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Executive Summary 

1. Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (Transpower) submission on 

Proposal 8: Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (part) of the 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan) 

seeks: 

(a) limited amendments to the restricted discretionary activity rules 

that establish a National Grid protection corridor; 

(b) the inclusion of a “default” to non-comply activity status where the 

National Grid corridor protection rule is not met; and 

(c) the retention of the related matters for discretion. 

2. My evidence generally supports the 21 May 2015 revised version of 

Proposal 8 (Revised Proposal), subject to amendments that simplify 

the corridor protection provisions in Proposal 8 and respond to 

questions from the Hearings Panel in relation to Proposal 14 

(Residential).  It is my understanding that these amendments have 

been generally agreed with the Council through formal mediation. 

3. Transpower made a further submission supporting the submission of 

Radio New Zealand Limited (Radio NZ) that seeks controlled activity 

status for subdivision for network utilities.  The Christchurch City 

Council (Council) does not accept Radio NZ’s submission in this 

regard.  It is my evidence that controlled activity status for subdivision 

for utilities is appropriate. 

4. My evidence concludes that the Revised Proposal, in conjunction with 

the limited amendments recommended in my evidence, better gives 

effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 

(NPSET); implements Objectives 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 that are 

included in the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions 

and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 

2015 (Strategic Directions decision) and achieves the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 
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Introduction 

5. My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod. I hold the position of Technical 

Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch. 

6. This is the eighth statement of evidence prepared by me, and filed by 

Transpower, in relation to the Replacement Plan.  My evidence builds 

on the evidence I have previously given and specifically addresses 

planning matters on behalf of Transpower in respect to Proposal 8 

(Subdivision, Development and Earthworks).1 

7. My qualifications and relevant experience, including my experience 

providing planning advice in relation to the National Grid, have been set 

out in my first statement of evidence.2  My agreement to comply with 

the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note is included in Attachment A. 

8. In the context of Proposal 8, I attended mediation on behalf of 

Transpower on 27 May 2015 in relation to reverse sensitivity and 

integration of subdivision and development with infrastructure. 

Scope of Evidence 

9. My evidence addresses the following: 

(a) Transpower’s submission and further submission on Proposal 8: 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (part); 3 

(b) submission and further submissions that are relevant to 

Transpower’s interests in Proposal 8 of the Replacement Plan; 

and 

                                                 
1 My earlier statements of evidence can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and 
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/ . 
2 A McLeod, Statement of Evidence, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, 25th November 2014, 
Paragraphs 7-12, pages 2 and 3. 
3 Submission by Transpower New Zealand Limited on the Proposed Christchurch Replacement Plan: Stage 
One, 8th October 2014 (submission ref: 832) and Further Submissions by Transpower New Zealand Limited, 
6th November 2014 (further submission ref: 1331).  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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(c) the statement of evidence of Mr. Long4 (including the Revised 

Proposal), filed on behalf of the Council, to the extent that it is 

relevant to Transpower’s submission. 

10. For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy 
Noble, filed by Transpower in respect of Proposal 8.  I also rely on the 

earlier evidence of Mr Noble, Mr Michael Copeland and Mr Dougall 
Campbell filed by Transpower in relation to earlier hearings.5 

11. My evidence should be read in conjunction with my earlier evidence, 

chiefly in relation to Proposals 3, 14 and 16.6  I continue to hold the 

views I expressed in my earlier evidence and, to avoid repetition, I will 

rely on that evidence particularly in terms of the planning background 

for Transpower’s submission and insofar as it is relevant to Proposal 8.  

12. Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed 

in Attachment B. 

Transpower’s Submission and Further Submissions 

13. Transpower’s submission on Proposal 8 seeks: 

(a) amendments to Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) to fine tune the provisions that 

apply to subdivision within the National Grid transmission line 

corridor; 

(b) the inclusion of a new non-complying rule to apply in situations 

where Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) cannot be met; and 

(c) the retention of the Matters for Discretion: Servicing in 8.3.4.3 that 

particularly relate to the National Grid. 

                                                 
4 Statement of evidence of Mr Long dated 21st May 2015.  
5 These statements of evidence can be accessed at http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and 
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant Proposal heading. 
6 Also accessed at http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under 
the relevant Proposal heading. 

http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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14. Orion New Zealand Limited (Orion) has made a further submission 

supporting the inclusion of a new non-complying “default” rule, but 

opposing the sole reference to the National Grid in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5).7 

15. Transpower has also made further submissions that: 

(a) support’s Radio NZ submission8 (subject to limited amendments) 

that seeks: 

(i) an additional clause in Objective 8.1.3, and a new Policy, 

that recognises reverse sensitivity effects; and 

(ii) controlled activity status for subdivision for network utilities; 

(b) support’s Orion’s submission9 seeking the retention of rules 

around no minimum lot size for utilities; 

(c) opposes Eliot Sinclair and Partners Limited’s (Eliot Sinclair) 
submission10 that the proposed setback distances in Rule 

8.3.4.1(RD5) are inconsistent with the NPSET and the New 

Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(NZECP34:2001); and 

(d) opposes Waterloo Park Limited’s (Waterloo Park) submission11 

that seeks reduced setback distances where site specific 

evidence/modelling demonstrates that a reduced setback is 

appropriate. 

16. My consideration is made in the context of the decisions made by the 

Hearings Panel; the statutory framework for decisions on the 

Replacement Plan set out in the Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 (OIC), its qualifications of, and modifications 

to, the RMA provisions; and the on-going guidance provided by the 

                                                 
7 Further submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014, page 18 (further submission ref: FS-
1339). 
8 Submission by Radio New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 596) 
9 Submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter ref: 922) 
10 Submission by Eliot Sinclair and Partners Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 928) 
11 Submission by Waterloo Park Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 920) 
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Long Bay test12. This statutory framework is summarised in the 

Strategic Directions decision and I will not repeat this here. 

