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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Liquigas Limited (Liquigas) is New Zealand’s leading handler of bulk 

LPG.1  In Christchurch, Liquigas’ operations include a bulk LPG storage 

terminal and distribution facility located at Chapmans Road, Woolston 

(Woolston Depot), a pump station and ship unloading facilities at 

Lyttelton Port, and a pipeline that extends from Lyttelton Port over the Port 

Hills to the Woolston Depot.  These facilities provide critical LPG supply to 

Christchurch and the upper South Island region.2 and fall within the 

definition of “strategic infrastructure” in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement.  The Woolston Depot is expected to be classified as a Major 

Hazard Facility as a result of the upcoming reforms of the health and 

safety legislation.3 

1.2 The Woolston Depot is located on land zoned Industrial Heavy under the 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan).  

Liquigas’ submission sought to ensure that the planning regime set out in 

the Industrial provisions of the Replacement Plan: 

(a) protects Liquigas’ Woolston Depot and associated infrastructure 

from the encroachment of sensitive or incompatible land uses; and 

(b) adequately provides for the ongoing operation, maintenance and 

upgrading of the Woolston Depot.  

1.3 Expert evidence has been filed by Albert de Geest, Damian Phillis and 

Jonathan Clease.  

(a) Mr de Geest is Liquigas’ chief executive officer.  His evidence 

outlines Liquigas’ operations in Christchurch, its facilities located in 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Mr de Geest dated 24 April, para [5 ] 

2
 Statement of evidence of Mr de Geest, paras [12-13] 

3 Statement of evidence of Mr Phillis dated 24 April 2015, para [17] 



2 
 

12553945:1 

the Industrial Heavy zone at Woolston, and the company’s specific 

concerns regarding the Replacement Plan; 

(b) Mr Phillis is a safety and risk engineer.  His evidence describes the 

risk management legislation applicable to Major Hazard Facilities 

such as Liquigas’ Woolston Depot, and the land use management 

methods which can be employed to address risks from such 

facilities; and 

(c) Mr Clease is a consultant planner.  His evidence addresses the 

specific amendments sought by Liquigas to the Industrial 

provisions of the Replacement Plan. 

2. KEY SUBMISSIONS 

2.1 Liquigas’ key submission is that it is sensible and good planning practice 

to separate heavy industrial activities (such as Liquigas’ Woolston Depot) 

from more sensitive activities, recognising the effects that heavy industrial 

activities will inevitably have on the surrounding environment.  There are 

alternative locations for such activities, but there are limitations on the 

viability of and suitability of sites for relocating existing industrial activities.  

4 The development of high-occupancy and sensitive activities in the 

Industrial Heavy zone may result in significant restrictions on industrial 

activities in the area and in particular on those activities which fall within 

the Major Hazard Facility classification.   

2.2 Liquigas broadly supports the approach taken by the Council in relation to 

controls on non-industrial activities locating in the Industrial Heavy zone. 

However Liquigas submission raised particular concerns about the 

potential for sensitive or incompatible uses (including high-occupancy 

uses) to establish within the Industrial Heavy zone and thereby result in 

reverse sensitivity effects, potential risk effects and other adverse effects 

on the operation of Liquigas’ Woolston Depot.  

                                                
4
 Statement of evidence of Mr de Geest, para [14] 
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2.3 These submissions address three specific issues: 

(a) Reverse sensitivity effects; 

(b) Risk effects; 

(c) Provision for ‘bulk fuel supply infrastructure’ within the ‘Heavy 

Industrial Activity’ definition.  

3. REVERSE SENSITIVITY EFFECTS 

3.1 The concept of reverse sensitivity effects is well established and 

recognises the legal vulnerability of an established activity to complaint 

from a new land use.5   

3.2 Liquigas is concerned to ensure that the Replacement Plan adequately 

addresses reverse sensitivity effects that may impact on the continued 

operation of its Woolston Depot.  Liquigas’ submission therefore sought a 

number of amendments to the notified proposals including the imposition 

of a 300 metre buffer zone around bulk fuel storage facilities within which 

sensitive activities would be classified as non-complying activities.  The 

purpose of the proposed 300m buffer was two-fold:  

(a) to reduce potential for reverse sensitivity effects to arise from 

sensitive activities; and  

(b) to ensure that sensitive activities were sufficiently removed from 

bulk fuel storage facilities so as to reduce any potential risk to 

occupants in the event of an emergency incident occurring.   

3.3 Following mediation, a number of changes were made to the Industrial 

Heavy zone provisions.  These included amendments to policies to 

recognise potential reverse sensitivity issues and amendments to the 

activity status table such that all non-industrial activities will be either full 

discretionary or non-complying.  Liquigas is satisfied with those 

                                                
5
 Affco New Zealand Ltd v Napier City Council EnvC W082/2004 at [29] 
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amendments to the extent that they recognise and seek to prevent reverse 

sensitivity effects arising.  

Risk Effects 

3.4 The definition of “effect” in section 3(f) of the Act includes “any potential 

effect of low probability which has a high potential impact”.  It is therefore 

appropriate for the Replacement Plan to incorporate policies that seek to 

address the potential increased safety risks that may result from the 

location of sensitive and high-occupancy activities in close proximity to 

bulk fuel storage facilities such as that operated by Liquigas.   

