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May it please the Panel: 
 
1. Transpower’s submission on the Replacement Plan sought amendments 

to the residential proposal to better recognise the need to manage the 

effects of, and avoid effects on, strategic infrastructure. This includes 

rules that provide corridor protection for National Grid transmission lines. 

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

further submission on the residential proposal:  

(a) Issue 1 – Objectives and Policies;  

(b) Issue 2 – Corridor Protection Rules for National Grid; and 

(c) Issue 3 – Corridor Protection Rules for Distribution Lines. 

3. In our legal submissions on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes,1 we set out the legal framework relating to the National 

Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (the NPSET) and the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the RPS). We do not propose to 

repeat that material here – in summary, the Hearings Panel must “give 

effect to” the NPSET and the RPS in its decisions on the Replacement 

Plan. This directive means these higher-order instruments must be 

implemented in the Replacement Plan. 

Issue 1 – Objectives and Policies for Residential Proposal 

4. The Hearings Panel’s decision on strategic directions and strategic 

outcomes has an enduring influence for all the other chapters of the 

Replacement Plan, as objectives and policies are to be expressed and 

achieved in a manner consistent with the objectives in Strategic 

Directions.2 

5. The Hearings Panel’s decision on strategic directions and strategic 

outcomes includes Objective 3.3.12 which provides as follows: 

                                                
1 Legal Submissions on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited dated 10 December 
2014 
2 Paragraph 100, Decision 1 Strategic Directions And Strategic Outcomes (And Relevant 
Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 
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(a) The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and 

provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective development, 

upgrade, maintenance and operation is enabled; and  

(b) Strategic infrastructure, including its role and function, is protected 

by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible activities, including 

reverse sensitivity effects, by, amongst other things: … 

(ii) managing activities to avoid adverse effects on the National 

Grid, including by identifying a buffer corridor within which 

sensitive activities will generally not be provided for; … 

(c) The adverse effects of infrastructure on the surrounding 

environment are managed, having regard to the economic benefits 

and technical and operational needs of infrastructure.  

6. The Hearings Panel considered that beyond the above objective, the 

better place to consider the framing of policies on infrastructure is in 

considering the relevant later chapters of the Replacement Plan.3 This 

should include the residential chapter, because it manages the interface 

and relationship between residential activities and infrastructure in the 

residential zones. Further, section 75(1)(b) of the RMA provides that a 

district plan must state the policies to implement the objectives. 

7. In her evidence Ms McLeod has proposed amendments to the following 

policies to implement Objective 3.3.12: 

(a) Policy 14.1.2.2 Recovery Housing – Higher Density 

Comprehensive Redevelopment: to include reference to the 

National Grid and direct adverse effects (rather than just reverse 

sensitivity effects); 

(b) Policy 14.1.4.1 Avoidance of Adverse Effects on Strategic 

Transport Infrastructure: to address all strategic infrastructure as 

currently there is no applicable policy, and to provide a policy basis 

                                                
3 Paragraph 280, Decision 1 Strategic Directions And Strategic Outcomes (And Relevant 
Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 
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for the subsequent rule framework and implement Objective 

3.3.1;4 

(c) Policy 14.1.6.9 Separation of Incompatible Activities: in support of 

the submission from the Crown to include reference to both critical 

and strategic infrastructure; and 

(d) Policy 14.1.7.3 Existing Non-residential Activities: to allow 

redevelopment associated with strategic infrastructure. 

8. The residential chapter also includes Objective 14.1.4 Strategic 

Infrastructure and Objective 14.1.7 Existing Non-Residential Activities. 

Transpower supports Objective 14.1.4 with amendments to refer 

expressly to the National Grid to alleviate the potential to assign greater 

importance to the infrastructure currently identified in the objective, or 

create an imbalance when interpreting the objective.5 Transpower seeks 

amendments to Objective 14.1.7 to include recognition that strategic 

infrastructure may need to be located in residential zones. 

