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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. This evidence relates to the submission by Transpower New Zealand 

Limited (Transpower) on Proposal 6: General Rules and Procedures 

(Temporary Earthquake Recovery Activities) 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 6, Transpower’s submission supports the 

intent of the notified provisions, including non-complying activity status 

where activity specific standards are not met, and seeks an additional 

activity specific standard in Rule 6.4.2.2.1 which requires separation of 

temporary earthquake recovery activities from National Grid 

transmission lines.  The relief sought in Transpower’s submission has 

been included in a suite of provisions agreed at mediation. 

4. In response to a further submission made by Orion New Zealand 

Limited (Orion), Mr Matheson, on behalf of the Council, has promoted 

that the provisions agreed at mediation be expanded to also provide for 

Orion’s high voltage distribution lines.  I do not support the 

amendments promoted by Mr Matheson and prefer the new standard 

agreed at mediation, being the relief sought in Transpower’s 

submission. 

INTRODUCTION 

5. My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod.  My qualifications and 

experience, including my experience providing planning advice in 

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

evidence in relation to Proposal 3: Strategic Directions.  I am also 

familiar with the temporary activities for earthquake recovery regime 

established by the Canterbury Earthquake (Resource Management Act 

Permitted Activities) Order 2011. 

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

Replacement Plan Proposals.  In this capacity I have: 
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a) participated in meetings and dialogue with Christchurch City 

Council (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; and 

c) attended mediation in relation to Proposal 6 on 3 December 2014. 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

7. 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. 

8. My qualifications are set out in my earlier evidence1.  I confirm that the 

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

expertise. 

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

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

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 

10. My evidence addresses the following: 

a) Transpower’s submission on Proposal 6: General Rules and 

Procedures (Temporary Earthquake Recovery Activities)2; 

b) the further submissions made by Orion New Zealand Limited 

(Orion) on Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 63; 

                                                      

1 Evidence in chief (Transpower’s submission and further submissions), 25 November 2015, 
page 2. 

2 Submission by Transpower New Zealand Limited on the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 
Plan: Stage One, 8 October 2014, Page 9 (submission ref: 832). 
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c) the pre-hearing Mediation Report; and 

d) the evidence in chief of Mr Matheson on behalf of Christchurch 

City Council. 

11. For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy 
Noble and Mr Michael Copeland filed by Transpower in respect of 

Proposal 3. 

12. My evidence should be read in conjunction with my earlier evidence in 

relation to Proposal 3.  In that evidence I detail the planning 

background for Transpower’s submission in relation to the national 

importance of the National Grid, particularly in the context of the 

national planning instruments, being the NPSET and the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity 

Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA). 

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

a) The NPSET; 

b) The NESETA; 

c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (RPS); 

d) The Land Use Recovery Plan 2013 (LURP); 

e) The submission and further submissions made by Orion;  

f) The Section 32 Evaluation; 

g) The pre-hearing Mediation Report;  

h) the Canterbury Earthquake (Resource Management Act Permitted 

Activities) Order 2011; and 

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

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014. 

                                                                                                                                             

3 Further submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014, Page 14 (further 
submission ref: FS-1339). 
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TRANSPOWER’S SUBMISSION 

14. Transpower’s submission supports the intent of Proposal 6 in providing 

short term rules for temporary activities that respond to the needs of 

the District following the earthquakes.  Transpower’s submission seeks 

an additional activity specific standard in Rule 6.4.2.2.1 as follows: 

“x. The activity and/or buildings 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 line’s support structures”. 

15. Transpower’s submission also seeks the retention of Rule 6.4.2.2.3 

that applies non-complying activity status to activities in situations 

where any activity specific standard is not met. 

16. I support the relief sought by Transpower, being the new activity 

specific standard and “default” to non-complying activity status, for the 

following reasons: 

a) The separation from the National Grid, as provided in the 

additional Standard sought by Transpower, protects people and 

property from the health and safety risks associated with 

National Grid transmission lines.  These hazards are referred to 

in the evidence of Mr Noble4 in relation to Proposal 3. 

b) The separation will reduce the other potential adverse effects, 

including reverse sensitivity effects, on the National Grid.  

These are also referred to in Mr Noble’s evidence. 

c) The Standard appropriately enables the National Grid by 

protecting the corridor in which it may be operated, maintained, 

upgraded and developed. 

d) The Standard achieves the clarity and usability sought by the 

Statement of Expectations5.  This is because the Standard is a 

                                                      

4 Mr Noble, evidence in chief on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited, Proposal 3, 25 
November 2014, pages 12 and 13. 

