
 

  

 

BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

IN THE MATTER: of the Resource Management Act 

1991 and the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014 

AND  

IN THE MATTER of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan, Proposal 

14: Residential (part) 

SUBMISSION/S Transpower New Zealand Limited 

(Submission 832 and Further 

Submission 1331) 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF AINSLEY JEAN MCLEOD 

Planning 

20 March 2015 

 



 

 Beca // 20 March 2015 // Page i 
4262042 // NZ1-10385619-6  0.6 

 

CONTENTS 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ....................................................................................................... 1 
INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................... 2 
CODE OF CONDUCT ........................................................................................................... 2 
SCOPE OF EVIDENCE ......................................................................................................... 3 
TRANSPOWER’S SUBMISSION – GIVING EFFECT TO THE NPSET ............................... 4 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES .............................................................................................. 6 
NATIONAL GRID CORRIDOR PROTECTION PROVISIONS ............................................ 12 
CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................... 22 

 



 

 Beca // 20 March 2015 // Page 1 
4262042 // NZ1-10385619-6  0.6 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. This evidence relates to the submission and further submissions made 

by Transpower New Zealand Limited (Transpower) on Proposal 14: 

Residential (part) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (the Replacement Plan). 

2. Transpower’s submission is primarily concerned with ensuring that the 

Replacement Plan appropriately gives effect to the National Policy 

Statement on Electricity Transmission (NPSET).   

3. In the context of Proposal 14, Transpower’s submission seeks that the 

Replacement Plan gives effect to the NPSET by: 

a) amending the objectives and policies to provide for, and protect, 

the National Grid in the residential context; and 

b) amending the National Grid corridor protection rules to better 

reflect the direction given by Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET. 

4. My evidence addresses the specific relief sought by Transpower, along 

with submissions that are relevant to Transpower’s interests (including 

the submissions and further submissions made by Orion New Zealand 

Limited (Orion)).   

5. My evidence records that general agreement with Christchurch City 

Council (Council) was reached at the infrastructure mediation on 18th 

March 2015. 

6. My evidence concludes that amendments to the Council’s Revised 

Proposal 14 are necessary to give effect to the NPSET and implement 

Objective 3.3.12 that is included in the decision of the hearings panel 

on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 (Decision 1).  The amended 

provisions proposed in my evidence achieve the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) by enabling people and 

communities to provide for their social and economic health, safety and 

well-being. 
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INTRODUCTION 

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

Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch.   

8. This is the fourth statement of evidence prepared by me, and filed by 

Transpower, in relation to the Replacement Plan.  My qualifications and 

relevant experience, including my experience providing planning advice 

in relation to the National Grid, have been set out in my earlier 

evidence1. 

9. I have been engaged by Transpower to assist in its review of the 

Replacement Plan Proposals.  In this capacity I have: 

a) participated in meetings and dialogue with the Council in relation to 

the pre-notification drafts of the Replacement Plan; 

b) assisted with the preparation of Transpower’s submission and 

further submissions;  

c) attended a meeting with Orion in relation to Orion and 

Transpower’s submissions and further submissions; and 

d) attended mediation in relation to infrastructure on 18th March 2015. 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

10. 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. 

11. My qualifications are set out in my earlier evidence.  I confirm that the 

issues addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area of 

expertise. 

12. The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in 

forming my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons 
                                                      

1 A McLeod, Statement of Evidence, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, Paragraphs 7 
– 12, pages 2 and 3, 25th November 2014. 
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for the opinions expressed are also set out in my evidence.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

13. My evidence addresses the following: 

a) Transpower’s submission and further submissions on Proposal 

14: Residential (part)2; 

b) The submission and further submissions made by Orion on 

Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 143; 

c) the outcomes of the infrastructure mediation held on 18 March 

2015; and 

d) the statement of evidence of Mr Blair4 (including the Revised 

Proposal dated 9th March (the Revised Proposal), filed on 

behalf of the Council, to the extent that it is relevant to 

Transpower’s submission. 

14. For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy 
Noble, Mr Michael Copeland and Mr Dougall Campbell filed by 

Transpower in respect of Proposal 14.  

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

chiefly in relation to Proposals 3 and 6.  I rely on that evidence 

particularly in terms of the planning background for Transpower’s 

submission, being the national importance of the National Grid, 

established by the national planning instruments, being the NPSET and 

                                                      

2 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). 

3 Submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter ref: 922) and Further 
submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6th November 2014 (further submission ref: FS-
1339). 

4 Mr Scott Blair, Statement of Evidence, 12th March 2015. 
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the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA).  

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

a) The NPSET, including the 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the 

Minister for the Environment in relation to this Policy Statement 

(the particularly relevant Policies of the NPSET are included in 

Attachment B); 

b) The NESETA; 

c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (RPS); 

d) The submission and further submissions made by Orion; 

e) Further submissions made on Transpower’s submission;  

f) The Section 32 Evaluation; 

g) The Hearings Panel Decisions on priority matters, being Decision 1 

and Decision 2: Temporary Activities Related to Earthquake 

Recovery (and Relevant Definitions) (Decision 2); and 

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

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 (Statement of Expectations). 

17. I have read the Revised Proposal and the evidence of Council witnesses 

insofar as they address the provisions relevant to Transpower’s 

submission.  The Revised Proposal does not specifically include any of the 

relief sought by Transpower.  The reasons for this are not given in the 

evidence of any of the Council’s witnesses.  

TRANSPOWER’S SUBMISSION – GIVING EFFECT TO THE NPSET 

18. Transpower’s submission and further submissions are generally 

concerned with ensuring that the Replacement Plan appropriately gives 

effect to the NPSET.   

