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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

1.1 Key drivers for the Oil Companies and the basis for the position taken in 

relation to the drafting of the Strategic Directions are set out. These include 

the lack of recognition for strategic infrastructure in the Plan; the need to 

control land use around such infrastructure; the need to consider 

integrated management and the importance of enabling resilience.  

 
1.2 Structural changes proposed in Council evidence (Peter Eman) seeking 

the deletion of Strategic Outcomes and the Strategic Directions in 3.5 is 

supported.   

 

1.3 All amendments sought in this evidence are set out in Appendix C. 

 

1.4  Amendments proposed in Council evidence (Peter Eman) on the definition 

of Strategic Infrastructure is generally supported except that reference to 

the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act  2002 is not really needed.  

 

1.5 Greater recognition for significant infrastructure in the policy framework is 

supported as are the general amendments proposed through the 

collaboratively developed infrastructure mediation. There is a place for a 

new objective and policies specifically relating to significant infrastructure 

along with amendments to objective 3.6.2 and policy 3.6.1.8.  

 

1.6 The “avoid and reduce” approach to natural hazards in Objective 3.2.5 is 

opposed. It is considered too restrictive and inappropriate to apply to 

significant infrastructure. It does not fairly reflect the higher order policy 

documents such as the NZCPS and CRPS. It will ultimately impose 

significant impediments and costs on such infrastructure. A more flexible 

approach for significant infrastructure is necessary.  

 

1.7 Amendments proposed in Council evidence (Peter Eman) for Objective 

3.6.6 are generally supported. It is assumed the appropriateness of the 

hazardous substances provision could be revisited once the full suite of 

provisions are developed in the course of Stage 2, if not then it would be 
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appropriate to exclude at this stage. The opportunity to consider the 

approach to amenity in Objective 3.6.6 needs to be taken and the objective 

amended from a “protect and enhance” to a “maintain and enhance” and 

more appropriately line up with s7 of the RMA.   

.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 

 

 Qualifications and experience 

 

2.1 My name is David William le Marquand and I have practised resource 

management for over 30 years.  I hold a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of 

Arts (Geog) from the University of Auckland.  My thesis was in coastal 

dynamics.  I am a member of the Resource Management Law Association.   

 

2.2 I am currently a Director of Burton Planning Consultants Limited, based in 

Auckland. I have been with Burton Consultants for the last 19 years, the 

last 11 years as a Director.  Prior to that, I worked for some 16 years in 

Central Government, consisting of: 

 
(a) 18 months as an advisory officer in the Harbours and Foreshores 

Section of the Ministry of Transport in Auckland; 

 

(b) 18 months as Section Officer in charge of the Central Region 

Harbours and Foreshores, based in Wellington; 

 

(c) 6 years as a Scientist in the Planning Section of the Water and 

Soil Directorate (MWD) Wellington, which included providing 

advice to the National Water and Soil Conservation Authority; and 

 

(d) 2 years as a Policy Analyst and 5 years as a Senior Policy Analyst 

with the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) in Auckland.  

 

2.3 My principal role at Burton Consultants has been to provide planning and 

resource management consenting and policy advice to clients in relation to 

various projects and planning instruments.  This has included preparation 

of consent applications, AEEs, designations, policy analysis, submissions 

and appeals for a range clients including numerous infrastructure clients 

including Mobil, BP, Z Energy, Chevron, New Zealand Oil Services 

Limited, Wiri Oil Services Limited, Powerco, Transpower, Enerco, Telecom, 

TVNZ, Liquigas, Eastland Energy, North Shore Events Centre, AIAL and 

the Lines Company. I have 19 years specialist experience in relation to 

the oil industry. This includes numerous resource consent applications 
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(land use and discharge) and planning issues for oil storage terminals in 