17. The amendments suggested in, or supported by, my evidence are 

appended as Attachment C. 

Rule 8.3.4.1 RD5 (Transmission Line Corridors) 

18. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) to 

fine tune the way the Rule manages subdivision within the identified 

National Grid transmission line corridor.  The Revised Proposal 

includes amendments that respond, in part, to Transpower’s 

submission. 

19. Mr Long’s evidence does not give specific consideration to the form of 

the amendments included in the Revised Proposal, but he notes, in the 

context of the policies in Proposal 8, the following: 

“I agree there is a need to ensure that subdivision does not create or 
increase reverse sensitivity issues (for example underbuild), particularly 
in relation to network utilities such as electricity transmission and 
distribution lines, as the provision of a safe and resilient network of 
utilities is critical.”13 

20. The form of Rule 8.3.4.1 was discussed at mediation on 27 May 2015 

in terms of its clarity and the need to include a reduced corridor width of 

10 metres for 66kV transmission lines in order to be consistent with 

Transpower’s position in relation to Proposal 14.14  

21. As a result of mediation, I drafted the following replacement Rule 

8.3.4.1(RD5) (replacement rule) and provided it to Mr Long and Ms 

Buttimore, for Orion, (being the parties represented at mediation): 

                                                 
12 Long Bay- Okura Great Park Society v North Shore City Council EnvC Auckland A078/2008, 16th July 2008, 

at [34]. 

13 Statement of evidence of Mr Long, dated 21 May 2015, paragraph 7.38. 

 
14 Affidavit of Mr Noble, dated 22 April 2015 (attached to the closing legal submissions on behalf of 
Transpower in relation to Proposal 14). 
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“Restricted discretionary standards 

RD5 National 
Grid transmission 
line corridor 

1.  All allotments (other than an allotment created 
for access, a utility or road) located within:  

(a)  37 metres of the centre line of a 220kV 
National Grid transmission line; or 

(b)  32 metres of the centre line of a 66kV or 
110kV National Grid transmission line; 

shall identify a building platform15 for the 
principal building16 that is: 

(a)  greater than 12 metres from the centre 
line of a 220kV or 110kV National Grid 
transmission line and greater than 12 
metres from an associated support 
structure; or 

(b)  greater than 10 metres from the centre 
line of a 66kV National Grid transmission 
line and greater than 10 metres from an 
associated support structure.” 

22. Mr Long has indicated that he agrees with the replacement rule, subject 

to further amendments to refer to Orion’s 66kV assets (“and potentially 

33kV”).  On this basis I anticipate that the replacement rule, set out 

above, will be included in Mr Long’s rebuttal version of Proposal 8. 

23. The regulatory effect of the replacement rule is similar to the rules 

included in the notified Replacement Plan and the Revised Proposal 

and, by way of explanation, the rule triggers the need to identify a 

building platform for a principal building that is appropriately separated 

from the National Grid where subdivision occurs within a defined 

corridor.  The corridor width is based on conductor swing in high wind 

conditions17, while the building platform separation distances are 

related to the everyday wind conductor position and are consistent with 

the separation distances sought by Transpower in the Residential and 

                                                 
15 It is noted that the notified version of Proposal 2: Definition in Phase 2 includes a definition of “identified 
building area”.  This definition reflects the intention of “building platform” in this Rule and, for consistency, it 
may be appropriate to replace “building platform” with “identified building area”. 
16 The term “principal building” is defined in the Replacement Plan as “means a building, buildings or part of a 
building accommodating the activity for which the site is primarily used.” and could be applied as a defined 
term in the proposed replacement rule. 
17 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble, dated 8 June 2015, paragraph 10. 
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Industrial Proposals.  Photo 1, included in Mr Noble evidence illustrates 

the corridor width and separation distance. 

24. I note that the concept of a National Grid corridor within which 

subdivision is controlled is not challenged by any submitter. 

25. The rule seeks to ensure that subdivision design avoids situations 

where allotments are created that cannot accommodate principal 

buildings without such buildings breaching the requirements of 

NZECP34:2001 or being located in a manner that is likely to result in 

direct and reverse sensitivity effects on the National Grid.  As such, the 

rule serves as an early signal that subdivision in the vicinity of the 

National Grid should be designed with cognisance of the location of the 

transmission lines that in turn protects Transpower’s on-going access 

to the lines and reduces the potential for adverse effects, including 

reverse sensitivity effects, issues arising in the future.18  The rule also 

serves to avoid sensitive activities within the corridor in a manner that is 

consistent with Policy 11 of the NPSET. 

26. Orion’s further submission19 opposes the sole reference to the National 

Grid in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) and Orion’s submission20 seeks that the Rule 

also applies to its 66kV and 33kV assets.  In my earlier evidence in 

relation to Proposals 6, 14 and 16 I have traversed the issue of 

exclusivity of the National Grid corridor protection provisions in the 

Replacement Plan and the appropriateness of affording the same 

protection, or regulation, in relation to electricity distribution lines.  I 

continue to hold the views expressed in my earlier evidence and do not 

intend to repeat this evidence here. 