19. In the context of Proposal 14, and in order to give effect to the NPSET, 

Transpower’s submission seeks: 
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a) specific amendments to the Objectives and Policies to provide 

for, and protect, strategic infrastructure generally and the 

National Grid specifically; and 

b) amendments to fine-tune the rules (included in the notified 

Proposal) that provide for protection of the National Grid, 

including deleting the rules in zones that are not traversed by 

the National Grid and including a “default” to non-complying 

activity status. 

20. Transpower has also made further submissions that: 

a) support in part an amendment proposed by the Crown5; and  

b) oppose Orion’s submission6 seeking that the notified provisions 

that afford protection to the National Grid be expanded to 

include the “electricity distribution line corridor” because Orion 

cannot rely on the NPSET. 

21. The remainder of my evidence addresses these matters and the 

specific relief sought in Transpower’s submission.  I am particularly 

mindful of the context established by Decisions 1 and 2 of the Hearings 

Panel.   

22. My consideration is made in the context of 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 test7. This statutory 

framework is summarised in Decision 1 and I will not repeat it here. 

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

appended as Attachment A.  These amendments were provided to the 

                                                      

5 Submission by the Crown, 8th October 2014 (submitter ref: 495) 

6 Submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014 (submitter ref: 922) 

7 Long Bay – Okura Great Park Society v North Shore City Council EnvC Auckland A078/2008, 
16th July 2008, at [34]. 
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Council following the infrastructure mediation on 18th March 2015.  It is 

my understanding that Mr Blair generally agrees with the relief sought 

by Transpower, subject to minor differences in preferred wording of 

policies, and that this will be reflected in his rebuttal evidence. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

14.1.4 Objective – Strategic Infrastructure 

24. Transpower’s submission supports Objective 14.1.4 to the extent that it 

is seeking residential development that does not impact on strategic 

infrastructure and as such generally gives effect to Policies 10 and 11 

of the NPSET.  The submission expresses concern, however, that the 

specific mention of the Port and Airport in the Objective has the effect 

of assigning greater importance to these facilities above nationally 

significant infrastructure such as the National Grid.  The submission 

seeks that either the specific mention of certain infrastructure facilities 

be deleted or that specific reference to the National Grid be included in 

the Objective.  

25. Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC) and Christchurch International 

Airport Limited (CIAL) made further submissions supporting the latter, 

“specific mention” option, while Orion made a further submission 

supporting the “general reference” option. 

26. Mr Blair8 has not explicitly addressed the relief sought by Transpower, 

but he has promoted some amendments to Objective 14.1.4 as follows: 

“a. Residential development and sensitive activities that does not 

adversely affect the efficient operation, use, and development of 

Christchurch International Airport and Port of Lyttelton, the rail 

network and other strategic infrastructure including the state 

highway network.” 

27. In my view these matters were traversed at a higher level in the 

Proposal 3 – Strategic Directions hearing.  This is reflected in the 

Decision 1 and ultimately in Objective 3.3.12 (contained in Schedule 1 

                                                      

8 Mr Scott Blair, Statement of Evidence, Paragraph 11.5, page 93 and the Revised Proposal. 
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of the Decision).  I also acknowledge that the Decision directs that 

objectives and policies in other chapters of the Replacement Plan “are 

to be expressed and achieved in a manner consistent with the 

objectives in this Chapter”.   

28. I do not consider that Mr Blair has achieved consistency with Objective 

3.3.12 in his Revised Proposal because the amended Objective 14.1.4 

continues to have the potential to assign greater importance to the 

specifically mentioned infrastructure or create an imbalance when 

interpreting the Objective.   

29. On the basis of Decision 1, and in order to be consistent with the 

Objective of the NPSET and the proposed rule framework, it is my view 

that it is appropriate to include specific mention of the National Grid in 

this Objective as follows [my proposed amendments are shown in red 

text]: 

“a. Residential development and sensitive activities that does not 
adversely affect the efficient operation, use and development of the 
National Grid, Christchurch International Airport and Port of 
Lyttelton, the rail network and other strategic infrastructure including 
the state highway network.” 

14.1.2.2(iv) Policy – Recovery Housing – Higher Density 
Comprehensive Redevelopment9 

30. Transpower has made a further submission on the Crown submission 

supporting the inclusion of an additional clause in Policy 14.1.2.2 that 

seeks to ensure that comprehensive development is avoided in certain 

circumstances, subject to an amendment that includes reference to the 

National Grid and direct adverse effects, rather than just reverse 

sensitivity effects. 

31. For the reasons set out in paragraph 29 above, I support the inclusion 

of direct reference to the National Grid.   

32. Similarly, I support the reference to direct adverse effects in the Policy 

because: 

                                                      

9 Policy numbering as included in the Revised Proposal. 
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a) this matter was also considered in the context of Chapter 3 – 

Strategic Direction and Decision 1 (in Objective 3.3.12) clearly 

directs the protection of strategic infrastructure “by avoiding 

adverse effects from incompatible activities, including reverse 

sensitivity effects ..”; and 

b) the on-going operation and development of the National Grid 

may be compromised by both direct adverse effects and 

reverse sensitivity effects as described in Mr Noble’s 

evidence10. 

33. I acknowledge that this Policy particularly responds to the Land Use 

Recovery Plan (LURP) but consider that the amendments promoted by 

Transpower are appropriate because of the “top of the tree” status of 

the NPSET and because the amendments are not inconsistent with the 

LURP. 