Issue 2 – Corridor Protection Rules for National Grid 

9. The Hearings Panel has included reference to identifying a buffer 

corridor within which sensitive activities will generally not be provided for 

in Objective 3.3.12 of the Replacement Plan, which is consistent with the 

direction in Policy 11 of the NPSET. This objective needs to be achieved 

through a rule, as has been proposed in the notified version of Proposal 

14 and amended by Ms McLeod in her evidence.  

10. We note a simple version of a corridor protection rule was accepted by 

the Hearings Panel in the context of temporary activities related to 

earthquake recovery.  Further, the Board of Inquiry for the Ruakura Plan 

Change agreed that Policy 11 of the NPSET in particular will be 

implemented through rules which provided for sensitive activities within 

the National Grid Corridor as a non-complying activity.6 

                                                
4 Paragraph 36, Statement of Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod dated 20 March 2015 
5 Paragraph 28, Statement of Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod dated 20 March 2015 
6 Paragraph 276, Final Report and Decision of the Board of Inquiry into the Proposed 
Ruakura Development Plan Change 
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11. Transpower seeks amendments to the rules in the notified proposal to 

restrict sensitive activities and buildings within 12 metres of the National 

Grid, but allow for differentiation between developed urban areas and 

greenfield areas and provide for some permitted activities within 12 

metres of the National Grid (with non-complying activity status where the 

standards that apply within 12 metres of the National Grid cannot be 

met).  

12. We set out below the relevant facts in support of Transpower’s position: 

(a) The concept of corridor protection rules for the National Grid has 

not been challenged by any submitter;7 

(b) The notified provisions are more restrictive on landowners than 

Transpower considers necessary, and the amendments 

Transpower proposes better reflect acceptable activities in 

developed urban areas;8 

(c) The amendments reflect Transpower’s approach to giving effect to 

the NPSET, which has been developed following extensive work 

including legal and engineering input, as set out in the evidence of 

Mr Campbell and Mr Noble;9 

(d) Only sensitive activities and those activities that compromise the 

ability to maintain the assets are restricted from establishing in the 

area directly under the conductors during an everyday wind 

conductor position;10 

(e) Corridor protection rules contribute to a number of economic 

benefits, including improved safety to persons and property and 

reduced transmission inspection costs.11 Further benefits are 

outlined in Mr Noble’s evidence;12 

                                                
7 Paragraph 53, Statement of Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod dated 20 March 2015 
8 Paragraph 3, Statement of Evidence of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015 
9 Paragraphs 19-25, Statement of Evidence of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015 
10 Paragraph 11, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Roy Noble dated 25 March 2015 
11 Paragraph 12, Statement of Evidence of Michael Campbell Copeland dated 20 March 
2015 
12 Paragraphs 78-81, Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 
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(f) The proposed provisions will allow the minimum area necessary 

for the efficient and effective operation, maintenance, development 

and upgrading of the National Grid, will avoid sensitive and 

intensive underbuild, and will to a certain extent address reverse 

sensitivity issues.13 

Issue 3 – Corridor Protection Rules for Distribution Lines 

13. Orion is seeking corridor protection rules for its distribution lines. In the 

decision on temporary activities, the Hearings Panel agreed with the 

legal submission of the Council that Orion’s 66kV and 33kV electricity 

distribution lines do not form part of the National Grid, and do not justify 

the higher level of protection directed by Policies 10 and 11 of the 

NPSET.14 This appears to be consistent with the approach taken in 

other districts in New Zealand as outlined by Mr Campbell.  

14. Based on Ms Buttimore’s evidence, we understood Orion had accepted 

that it cannot rely upon the NPSET to justify protection for distribution 

lines.15  However, legal counsel for Orion asserts that:16  

“Orion considers that the NPSET nonetheless gives some 

guidance to the Panel as to the broad national policy direction 

favouring protection of strategic electricity assets…the principles 

and policy direction in the NPSET have relevance when 

considering Orion’s high voltage network…The NPSET provides a 

useful guide as to the level and nature of appropriate protection for 

regionally and locally significant electricity networks. It is an 

available tool to assist decision makers without a mandatory 

requirement to apply it.” 

