. The effects are principally those associated with 

odour and reverse sensitivity considerations in relation to new residential 

development in close proximity. The Future Urban Development OVERLAY 

therefore treats intensive poultry and pig farming as non-complying activities 

through rules relating to the ERECTION of STRUCTURES or BUILDINGS within the 

FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS. 

 

Policy 1A.3 Activities within the RURAL ENVIRONMENT AREA should be 

undertaken in a manner that does not have any actual or potential adverse 

effects on the future rezoning and subsequent development of adjacent FUTURE 

URBAN GROWTH AREAS as identified by the Future Urban Development OVERLAY. 

 

Reasons 1A.3 The Framework for Growth has been adopted by the COUNCIL as 

the means by which the requirement for additional land for FUTURE URBAN 

GROWTH AREAS is identified. The Future Urban Development OVERLAY is the 

means by which the FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS are identified on the 

planning maps. It is considered appropriate to provide rules for certain activities 

situated within the RURAL ENVIRONMENT AREA, but adjacent to the Future 

Urban Development OVERLAY that would preclude rezoning and the subsequent 

effective and efficient development of FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS for their 

intended purposes. Therefore intensive pig and poultry farming and INDUSTRIAL 

ACTIVITY are treated as non-complying activities through rules relating to the 

ERECTION of STRUCTURES or BUILDINGS within specified distance of the Future 

Urban Development OVERLAY. The rules enable the COUNCIL to consider certain 

activities that may in the longterm have adverse effects on the ability to re-

develop land identified as FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS. These activities have 

the potential to generate adverse effects which lie beyond the boundaries of their 

specific sites, particularly in terms of odour, noise, traffic generation, and adverse 

visual effects. These activities would be incompatible with future rezoning and 

development of the adjacent FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREA. 

 

Anticipated Environmental Results 1A (a) The rezoning of the FUTURE URBAN 

GROWTH AREAS is not compromised by inappropriate subdivision and/or 
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development within the Future Urban Development OVERLAY. b) The rezoning of 

the FUTURE URBAN GROWTH AREAS is not compromised by inappropriate 

development in the RURAL ENVIRONMENT AREA adjacent to the Future Urban 

Development OVERLAY. 

 

69. In my opinion, NPDC have clearly articulated their concern related to the 

adverse effects poultry farming activities may have in the long-term on the 

ability to re-develop land identified as Future Urban Growth Areas due to 

their incompatibility with residential land use.  

 

70. The PDP takes a similar approach through Objective FUZ-O4 which states: 

 

Activities within and adjacent to the identified Future Urban Zones do not 

compromise the ability to develop the area for urban growth purposes. 

 

Policy FUZ-P3 seeks to: 

 

Avoid activities that are incompatible with the role, function and 

predominant character of the Future Urban Zone and/or activities that will:  

 

1. constrain, limit or compromise the ability to comprehensively develop 

and use the Future Urban Zone for urban growth purposes; 

2. result in reverse sensitivity effects and/or conflict: 

a. with permitted activities; and/or 

b. between incompatible activities once urban development occurs; 

3. result in adverse effects on the character and amenity of the 

surrounding area which cannot be avoided, or appropriately remedied 

or mitigated; or 

4. inhibit the efficient provision of infrastructure to service future urban 

growth needs. 

 

71. I also note objective DEV1-O3 in the PDP related to Area Q which states:  

 

Activities within and adjacent to the Development Area do not compromise 

the ability to develop the area in accordance with the Bell Block Area Q 

Structure Plan Development Area. 

 

72. In my opinion if the air discharge consent was granted for a term beyond 

2026 it would be reasonable to expect that the consent holder would 

submit on any plan change proposal to rezone Area R to an urban zoning, 

as they did with Plan Change 20 for the rezoning of Area Q.  This has the 

potential to prohibit or constrain the ability for land within a ~ 300 m 
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radius of the poultry farm being developed which, as acknowledged in the 

Officer’s report, includes a large proportion of Stage E of Area Q5 as well as 

other land in Area R (see Figure 4 below). 

 

73. I note the evidence of Mr Whiting in his paragraph 11 which states that 

NPDC considered purchasing the poultry farm prior to AFTs taking 

ownership. Mr Whiting states that a Council Officer sought approval to 

purchase the farm for strategic purposes (on the basis that a poultry 

operation could delay the future rezoning of surrounding land) but this fell 

through in 2011. 

 

74. In my opinion this further illustrates that NPDC have been thinking 

strategically for a long period about the potential impact that the long-

term presence of the poultry farm could have on the ability for NPDC to 

rezone land. 

 

 
Figure 4:  Dwellings and Land within 300 m of AFTs poultry sheds (Source: 

Airport Drive Free Range Poultry Farm, Odour Assessment by Tonkin and Taylor 

2021) 

 
5 Paragraph 96, Section 42a report for Resource Consent 5262-3.0, Taranaki Regional Council 
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CONCLUSION 

75. In conclusion I do not support the granting of a consent with a consent 

duration through to 2038.  In my opinion granting a consent with this term 

would result in land use conflict and incompatibility, would detrimentally 

impact on NPDC’s ability to rezone land which has been long identified as 

an important future urban growth area and would impact on the 

submitters’ and other landowners’ ability to develop their land for 

residential or commercial uses. 

 

 

Dated this 08th Day of February 2022.  

 

 
Cameron John Twigley 
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ANNEXURE A – SUBDIVISION RESOURCE CONSENT FOR STAGE 2 

AREA Q 
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ANNEXURE B – SUBDIVISION SCHEME PLANS FOR LANDOWNERS ON 

AIRPORT DRIVE 

 



Disclaimer: This plan is produced for the
sole purpose of obtaining a subdivision
consent under the Resource Management
Act 1991. Dimensions and areas are
approximate and are subject to final survey.
The use of this drawing for
any other purpose is at the owners risk.
This plan is reliant on a zone change and
the realignment of Airport Drive

New Plymouth District Council
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