27. Transpower’s further submission opposes Waterloo Park’s 

submission21 that seeks reduced setback distances where site specific 

evidence/modelling demonstrates that a reduced setback is 

appropriate.  Mr Crystal (representing Waterloo Park) has confirmed 

                                                 
18 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble, dated 8 June 2015, paragraph 19. 
19 Further submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014 (further submitter ref: FS-1339). 
20 Submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 8 October 2014, Appendix 1, Table 6 (submitter ref: 922). 
21 Submission by Waterloo Park Limited, 8 October 2014 (submitter ref: 920). 
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that the agreed retention of reference to NZECP34:2001 in the 

Proposal 16 provisions addresses his client’s concerns.22 

28. Transpower’s further submission also opposes the submission of Eliot 

Sinclair23 that seeks “that the setback distances should be checked to 

make sure they are correctly represented in the rule, and that if an 

application demonstrates that it complies with the NPS and relevant 

Code of Practice, then consultation with the network utility operator is 

not necessary”.  The submission also notes some inconsistencies in 

notified rules that apply to the National Grid and that the notified rule 

does not define where the corridor is measured from.  I have contacted 

Eliot Sinclair, but no discussions with their representative have taken 

place to date. 

29. I support the replacement rule, agreed through mediation for the 

reasons set out in my evidence on Proposal 16.24  In light of the 

Hearings Panel Minute dated 22 May 2015, I have cross-referenced 

rather than repeated those reasons.  In addition, the replacement rule 

implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision, and 

better achieves the Statement of Expectations, in terms of clarity and 

ease of use, when compared to the notified version, while limiting the 

extent of regulation to a corridor that is defined by reference to 

conductor swing under high wind conditions and asset type.25   

Rule 8.3.4.3 Non-complying activities: Servicing 

30. Transpower’s submission seeks the inclusion of a new non-complying 

rule to apply in situations where Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) cannot be met.  This 

submission is supported by the further submission of Orion and I am 

not aware of any further submissions that oppose the relief sought by 

Transpower. 

31. The Revised Proposal includes a new non-complying activity rule that 

achieves the relief sought by Transpower.  The Accept/Reject Table 

                                                 
22 Waterloo Park’s submission is addressed in further detail in my statement of evidence in relation to Proposal 
16, dated 24 April 2015, paragraphs 50 and 51. 
23 Submission by Eliot Sinclair and Partners Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 928) 
24 Statement of evidence, Ms McLeod, dated 24 April 2015, paragraphs 37 and 65. 
25 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble, dated 8 June 2015, paragraph 14. 
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included as Attachment B to Mr Long’s evidence indicates acceptance 

of Transpower’s submission for the following reason: 

“It is not appropriate to allow further development within the 
transmission line corridor, and the non-complying activity status as 
sought reflects that.  The corridor is of national significance under the 
National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission”. 

32. I am also of the view that non-complying activity status is appropriate in 

situations where subdivision within the identified corridor cannot 

accommodate a building platform for a principal building while allowing 

appropriate separation from the National Grid.  The non-complying 

status clearly signals that subdivision, as a precursor to land use 

change, should be avoided in situations where principal buildings could 

not be constructed without compromising the National Grid.  As such, 

non-complying activity status better gives effect to the strong direction 

in Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET that makes reference to “avoiding” 

direct and reverse sensitivity effects and sensitive activities “generally 

not being provided for”.  I have provided a brief section 32 evaluation of 

non-complying activity status for National Grid corridors as Attachment 

C to my evidence in relation to Proposal 16. 

8.3.4.3 Matters for Discretion: Servicing 

33. Transpower’s submission seeks the retention of the Matters for 

Discretion in 8.3.4.3, and particularly those included in clauses 20 to 26 

(and accompanying notes) that specifically direct an appropriate 

consideration of the adverse effects of, and on, the National Grid, 

including the requirement to consult with Transpower. 

34. The Revised Proposal 8 retains clauses 23, 24 and 26 as notified, and 

includes minor amendments to clauses 20, 21 and 22 that do not alter 

the intent of Matters for Discretion.  In my opinion these six matters 

appropriately set out matters that may be relevant to the consideration 

of any application for subdivision consent in the vicinity of the National 

Grid and I support their retention.   

35. The Revised Proposal also includes the deletion of clause 25 that 

includes “the outcomes of any consultation with the affected network 
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utility operator” as a Matter for Discretion.  It appears that this is in 

response to concerns expressed by a number of parties (including in 

the submission of Eliot Sinclair that is addressed above) that the 

matters of discretion imply a requirement to notify third parties.   

36. I am of the view that it is appropriate for the Replacement Plan to signal 

a need to consult with Transpower where subdivision occurs within the 

identified corridors because subdivision, and associated development, 

within the corridor may have an impact on the National Grid even in 

situations where buildings are separated by more than 10 or 12 metres 

from 66kV or 110kV/220kV transmission lines respectively.  In his 

evidence, Mr Noble describes the width of the corridor as being 

conductor swing under high wind conditions and states that buildings, 

and land development activities, can occur between the 10 or 12 metre 

separation distance and the 32 or 37 metre corridor but that 

consideration of safety and access remains a relevant consideration.26   

37. That said, I consider that it may be more appropriate to signal the need 

to engage with Transpower through a notification advice note in Rule 

8.3.4.1(RD5), that replicates the note included in the Rules that relate 

to land use within the National Grid corridors, as follows: 

“Notes 

1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning 
maps. 

2. Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly 
notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New Zealand 
Limited.” 

8.3.4.A Controlled Activities: Servicing (New Neighbourhood Zone) 

38. The Revised Proposal includes a Rule 8.3.4.A(C16) that duplicates 

Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5), as a controlled activity, in the New Neighbourhood 

Zone.  As a result of mediation, and due to recent asset transfers to 

Orion, I have confirmed that the National Grid does not traverse any 

areas currently zoned New Neighbourhood and I have agreed with Mr 

Long that Rule 8.3.4.A(C16) is unnecessary.  It is anticipated that these 

                                                 
26 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble, dated 8 June 2015, paragraph 16. 
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provisions will be deleted in the Council’s rebuttal version of Proposal 

8. 