Bluff, Timaru, Lyttelton, Nelson, Wellington, Napier, New Plymouth, 

Tauranga, Auckland, Marsden Point and Wiri. I also provide planning 

advice to the Oil Industry Environmental Working Group (OIEWG), 

which currently comprises of Mobil Oil NZ Ltd, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil 

NZ Ltd. It also includes associate members from MTA (Motor Trade 

Association), Refinery NZ and NZ Oil Services Ltd. OIEWG has been 

involved in the development of a number of guidelines, including the 

following: 

 

 Guidelines for assessing and managing petroleum hydrocarbon 

contaminated sites in New Zealand (revised 2011) 

 Environmental guidelines for water discharges from petroleum 

industry sites in New Zealand 1998 

 Above-ground Bulk Tank Containment Systems: Environmental 

Guidelines for the Petroleum Marketing Companies 

 

2.4 OIEWG has submitted on a range of regional policy statements, regional 

plans and district plans throughout the country in relation to matters that 

affect the oil industry operations, and in particular, matters relating to 

hazardous substances, contaminated land, earthworks, air, freshwater, 

stormwater, natural hazards, zoning matters and various performance-

based provisions. 

 

2.5 As a result of the above I have been involved in various fora that are of 

relevance in relation to this hearing. This has included the MfE Policy 

Advisory Group for the development of the National Environmental 

Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect 

Human Health, participation in the Liquid Fuels and Vehicle Efficient 

workstream for the Auckland Low Carbon Auckland Plan, and participation 

in the Wider Infrastructure Group currently involved in the Auckland Unitary 

Plan process.  

 

2.6 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the Council’s primary evidence 

and in particular that, and supplementary evidence of, Peter Eman, Janice 

Carter and Mark Stevenson. I also participated in the voluntary mediation 

identified by the Independent Hearings Panel for infrastructure providers 
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on the 20th November 2014 and reviewed the additional detailed briefs of 

relief lodged by CERA and the Property Council.   

 

 Scope of evidence 

 

2.7 My evidence addresses the following matters: 

 

(a) The principal concerns of the Oil Companies. 

(b) Definitions (critical to Strategic Directions).  

(c) Council’s recommendations on Structural Changes. 

(d) Outstanding matters in relation to the tracked changes version of 

the mediation joint statement for the Strategic Directions Chapter 

and the agreements reached by the infrastructure parties in 

mediation. These matters relate to significant infrastructure 

objectives and policies and objective 3.6.2; Objective 3.6.5 Natural 

Hazards and Objective 3.6.6 on Amenity Health and Safety.  

 

2.8 I have taken the opportunity to focus my evidence in responding to the latest 

provisions before the Hearing Panel. I am hopeful this will be of more 

assistance to the Hearing Panel in terms of members arriving at a decision on 

a suitable suite of provisions. As a consequence I have not confined my 

responses solely to the relief sought by the Oil Companies in submissions and 

further submissions (hereafter referred to simply as ‘the Oil Companies’ 

submissions’, unless otherwise stated) but rather on the “moving feast” of the 

iterative development of the provisions as various groups and ideas coalesce.  

 

Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

 

2.9 I have read the Environment Court's code of conduct for expert witnesses 

and agree to comply with it.  I have prepared my statement of evidence 

accordingly.  I confirm that my evidence is within my area of expertise and 

that I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from my expressed opinions. 
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3. PRINCIPAL CONCERNS OF THE OIL COMPANIES  

 

3.1 Pages 2-5 of the Oil Companies’ submission sets out the basic fuel supply 

chain issues for the Canterbury Region. Mr Cameron Taylor sets out these 

matters in more detail in his evidence, along with the specific issue facing 

Mobil. I don’t intend to reiterate these matters. However I consider it 

important to set out what I see as the four key drivers for the particular 

stance taken in the Oil Companies’ submissions and therefore reflected in 

my evidence in relation to the Strategic Outcomes and Strategic Directions 

proposals.   

