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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.1 This rebuttal evidence addresses the evidence of Laura Buttimore 

and Shane Watson for Orion New Zealand Ltd (“Orion”) which 

seeks corridor protection for the electricity network identified by 

Orion. 

1.2 The corridor protection sought by Orion is similar to the corridor 

sought by Transpower for the National Grid. 

1.3 Corridor protection is not necessary to provide adequate protection 

of the Orion-identified electricity network. 

1.4 In addition, Ms Buttimore and Mr Watson do not address the costs 

to landowners to implement the corridor protection that is sought by 

Orion. 

2. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

2.1 My name is Lynette Pearl Wharfe. I am a planning consultant with 

The AgriBusiness Group.  I have a BA in Social Sciences and post 

graduate papers in Environmental Studies, including Environmental 

Law, Resource Economics and Resource Management.   

2.2 I am an accredited commissioner under the Making Good Decisions 

programme with Ministry for the Environment. 

2.3 I have been a consultant with The AgriBusiness Group since 2002.  

The Agribusiness Group was established in 2001 to help build 

business capability in the primary sector.  

2.4 I have spent over 13 years as a consultant, primarily to the 

agricultural industry, specialising in resource management, 

environmental issues, and environmental education and facilitation. 

2.5 I have been involved in a number of plan changes relating to 

incorporation of the National Policy Statement for Electricity 

Transmission (NPSET) into district plans. 

2.6 I have been provided with a copy of the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. 

I have read and agree to comply with that Code.  This evidence is 

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

upon the specified evidence of another person.  I have not omitted 

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

from the opinions that I express. 
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3. HORTICULTURE NEW ZEALAND’S FURTHER SUBMISSION 

3.1 Horticulture New Zealand (“Horticulture NZ”) made a further 

submission opposing submissions by Orion NZ Ltd seeking corridor 

protection for the Orion distribution lines in Christchurch.   

3.2 Horticulture NZ’s reasons for opposing the Orion submissions state: 

The Proposed Plan establishes an Electricity Transmission Corridor to give 

effect to the NPS Electricity Transmission as it relates to lines owned and 

operated by Transpower.  The submitter seeks to extend the corridor to 

establish an electricity distribution line corridor for local lines.  This is 

opposed.  The NPSET provides for the National Grid and it is inappropriate 

that the provisions be extended in the manner sought.  The Board of Inquiry 

into the NPSET specifically determined that it was not appropriate that the 

local distribution lines be afforded the protection under the NPSET. 

Land and activities adjacent to local distribution lines need to comply with 

NZECP34 which regulates activities adjacent to the lines.  Additional 

protection through the district plan is therefore not required.   

4. EVIDENCE OF MS BUTTIMORE AND MR WATSON 

4.1 In her evidence Ms Buttimore states:1 

 
Federated Farmers of New Zealand and Horticulture New Zealand 

submitted in opposition to Orion’s submission. They are concerned with 

precedent effects and believe that the New Zealand Electrical Code of 

Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (2001) (COP) provides a corridor 

protection measure through the required setback distances from overhead 

lines.  

4.2 Horticulture NZ’s further submission did not state that NZECP 34: 

2001 provides a corridor protection measure.  Rather the further 

submission stated that land and activities adjacent to local 

distribution lines need to comply with NZECP34. 

4.3 Compliance with NZECP34 is mandatory and is designed to afford 

protection of the electricity network. 

Enforcement 

4.4 Mr Watson outlines NZECP34 and how it applies.2  Ms Buttimore 

considers that Mr Watson’s explanation demonstrates that the COP 

is difficult to enforce and a number of instances have previously 

occurred where the safe distances set out in the code were not 

                                                 

1 At paragraph [55]. 
2 At paragraph [10.8]. 
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adhered to and therefore corridor protection in the pCRDP is 

justified.3 

4.5 In my opinion, if NZECP34:2001 is considered difficult to enforce, 

then the recourse would be better addressed through seeking 

amendments to the COP rather than every distribution company 

seeking a range of provisions through district plans.  I consider an 

approach through district plans to be an inefficient use of resources. 