34. For completeness the amendments sought by Transpower and 

supported by my evidence are as follows [shown in red text]: 

“iv. Adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity effects) on existing 
heavy industrial areas, the National Grid, Christchurch International 
Airport, arterial traffic routes, and railway lines.” 

14.1.4.1 Policy – Avoidance of Adverse Effects on Strategic Transport 
Infrastructure 

35. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to Policy 14.1.4.1 that 

have the effect of expanding the Policy to address all strategic 

infrastructure, including the National Grid, rather than just strategic 

transport infrastructure.  This submission is supported in part by the 

further submission of Orion.  Transpower’s submission seeks the 

following amendments: 

“14.4.1.4 Policy – Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic 
transport infrastructure 

                                                      

10 Paragraphs 24-74, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015 
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a. Avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic transport infrastructure 
that may compromise their operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development including: 

i.  the National Grid; and Christchurch International Airport 

ii. Strategic transport networks, such as The Christchurch 
International Airport; the major and minor arterial road network;, 
and the Port of Lyttelton. 

iii. the Port of Lyttelton.” 

36. In a general sense I support the amendments sought in Transpower’s 

submission and I particularly support the expansion of the Policy to 

encompass other strategic infrastructure.  This is because: 

a) This is the only Policy that directly implements Objective 14.1.4 

and as such it is appropriate for the Policy to address strategic 

infrastructure as a whole, rather than singling out transport 

infrastructure; 

b) In its current form the Policy is not expressed and achieved in a 

manner consistent with Decision 1; 

c) The Policy does not give effect to Policies 10 and 11 of the 

NPSET; and 

d) The Policy does not establish a platform for the subsequent rule 

framework. 

37. That said, and with the benefit of Decision 1, I consider that the Policy 

(and to some extent Objective 14.1.4) is at risk of merely duplicating 

Objective 3.3.12, rather than providing a clear policy direction in 

relation to strategic infrastructure in a residential context.  In my opinion 

the Policy would benefit from further refinement to clearly state how the 

provisions of Proposal 14 respond to Objectives 3.3.12 and 14.1.4.  It is 

on this basis that I suggest further amendments to Policy 14.1.4.1 as 

follows11:  

“14.4.1.4 Policy – Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic 
transport infrastructure 

                                                      

11 Amendments have been made to the Revised Proposal version of Policy 14.1.4.1 with the 
amendments promoted in my evidence and in Transpower’s submission both shown in red text. 
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a. Avoid adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, on 
strategic transport infrastructure that may compromise their 
operation, maintenance, upgrading and development including: 

i.  the National Grid where such effects are addressed by the 
establishment of a buffer corridor that traverses within which 
sensitive activities and hazardous facilities will be avoided and 
the scale of other new buildings will be limited,  

ii. The Christchurch International Airport; 

iii. The rail network; 

iv. the major and minor arterial road network; and 

v. the Port of Lyttelton.” 

38. I consider that this approach clearly and concisely demonstrates how 

Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET will be implemented in the residential 

zones and I support a similar approach being taken for other strategic 

infrastructure. 

14.1.6.9 Policy – Separation of Incompatible Activities 

39. Transpower’s submission seeks the retention of Policy 14.1.6.9 as 

notified on the basis that the Policy is consistent with Policy 10 of the 

NPSET.  The Revised Proposal amends the Policy to include reference 

to both critical and strategic infrastructure in response to a submission 

made by the Crown.  This submission is supported by the further 

submission of Orion. 

40. I support the Revised version of the Policy because it continues to give 

effect to Policy 10 of the NPSET that requires decision-makers, to the 

extent reasonably possible, manage activities to avoid reverse 

sensitivity effects. 

14.1.7 Objective – Non-Residential Activities and 14.1.7.3 Policy – 
Existing Non-Residential Activities 

41. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to Objective 14.1.7 and 

Policy 14.1.7.3, which address non-residential activities in residential 

zones, to include recognition that significant infrastructure may need to 

be located in residential zones for historic and operational reasons.  

Transpower’s submission is generally supported by the further 

submissions made by Orion and Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ Limited, 
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Mobil Oil NZ Limited (Oil Companies)12, subject to differences in 

proposed wording (in the case of the Oil Companies). 

42. I generally support the approach sought in Transpower’s submission 

because the objectives and policies in Proposal 14 do not currently 

address the need for infrastructure to be located in, or traverse, 

residential areas and I consider it appropriate to do so given the 

direction of Objective 3.3.12 and the NPSET (in terms of the National 

Grid).  I note that the objectives and policies do address reverse 

sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure (as addressed earlier in my 

evidence) and also that infrastructure is integrated with housing 

development13. 

43. In my view the amendments promoted by Transpower are appropriate 

in terms of giving effect to the NPSET, but it is my opinion that the 

amendments are made as a “best fit” with the form of the objectives 

and policies as notified.  That is, given the form of the notified 

provisions, those that relate to non-residential activities seem like the 

most appropriate place to include reference to infrastructure in the 

residential zones.  I am also aware that there is some risk of repetition 

and duplication in “tagging on” an acknowledgement of infrastructure, 

in order to implement Objective 3.3.12, across a range of provisions in 

the Replacement Plan.   

44. I also acknowledge that a number of submitters, with interests in other 

types of non-residential activities, have an interest in the form and 

content of Objective 14.1.7 and Policy 14.1.7.3. 

45. It is on this basis that I support the amendments included in Attachment 

A, noting that I consider that there may be equally appropriate ways to 

achieve the general outcome sought, for instance, a further policy to 

implement Objective 14.1.7, or a further clause in Objective 14.1.4 and 

an associated new policy. 

