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May it please the Panel: 
 
1. Transpower New Zealand Ltd (Transpower) has a single transmission 

line on industrial zoned land in the Replacement Plan; the 220kV 

Bromley-Islington A line, which has been identified on the maps/aerials 

attached to the evidence of Mr Roy Noble.1 

2. We will address two issues relating to Transpower’s submission and 

further submission on the industrial proposal in the Proposed 

Christchurch Replacement Plan (the Replacement Plan): 

(a) the appropriate width of a buffer corridor and what activities should 

be included; and 

(b) the appropriate activity status for a buffer corridor.  

3. The clear direction contained within policies 10 and 11 of the National 

Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (the NPSET) places 

limitations on both the width and the activity status for a buffer corridor.2 

In summary, Policy 10 requires an assessment of the area in which 

adverse effects including reverse sensitivity effects arise, and what 

activity status is required to avoid such effects and ensure the National 

Grid is not compromised. Policy 11 requires an assessment of what 

sensitive activities are, what is an appropriate buffer corridor and what 

activity status is required to generally not provide for sensitive activities. 

The Hearings Panel must “give effect to” the NPSET in its decisions on 

the Replacement Plan.  

4. In the context of the commercial proposal, Transpower seeks the 

deletion of all rules and standards that relate to the National Grid 

because the National Grid does not traverse any of the Commercial 

zones. The Council’s revised version of Proposal 15 dated 8 April 2015 

includes the deletions sought by Transpower. 

                                                
1 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Roy Noble dated 24 April 2015 at Attachment A. 
2 As noted in our Closing Legal Submissions on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited in 
relation to Chapter 14 (Residential Proposal - Part) dated 22 April 2015 at [1]. 
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What is the appropriate width of a buffer corridor, and what activities 
should be included? 

5. The evidence of Mr Roy Noble for the residential topic outlines the 

analysis used by Transpower to calculate the widths of transmission 

corridors considered to be required by the NPSET.3 This analysis 

resulted in the identification of a 12 metre National Grid Yard that would 

apply to land use for tower lines (coinciding with the everyday wind 

conductor position) and a wider corridor for subdivision (ranging from 32-

39m either side of the centreline). The corridors are based on the 

existing assets, and have not been sized to provide for major rebuilds or 

new lines. 

6. In the residential proposal, Transpower sought a corridor for sensitive 

activities and buildings (excluding accessory buildings associated with 

an existing activity) within 12 metres of the centre line of a 110kV or 

220kV National Grid transmission line or within 12 metres of the 

foundation of an associated support structure.4  

7. In respect of the industrial proposal, Transpower seeks a corridor for 

sensitive activities and buildings on greenfield sites within 12 metres of 

the centre line of a 220kV National Grid transmission line or within 12 

metres of the foundation of an associated support structure. For 

buildings other than those on greenfield sites (i.e. in 

developed/underbuilt areas), Transpower only seeks a corridor within 12 

metres of the foundation of an associated support structure. Transpower 

also seeks a corridor for fences within 5 metres of a National Grid 

transmission line support structure foundation. 

8. Transpower has taken a considered approach to drafting corridor 

protection rules by taking into account the context of the specific zone. 

As explained in the evidence of Mr Roy Noble, Transpower’s approach 

to corridors in industrial areas differs from its approach in residential 

areas, as the required corridor differs depending on whether the line has 

                                                
3 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 at [17]-[23]. 
4 Transpower also sought a corridor for sensitive activities and buildings (excluding accessory 
buildings associated with an existing activity) within 10 metres of the centre line of a 66kV National 
Grid transmission line or within 10 metres of the foundation of an associated support structure. 
Transpower also sought a corridor for fences within 5 metres of a National Grid transmission line 
support structure foundation. 
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existing underbuild or not.5 This is because a line is compromised where 

it already has underbuild, and although the risks and hazards remain for 

the line,6 Transpower considers it to be unreasonable to further restrict 

development where the benefit to Transpower is limited.7 As explained 

in the earlier evidence of Mr Dougall Campbell, this zone-based 

approach has been taken elsewhere in areas with existing underbuild.8  

In areas where lines are compromised in this way, the corridor sought by 

Transpower is focused on ensuring the area around the structure is 

available for maintenance.9  

9. However, we note sensitive activities are still restricted in the same 

manner as in the residential chapter regardless of the state of the line. 

This is on the basis Policy 11 of the NPSET directs sensitive activities to 

“generally not be provided for” – regardless of what zone such activities 

are in. 