 

Insufficient recognition of significant infrastructure 

 

3.2 The first matter is that I consider there is insufficient recognition of the 

importance of significant infrastructure. In my opinion the Strategic 

Outcomes and Directions appear intended to provide the broad coat 

hangers from which the subsequent objectives and policy framework of the 

Plan hang.  They also appear intended to act as a bridge or means of 

translation/transition from the myriad of higher order documents (e.g. 

Regional Policy Statement, LURP etc) that sit outside of the Plan, in and 

through the Plan objectives, policies and into the rules. My concern, and 

the basis for the Oil Companies’ submissions, has been a general lack of 

recognition of the importance of strategic infrastructure (in particular) at this 

high end part of the Plan. There is in part a policy gap as it relates to 

strategic infrastructure. Indeed this was discussed at some length in the 

infrastructure mediation, with the resulting collective relief agreed.  

 

3.3 I consider this lack of explicit recognition may well have contributed to the 

potential oversight and some of the regulatory constraints manifest in the 

lower order sections of the Plan in relation to significant infrastructure. In 

particular, I am referring to the prohibited activity status that will apply to 

the maintenance and upgrading of existing bulk fuel storage infrastructure 

and the Woolston pipeline where that is located in or traverses some of the 

cliff hazard zones at the Port of Lyttelton. Clearly an inability to maintain 

the ability to use and maintain or improve such facilities will more than 

likely have a potentially significant impact on fuel supplies in the medium to 

long term within Canterbury and the Central South Island.  
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Need to control land use around hazardous facilities 

 

3.4 The second matter is the changing New Zealand landscape in relation to 

risk management in and around hazardous facilities. There have been 

recent reforms resulting from Pike River that have seen the establishment 

of WorkSafe New Zealand. Regulations are currently being developed 

which will apply to major hazardous facilities and a number of such 

facilities will be required to develop safety cases for those facilities. The 

issue of risks arising from the operation of such facilities is anticipated to 

come under increasing scrutiny. However, New Zealand does not have, 

and may not have for some time, any explicit land use risk criteria to apply 

to land use planning in and around such facilities. Many other countries do 

have such tools. As a consequence some overseas approaches have been 

adopted and applied within New Zealand to various land use planning 

scenarios (e.g. use of NSW Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Papers 

(HIPAP)).  One of the key situations where this has been applied is in 

relation to the Wiri Oil Services Terminal (WOSL) in Auckland and the 

designation of a new men’s prison in an adjacent location. Department of 

Corrections sought to amend the designation for the new prison, located 

behind the Auckland’s Women's Regional Correctional facility (AWRCF) 

(which was established in 2003 and is also close to the terminal). At the 

time the AWRCF was established risks were assessed as being 

acceptable on the basis of certain credible scenarios and in relation to 

relevant overseas criteria. Since then a vapour cloud explosion (VCE) 

incident at Buncefield in the UK in 2006 changed risk assessment thinking 

and such an incident became a credible scenario for such facilities. The 

outcome of that process (which was before a Board of Inquiry), was that 

the risk footprint arising from the facility was reassessed for both existing 

and future terminal development and found to extend considerably beyond 

the boundary of the terminal. It extended over half the AWRCF but was not 

an issue for the men’s prison location. The Board of Inquiry imposed 

various conditions in relation to process and risk management on the 

Department of Corrections in relation to the risk on the existing AWRCF.  

 

3.5 The outcome of the iterative risk assessment exercise confirmed that while 

the risks (both in terms of individual fatality and societal risk) posed by the 
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existing WOSL facility and its proposed development scenario (the NOR 