                                                      

12 Further submission by Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ Limited, Mobil Oil NZ Limited, dated 6th 
November 2014 (further submitter ref: 1925) 

13 Policy 14.1.1.1(vi.) 
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NATIONAL GRID CORRIDOR PROTECTION PROVISIONS 

Transpower’s Submission, Further Submissions and Other Relevant 
Submissions 

46. The notified version of Proposal 14 includes rules that manage 

buildings and sensitive activities in the vicinity of the National Grid by 

requiring resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity for such 

activities across all residential zones.  Transpower’s submission 

supports the general approach taken in Proposal 14, but seeks that the 

rules be replaced with new permitted activity rules14 that are less 

restrictive in that they provide for some permitted activities in close 

proximity to the National Grid and respond to the differences between 

developed urban and greenfield areas.  The rules are as follows: 

Activity Activity specific standard 
P? Activities, 

buildings and 
fences within 
12 metres of 
the centre line 
of a National 
Grid 
Transmission 
Line in 
developed 
urban areas 

a. No new buildings associated with a sensitive activity 
except: 
i.  an accessory building for a sensitive activity under 2.5 

metres high and less than 10m² in area; or 
ii  building alterations or additions for a sensitive activity 

that are under the height and within the footprint of the 
existing building. 

b. No new sensitive activities or hazardous facilities. 
c. Buildings and fences shall: 

i  have a minimum vertical clearance of 10 metres below 
the lowest point of the transmission line conductor 
(wire) or demonstrate that safe electrical clearance 
distances required by the New Zealand Electrical Code 
of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 
34:2001) are maintained under all operating conditions. 

ii  be at least 12 metres for buildings and 5 metres for 
fences from the nearest National Grid line support structure 
foundation, except for network utilities within a transport 
corridor or any part of electricity infrastructure that 
connects to the National Grid. 

P? Activities, 
buildings and 
fences within 
12 metres of 
the centre line 
of a National 
Grid 
Transmission 
Line in 
greenfield 
areas 

a. No new buildings or sensitive activities except: 
i.  an accessory building under 2.5 metres high and less 

than 10m² in area associated with a sensitive activity; 
or 

ii. building alterations or additions that are under the 
height and within the footprint of the existing building. 

b. No new hazardous facilities. 
c. Buildings and fences shall: 

i.  have a minimum vertical clearance of 10 metres below 
the lowest point of the transmission line conductor 
(wire) or demonstrate that safe electrical clearance 
distances required by the New Zealand Electrical Code 
of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 
34:2001) are maintained under all operating conditions. 

ii  be at least 12 metres for buildings and 5 metres for 
                                                      

14 In Rule 14.2.2.1, Rule 14.3.2.1 and Rule 14.6.2.1. 
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fences from the nearest National Grid line support structure 
foundation, except for network utilities within a transport 
corridor or any part of electricity infrastructure that 
connects to the National Grid. 

47. Transpower’s submission also: 

a) identifies those zones where the National Grid protection rules 

are unnecessary because the National Grid does not traverse 

these zones (subject to the zones remaining as notified) and 

seeks the deletion of these rules15;  

b) seeks a simplified 12 metre separation rule to apply in the 

Enhanced Development Mechanism and Community Housing 

Development Mechanism provisions (reflecting their LURP 

origins in a similar manner to the provisions that apply to 

temporary earthquake recovery activities16); 

c) seeks that the planning maps be amended to differentiate 

between National Grid transmission lines in developed urban 

areas and greenfield areas; and 

d) seeks new non-complying activity rules to provide for situations 

where the activity specific standards are not met. 

48. The reasons given in Transpower’s submission for the amendments 

proposed are that the notified provisions are: 

a) more restrictive than is necessary; 

b) not reflective of Transpower’s current approach to managing 

activities in close proximity to the National Grid as set out in the 

evidence of Mr Campbell;17   

                                                      

15 Rule 14.5.2.3 (RD2) – Residential Conservation Zone and Rule 14.4.2.3 (RD2) – Residential 
Banks Peninsula Zone. 

16 The Activity Specific Standards included in the provisions set out in Schedule 1 to Decision 2.  
These provisions require permitted activities and buildings to be more than 12 metres from 
National Grid lines and structures.  Where this standard is not met the activity is non-complying. 

17 Paragraphs 13 to 27, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 
2015 
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c) not consistent, in form, terminology or content, with the 

approach taken elsewhere in the Replacement Plan, for 

instance, in the Industrial Chapter; and 

d) can be refined to better reflect acceptable activities in 

developed urban areas (particularly in the context of post-

earthquakes Christchurch) as opposed to the opportunity for 

protection of the National Grid in greenfield areas.   

49. Orion18 have made a submission in relation to the National Grid corridor 

protection provisions seeking that these provisions also apply to the 

66kV and 33kV electricity distribution network to reflect “the importance 

of these distribution lines”.  Transpower has made a further submission 

opposing the relief sought by Orion because the rules are specifically to 

give effect to the NPSET and Orion cannot rely on the NPSET. 

50. The Riccarton Wigram Community Board19 have also made a 

submission noting “that there be no compromise on the existing 24 

metre buffer restriction that applies under the pylon corridor”.  A similar 

submission has also been made by Awatea Residents’ Association 

Inc20. 

51. Orion21 have also made further submissions supporting the majority of 

amendments sought by Transpower, but opposing the sole reference to 

the National Grid in the corridor protection provisions and opposing the 

deletion of rules in the zones the National Grid does not traverse. 

52. I am not aware of any other submissions or further submissions that 

are directly relevant to the National Grid corridor protection provisions. 