15. We respectfully submit that the position advanced by Orion is incorrect. 

The NPSET only relates to the National Grid, and does not set the broad 

                                                
13 Paragraph 4, Statement of Evidence of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015 
14 Paragraph 41, Decision 2 Temporary Activities Related To Earthquake Recovery (And 
Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 
15Paragraph 29, Statement of Evidence of Laura Buttimore dated 20 March 2015 
16 Paragraphs 18-19, Opening legal submissions on behalf of Orion New Zealand Limited 
(Residential Chapter) dated 14 April 2015 
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national policy direction for strategic electricity assets, nor regionally and 

locally significant electricity networks.  

16. As emphasised by the Supreme Court, national policy statements allow 

Ministers a measure of control over decisions by regional and district 

councils.17 The RMA requires an extensive process prior to the 

issuance of a national policy statement – an evaluation under s 32, 

then a board of inquiry or similar process with the opportunity for 

public input.18 The Supreme Court noted: “This is one indication of such 

a policy statement’s importance in the statutory scheme. A further 

indication is found in the requirement that the NZCPS must be given 

effect to in subordinate planning documents, including regional policy 

statements and regional and district plans”.19  

17. We submit that if it had been intended for the NPSET to be a tool to 

assist decision-makers in determining the level and nature of appropriate 

protection for regionally and locally significant electricity networks, then 

the NPSET would have expressly stated this.  

18. The issue of the inclusion of other transmission lines within the ambit of 

the NPSET was directly addressed in the Board of Inquiry Report on the 

proposed National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission, where it 

stated that:20 

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. 

                                                
17 Environmental Defence Society v King Salmon Company [2014] NZSC 38, para 86(b) 
18 Sections 46 and 46A of the RMA 
19 Environmental Defence Society v King Salmon Company [2014] NZSC 38, para 76 
20 http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/energy/national-policy-statement-electricity-
transmission/background-information/board-inquiry 
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19. As noted above, the rationale for providing national protection to the 

National Grid under the RMA is partly because of the New Zealand-wide 

nature and critical function of the National Grid.21 Mr Noble outlines in 

his evidence that some high voltage lines previously owned by 

Transpower are being transferred to distribution companies to allow 

Transpower to focus on its main purpose - the interconnected Grid and 

national security of supply.22 

20. Orion should only be able to achieve protection to the extent its evidence 

establishes a reasoned and technically robust basis for doing so in light 

of the policy framework, effects assessment, and cost and benefits 

analysis. Any regulation which establishes a corridor for distribution lines 

will impact upon private landowners’ ability to use and enjoy their land 

and so must be justified by evidence that establishes that a corridor is 

necessary to avoid adverse effects on distribution lines. 

21. A section 32 evaluation was undertaken by the Council for the National 

Grid corridor provisions, not for corridor provisions for the benefit of 

Orion’s medium to high voltage network. Orion has not provided any 

section 32 analysis to support its provisions, or any evidence providing 

the technical basis for establishing a corridor width.  

22. Mr Blair, for the Council, accepted that Orion needs to make its own 

case here for the protection of its assets including by reference to 

specific technical evidence.23 Transpower’s corridors vary by zone, asset 

type, and whether they are new build or existing lines.24  

23. Mr Noble has highlighted in his evidence that a failure of a National Grid 

line can impact large areas, whereas when there is an issue with the 

operation of distribution assets this would typically have a localised 

impact.25 Further, the majority of Orion’s 33kV lines are located within 

road reserves.26 

                                                
21 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for the Environment on the NPSET 
22 Paragraph 9, Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 
23 Lines 1-5, page 259 of the Transcript for the residential hearing 
24 Paragraph 30, Statement of Evidence of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015 
25 Paragraph 89, Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 
26 Paragraph 15, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Roy Noble dated 25 March 2015 
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24. Mr Noble also notes that applying Transpower’s specific corridor width 

calculation methodology to Orion’s assets, would lead to significantly 

reduced corridor widths.27 This is because structure heights, span 

lengths, and cross-arm dimensions all result in a much narrower 

everyday wind conductor position.28  

25. Orion has sought corridor protection for the 11kV Heathcote to Lyttelton 

distribution line. Ms McLeod highlights in her evidence that this was not 

sought by Orion in its submission or further submission.29 The relief 

sought in Orion’s evidence is therefore “outside of scope” and has the 

effect of imposing regulation on the owners of the land that the 

distribution line traverses, where these owners have not had an 

opportunity to make a submission on this matter. 