incorporating the future development envelope was notified on 23rd 

October 2014) can be managed to an acceptable level in terms of adjacent 

industrial type activities, the facility is vulnerable to the incursion of any 

subsequent sensitive activities (e.g. residential type activities, schools, rest 

homes, kindergartens etc). The proximity of the AWRCF has also resulted 

in a programme of works both on the WOSL site and the Department of 

Corrections site, to address this matter. This has included removing any 

confining landscaping along the boundary of the Corrections site, further 

modelling, no further petrol storage along the Corrections boundary, future 

layout constraints, targeted emergency management planning and the  

introduction of leading edge mitigation measures (i.e. not current New 

Zealand or international industry practice) involving gas detection1 and 

ducted overfill2. Accordingly, the introduction of the AWRCF has had 

significant implications on both facilities and has significantly, and in my 

view inappropriately, constrained the WOSL facility.  WOSL has also 

developed (via submission) a risk management planning overlay to be 

introduced into the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP). This is 

anticipated to be heard next year by the Auckland Unitary Plan Hearings 

Panel.   

 

3.6 The WOSL experience has highlighted to the industry the need to pay 

considerable attention to the nature, type and sensitivity of nearby land uses 

and the planning frameworks that set the parameters for development near 

these facilities, including the potential constraint they may have on the 

operation and its ability to meet fuel demands required around the country. In 

my opinion these issues are likely to become much more significant within the 

life of the Christchurch District Plan. It is therefore important, given the nature 

and scale of redevelopment anticipated under this Plan, that such matters are 

addressed and that adverse effects from risk sensitive activities are avoided.
3
  

                                                   
1
 A system of detectors that will trigger an alarm in the event any hydrocarbon vapours exceed trigger 

thresholds. 
2
 A piping system from the top of the storage tank that will ensure in the event of an overfill product 

will be brought to ground n a controlled manner and not develop a vapour cloud, thereby eliminating 
the Buncefield type scenario.  
3
 Those activities identified listed as sensitive activities in the Plan that includes hospitals, schools, 

childcare facilities, old age housing, guest accommodation. 
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Need for Integrated Management 

 

3.7 The third matter relates to ensuring integrated management. Under the RMA, 

territorial authorities have the function of the establishment, implementation, 

and review of objectives, policies, and methods to achieve integrated 

management of the effects of the use, development, or protection of land and 

associated natural and physical resources of the district. The Canterbury RPS 

identifies in Chapter 3 that integrated management has two key elements:  

1. Ensuring that the impacts of management of one resource on 

another, or on the environment generally, are taken into account: and 

2. Ensuring that agencies involved in resource management work 

together in an effective and coordinated way to promote sustainable 

management.  

 

3.8 To ensure appropriate integration occurs in relation to significant infrastructure 

within this Plan it is necessary to recognise and understand the role of 

significant infrastructure, the effects from and upon significant infrastructure 

and how higher order document address it. When applying and relying on a 

particular mandate from higher order documents to inform lower order 

documents it is necessary to consider the context of those matters within those 

originating documents. This requires consideration of them as a whole, both 

vertically (between the various documents and provisions) and horizontally 

(across and within those originating documents and provisions). There is 

always a danger, in taking a narrow vertical silo approach to policy 

development, that some of the higher integration may be lost. This matter is 

particularly relevant in relation to discussions on Natural Hazards.  

 

Resilience 

 

3.9 The last matter relates to the concept of resilience. The earthquake did test the 

fuel supply system into Canterbury, but it also demonstrated that the supply 

chain is remarkably resilient. The Oil Companies’ submissions seek that the 

resilience of the fuel supply chain, along with efficient operation and 

development, is appropriately enabled. This is also about ensuring service 

providers can determine what their own level of resilience (e.g. security of 

supply) should be and therefore what risks a provider is and is not prepared to 

accept in any particular case, having regard to the costs that need to be borne. 
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It is certainly my understanding that the Council does not wish to be in the 

business of determining, for non-council infrastructure providers, what levels of 

supply risk should or should not be accepted.  