                                                      

18 Submission by Orion New Zealand Limited, 8th October 2014, Appendix 1, Table 4 (submitter 
ref: 922). 

19 Submission by Riccarton Wigram Community Board, 2nd October 2014, Page 1 (submitter 
ref: 254). 

20 Submission by Awatea Residents’ Association, 6th October 2014 (submitter ref: 354), however 
this submission relates to an area that is traversed by a distribution line. 

21 Further submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6th November 2014, Pages 19 – 23 
(further submitter ref: 1339). 
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53. On the basis that the presence, in concept, of rules that control 

activities in the vicinity of the National Grid is not challenged (having 

been included in the notified Proposal 14), it is my view that there are 

two broad areas of contention: 

a) exclusivity of the National Grid corridor protection provisions; 

and 

b) the form of the provisions themselves. 

54. Mr Blair signalled his agreement to the proposed amended provisions 

at the infrastructure mediation on the 18th March 2015 and it is 

anticipated that he will confirm this in his rebuttal evidence.  At the 

mediation the form and complexity of the proposed provisions was also 

discussed.  This is therefore the focus of my consideration of the rules. 

Exclusivity of the National Grid Corridor Protection Rules 

55. As noted in paragraphs 50 and 52 above, Orion has sought that the 

corridor protection provisions be expanded to include its 33kV and 

66kV distribution network in order to reflect the importance of these 

lines.  Orion’s further submission expands on the rationale for the relief 

sought as follows: 

“6. The key further submission matters for Orion relate to the rule 
framework for the corridor protection measures. Transpower have 
made various submissions in this respect, including proposing a new 
rule framework for some Residential and Industrial Zones. Orion 
acknowledge that these submissions are based on a desire to 
amend the Replacement Plan to reflect best practice – however they 
make sole reference to the National Grid and associated assets.  

 
7. Recently, many of the high voltage distribution lines within the City 

(66KV and 33KV electricity distribution lines) have been transferred 
from Transpower to Orion. Although the lines no longer form part of 
the National Grid, they continue to play a fundamental role in 
distribution of electricity within the City. For this reason, the high 
voltage distribution lines are both critical and strategic infrastructure. 
A rule framework to protect the integrity of these high voltage 
distributions lines is, therefore, essential. This reflects the premise of 
Orion’s original submission.”22 

                                                      

22 Further submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014, Page 2 (further 
submission ref: FS-1339). 
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56. I addressed the relief sought by Orion (and associated reasons) in my 

evidence in relation to Proposal 6 (where Orion sought similar relief).  

For completeness I reiterate that: 

a) I did not agree with Orion’s assertion that Transpower’s 

submission is “based on a desire to amend the Replacement 

Plan to reflect best practice”.  Rather, I confirmed that the 

submission generally seeks decisions to refine the 

Replacement Plan’s approach to development in proximity to 

the National Grid in order to give effect Policies 10 and 11 of the 

NPSET and in accordance with current nationwide practice that 

has now been described in the evidence of Mr Campbell;23 

b) I acknowledged that the ownership of some high voltage lines 

have been transferred from Transpower to Orion and agreed 

that these lines no longer form part of the National Grid, while 

still being both critical and strategic infrastructure; and 

c) I did not support the expansion of the rule framework that 

specifically protects the National Grid to also include high 

voltage distribution lines. 

57. The Hearings Panel’s Decision 2 (in relation to Proposal 6) considers 

the matter of corridor protection for electricity distribution lines and 

states: 

“While noting Orion’s submission states that many of the high voltage 
distribution lines within the City (66kV and 33kV electricity distribution 
lines) have recently been transferred from Transpower to Orion, we 
agree 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.”24 

58. Decision 2 is consistent with the opinion I expressed in relation to 

Proposal 6 and, in the context of Proposal 14, my opinion is 

                                                      

23 Paragraphs 13 to 27, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 
2015 

24 Decision 2, Paragraph 41, Page 13. 
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unchanged.  That is, I do not support the expansion of the National 

Grid corridor protection provisions to also include some of Orion’s 

distribution lines.  I have formed my opinion on the basis of the 

following: 

a) Orion’s lines (even when these have been formerly owned by 

Transpower) do not enjoy the benefit of the policy direction 

established by the NPSET.  The NPSET is specific to the 

National Grid and does not extend to local or regional 

distribution networks.  This means that directive Policies 10 and 

11 of the NPSET cannot be relied on by Orion as rationale for 

the identification and protection of corridors for its assets.  In 

this regard, the 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for 

the Environment on the proposed National Policy Statement on 

Electricity Transmission indicates that a broader application of 

the NPSET was considered and dismissed.  The report states 

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.”  

b) The Replacement Plan must also give effect to the RPS.  Policy 

16.3.4 of the RPS is of particular relevance to, and exclusive to, 

the National Grid25.  Similarly, Orion is not able to rely on this 

Policy as rationale for the relief sought in its submission.  For 

completeness, Policy 16.3.4 states: 

“Policy 16.3.4 – Reliable and resilient electricity 
transmission network within Canterbury 

To encourage a reliable and resilient national electricity 
transmission network within Canterbury by: 

                                                      

25 The RPS defines the “electricity transmission network” as exclusively the National Grid. 
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(1) having particular regard to the local, regional and national 
benefits when considering operation, maintenance, 
upgrade or development of the electricity transmission 
network; 

(2) avoiding subdivision, use and development including 
urban or semi urban development patterns, which would 
otherwise limit the ability of the electricity transmission 
network to be operated, maintained, upgraded and 
developed; 

(3) enabling the operational, maintenance, upgrade, and 
development of the electricity transmission network 
provided that, as a result of route, site and method 
selection, where; 