5 The Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake 
(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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simplified version of the rules promoted elsewhere in 

Transpower’s submission (in relation to particular zones) which 

has been drafted to provide a straightforward approach that 

recognises the temporary nature of the activities and the 

enabling purpose of the Proposal 6 provisions. 

e) The standard appropriately gives effect to the NPSET, 

particularly the following policies: 

i. “decision-makers must recognise and provide for the 

effective operation, maintenance, upgrading and 

development of the electricity transmission network” 

(Policy 2); 

ii. “decision-makers must to the extent reasonably 

practicable manage activities to avoid reverse sensitivity 

effects on the electricity transmission network and to 

ensure that operation, maintenance, upgrading and 

development of the electricity network is not 

compromised” (Policy 10); and 

iii. “local authorities must consult with the operator of the 

National Grid to identify an appropriate buffer corridor” 

within which sensitive activities will generally not be 

provided for (Policy 11). 

f) The Standard also gives effect to the RPS, and particularly 

Policy 16.3.4 of the RPS which specifically provides for the 

National Grid6 only as follows: 

“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: 

                                                                                                                                             

 

6 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.” 

OUTCOME OF MEDIATION 

17. A Joint Statement to the Hearings Panel is included as Attachment 2 to 

the pre-hearing Mediation Record.  Clause (a) records that the parties 

who attended mediation agreed with the relief sought in Transpower’s 

submission, being “an additional standard requiring setback of certain 

activities from the National Grid to give effect to the NPSET …” and 

retention of non-complying activity status where this standard is not 

met. 

18. I attended the mediation and am supportive of the agreed provisions, 

noting that they reflect Transpower’s original submission, for the 

reasons set out in Paragraph 16 above. 

ORION’S FURTHER SUBMISSION 

19. Orion has made a further submission on Transpower’s submission as 

follows: 

“Orion support the submission as it seeks to include an additional 
activity standard to ensure temporary activities do not locate in close 
proximity to electricity infrastructure. 
However, Orion do not support the wording of the additional activity 
standard as it makes sole reference to the National Grid and 
associated assets.”7 

                                                      

7 Further submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014, Page 14 (further 
submission ref: FS-1339). 
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20. Orion has sought that Transpower’s submission be allowed in part. 

21. Orion also made a further submission supporting Transpower’s 

submission in relation to the “default” to non-complying activity status 

and has sought that this element of Transpower’s submission be 

allowed. 

22. I have reviewed Orion’s submission and further submissions more 

broadly and understand that, in a general sense, Orion are seeking that 

the proposed rule framework that introduces protection of the National 

Grid (electricity transmission network) be expanded to include Orion’s 

33kV and 66kV lines (electricity distribution lines). 

23. I note that the relief sought by Orion goes beyond the provisions 

agreed as a result of mediation. However, I acknowledge that Orion 

was not represented at the mediation. 

24. Orion’s further submission includes the following rationale in relation to 

the relief sought: 

“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.”8 

25. In this regard I do not agree with Orion’s assertion that Transpower’s 

submission is “based on a desire to amend the Replacement Plan to 

reflect best practice”. Having prepared Transpower’s submission, I can 

                                                      

8 Further submissions by Orion New Zealand Limited, 6 November 2014, Page 2 (further 
submission ref: FS-1339). 
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confirm that it generally seeks decisions to refine the Replacement 

Plan’s approach to development in proximity to the National Grid in 

order to ensure that the Replacement Plan gives effect to the NPSET.  

This is particularly in relation to Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET that 

requires the identification of a buffer corridor and the management of 

effects on the National Grid specifically. 

26. The Orion submission goes on to note that the ownership of some high 

voltage lines has been transferred from Transpower to Orion and 

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

while still being both critical and strategic infrastructure.  I agree with 

the submission in this regard. 

27. That said, I do not support the expansion of the rule framework that 

specifically protects the National Grid to also include high voltage 

distribution lines for the following reasons: 

a) Orion’s lines (even when formerly owned by Transpower) do not 

enjoy the benefit of the policy direction established by the 

NPSET and Policy 16.3.4 of the RPS.  Both the NPSET and 

Policy 16.3.4 are specific to the National Grid and do not extend 

to local or regional distribution networks; 

b) The 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for the 

Environment on the proposed National Policy Statement on 

Electricity Transmission 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.”  