 

3.10 The concept of resilience is included in the Plan. For example Policy 3.6.1.5 

sets out a suite of good urban design principles for development, including the 

concept of resilience. It states that “resilience – developments and open 

spaces are fit for purpose but also adaptable and resilient to meet changing 

needs, risks and uses over time”. Resilience is about bouncing back and being 

able to recover after a shock. The fuel supply chain has demonstrated that 

ability in terms of design, for both above and below ground fuel tanks and the 

ability and speed with which the Woolston pipeline was able to get back into 

service. Resilience is also not just about design of the individual component 

parts of the system but also about having other systems in place, including the 

ability to work collegiately, civil defence planning and contingency planning for 

back up supplies (e.g. Dunedin, Timaru and Nelson).  

 

4. DEFINITIONS 

 

4.1 The Council has identified a list of the definitions in the District Plan which 

form part of the Strategic Directions (included in Appendix B of the Pre 

Hearing Report from the Independent Hearings Panel 16th November). The 

definition of “significant infrastructure” is included in that list. The Oil 

Companies sought the retention of that definition without any further 

modification.  

 

4.2 The definition is critical to significant infrastructure operators and one that 

needs to be right. This is a matter that has been recently taxing 

infrastructure submitters in relation to the PAUP and I accept there is no 

easy solution. Clearly for the major players there can be a degree of 

“recognition envy”. That is, if one is specifically mentioned in the examples 

it gives a greater degree of certainty and comfort. 

 

4.3 The evidence of Peter Eman is recommending the following definition for 

significant infrastructure (Council suggested additions in underline): 
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Strategic Infrastructure  

means those necessary facilities, services and installations which are of 
greater than local importance, and can include infrastructure that is 
nationally significant. This includes infrastructure which is a lifeline 
utility as defined in the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 
2002.The following are examples of strategic infrastructure:  
 
1. strategic transport networks;  

2. Christchurch International Airport;  

3. Lyttelton Port of Christchurch;  

4. bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure including terminals, wharf 
lines and pipelines;  

5. defence facilities;  

6. strategic telecommunication and radiocommunication facilities;  

7. the electricity transmission network; and  

8. other strategic network utilities.  
 

4.4 Mr Eman recommends (paragraph 20.2 of his primary evidence) the 

inclusion of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 (CDEM). I 

do not see a need to specifically include reference to it. The concern I have 

is that CDEM relates to “entities” rather than specific infrastructure assets 

per se. I have attached as Appendix A, Schedule 1 to that list. It seems to 

me that all the matters listed in Schedule 1 are already included in the 

examples listed in the definition, including rail which is covered in the Plan 

by way of the definition for “strategic transport networks”. The term “other 

strategic network utilities” would appear to be sufficient to apply to the 

water supply, stormwater and sewage networks. Other than in that respect, 

I support the changes suggested by Mr Eman. 

 

 

5. STRUCTURAL CHANGES  

 

5.1 The Oil Companies’ submissions sought the retention of Outcomes in 

Chapter 1 Section 9.2 1, 3-5 and 7 to 9, but sought amendments to 

Outcomes 2 to assist in recognising significant infrastructure and an 

amendment the Natural Hazard Outcome 6 – to line up with the Oil 

Companies’ submission on Objective 3.2.5. The Oil Companies also 
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sought amendments in Section 3.5 to appropriately recognise strategic fuel 

supply infrastructure.  

 

5.2 Peter Eman has made recommendations in his evidence (sections 9.6 and 

18.1 of his primary evidence) based on submissions (e.g. Crown) to 

remove the Strategic Outcomes and Strategic Directions in 3.5 from the 

Plan as set out in Appendix A to that evidence. I am supportive of that 

proposal. The RMA does not require such provisions, the status of such 

provisions for consenting purposes is unclear, the additional value 

provided by those provisions and ensuring appropriate linkages and 

cascades between the different levels is questionable. Therefore for 

reasons of increased simplicity I am supportive of their deletion.  