10. The rule proposed by Transpower no longer specifically restricts 

hazardous facilities or specifically exempts network utilities. As 

explained by Ms McLeod, this is because these matters are likely to be 

addressed in the portion of Proposal 6 – General Rules and Procedures 

that will be notified in the near future.10 It is anticipated that the Proposal 

6 provisions will contain their own suite of provisions that may be exempt 

from zone provisions in any case (particularly in regard to network 

utilities).11 

11. The rule also no longer references building alterations within the existing 

height and footprint. Ms McLeod notes that this is because it is 

considered that this does not go beyond what is provided for as an 

existing use right under section 10 of the RMA.12 

                                                
5 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Roy Noble dated 24 April 2015 at [11]. 
6 The risks identified by Mr Roy Noble in his evidence on the Strategic Directions and Residential 
chapters of the Replacement Plan apply equally to industrial activities. See Statement of Evidence 
in Chief of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 at [24]-[51] and Statement of Evidence in Chief of Roy 
Noble dated 24 April 2015 at [22]. 
7 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Roy Noble dated 24 April 2015 at [11]. 
8 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015 at [20]-[23]. 
9 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Mr Roy Noble dated 24 April 2015 at [11]. 
10 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [58]. 
11 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [58]. 
12 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [58]. 
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What is the appropriate activity status for a buffer corridor? 

12. We have set out in Appendix A to these submissions why a non-

complying activity status is necessary to give effect to the NPSET, as we 

previously outlined for the residential proposal. Ms Ainsley McLeod also 

notes that a non-complying activity status is appropriate because a built 

form standard in Proposal 16 would only strictly apply to permitted 

activities, resulting in a potential imbalance whereby permitted activities 

in the corridor default to non-complying, while discretionary activities (or 

restricted discretionary activities) in the corridor would not be captured.13  

13. Ms McLeod also considers that non-complying activity status is the most 

appropriate option to achieve the following:14 

(a) to implement Objective 3.3.12 in the Strategic Directions decision;  

(b) to implement the Objective of the NPSET; and  

(c) to give effect to Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET.  

14. This is because a non-complying activity status (particularly when 

considered alongside the exemptions provided in the proposal) better 

gives effect to strong direction in Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET, that 

make reference to “avoiding” reverse sensitivity effects and sensitive 

activities “generally not being provided for” without deploying the blunt 

instrument of prohibited activity status (recognising that there may be 

circumstances where it is appropriate to grant a consent within the 

corridor).15  

Other matters 

15. We also note that Ms McLeod has recommended a number of other 

amendments to the provisions in proposals 15 and 16 in her evidence 

dated 24 April 2015. 

16. In relation to proposal 15, Ms McLeod supports the inclusion of Policy 13 

– Strategic Infrastructure, but considers that the latter clause referring to 
                                                
13 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [58]. 
14 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at Attachment C, [3]. 
15 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at Attachment C, [16]. 
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the National Grid specifically is unnecessary.16 This has been accepted 

by Mr Mark Stevenson and Policy 13 has been amended accordingly.17 

17. As for proposal 16, Ms McLeod supports Mr Stevenson’s amendments 

to Policy 4 and re-numbered Policy 8, as well as the deletion of rules 

that had the effect of requiring restricted discretionary activity consent for 

any buildings within 150 metres of a National Grid substation in the 

revised version of proposal 16 dated 8 April 2015.18 Ms McLeod also 

notes that Transpower no longer wishes to retain the notes in the 

landscaping Built Form Standards referencing the Electricity (Hazards 

from Trees) Regulations 2003, on the basis that these regulations are 

sufficiently addressed by way of a note included in the National Grid 

corridor protection rules.19 

Conclusion 

18. Corridor protection rules for the National Grid are necessary to give 

effect to the NPSET, and implement the direction of Objective 3.3.12 to 

identify a buffer corridor within which sensitive activities will generally not 

be provided for. Transpower has identified an appropriate buffer corridor 

and activity status for its transmission line in the industrial zoned land in 

the Replacement Plan. 

 

 

_____________________________________ 
 
AJL Beatson/ NJ Garvan 
Counsel for Transpower New Zealand Limited 
 
22 May 2015 

                                                
16 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [33]. 
17 Rebuttal Evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson dated 1 May 2015 at 114. 
18 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [37]. 
19 Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod dated 24 April 2015 at [69]. 
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Appendix A – Activity Status to give effect to the NPSET 

19. Policy 10 of the NPSET requires decisions-makers “to the extent 

reasonably possible manage activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects 

on the electricity transmission network and to ensure that operation, 

maintenance, upgrading and development of the electricity transmission 

network is not compromised.” Policy 11 of the NPSET requires local 

authorities to “consult with the operator of the National Grid to identify an 

appropriate buffer corridor” within which sensitive activities will generally 

not be provided for. 

20. We submit that the only activity status that would generally not provide 

for sensitive activities, and avoid reverse sensitivity effects in relation to 

buildings is non-complying activity status. It requires a higher threshold 

than discretionary activity status because an activity must meet one of 

the “gateway tests” before resource consent can be granted (the 

adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be minor, or the 

application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the objectives and 

policies of the plan).20  

21. If the activity status was prohibited then this would mean such activities 

would never be provided for (as opposed to generally not). It could be 

argued that prohibited activity status is required to “avoid” reverse 

sensitivity effects but this is not how it has been interpreted by 

Transpower.  

22. If the activity status was discretionary then councils would have 

discretion whether or not to grant resource consent on a case by case 

basis. This would be making greater provision for activities compared to 

non-complying activity status, contrary to the direction in Policy 11. 

 

                                                
20 Resource Management Act 1991, section 104D. 
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