I am therefore of the view that a broader application of the 

NPSET was considered and dismissed; and 

c) The evaluation of the policies referred to above in the section 

32 evaluation was done in the context of the priority given to the 

National Grid in the NPSET.   It would therefore be 
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inappropriate to rely on the section 32 evaluation of the policies 

referred to above to expand the rule to include the electricity 

distribution network.  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. 

COUNCIL EVIDENCE 

28. Mr Matheson, in his evidence in chief9, has promoted an amendment to 

the provisions agreed at mediation that effectively includes the relief 

sought by Orion as follows [Mr Matheson’s additions underlined and 

strikethrough]: 

“x. The activity and/or buildings shall be located greater than 12 metres 
from the centre line of a the National Grid and Orion’s transmission 
lines and greater than 12 metres from the outer edge of the foundation 
of a the National Grid and Orion’s transmission line’s support 
structures”. 

29. Mr Matheson has relied on Objective 6.2.1(10) of the RPS as the basis 

for promoting this amendment.  Objective 6.2.1(10) states: 

“Objective 6.2.1 - Recovery framework 
Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater 
Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that: 
… 
(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future 
planning of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs;” 

30. In my opinion this Objective certainly contemplates the need for 

development that does not compromise current and future strategic 

infrastructure, particularly when read alongside Policy 6.3.5 of the RPS 

which implements this clause of Objective 6.2.1.  However, I do not 

consider that this Objective and Policy alone provide sufficient rationale 

for Orion’s high voltage distribution network to be singled out from other 

strategic infrastructure for a “corridor protection” regime such as the 

approach that is clearly directed by Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET 

for the National Grid.  

                                                      

9 Mr Matheson, evidence in chief, Pages 21 and 22, Paragraphs 8.5 to 8.8. 
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31. It is for this reason, and the reasons set out in paragraph 27 above, 

that I do not support Mr Matheson’s amended Standard. 

DEFINITIONS AND TERMINOLOGY 

32. Should the Hearings Panel be of a mind to include reference to Orion’s 

network in the Standard, I consider that the terminology used to define 

the components of Orion’s network to which the standard applies 

needs to be clear and easily understood.  In my opinion the use of 

“Orion’s transmission lines” is not sufficiently clear for the following 

reasons: 

a) The use of the term “transmission” could be understood to 

mean the National Grid given the definition and use of the term 

in the NPSET and NESETA.  This could result in some 

confusion in relation to where the NPSET and NESETA apply; 

and 

b) The Standard does not clearly distinguish between Orion’s high 
voltage distribution lines and the remainder of its network either 

in the wording of the provision or by definition.  This could have 

the effect of applying a separation standard to all electricity lines 

in Christchurch, including those that are underground. 

33. Mr Matheson has also traversed the matter of definitions in relation to 

the National Grid.  He is of the opinion that it is clear and more 

appropriate for the defined term to be “National Grid” as defined in the 

NPSET, rather than the term “electricity transmission network” as 

included in Proposal 2 of the notified Replacement Plan10.  

34. In my evidence in relation to Proposal 311 I have noted that 

Transpower’s submission also seeks the inclusion of a definition of 

                                                      

10 Mr Matheson, evidence in chief, Page 22, Paragraph 8.8. 

11 Evidence in chief (Transpower’s submission and further submissions), 25 November 2015, 
page 21. 
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“National Grid” and I support the inclusion of this definition “because 

the definition serves to assist plan users’ understanding of what 

constitutes electricity transmission, as opposed to electricity 

distribution”. 

35. I note that this matter was also traversed in Hearing 1 on Proposal 3 

matters.  In response to questions from Dr Mitchell, I confirmed that the 

terms “electricity transmission network” and “National Grid” are 

synonymous and that the latter term could replace the former 

elsewhere in the notified Replacement Plan12. 

CONCLUSION 

36. The additional activity specific standard in Rule 6.4.2.2.1, sought by 

Transpower and agreed at mediation, will help ensure that the 

Replacement Plan gives effect to the NPSET. 

37. For the reasons set out above, I support the additional standard as 

agreed at mediation and sought in Transpower’s submission. 

 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

7 January 2015 

                                                      

12 Hearing 1: Strategic Directions, Transcript of Proceedings, Day 7, 10 December 2014, Pages 
867 and 868. 