(a) The adverse effects on significant natural and physical 
resources or cultural values are avoided, or where this 
is not practicable, remedied or mitigated; and 

(b) other adverse effects on the environment are 
appropriately controlled.” 

c) In assessing the appropriateness (including the benefits and 

costs) of the same provisions applying to Orion’s assets it would 

be incorrect to rely on the section 32 evaluation of the National 

Grid corridor provisions.  Any provisions that seek to establish a 

protective corridor for the benefit of Orion’s high voltage 

network would require a separate examination under section 32 

that is distinct to the consideration for the National Grid. This 

would necessarily require thorough consideration of the form 

such provisions might take (including the technical basis for 

establishing a corridor width). 

d) The provisions included in the notified version, and the 

amendments promoted in Transpower’s submission, have been 

developed following extensive work (described in the evidence 

of Mr Campbell and Mr Noble), including legal and engineering 

input, to specifically address the way in which Policies 10, 11 

and 12 of the NPSET are given effect to in plans in a manner 

that is objectively based on Transpower’s approach to operation 

and maintenance of its assets. 

e) Such an approach differs to that taken by electricity distribution 

companies in other parts of New Zealand.  Mr Campbell, in his 
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evidence, has described the limited examples of plan provisions 

that address distribution lines.26 Mr Noble has highlighted that a 

failure of a National Grid line can impact large areas across a 

number of regions for long periods of time, whereas when there 

is an issue with the operation of distribution assets this would 

typically have a localised impact.27 

59. Transpower’s further submission on Orion’s submission notes that “it 

may be more appropriate for a separate Rule to be included to address 

the effects on, and protection of, distribution lines”.  In my opinion, 

there is no particular impediment to this (that is, not prevented by the 

NPSET), subject to such provisions being considered appropriate in the 

context of a section 32 evaluation without the ability to rely on the 

NPSET.   

Form of the Provisions 

60. I have carefully considered the form of the provisions, and their relative 

complexity against the Statement of Expectations (and particularly 

clause (i)).  In my opinion the proposed rules are relatively complex in 

form, but they do clearly set out what development can occur within 12 

metres of the National Grid.   

61. Mr Campbell, in his evidence, has explained the evolution of these 

provisions and described how, since 2012, they have been developed 

to be more enabling while responding to Policies 10 and 11 of the 

NPSET by being specific about what activities (in the context of existing 

land uses and zones) may be undertaken within the National Grid 

corridor, and by identifying activities, such as sensitive activities, that 

should be avoided through requiring consent for a non-complying 

activity.28 

                                                      

26 Paragraph 31, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 2015. 

27 Paragraphs 87-89, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Roy Noble dated 20 March 2015. 

28 Paragraphs 19 to 25, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Dougall Campbell dated 20 March 
2015 
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62. I appreciate that in order to be more enabling the rules relating to the 

National Grid corridor are necessarily more complex.  When 

considered against the Statement of Expectations I consider that there 

is a balance to be achieved between enabling yet complex provisions 

and concise but more restrictive provisions.  For instance, a provision 

such as that included in relation to temporary earthquake recovery 

activities in Decision 2 (a blanket restriction on activities in the vicinity 

of the National Grid) is more clear, concise and straightforward, but 

triggers the need for resource consent for more activities and buildings.  

63. The complexity of the rules was discussed with Mr Blair at the 

infrastructure mediation.  We identified that it was possible to better 

achieve the clear, concise and easy to use direction in the Statement of 

Expectations through a blanket protection rule (as a built form 

standard) that is similar to the Decision 2 provisions as follows: 

“Buildings and sensitive activities shall be located greater than 12 

metres from the centre line of a National Grid transmission line and 

greater than 12 metres from the outer edge of the foundation of a 

National Grid transmission line’s support structure.” 

64. .I have included this alternative rule/built form standard in Attachment A 

as Option 2, should the Hearing Panel consider that simplicity is 

preferred.  This is also the form of the provision sought by Transpower 

to be included in the Enhanced Development Mechanism and 

Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism provisions.  The 

succinct blanket built form standards are considered more appropriate 

in the context of the LURP origin, and earthquake recovery purpose of 

these provisions. 

65. That said, my preference is the rules sought in Transpower’s 

submission (Option 1 in Attachment A) because the rules are: 

a) more enabling; 

b) based on practice that has been carefully developed by 

Transpower; and 

c) more directly give effect to Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET. 
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66. As a final matter, and in considering the Statement of Expectations, I 

also I note that there is significant duplication of the same rules across 

many of the residential zones.  In my opinion there is some opportunity 

for Proposal 14 to be more concise by altering the structure to avoid 

duplication in terms of the activity status tables (and particularly the 

default provisions) such that the where the same rules apply, these do 

not need to be repeated across the relevant zones. 

67. Attachment A lists a number of other amendments (including 

consequential amendments) to the Proposal 14 rules that are sought in 

Transpower’s submission.  This includes: 

a) deleting the notified restricted discretionary provisions (and 

associated matters for discretion) that would be replaced by 

either Option 1 or Option 2;  

b) deleting the rules in the Residential Banks Peninsula and 

Residential Conservation zones because the National Grid does 

not traverse these zone; 

c) including a succinct built form standard in the Community 

Houseing Redevelopment Mechanism and Enhanced 

Development Mechanism provisions; 

d) including a new non-complying activity “default” provisions; and  

e) amending the planning maps to clearly show the National Grid 

in relation to the developed urban areas and greenfield areas. 