39. Similarly, the Accept/Reject Table included as Attachment B to Mr 

Long’s evidence rejects a submission made by Transpower seeking 

that the development plans for various sub-zones provide consistent 

notations or references to the National Grid transmission lines.  The 

reason for this recommendation is that “the plans are clearly 

annotated”.  On the basis that the development plans relate to the New 

Neighbourhood Zone and that the National Grid no longer traverses the 

zone, I consider that the relief sought by Transpower is no longer 

relevant. 

Objective 8.1.3 – Infrastructure and Transport and Policy 8.1.3.11 – 
Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse Sensitivity 

40. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Radio 

NZ27 (subject to limited amendments) that seeks an additional clause in 

Objective 8.1.3, and a new Policy, that recognises reverse sensitivity 

effects. 

41. The Revised Proposal includes a new Policy 8.1.3.11 that achieves the 

relief sought in Radio NZ’s submission, and Transpower’s further 

submission, as follows: 

“8.1.3.11 Policy – Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse 
Sensitivity 

a. Ensure that the requirements of infrastructure, including their 
ongoing operation, development and maintenance, are recognised in 
subdivision design, including any potential for adverse effects (including 
reverse sensitivity effects) from subdivision.” 

42. Mr Long28 acknowledges that including policy direction in relation to 

reverse sensitivity and infrastructure would better give effect to 

Objective 3.3.12(b) of the Strategic Directions decision.  He also agrees 

that there is a need to ensure that subdivision does not create or 

increase reverse sensitivity issues in relation to network utilities.   

                                                 
27 Submission by Radio New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 596) 
28 Statement of evidence, Mr Long, dated 21 May 2015, paragraph 7.38. 
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43. I generally agree with Mr Long’s rationale for the inclusion of the new 

Policy 8.1.3.11, but consider that the title to the Policy could be 

amended by deleting “reverse sensitivity” in order to provide more 

clarity and better reflect the content of the Policy.   

44. Subject to this amendment, I support Policy 8.1.3.11 for the same 

reasons I have set out in my evidence in relation to Proposal 16.29 

Controlled Activity Status 

45. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Radio 

NZ30 that seeks the provision of subdivision for network utilities as a 

controlled activity.   

46. Mr Long, in the Accept/Reject Table included as  an attachment to his 

evidence, has recommended that Radio NZ’s submission be accepted 

in part, stating: 

“Rather than make any subdivision for utilities a controlled activity, it is 
proposed to include a number of exemptions within the chapter”. 

47. I acknowledge the Revised Proposal does include exemptions from 

standards, including exemptions from the standards that require 

minimum allotment size, access, water supply, surface water 

management, sewage disposal and energy supply, but consider that 

any number of exemptions does not deliver the certainty that controlled 

activity status affords network utility operators.  In my opinion controlled 

activity status for allotments created to accommodate network utilities 

better responds to the particular needs of sites created for utilities for 

the following reasons: 

(a) The extent of exemptions provided across the standards in the 

Revised Proposal means that while a restricted discretionary 

activity consent is required for a subdivision that creates an 

allotment for a network utility, that allotment could be of any size, 

does not require an access to be formed to a particular standard, 

and does not need to be connected to any services.  In such a 

                                                 
29 Statement of evidence, Ms McLeod, dated 24 April 2015, paragraphs 37 and 65. 
30 Submission by Radio New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter: 596) 
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situation it is difficult to envisage the extent to which many 

matters of discretion would be appropriate or a circumstance 

where the ability to refuse consent would be necessary. 

(b) The rationale given for the retention of restricted discretionary 

activity status, in Mr Long’s evidence (paragraphs 7.1 to 7.7), has 

limited relevance to allotments created for utilities.  The reasons 

given by Mr Long relate to large scale subdivision for purposes 

other than utilities (and typically residential).  Mr Long also cites 

complexity of discussions with applicants and the specificity and 

prescriptiveness of controlled activity rules as further rationale for 

restricted discretionary activity status.  I do not agree that this is 

the case when dealing with subdivision for utilities (as indicated 

by the degree of exemptions included in the Revised Proposal).  

Further I consider that the rule included in Radio NZ’s submission 

is not complex and more succinctly captures the matters address 

in the exemptions included in the Revised Proposal.  

(c) Further, Mr Long has stated that in “some instances where the 

outcomes are sufficiently predictable and certain that controlled 

activity status can be used without issues with flexibility and 

prescriptiveness arising …”31. In my opinion, and given the extent 

of exemptions included in the Revised Proposal, subdivision for 

network utilities similarly does not create issues with flexibility and 

prescriptiveness such that controlled activity status could apply. 

(d) In terms of the appropriateness of controlled activity status, I have 

briefing considered the efficiency and effectiveness of such 

activity status, in comparison to restricted discretionary activity 

status, as required by section 32 of the RMA.  In my opinion 

controlled activity status delivers benefits in terms of certainty to 

network utility operators and recognises the benefits derived for 

the efficient development and operation of utilities, while the costs 

of controlled activity status are limited to the inability for Council 

to refuse consent.  

                                                 
31 Statement of evidence of Mr Long, dated 21 May 2015, paragraph 7.7. 
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Conclusion 

48. Transpower’s submission on Proposal 8 seeks limited amendments to 

Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5), the inclusion of a “default” to non-complying activity 

status where the National Grid corridor protection rule is not met and 

the retention of the related matters for discretion in 8.3.4.3. 

49. My evidence generally supports the Revised Proposal, subject to 

amendments that simplify the corridor protection provisions.  It is my 

understanding that these amendments have been generally agreed 

with the Council through formal mediation. 