 

 

6. SIGNIFICANT INFRASTRUCTURE OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES INCUDING 3.6.2 

 

6.1 At the prehearing meeting of 13th November it was suggested that there be 

a mediation for infrastructure providers to review the provisions in relation 

to significant infrastructure. On behalf of the Oil Companies, I attended the 

meeting held on 20th November 2014, along with Cameron Taylor from 

Mobil Oil NZ Ltd. The outcome of the mediation is attached as Appendix B.  

 

6.2 Collectively the debate revolved around three key principles (as set out in 

Appendix B of this evidence). Peter Eman in his supplementary evidence 

has expressed support for a new objective (subject to wording) based on 

these stated principles. He goes onto state in paragraph 11.3 of that 

evidence that the integration of land use and infrastructure in the Urban 

Form objective should remain. I support that approach.  

 

6.3 The consequence of that is that the drafting identified from the significant 

infrastructure mediation should not necessarily be considered as an 

“either/or” option.  There is room for both. What Objective 3.6.2 is about is 

the integration of the pattern of development and urban form and therefore 

it is primarily focusing on areas of development and zoning and general 

bigger picture matters. I agree it is important to leave infrastructure in that 

space as it can be a key driver in shaping the pattern and form of urban 

development. However, it relates to both infrastructure required for 
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servicing existing development and urban form, as well as the key 

elements of significant infrastructure that are not directly linked to urban 

form (eg bulk fuel supplies etc).  Accordingly, I think there is considerable 

benefit in addressing significant infrastructure in its own right and not just 

solely in the context of urban form and land use pattern.   

 

6.4 What a separate objective for significant infrastructure will do is provide a 

stronger policy framework for other aspects of the Plan still under 

development, such as the utility provisions, hazardous substances and 

Port zoning. It will also give it some more primacy and autonomy in relation 

to significant infrastructures’ own operations and development and not just 

as an adjunct of the broader urban form.  It also makes for greater 

connectivity to the specific policies that have been drafted through the 

mediation process and which I consider have substantial merit and indeed 

address a current policy gap. I do not consider that to be duplication but 

rather complementary. The new objective is more targeted and includes 

specific reference to activities in relation to adverse effects which will have 

more direct benefit in relation to resource consent processes.  

 

6.5 In my view Policy 3.6.2.8 could still largely stay the same as it is focused 

on giving effect to the urban form objective. Policy 3.6.2.8 a) could be 

deleted as it relates to “activities” which are addressed in the new 

provisions. However the other matters, including the specific detailed 

aspects for the Port and Airport can remain and for which it is understood 

those parties will be addressing.   The suite of amendments I am 

supporting is identified in Appendix C.  

 

7. OBJECTIVE 3.2.5 NATURAL HAZARDS 

 

7.1 The Oil Companies sought to generally retain the objectives and policies in 

Chapter 3.6 but sought amendment to three Objectives including 3.2.5.  

The Oil Companies sought the following amendment: 

a.  The risk to people, property and infrastructure from natural hazards is 

avoided or reduced managed to acceptable levels. 

 
7.2 I support the intent of the amendment. In the evidence of Janice Carter she 

is recommending that the objective be amended as follows:  
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a. The risk to people, property, and infrastructure and the 
environment [Tonkin & Taylor (970) page 3] from natural 
hazards is avoided or reduced to acceptable levels [Tonkin & 
Taylor (970) page 3].  

 

7.3 I do not support those amendments. The issue is about risk and risk 

management. Risk is the product (multiplier) of the consequences from a 

particular event happening with the probability or likelihood of that event 

happening. In terms of natural hazards there is very little that can be done 

to influence the occurrence of a natural hazard event happening. The area 

left to address is really the consequences of the interface of the respective 

hazard with people, property and infrastructure. I do not consider it 

appropriate to, as recommended by Ms Carter, to include risk avoidance or 

reduction to the environment from natural hazards, at least in respect of 

significant infrastructure. For example, for coastal erosion one would 

expect that the approach would be to allow natural erosion to occur. The 

approach in the objective indicates that the environment is to be subject to 

reduced frequency and consequence. I do not think that is particularly 

helpful. If the intent is to ensure that adverse effects on the environment 

are avoided or reduced from addressing the consequences of exposure to 

people,   property and infrastructure, that is a slightly different matter and 

would require some redrafting of the provision.  