26. Horticulture New Zealand has lodged rebuttal evidence noting that Ms 

Buttimore and Mr Watson do not address the costs to landowners to 

implement the corridor protection that is sought by Orion, and that Orion 

has not considered other options.30 

27. Transpower is willing and prefers to work with potentially affected parties 

to achieve a reasonable and pragmatic outcome to give effect to the 

NPSET. It does not wish its corridor protection approach to be applied 

by another entity without adequate policy or technical justification. 

Conclusion 

28. 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. It is not considered appropriate or justified on the 

evidence to simply replace “National Grid” for “Electricity Distribution 

Line” in a rule framework that has been specifically and deliberately 

                                                
27 Paragraph 14, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Roy Noble dated 25 March 2015 
28 Paragraph 14, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Roy Noble dated 25 March 2015 
30 Paragraphs 4.8 and 4.10, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Lynette Pearl Wharfe 
dated 25 2015 
30 Paragraphs 4.8 and 4.10, Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Lynette Pearl Wharfe 
dated 25 2015 
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developed to respond to the requirements of Policies 10 and 11 of the 

NPSET.  

 
 

 

________________________________ 
 
AJL Beatson/ NJ Garvan 
Counsel for Transpower New Zealand Limited 
 
17 April 2015 

 


	1. Transpower’s submission on the Replacement Plan sought amendments to the residential proposal to better recognise the need to manage the effects of, and avoid effects on, strategic infrastructure. This includes rules that provide corridor protection for National Grid transmission lines.
	2. We will address three issues relating to Transpower’s submission and further submission on the residential proposal: 
	(a) Issue 1 – Objectives and Policies; 
	(b) Issue 2 – Corridor Protection Rules for National Grid; and
	(c) Issue 3 – Corridor Protection Rules for Distribution Lines.

	3. In our legal submissions on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, we set out the legal framework relating to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (the NPSET) and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the RPS). We do not propose to repeat that material here – in summary, the Hearings Panel must “give effect to” the NPSET and the RPS in its decisions on the Replacement Plan. This directive means these higher-order instruments must be implemented in the Replacement Plan.
	Issue 1 – Objectives and Policies for Residential Proposal
	4. The Hearings Panel’s decision on strategic directions and strategic outcomes has an enduring influence for all the other chapters of the Replacement Plan, as objectives and policies are to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with the objectives in Strategic Directions.
	5. The Hearings Panel’s decision on strategic directions and strategic outcomes includes Objective 3.3.12 which provides as follows:
	(a) The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective development, upgrade, maintenance and operation is enabled; and 
	(b) Strategic infrastructure, including its role and function, is protected by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible activities, including reverse sensitivity effects, by, amongst other things: …
	(ii) managing activities to avoid adverse effects on the National Grid, including by identifying a buffer corridor within which sensitive activities will generally not be provided for; …

	(c) The adverse effects of infrastructure on the surrounding environment are managed, having regard to the economic benefits and technical and operational needs of infrastructure. 