50. My evidence also supports controlled activity status for subdivision for 

network utilities as sought in the submission of Radio NZ. 

51. My evidence concludes that the Revised Proposal, in conjunction with 

the limited amendments recommended in my evidence, better gives 

effect to the NPSET; implements Objectives 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 of 

the Strategic Directions decision and achieves the purpose of the RMA. 

 
                                                                

Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
8 June 2015 
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Attachment A: Code of Conduct 

1. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note.  I have 

complied with the Practice Note when preparing my written statement 

of evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the 

Hearings Panel. 

2. I confirm that the issues addressed in my evidence are within my area 

of expertise.  The data, information, facts and assumptions I have 

considered in forming my opinion are set out in my evidence.  The 

reasons for the opinions I express are also set out in the evidence to 

follow.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions I express.   
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Attachment B: Documents Reviewed in Preparing this Evidence 

3. In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following: 

(a) The National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission, 

including the 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for the 

Environment in relation to this Policy Statement; 

(b) The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards 

for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009; 

(c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(d) The submission and further submissions that are relevant to 

Transpower’s interests in Proposal 8; 

(e) The Section 32 report; 

(f) The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe 

Distances (NZECP34:2001); 

(g) The Hearings Panel Decisions on priority matters, being the 

Strategic Directions decision and Decision 2: Temporary Activities 

Related to Earthquake Recovery; and 

(h) The Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 (Statement of Expectations). 
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Attachment C: Suggested Amendments to the Revised Version of 
Proposal 8 

These amendments (shown in red) are proposed to the 21 May revised version 

of Proposal 8 (Mr Long’s amendments are shown in bold). 

Amend the title to Policy 8.1.3.11 as follows: 

8.1.3.11 Policy – Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse sensitivity 

 

Replace Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) with the following: 

Restricted discretionary standards 
RD5 National Grid 
transmission line 
corridor 

1.  All allotments (other than an allotment created for 
access, a utility or road) located within:  

(a)  37 metres of the centre line of a 220kV National 
Grid transmission line; or 

(b)  32 metres of the centre line of a 66kV or 110kV 
National Grid transmission line; 

shall identify a building platform for the principal 
building that is: 

(a)  greater than 12 metres from the centre line of a 
220kV or 110kV National Grid transmission line 
and greater than 12 metres from an associated 
support structure; or 

(b)  greater than 10 metres from the centre line of a 
66kV National Grid transmission line and greater 
than 10 metres from an associated support 
structure. 

 

Include the following Notes in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5): 

Notes 

1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps. 

2. Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or 
limited notified other than to Transpower New Zealand Limited. 
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Include a new controlled activity, as proposed in the submission made by Radio 

NZ (submitter ref: 596), as follows: 

8.3.X Controlled Activities: Utilities 

Subdivision in all zones is a controlled activity and shall comply with the 

standards listed below: 

Controlled Standards 

C1 Subdivision for the purposes of 
creating a site for network utility 

a) There shall be no minimum site 
area for a site to accommodate a 
network utility operation; 

b) Requirements for building and 
servicing of the site will only be 
necessary if relevant for the proposed 
network utility operation; 

c) The site shall be of sufficient size to 
adequately accommodate the network 
utility operation and any associated 
buildings and structures; 

d) The balance lot from which the site 
is to be excised shall be demonstrated 
as being suitable for its purpose. 

 

As a consequence delete the exemptions included in subdivision standards 

throughout Proposal 8 where these exemptions are no longer relevant. 

 


	1. Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (Transpower) submission on Proposal 8: Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (part) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan) seeks:
	(a) limited amendments to the restricted discretionary activity rules that establish a National Grid protection corridor;
	(b) the inclusion of a “default” to non-comply activity status where the National Grid corridor protection rule is not met; and
	(c) the retention of the related matters for discretion.

	2. My evidence generally supports the 21 May 2015 revised version of Proposal 8 (Revised Proposal), subject to amendments that simplify the corridor protection provisions in Proposal 8 and respond to questions from the Hearings Panel in relation to Proposal 14 (Residential).  It is my understanding that these amendments have been generally agreed with the Council through formal mediation.
	3. Transpower made a further submission supporting the submission of Radio New Zealand Limited (Radio NZ) that seeks controlled activity status for subdivision for network utilities.  The Christchurch City Council (Council) does not accept Radio NZ’s submission in this regard.  It is my evidence that controlled activity status for subdivision for utilities is appropriate.
	4. My evidence concludes that the Revised Proposal, in conjunction with the limited amendments recommended in my evidence, better gives effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission (NPSET); implements Objectives 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 that are included in the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 (Strategic Directions decision) and achieves the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).
	5. My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod. I hold the position of Technical Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch.
	6. This is the eighth statement of evidence prepared by me, and filed by Transpower, in relation to the Replacement Plan.  My evidence builds on the evidence I have previously given and specifically addresses planning matters on behalf of Transpower in respect to Proposal 8 (Subdivision, Development and Earthworks).
	7. My qualifications and relevant experience, including my experience providing planning advice in relation to the National Grid, have been set out in my first statement of evidence.  My agreement to comply with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note is included in Attachment A.
	8. In the context of Proposal 8, I attended mediation on behalf of Transpower on 27 May 2015 in relation to reverse sensitivity and integration of subdivision and development with infrastructure.
	9. My evidence addresses the following:
	(a) Transpower’s submission and further submission on Proposal 8: Subdivision, Development and Earthworks (part); 
	(b) submission and further submissions that are relevant to Transpower’s interests in Proposal 8 of the Replacement Plan; and
	(c) the statement of evidence of Mr. Long (including the Revised Proposal), filed on behalf of the Council, to the extent that it is relevant to Transpower’s submission.
	10. For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy Noble, filed by Transpower in respect of Proposal 8.  I also rely on the earlier evidence of Mr Noble, Mr Michael Copeland and Mr Dougall Campbell filed by Transpower in relation to earlier hearings.
	11. My evidence should be read in conjunction with my earlier evidence, chiefly in relation to Proposals 3, 14 and 16.  I continue to hold the views I expressed in my earlier evidence and, to avoid repetition, I will rely on that evidence particularly in terms of the planning background for Transpower’s submission and insofar as it is relevant to Proposal 8. 
	12. Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment B.
	13. Transpower’s submission on Proposal 8 seeks:
	(a) amendments to Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) to fine tune the provisions that apply to subdivision within the National Grid transmission line corridor;
	(b) the inclusion of a new non-complying rule to apply in situations where Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) cannot be met; and
	(c) the retention of the Matters for Discretion: Servicing in 8.3.4.3 that particularly relate to the National Grid.