 

7.4 The concern with the objective is that it has very broad application (it 

applies to both existing and new significant infrastructure) and requires risk 

from natural hazards to be avoided or reduced. This is particularly 

problematic for existing significant infrastructure and linear infrastructure 

which may already be located within, or need to cross areas subject to, 

such hazards so as to service existing development. As indicated earlier 

the outcome of this for the Oil Companies is that the maintenance and 

upgrading of existing infrastructure subject to the cliff hazards becomes a 

prohibited activity. On the other hand the Council has drafted an exception 

for its own infrastructure in relation to provision 5.10.1. In my opinion such 

an exception for itself would appear to me to be contrary to the objective. 

While I support an exception for infrastructure in those lower order 

provisions I do not see the policy basis upon which that is mandated or 
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capable of being achieved, including insofar as it is  contrary to 3.2.5 as 

currently drafted or as suggested by Ms Carter. 

 

7.5 In section 10.4 of Ms Carter's evidence she makes the following comment: 
 
Managing usually involves looking at options and deciding on a course of 

action to achieve specified results. One option in managing can be to 

retain the status quo which might mean 'to do nothing more than is already 

being done'. Managing can also include options that promote radical 

change.  

 

7.6 Retaining the status quo in terms of risks from natural hazards on 

significant infrastructure may well be the most sensible option. For 

example there will always be a risk at the Port from tsunami. There is likely 

to be little that can be done to reduce the effect of a tsunami while 

maintaining an operating Port – in some situations accepting the risk may 

be appropriate. Furthermore different responses are required for different 

natural hazard events. The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

sets out on page 126 the approach for dealing with natural hazards as 

follows:  

The hierarchy approach that this chapter sets out for dealing with natural 

hazards is threefold. In order of priority: 

(1) Avoidance – Keeping assets away from hazard prone areas, this 

includes land-use planning to avoid new development in hazard prone 

areas, and matching land-use to anticipated changes in climatic conditions. 

If avoidance is not possible, then: 

 (2) Mitigation – Managing or reducing the effects of natural hazards while 

acknowledging that there will be some residual adverse effects from 

natural hazards, and that some development (particularly infrastructure) 

may have to be located in areas prone to natural hazard events.  This 

includes constructing physical works such as stopbanks, retaining walls 

and sea walls; retaining natural features such as dunes and wetlands; 

constructing resilient buildings and infrastructure; developing and 

implementing warning systems; and developing community preparedness. 

To manage residual risk, then: 

(3) Response and recovery – Responding to the consequences of natural 

hazard events. This includes immediate response and longer term 
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rebuilding and restoration of communities and infrastructure, and 

insurance. 

 

7.7 The CRPS identifies managing or reducing as a subset of mitigation. Ms 

Carter in her evidence (paragraph 5.6) makes the following statement:  

 

The explanation to Chapter 11 details the benefits to be gained by 

reducing risk, and that this may occur through a combination of avoidance, 

mitigation and recovery.   

 

7.8 In my opinion, Ms Carter is misconstruing the explanation and implying that 

avoidance, mitigation and recovery is a subset of reduction. The explanation in 

the CRPS (p126) is as follows:  

Reducing natural hazard risk, by either reducing the likelihood of the 

natural hazard event or by reducing the potential consequences, usually 

involves financial, environmental or social cost. These costs must be 

weighed against the benefits gained from reducing the risk, and it is 

acknowledged that a combination of avoidance, mitigation and recovery 

may be appropriate. 