Protection of the Network 

4.6 Ms Buttimore describes corridor protection as providing a buffer or 

separation between development and overhead electricity 

distribution and transmission lines.4 

4.7 However the corridor protection sought by Orion is essentially a 

relatively clear space under the lines with activities not meeting the 

standard to be non complying activities.   

4.8 While corridor protection is one mechanism that may be used to 

provide protection of the electricity network it is not the only option 

available.  The evidence of Orion does not consider other options. 

4.9 Corridor protection is a blunt tool as it restricts use of land within the 

corridor. 

Cost of Implementation 

4.10 Neither Mr Watson nor Ms Buttimore consider the cost to implement 

the corridor protection sought by Orion.  

4.11 Part of the development of the NPSET required a Regulatory Impact 

Statement that described the costs of implementing the NPS.  It 

considered costs to local government and landowners.  

4.12 The principle that was applied was that it was reasonable for 

affected landowners to pay the cost in the interests of the national 

benefit, even though the costs do not fall evenly across the 

community. 

4.13 There has been no assessment as to what the costs of the Orion 

proposed corridor would be or whether it is reasonable for affected 

landowners to pay the costs in the interests of the local benefit. 

                                                 

3 At paragraph 55. 
4 At paragraph 7. 
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4.14 The Hearing Panel has made decisions on Chapter 3 Strategic 

Directions that include infrastructure and strategic infrastructure, 

particularly Objective 3.3.12.  The Panel has been mindful of the 

costs that are borne by ‘picking winners’:5 

[282] We have been mindful that having reverse sensitivity provisions in 

Strategic Directions involves picking winners. Specifically, by according 

protection to one activity from others, those other activities bear a cost in 

terms of restriction and constraint on development opportunity.  

4.15 Implementing corridor provisions for the Orion identified electricity 

network will mean ‘picking winners’, and the costs of that will be 

borne by others in terms of restriction and constraint on 

development opportunity. 

Application of the NPSET to Local Lines 

4.16 Mr Watson refers to the finding of the Board of Inquiry that local 

distribution lines should not be included in the NPSET as they are 

not of national significance:6    

Some supply companies considered that the policy statement should be 

extended to apply to all high tension lines, whether or not they were part of 

the national grid.  We were not persuaded that this would be appropriate.  It 

is the New Zealand –wide nature of the grid that is one of the principal 

reasons for it being of national significance.  The same cannot be said of 

supply lines which in most cases are contained within one region.  Problems 

of cut-off points also arise. (Board of Inquiry Report 2008) 

4.17 However Mr Watson then proceeds to discount the relevance of the 

NPSET in terms of the local distribution lines. 

4.18 In my opinion the statement is relevant as it indicates that the 

rationale and tools that are included within the NPSET are not 

appropriate for supply or local distribution lines. 

Strategic Infrastructure 

4.19 Ms Buttimore outlines pCRDP Strategic Objective 3.3.12 and 

considers that the Orion identified electricity network should be 

recognised as strategic infrastructure.7   

4.20 The decision on Chapter 3 records that the definition of strategic 

infrastructure is the necessary infrastructure facilities, services and 

                                                 

5 At paragraph 282. 
6 At paragraph 11.7. 
7 At paragraph 40. 
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installations which are of greater than local importance. The 

examples given do not include local distribution lines. 

4.21 Therefore the relevance of Objective 3.3.12 b) as referred to by Ms 

Buttimore will be dependent on the Panel revisiting the decision as 

to whether the Orion-identified electricity network is ‘strategic 

infrastructure’.   

4.22 If the Hearing Panel are of a mind to accept that Objective 3.3.12 b) 

is relevant to the Orion-identified electricity network, it should be 

noted that the objective does not seek that activities are avoided.  

Rather it is that the adverse effects from incompatible activities are 

avoided.  Seeking a non-complying activity status for a 12 metre 

corridor effectively seeks that activities are avoided, rather than the 

adverse effects are avoided.   

4.23 It is my opinion that the policy framework of the Plan and the 

assessment criteria that consider the proximity of infrastructure, 

which are considered as part of resource consent, can provide an 

appropriate level of protection for the local distribution network.  If a 

restriction on buildings adjacent to the local distribution lines is 

considered appropriate it should be limited to directly under the lines 

and be no more than a restricted discretionary activity. 

 

Lynette Wharfe 

25 March 2015 

 