	14. Orion New Zealand Limited (Orion) has made a further submission supporting the inclusion of a new non-complying “default” rule, but opposing the sole reference to the National Grid in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5).
	15. Transpower has also made further submissions that:
	(a) support’s Radio NZ submission (subject to limited amendments) that seeks:
	(i) an additional clause in Objective 8.1.3, and a new Policy, that recognises reverse sensitivity effects; and
	(ii) controlled activity status for subdivision for network utilities;

	(b) support’s Orion’s submission seeking the retention of rules around no minimum lot size for utilities;
	(c) opposes Eliot Sinclair and Partners Limited’s (Eliot Sinclair) submission that the proposed setback distances in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) are inconsistent with the NPSET and the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001); and
	(d) opposes Waterloo Park Limited’s (Waterloo Park) submission that seeks reduced setback distances where site specific evidence/modelling demonstrates that a reduced setback is appropriate.

	16. My consideration is made in the context of the decisions made by the Hearings Panel; the statutory framework for decisions on the Replacement Plan set out in the Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (OIC), its qualifications of, and modifications to, the RMA provisions; and the on-going guidance provided by the Long Bay test. This statutory framework is summarised in the Strategic Directions decision and I will not repeat this here.
	17. The amendments suggested in, or supported by, my evidence are appended as Attachment C.
	Rule 8.3.4.1 RD5 (Transmission Line Corridors)
	18. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) to fine tune the way the Rule manages subdivision within the identified National Grid transmission line corridor.  The Revised Proposal includes amendments that respond, in part, to Transpower’s submission.
	19. Mr Long’s evidence does not give specific consideration to the form of the amendments included in the Revised Proposal, but he notes, in the context of the policies in Proposal 8, the following:
	“I agree there is a need to ensure that subdivision does not create or increase reverse sensitivity issues (for example underbuild), particularly in relation to network utilities such as electricity transmission and distribution lines, as the provision of a safe and resilient network of utilities is critical.”
	20. The form of Rule 8.3.4.1 was discussed at mediation on 27 May 2015 in terms of its clarity and the need to include a reduced corridor width of 10 metres for 66kV transmission lines in order to be consistent with Transpower’s position in relation to Proposal 14. 
	21. As a result of mediation, I drafted the following replacement Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) (replacement rule) and provided it to Mr Long and Ms Buttimore, for Orion, (being the parties represented at mediation):
	“Restricted discretionary standards
	RD5 National Grid transmission line corridor
	22. Mr Long has indicated that he agrees with the replacement rule, subject to further amendments to refer to Orion’s 66kV assets (“and potentially 33kV”).  On this basis I anticipate that the replacement rule, set out above, will be included in Mr Long’s rebuttal version of Proposal 8.
	23. The regulatory effect of the replacement rule is similar to the rules included in the notified Replacement Plan and the Revised Proposal and, by way of explanation, the rule triggers the need to identify a building platform for a principal building that is appropriately separated from the National Grid where subdivision occurs within a defined corridor.  The corridor width is based on conductor swing in high wind conditions, while the building platform separation distances are related to the everyday wind conductor position and are consistent with the separation distances sought by Transpower in the Residential and Industrial Proposals.  Photo 1, included in Mr Noble evidence illustrates the corridor width and separation distance.
	24. I note that the concept of a National Grid corridor within which subdivision is controlled is not challenged by any submitter.
	25. The rule seeks to ensure that subdivision design avoids situations where allotments are created that cannot accommodate principal buildings without such buildings breaching the requirements of NZECP34:2001 or being located in a manner that is likely to result in direct and reverse sensitivity effects on the National Grid.  As such, the rule serves as an early signal that subdivision in the vicinity of the National Grid should be designed with cognisance of the location of the transmission lines that in turn protects Transpower’s on-going access to the lines and reduces the potential for adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, issues arising in the future.  The rule also serves to avoid sensitive activities within the corridor in a manner that is consistent with Policy 11 of the NPSET.
	26. Orion’s further submission opposes the sole reference to the National Grid in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) and Orion’s submission seeks that the Rule also applies to its 66kV and 33kV assets.  In my earlier evidence in relation to Proposals 6, 14 and 16 I have traversed the issue of exclusivity of the National Grid corridor protection provisions in the Replacement Plan and the appropriateness of affording the same protection, or regulation, in relation to electricity distribution lines.  I continue to hold the views expressed in my earlier evidence and do not intend to repeat this evidence here.
	27. Transpower’s further submission opposes Waterloo Park’s submission that seeks reduced setback distances where site specific evidence/modelling demonstrates that a reduced setback is appropriate.  Mr Crystal (representing Waterloo Park) has confirmed that the agreed retention of reference to NZECP34:2001 in the Proposal 16 provisions addresses his client’s concerns.
	28. Transpower’s further submission also opposes the submission of Eliot Sinclair that seeks “that the setback distances should be checked to make sure they are correctly represented in the rule, and that if an application demonstrates that it complies with the NPS and relevant Code of Practice, then consultation with the network utility operator is not necessary”.  The submission also notes some inconsistencies in notified rules that apply to the National Grid and that the notified rule does not define where the corridor is measured from.  I have contacted Eliot Sinclair, but no discussions with their representative have taken place to date.
	29. I support the replacement rule, agreed through mediation for the reasons set out in my evidence on Proposal 16.  In light of the Hearings Panel Minute dated 22 May 2015, I have cross-referenced rather than repeated those reasons.  In addition, the replacement rule implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision, and better achieves the Statement of Expectations, in terms of clarity and ease of use, when compared to the notified version, while limiting the extent of regulation to a corridor that is defined by reference to conductor swing under high wind conditions and asset type.  
	30. Transpower’s submission seeks the inclusion of a new non-complying rule to apply in situations where Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) cannot be met.  This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion and I am not aware of any further submissions that oppose the relief sought by Transpower.
	31. The Revised Proposal includes a new non-complying activity rule that achieves the relief sought by Transpower.  The Accept/Reject Table included as Attachment B to Mr Long’s evidence indicates acceptance of Transpower’s submission for the following reason:
	“It is not appropriate to allow further development within the transmission line corridor, and the non-complying activity status as sought reflects that.  The corridor is of national significance under the National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission”.
	32. I am also of the view that non-complying activity status is appropriate in situations where subdivision within the identified corridor cannot accommodate a building platform for a principal building while allowing appropriate separation from the National Grid.  The non-complying status clearly signals that subdivision, as a precursor to land use change, should be avoided in situations where principal buildings could not be constructed without compromising the National Grid.  As such, non-complying activity status better gives effect to the strong direction in Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET that makes reference to “avoiding” direct and reverse sensitivity effects and sensitive activities “generally not being provided for”.  I have provided a brief section 32 evaluation of non-complying activity status for National Grid corridors as Attachment C to my evidence in relation to Proposal 16.