	6. The Hearings Panel considered that beyond the above objective, the better place to consider the framing of policies on infrastructure is in considering the relevant later chapters of the Replacement Plan. This should include the residential chapter, because it manages the interface and relationship between residential activities and infrastructure in the residential zones. Further, section 75(1)(b) of the RMA provides that a district plan must state the policies to implement the objectives.
	7. In her evidence Ms McLeod has proposed amendments to the following policies to implement Objective 3.3.12:
	(a) Policy 14.1.2.2 Recovery Housing – Higher Density Comprehensive Redevelopment: to include reference to the National Grid and direct adverse effects (rather than just reverse sensitivity effects);
	(b) Policy 14.1.4.1 Avoidance of Adverse Effects on Strategic Transport Infrastructure: to address all strategic infrastructure as currently there is no applicable policy, and to provide a policy basis for the subsequent rule framework and implement Objective 3.3.1;
	(c) Policy 14.1.6.9 Separation of Incompatible Activities: in support of the submission from the Crown to include reference to both critical and strategic infrastructure; and
	(d) Policy 14.1.7.3 Existing Non-residential Activities: to allow redevelopment associated with strategic infrastructure.

	8. The residential chapter also includes Objective 14.1.4 Strategic Infrastructure and Objective 14.1.7 Existing Non-Residential Activities. Transpower supports Objective 14.1.4 with amendments to refer expressly to the National Grid to alleviate the potential to assign greater importance to the infrastructure currently identified in the objective, or create an imbalance when interpreting the objective. Transpower seeks amendments to Objective 14.1.7 to include recognition that strategic infrastructure may need to be located in residential zones.
	Issue 2 – Corridor Protection Rules for National Grid
	9. The Hearings Panel has included reference to identifying a buffer corridor within which sensitive activities will generally not be provided for in Objective 3.3.12 of the Replacement Plan, which is consistent with the direction in Policy 11 of the NPSET. This objective needs to be achieved through a rule, as has been proposed in the notified version of Proposal 14 and amended by Ms McLeod in her evidence. 
	10. We note a simple version of a corridor protection rule was accepted by the Hearings Panel in the context of temporary activities related to earthquake recovery.  Further, the Board of Inquiry for the Ruakura Plan Change agreed that Policy 11 of the NPSET in particular will be implemented through rules which provided for sensitive activities within the National Grid Corridor as a non-complying activity.
	11. Transpower seeks amendments to the rules in the notified proposal to restrict sensitive activities and buildings within 12 metres of the National Grid, but allow for differentiation between developed urban areas and greenfield areas and provide for some permitted activities within 12 metres of the National Grid (with non-complying activity status where the standards that apply within 12 metres of the National Grid cannot be met). 
	12. We set out below the relevant facts in support of Transpower’s position:
	(a) The concept of corridor protection rules for the National Grid has not been challenged by any submitter;
	(b) The notified provisions are more restrictive on landowners than Transpower considers necessary, and the amendments Transpower proposes better reflect acceptable activities in developed urban areas;
	(c) The amendments reflect Transpower’s approach to giving effect to the NPSET, which has been developed following extensive work including legal and engineering input, as set out in the evidence of Mr Campbell and Mr Noble;
	(d) Only sensitive activities and those activities that compromise the ability to maintain the assets are restricted from establishing in the area directly under the conductors during an everyday wind conductor position;
	(e) Corridor protection rules contribute to a number of economic benefits, including improved safety to persons and property and reduced transmission inspection costs. Further benefits are outlined in Mr Noble’s evidence;
	(f) The proposed provisions will allow the minimum area necessary for the efficient and effective operation, maintenance, development and upgrading of the National Grid, will avoid sensitive and intensive underbuild, and will to a certain extent address reverse sensitivity issues.