68. In his evidence Mr Noble has also noted that Transpower are in the 

process of transferring the 66kV Addington-Islington A and B lines to 

Orion.29  These lines will cease to be National Grid when this transfer is 

completed.  Therefore the relief sought by Transpower in relation to the 

mapping of the National Grid should be amended to the extent that the 

mapping of this line is no longer necessary.   

                                                      

29 Paragraph 12, Statement of Evidence in Chief of Roy Noble dated 20 Macrh 2015. 
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National Grid Corridor Protection Provisions - Conclusion 

69. It is my opinion that the suite of amended provisions set out in 

Attachment A gives effect to the NPSET and particularly Policies 2, 10, 

11 and 12 of the NPSET.  I note that Policy 10 requires decisions-

makers “to the extent reasonably practicable manage activities to avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects on the electricity transmission network” and 

Policy 11 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. 

70. On the basis of these Policies I also consider that non-complying 

activity status is appropriate given the strong direction of “avoid reverse 

sensitivity effects” (Policy 10) and “sensitive activities will generally not 

be provided for in plans” (Policy 11). 

71. Further, I consider that the provisions in Attachment A implement 

Objective 3.3.12 and are consistent with Decisions 1 and 2.   

72. It is on this basis that I also conclude that the rules achieve the purpose 

of the RMA because they provide for the on-going use, development 

and protection of the National Grid (being a physical resource) in a 

manner that enables people and communities to provide for their social 

and economic well-being, health and safety through the provision of a 

safe and reliable electricity transmission network that is adequately 

separated from activities that could compromise it. 

CONCLUSION 

73. Transpower’s submission, and further submissions, seek that the 

Replacement Plan gives effect to the NPSET in Proposal 14 by 

amending the notified objectives and policies to provide for, and protect 

the National Grid, and by amending the National Grid corridor 

protection rules to better reflect the direction given by Policies 10 and 

11 of the NPSET.  Transpower also seeks that the National Grid 

corridor protection rules remain exclusively for the benefit of the 

National Grid. 
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74. In my opinion, and for the reasons set out in my evidence, the 

amendments to the Council’s Revised Proposal 14 included in 

Attachment A appropriately address the outcomes sought by 

Transpower and as such; 

a) achieve the purpose of the RMA; 

b) give effect to the NPS; 

c) give effect to Policy 16.3.4 of the RPS; 

d) implement Objective 3.3.12 of Decision 1; and 

e) are consistent with Decision 2 particularly as it relates to the 

National Grid. 

 

 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

20th March 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A: SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO PROPOSAL 14 

 

These amendments are proposed to the 9 March version of Proposal 14, including 
amendment’s made in Mr Blair’s evidence (shown in red). 

Policy 14.1.2.2(iv) 

iv. Adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity effects) on existing heavy 
industrial areas, the National Grid, Christchurch International Airport, 
arterial traffic routes, and railway lines. 

 

14.1.4 Objective – Strategic Infrastructure 

a. Residential development and sensitive activities that does not adversely 
affect the efficient operation, use and development of the National Grid, 
Christchurch International Airport and Port of Lyttelton, the rail network and 
other strategic infrastructure including the state highway network. 

 

14.4.1.4 Policy – Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic transport 
infrastructure 

a. Avoid adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, on strategic 
transport infrastructure that may compromise their operation, 
maintenance, upgrading and development including: 

i.  the National Grid where such effects are addressed by the 
establishment of a buffer corridor that traverses within which 
sensitive activities and hazardous facilities will be avoided and 
the scale of other new buildings will be limited; 

ii. The Christchurch International Airport; 

iii. The rail network; 

iv. the major and minor arterial road network; and 

v. the Port of Lyttelton. 

 

14.1.7 Objective – Non-Residential activities 

a.  Residential activities remain the dominant activity in the residential zones and 
any non-residential activities meet only local community needs, and are 
compatible with, and can be accommodated within, residential areas. 
Strategic infrastructure may have operational needs that make locating 
in residential areas necessary. 

 

14.1.7.3 Policy – Existing non-residential activities 
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a. Enable existing non-residential activities to continue and limit further onsite 
redevelopment of non-residential activities (other than redevelopment 
associated with strategic infrastructure). 

 

Option 1: Rules 14.2.2.1 (Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban 
Density Transition), 14.3.2.1 (Medium Density), 14.6.2.1 (New 
Neighbourhood) – Activity Status Tables 

Amend the activity status tables by adding: 

Activity Activity specific standard 
P? Activities, 

buildings and 
fences within 12 
metres of the 
centre line of a 
National Grid 
Transmission 
Line in 
developed urban 
areas 

a. No new buildings associated with a sensitive 
activity except: 
i.  an accessory building for a sensitive activity 

under 2.5 metres high and less than 10m² in area; 
or 

ii  building alterations or additions for a sensitive 
activity that are under the height and within the 
footprint of the existing building. 

b. No new sensitive activities or hazardous facilities. 
c. Buildings and fences shall: 

i  have a minimum vertical clearance of 10 metres 
below the lowest point of the transmission line 
conductor (wire) or demonstrate that safe 
electrical clearance distances required by the 
New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 
Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001) are 
maintained under all operating conditions. 

ii  be at least 12 metres for buildings and 5 metres 
for fences from the nearest National Grid line 
support structure foundation, except for network 
utilities within a transport corridor or any part of 
electricity infrastructure that connects to the 
National Grid. 