3.5 It is submitted that the policy framework against which any discretionary or 

non-complying activity application in the Industrial Heavy zone would be 

considered does not yet appropriately recognise these potential risk 

effects.  Indeed the policies are currently silent as to potential risk effect 

issues.  Rather they focus on reverse sensitivity effects such as those that 

may arise from sensitive activities locating within airport noise contours.  

Liquigas’ submission is that the policies should recognise potential risk 

effects and that these are different from concepts of reverse sensitivity.   

3.6 The nature of Liquigas’ operation is such that it is a hazardous facility 

which requires careful design, maintenance and operation.6  The expected 

classification of the Woolston Depot as a Major Hazard Facility under the 

upcoming health and safety reforms will require Liquigas to demonstrate 

that the site and its operation meet certain obligations including effective 

emergency planning in coordination with adjacent facilities, emergency 

services and the local community 7. 

3.7 Against this background, Liquigas has proposed an addition to Policy 

4(16.1.1.4b)8 that would require assessment of potential safety risks 

                                                
6
 Statement of evidence of Mr de Geest, paras [7 and 15-21] 

7
 Statement of evidence of Mr Phillis, paras [18-21] 

8
 Statement of evidence of Mr Clease para [27] 
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associated with location of sensitive activities in close proximity to bulk 

fuel storage facilities.   

3.8 The policy wording proposed by Liquigas is as follows: 

b. Avoid any activity in industrial zones within the potential to hinder or constrain 

the establishment or ongoing operation or development of industrial activities and 

strategic infrastructure.  This includes but is not limited to avoiding… 

 i)……….. 

ii) Non-industrial activities in close proximity to bulk fuel storage facilities 

unless a quantified risk assessment establishes that the proposed 

location of the activity meets risk acceptability criteria appropriate for the 

applicable land use. 

3.9 The proposed policy will provide guidance to decision makers and 

applicants as to the need to consider potential risk effects where consent 

for non-complying or discretionary activity consent for non-industrial 

activities is sought.   

3.10 In his rebuttal evidence, Mr Stevenson supports the insertion of this policy 

but has suggested amended wording9: 

Non-industrial activities in close proximity to bulk fuel storage facilities 

unless a quantified risk assessment the risk has been assessed which 

establishes that the proposed location of the activity meets risk 

acceptability criteria appropriate for the applicable land use. 

3.11 Although Mr Stevenson is of the view that “the effect of the change 

remains the same”, it is submitted that the removal of the reference to 

“quantified risk assessment” may result in uncertainty for applicants and 

decision-makers.   

3.12 In his evidence, Mr Phillis describes the risk assessment criteria typically 

applied in New Zealand, although he notes that there is no legislated 

                                                
9
 Rebuttal evidence of Mr Stevenson para [24] 
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criteria.10  He considers that “it is not appropriate to specify a single target 

risk acceptance criteria for non-industrial land uses”.  Rather in Industrial 

Heavy Zones, each use should be assessed on its merits with reference to 

a quantified risk assessment11. 

3.13 As there is no defined risk assessment criteria in New Zealand reference 

to a “quantified risk assessment” would automatically direct applicants and 

decision makers to the level of technical assessment required.  Such an 

assessment would have regard to such factors as proximity to the bulk 

fuel storage facility, location of buildings, occupancy levels, etc.  It is 

submitted that this level of guidance is desirable.  

3.14 Liquigas considers that this policy, combined with the Council’s proposed 

amendments to the activity status for non-industrial activities would 

address the company’s concerns and would remove the need for a 300m 

buffer zone around the Liquigas site as originally requested. 

Definition of ‘bulk fuel storage facilities’ 

3.15 Liquigas also sought that bulk fuel storage facilities be specifically 

provided for within the definition of “industrial activity”.  Mr Stevenson 

proposed instead that ‘bulk fuel storage facilities’ be provided for within the 

new definition of ‘Heavy industrial Activity’ (which replaces the ‘noxious 

and offensive activity’ definition)12.  This was not supported by Liquigas as 

it would not provide for associated pipelines which traverse different 

industrial zones.  As a compromise, it is proposed that ‘bulk fuel supply 

infrastructure’ is provided for as a permitted activity within the Industrial 

Heavy zone13.  It is noted that Mr Stevenson supports this change14.  

                                                
10

 Statement of evidence of Mr Phillis paras [23-27] 

11
 Statement of evidence of Mr Phillis para [27] 

12
 Statement of Evidence of Mr Stevenson dated 13 April, Attachment E, page 26. 

13
 Statement of evidence of Mr Clease paras [39-41] 

14
 Rebuttal Statement of Mr Stevenson  para [24.4] 
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4. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

4.1 The Replacement Plan sets out the Council’s and community’s 

expectations for future development in Christchurch.  Liquigas submits 

that the objectives and policies for the Industrial Heavy zone as amended 

during and following during mediation, together with the amendments 

described in these submissions and in the evidence of Liquigas’ planner 

Mr Clease set out a clear and consistent theme of ensuring that 

incompatible activities are not co-located.  This appropriately reflects the 

need and desirability of avoiding reverse sensitivity and risk effects, and 

the serious implications that such co-location can have on important 

industries and infrastructure.  

 
DATED 28 May 2015  
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