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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1 My full name is Andrew James Malcolm Macleod.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 11 March 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 As per paragraph 2.6 of my evidence in chief, the scope of that evidence 

addresses the responsiveness of provisions at a broad level. 

Notwithstanding that defined scope, evidence in chief filed by two parties 

on 20 March 2015 raise specific matters with my own evidence in chief that 

I thought would be helpful to respond to before the hearing. These are as 

follows: 

 

(a) Ms. Sandra McIntyre, expert planning witness for the Crown 

(#495) raises an issue related to development control in 

environmentally constrained areas. 

  

(b) Ms. Ainsley McLeod, expert planning witness for the New Zealand 

Fire Service Commission (#495) raises an issue related to water 

supply for firefighting purposes. 

 

2.2 These matters are addressed below and ultimately I outline my agreement 

with the views of each of the above witnesses on those matter. 
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3. DEVELOPMENT IN ENVIRONMENTALLY CONSTRAINED AREAS 

 

3.1 With regard to consenting and notification requirements, and at paragraph 

11.15 of her evidence in chief, Ms. McIntyre states that she supports my 

evidence in chief and amendments made by Council in its revised version 

of the Residential Chapter. However, at paragraph 11.16 of her evidence 

Ms. McIntyre notes an exception to her support which relates to 

development in the “Peat Ground Condition Constraint Overlay” and 

“Stormwater Capacity Constraint Overlay”. In these areas Ms. McIntyre is 

concerned that the revised version lacks a matter of discretion which 

allows development constraints in these areas to be considered when site 

coverage and site density standards are exceeded (ie it lacks the notified 

matter of discretion 14.9.1 regarding site density, which was removed in 

the Revised Proposal 9 March 2015 version). Given the scope of my 

evidence in chief this is not something I had previously considered but I 

agree with Ms. McIntyre's proposal to reinstate the matter of discretion and 

the amendments she has made to it (as set out in her evidence).  

 

4. WATER SUPPLY FOR FIREFIGHTING PURPOSES  

 

4.1 At paragraph 9.6 of her evidence in chief Ms. McLeod refers to my 

independent planning assessment attached as Appendix 1 to my evidence 

in chief. Specifically Ms. McLeod refers to my recommendation to remove 

Standard 14.2.3.13 relating to provision of water supply for firefighting 

purposes. Ms. McLeod disagrees with my recommendation on the basis 

that it would not comprehensively address water supply for firefighting 

purposes / risk. I note that my recommendation refers to the notified 

version of Standard 14.2.3.13 and was based on my interpretation of the 

standard (at that time of providing the independent planning assessment) 

that individual properties would be required to provide connections and 

water supply for firefighting purposes (which I regard as unreasonable). 

 

4.2 As outlined at paragraph 9.5 of Ms. McLeod’s evidence in chief the New 

Zealand Fire Service Commission seeks amendments to the wording of 

Standard 14.2.3.13 (included in Council’s revised version).  This removes 

my earlier concern because it requires water supply / connections directly 
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from Council’s reticulated water supply (rather than from individual 

properties). On this basis I agree with Ms. McLeod. 

 

 

Andrew Macleod 

25 March 2015 