P? Activities, 
buildings and 
fences within 12 
metres of the 
centre line of a 
National Grid 
Transmission 
Line in greenfield 
areas 

a. No new buildings or sensitive activities except: 
i.  an accessory building under 2.5 metres high and 

less than 10m² in area associated with a sensitive 
activity; or 

ii. building alterations or additions that are under 
the height and within the footprint of the existing 
building. 

b. No new hazardous facilities. 
c. Buildings and fences shall: 

i.  have a minimum vertical clearance of 10 metres 
below the lowest point of the transmission line 
conductor (wire) or demonstrate that safe 
electrical clearance distances required by the 
New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 
Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001) are 
maintained under all operating conditions. 

ii  be at least 12 metres for buildings and 5 metres 
for fences from the nearest National Grid line 
support structure foundation, except for network 
utilities within a transport corridor or any part of 
electricity infrastructure that connects to the 
National Grid. 
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Notes for Rules P? and P?:  
1. The National Grid transmission lines are shown on the planning maps, 
including whether they are located in developed urban areas or greenfield areas. 
2. Any application arising from non-compliance with Rule P? shall not be 
publicly notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New Zealand 
Limited. 
3. Vegetation to be planted around the National Grid should be selected and/or 
managed to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 
4. The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP 34:2001) contains restrictions on the location of structures and 
activities in relation to the lines.  Compliance with the permitted activity 
standards of the Plan does not ensure compliance with the NZECP 34:2001. 

Consequential amendments 

Delete Rules 14.2.2.3 RD4, 14.3.2.3 RD6 and 14.6.2.3 RD4 and delete the Matter of 
Discretion 14.9.19 in its entirety. 

Amend the Planning Maps to show National Grid transmission lines in developed 
urban areas and greenfield areas. 

Amend Rules 14.2.2.5, 14.3.2.5 and 14.6.2.5 to add the following non-complying 
activity (where the activity specific standard set out above cannot be met): 

NC? Non-compliance with Rule [14.2.2.1 P?, 14.3.2.1 P?, 14.6.2.1 P?] 

 

Option 2: Rules 14.2.3 (Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban 
Density Transition), 14.3.3 (Medium Density) and 14.6.3 (New 
Neighbourhood) - Built Form Standards 

Amend the built form standards by adding the following: 

[14.2.3.?, 14.3.3.? and 14.6.3.?] Separation from the National Grid 

Buildings and sensitive activities shall be located greater than 12 metres from 
the centre line of a National Grid transmission line and greater than 12 metres 
from the outer edge of the foundation of a National Grid transmission line’s 
support structure. 

Notes: 

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

2. Any application arising from non-compliance with this built form standard 
shall not be publicly notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New 
Zealand Limited. 

3. Vegetation to be planted around the National Grid should be selected and/or 
managed to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 
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4. The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP 34:2001) contains restrictions on the location of structures and 
activities in relation to the lines.  Compliance with the permitted activity 
standards of the Plan does not ensure compliance with the NZECP 34:2001. 

Consequential amendments 

Delete Rules 14.2.2.3 RD4, 14.3.2.3 RD6 and 14.6.2.3 RD4 and delete the Matter of 
Discretion 14.9.19 in its entirety. 

Amend the Planning Maps to clearly show the National Grid transmission lines to 
which these provisions apply. 

Amend Rules 14.2.2.5, 14.3.2.5 and 14.6.2.5 to add the following non-complying 
activity (where the built form standard set out above cannot be met): 

NC? Non-compliance with Rule [14.2.3.?, 14.3.3.?, 14.6.3.?] 

 

Rules 14.4.2.3 (Residential Banks Peninsula), 14.5.2.3 (Residential 
Conservation) 

Delete Rule 14.4.2.3 RD2 and Rule 14.5.2.3 RD2 because not National Grid 
transmission lines traverse these zones. 

 

Rules 14.7.4 (Enhanced Development Mechanism), 14.8.3 (Community 
Housing Redevelopment Mechanism) - Built Form Standards 

Amend the built form standards by adding the following: 

[14.7.4.? and 14.8.3.?] Separation from the National Grid 

Buildings and sensitive activities shall be located greater than 12 metres from 
the centre line of a National Grid transmission line and greater than 12 metres 
from the outer edge of the foundation of a National Grid transmission line’s 
support structure. 

Notes: 

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

2. Any application arising from non-compliance with this built form standard 
shall not be publicly notified or limited notified other than to Transpower New 
Zealand Limited. 

3. Vegetation to be planted around the National Grid should be selected and/or 
managed to ensure that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

4. The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP 34:2001) contains restrictions on the location of structures and 
activities in relation to the lines.  Compliance with the permitted activity 
standards of the Plan does not ensure compliance with the NZECP 34:2001. 
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Consequential amendments 

Amend the Planning Maps to clearly show the National Grid transmission lines to 
which these provisions apply. 

Amend Rules 14.7.2.3 and 14.8.2.2 to add the following non-complying activity (where 
the built form standard set out above cannot be met): 

NC? Non-compliance with Rule [14.7.4.?, 14.8.3.?] 
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ATTACHMENT B – RELEVANT POLICIES OF THE NATIONAL POLICY 
STATEMENT ON ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION 

 

Policy 2 

In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must recognise and provide for 
the effective operation, maintenance, upgrading and development of the electricity 
transmission network. 

 

Policy 10 

In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must 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 

Local authorities must consult with the operator of the national grid, to identify an 
appropriate buffer corridor within which it can be expected that sensitive activities will 
generally not be provided for in plans and/or given resource consent. To assist local 
authorities to identify these corridors, they may request the operator of the national 
grid to provide local authorities with its medium to long-term plans for the alteration or 
upgrading of each affected section of the national grid (so as to facilitate the long-term 
strategic planning of the grid). 

 

Policy 12 

Territorial authorities must identify the electricity transmission network on their relevant 
planning maps whether or not the network is designated. 
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