	8.3.4.3 Matters for Discretion: Servicing
	33. Transpower’s submission seeks the retention of the Matters for Discretion in 8.3.4.3, and particularly those included in clauses 20 to 26 (and accompanying notes) that specifically direct an appropriate consideration of the adverse effects of, and on, the National Grid, including the requirement to consult with Transpower.
	34. The Revised Proposal 8 retains clauses 23, 24 and 26 as notified, and includes minor amendments to clauses 20, 21 and 22 that do not alter the intent of Matters for Discretion.  In my opinion these six matters appropriately set out matters that may be relevant to the consideration of any application for subdivision consent in the vicinity of the National Grid and I support their retention.  
	35. The Revised Proposal also includes the deletion of clause 25 that includes “the outcomes of any consultation with the affected network utility operator” as a Matter for Discretion.  It appears that this is in response to concerns expressed by a number of parties (including in the submission of Eliot Sinclair that is addressed above) that the matters of discretion imply a requirement to notify third parties.  
	36. I am of the view that it is appropriate for the Replacement Plan to signal a need to consult with Transpower where subdivision occurs within the identified corridors because subdivision, and associated development, within the corridor may have an impact on the National Grid even in situations where buildings are separated by more than 10 or 12 metres from 66kV or 110kV/220kV transmission lines respectively.  In his evidence, Mr Noble describes the width of the corridor as being conductor swing under high wind conditions and states that buildings, and land development activities, can occur between the 10 or 12 metre separation distance and the 32 or 37 metre corridor but that consideration of safety and access remains a relevant consideration.  
	37. That said, I consider that it may be more appropriate to signal the need to engage with Transpower through a notification advice note in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5), that replicates the note included in the Rules that relate to land use within the National Grid corridors, as follows:
	“Notes
	1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps.
	2. Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New Zealand Limited.”
	8.3.4.A Controlled Activities: Servicing (New Neighbourhood Zone)
	38. The Revised Proposal includes a Rule 8.3.4.A(C16) that duplicates Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5), as a controlled activity, in the New Neighbourhood Zone.  As a result of mediation, and due to recent asset transfers to Orion, I have confirmed that the National Grid does not traverse any areas currently zoned New Neighbourhood and I have agreed with Mr Long that Rule 8.3.4.A(C16) is unnecessary.  It is anticipated that these provisions will be deleted in the Council’s rebuttal version of Proposal 8.
	39. Similarly, the Accept/Reject Table included as Attachment B to Mr Long’s evidence rejects a submission made by Transpower seeking that the development plans for various sub-zones provide consistent notations or references to the National Grid transmission lines.  The reason for this recommendation is that “the plans are clearly annotated”.  On the basis that the development plans relate to the New Neighbourhood Zone and that the National Grid no longer traverses the zone, I consider that the relief sought by Transpower is no longer relevant.
	Objective 8.1.3 – Infrastructure and Transport and Policy 8.1.3.11 – Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse Sensitivity
	40. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Radio NZ (subject to limited amendments) that seeks an additional clause in Objective 8.1.3, and a new Policy, that recognises reverse sensitivity effects.
	41. The Revised Proposal includes a new Policy 8.1.3.11 that achieves the relief sought in Radio NZ’s submission, and Transpower’s further submission, as follows:
	“8.1.3.11 Policy – Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse Sensitivity
	a. Ensure that the requirements of infrastructure, including their ongoing operation, development and maintenance, are recognised in subdivision design, including any potential for adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity effects) from subdivision.”
	42. Mr Long acknowledges that including policy direction in relation to reverse sensitivity and infrastructure would better give effect to Objective 3.3.12(b) of the Strategic Directions decision.  He also agrees that there is a need to ensure that subdivision does not create or increase reverse sensitivity issues in relation to network utilities.  
	43. I generally agree with Mr Long’s rationale for the inclusion of the new Policy 8.1.3.11, but consider that the title to the Policy could be amended by deleting “reverse sensitivity” in order to provide more clarity and better reflect the content of the Policy.  
	44. Subject to this amendment, I support Policy 8.1.3.11 for the same reasons I have set out in my evidence in relation to Proposal 16.
	Controlled Activity Status
	45. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Radio NZ that seeks the provision of subdivision for network utilities as a controlled activity.  
	46. Mr Long, in the Accept/Reject Table included as  an attachment to his evidence, has recommended that Radio NZ’s submission be accepted in part, stating:
	“Rather than make any subdivision for utilities a controlled activity, it is proposed to include a number of exemptions within the chapter”.
	47. I acknowledge the Revised Proposal does include exemptions from standards, including exemptions from the standards that require minimum allotment size, access, water supply, surface water management, sewage disposal and energy supply, but consider that any number of exemptions does not deliver the certainty that controlled activity status affords network utility operators.  In my opinion controlled activity status for allotments created to accommodate network utilities better responds to the particular needs of sites created for utilities for the following reasons:
	(a) The extent of exemptions provided across the standards in the Revised Proposal means that while a restricted discretionary activity consent is required for a subdivision that creates an allotment for a network utility, that allotment could be of any size, does not require an access to be formed to a particular standard, and does not need to be connected to any services.  In such a situation it is difficult to envisage the extent to which many matters of discretion would be appropriate or a circumstance where the ability to refuse consent would be necessary.
	(b) The rationale given for the retention of restricted discretionary activity status, in Mr Long’s evidence (paragraphs 7.1 to 7.7), has limited relevance to allotments created for utilities.  The reasons given by Mr Long relate to large scale subdivision for purposes other than utilities (and typically residential).  Mr Long also cites complexity of discussions with applicants and the specificity and prescriptiveness of controlled activity rules as further rationale for restricted discretionary activity status.  I do not agree that this is the case when dealing with subdivision for utilities (as indicated by the degree of exemptions included in the Revised Proposal).  Further I consider that the rule included in Radio NZ’s submission is not complex and more succinctly captures the matters address in the exemptions included in the Revised Proposal. 
	(c) Further, Mr Long has stated that in “some instances where the outcomes are sufficiently predictable and certain that controlled activity status can be used without issues with flexibility and prescriptiveness arising …”. In my opinion, and given the extent of exemptions included in the Revised Proposal, subdivision for network utilities similarly does not create issues with flexibility and prescriptiveness such that controlled activity status could apply.
	(d) In terms of the appropriateness of controlled activity status, I have briefing considered the efficiency and effectiveness of such activity status, in comparison to restricted discretionary activity status, as required by section 32 of the RMA.  In my opinion controlled activity status delivers benefits in terms of certainty to network utility operators and recognises the benefits derived for the efficient development and operation of utilities, while the costs of controlled activity status are limited to the inability for Council to refuse consent. 