	Issue 3 – Corridor Protection Rules for Distribution Lines
	13. Orion is seeking corridor protection rules for its distribution lines. In the decision on temporary activities, the Hearings Panel agreed with the legal submission of the Council that Orion’s 66kV and 33kV electricity distribution lines do not form part of the National Grid, and do not justify the higher level of protection directed by Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET. This appears to be consistent with the approach taken in other districts in New Zealand as outlined by Mr Campbell. 
	14. Based on Ms Buttimore’s evidence, we understood Orion had accepted that it cannot rely upon the NPSET to justify protection for distribution lines.  However, legal counsel for Orion asserts that: 
	“Orion considers that the NPSET nonetheless gives some guidance to the Panel as to the broad national policy direction favouring protection of strategic electricity assets…the principles and policy direction in the NPSET have relevance when considering Orion’s high voltage network…The NPSET provides a useful guide as to the level and nature of appropriate protection for regionally and locally significant electricity networks. It is an available tool to assist decision makers without a mandatory requirement to apply it.”
	15. We respectfully submit that the position advanced by Orion is incorrect. The NPSET only relates to the National Grid, and does not set the broad national policy direction for strategic electricity assets, nor regionally and locally significant electricity networks. 
	16. As emphasised by the Supreme Court, national policy statements allow Ministers a measure of control over decisions by regional and district councils. The RMA requires an extensive process prior to the issuance of a national policy statement – an evaluation under s 32, then a board of inquiry or similar process with the opportunity for public input. The Supreme Court noted: “This is one indication of such a policy statement’s importance in the statutory scheme. A further indication is found in the requirement that the NZCPS must be given effect to in subordinate planning documents, including regional policy statements and regional and district plans”. 
	17. We submit that if it had been intended for the NPSET to be a tool to assist decision-makers in determining the level and nature of appropriate protection for regionally and locally significant electricity networks, then the NPSET would have expressly stated this. 
	18. The issue of the inclusion of other transmission lines within the ambit of the NPSET was directly addressed in the Board of Inquiry Report on the proposed National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission, where it stated that:
	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.

	19. As noted above, the rationale for providing national protection to the National Grid under the RMA is partly because of the New Zealand-wide nature and critical function of the National Grid. Mr Noble outlines in his evidence that some high voltage lines previously owned by Transpower are being transferred to distribution companies to allow Transpower to focus on its main purpose - the interconnected Grid and national security of supply.
	20. Orion should only be able to achieve protection to the extent its evidence establishes a reasoned and technically robust basis for doing so in light of the policy framework, effects assessment, and cost and benefits analysis. Any regulation which establishes a corridor for distribution lines will impact upon private landowners’ ability to use and enjoy their land and so must be justified by evidence that establishes that a corridor is necessary to avoid adverse effects on distribution lines.
	21. A section 32 evaluation was undertaken by the Council for the National Grid corridor provisions, not for corridor provisions for the benefit of Orion’s medium to high voltage network. Orion has not provided any section 32 analysis to support its provisions, or any evidence providing the technical basis for establishing a corridor width. 
	22. Mr Blair, for the Council, accepted that Orion needs to make its own case here for the protection of its assets including by reference to specific technical evidence. Transpower’s corridors vary by zone, asset type, and whether they are new build or existing lines. 
	23. Mr Noble has highlighted in his evidence that a failure of a National Grid line can impact large areas, whereas when there is an issue with the operation of distribution assets this would typically have a localised impact. Further, the majority of Orion’s 33kV lines are located within road reserves.
	24. Mr Noble also notes that applying Transpower’s specific corridor width calculation methodology to Orion’s assets, would lead to significantly reduced corridor widths. This is because structure heights, span lengths, and cross-arm dimensions all result in a much narrower everyday wind conductor position. 
	25. Orion has sought corridor protection for the 11kV Heathcote to Lyttelton distribution line. Ms McLeod highlights in her evidence that this was not sought by Orion in its submission or further submission. The relief sought in Orion’s evidence is therefore “outside of scope” and has the effect of imposing regulation on the owners of the land that the distribution line traverses, where these owners have not had an opportunity to make a submission on this matter.
	26. Horticulture New Zealand has lodged rebuttal evidence noting that Ms Buttimore and Mr Watson do not address the costs to landowners to implement the corridor protection that is sought by Orion, and that Orion has not considered other options.
	27. Transpower is willing and prefers to work with potentially affected parties to achieve a reasonable and pragmatic outcome to give effect to the NPSET. It does not wish its corridor protection approach to be applied by another entity without adequate policy or technical justification.
	Conclusion
	28. 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. It is not considered appropriate or justified on the evidence to simply replace “National Grid” for “Electricity Distribution Line” in a rule framework that has been specifically and deliberately developed to respond to the requirements of Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET. 