	Conclusion
	48. Transpower’s submission on Proposal 8 seeks limited amendments to Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5), the inclusion of a “default” to non-complying activity status where the National Grid corridor protection rule is not met and the retention of the related matters for discretion in 8.3.4.3.
	49. My evidence generally supports the Revised Proposal, subject to amendments that simplify the corridor protection provisions.  It is my understanding that these amendments have been generally agreed with the Council through formal mediation.
	50. My evidence also supports controlled activity status for subdivision for network utilities as sought in the submission of Radio NZ.
	51. My evidence concludes that the Revised Proposal, in conjunction with the limited amendments recommended in my evidence, better gives effect to the NPSET; implements Objectives 3.3.2, 3.3.7 and 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision and achieves the purpose of the RMA.
	1. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note.  I have complied with the Practice Note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.
	2. I confirm that the issues addressed in my evidence are within my area of expertise.  The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinion are set out in my evidence.  The reasons for the opinions I express are also set out in the evidence to follow.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express.  
	Attachment B: Documents Reviewed in Preparing this Evidence
	3. In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following:
	(a) The National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission, including the 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for the Environment in relation to this Policy Statement;
	(b) The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009;
	(c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013;
	(d) The submission and further submissions that are relevant to Transpower’s interests in Proposal 8;
	(e) The Section 32 report;
	(f) The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001);
	(g) The Hearings Panel Decisions on priority matters, being the Strategic Directions decision and Decision 2: Temporary Activities Related to Earthquake Recovery; and
	(h) The Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (Statement of Expectations).

	Attachment C: Suggested Amendments to the Revised Version of Proposal 8
	These amendments (shown in red) are proposed to the 21 May revised version of Proposal 8 (Mr Long’s amendments are shown in bold).
	Amend the title to Policy 8.1.3.11 as follows:
	8.1.3.11 Policy – Adverse Effects on Infrastructure Reverse sensitivity
	Replace Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5) with the following:
	Restricted discretionary standards
	RD5 National Grid transmission line corridor
	Include the following Notes in Rule 8.3.4.1(RD5):
	Notes
	1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps.
	2. Any application made in relation to this rule shall not be publicly notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New Zealand Limited.
	Include a new controlled activity, as proposed in the submission made by Radio NZ (submitter ref: 596), as follows:
	8.3.X Controlled Activities: Utilities
	Subdivision in all zones is a controlled activity and shall comply with the standards listed below:
	As a consequence delete the exemptions included in subdivision standards throughout Proposal 8 where these exemptions are no longer relevant.