 

7.9 I accept the CRPS is discussing reduction but my view is that the 

statement needs to be read in context. What it is stating is that reduction 

may involve costs that are too great and therefore there may need to be a 

combination of means – which may include mitigation, which in turn 

includes management. In my view a sole “avoid or reduction” approach for 

all assets is likely to involve significant potential costs many of which may 

not be clear at this stage. It is therefore important to ensure there is some 

flexibility in the regulatory framework governing these matters and that is 

why I support an exception for significant infrastructure in the objective.  

  

7.10 Ms Carter makes further argument in 10.4 of her evidence for the “avoid 

and reduce” approach as follows:  

 

I also consider the word "reduced" to be more helpful in setting direction 

and forms the link to the Natural Hazards Objective 5.1.1 in the Natural 

Hazards Proposal which is focused on achieving an outcome of reduced 

risk from natural hazards. Reducing risk is a primary focus of recent 
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literature from Local Government, Central Government and the Insurance 

Council of New Zealand in respect of managing natural hazards in New 

Zealand [footnote deleted]. It is used in the CRPS and the NZCPS. It also forms 

an important part of the Civil Defence and Emergency Act 2002 and is a 

key consideration in Civil Defence and Emergency Group Management 

Plans. 

  

7.11 Objective 3.5.2 is a higher order provision that is setting up the basis for 

the suite of lower order responses – including Council's own exceptions to 

the provisions (refer 5.10.1 and definition of infrastructure). The provisions 

should cascade down accordingly from the higher order levels, and as 

such I do not think the drafting should be driven upwards by those lower 

order provisions. Similarly there is a disconnect or potential conflict 

between Objective 3.5.2  and Objective 3.6.2, as the latter  is seeking an 

integrated pattern of development and well-functioning urban form  that 

avoids natural hazards or adequately remedies or mitigates them, and 

which in my view is more aligned to the CRPS.  

 

7.12 Ms Carter's evidence in 10.4 is suggesting that the distillation of all those 

documents leads to an “avoid or reduce” risk approach for all activities. In 

my view I think that is an over simplification and overlooks some of the key 

subtleties in the directly relevant RMA higher documents, notably the 

CRPS and NZCPS.  

 

7.13 Ms Carter draws attention in paras 5.12 and 5.13 of her evidence to the 

approach to risk in the NZCPS relating to coastal hazards and in 

particularly the avoidance of increasing risk. While that is correct in a 

general sense for subdivision and development in areas of coastal hazard 

risk, there are a number of subtleties which have been overlooked. In my 

opinion one needs to consider the NZCPS as a whole (i.e. its horizontal 

integration). For example it makes specific recognition of the need for Ports 

(Policy 9); it recognises the importance of infrastructure ((Policy 6); it 

includes the concept of functional need (Policy 6) and that those activities 

that have such a functional need to be in the coastal environment should 

be recognised and provided for; in terms of infrastructure it recognises in 

Policy 27 that hard protection structures may be the only practical means 

to protect existing infrastructure of national or regional importance; in 
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Policy 25(d) it seeks to encourage infrastructure away from areas of 

hazard risk but this applies on a “where practicable” basis and therefore 

meaning it has to be assessed on a case by case basis; in terms of 

tsunami hazards it requires (Policy 25(f)) the potential effects of tsunami to 

be considered and how to avoid or mitigate those effects. The NZCPS 

does not, in my view, require significant infrastructure to avoid or reduce 

risk from natural hazards across the board.   

 

7.14 The CRPS is required to give effect to the NZCPS. Ms Carter in her 

evidence (para 5.5) makes the following comment:  

 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS (introduced via the LURP) sets out the intended 

land use distribution for Greater Christchurch for the period to 2028, and 

includes an objective of enabling a land use and infrastructure framework 

that (amongst other things) protects people from unacceptable risk from 

natural hazards (Objective 6.2.1(8)). A policy direction is also provided in 

respect of considering natural hazards in Outline Development Plans under 

Policy 6.3.3(11) which requires any development to show how the adverse 

effects associated with natural hazards are to be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated as appropriate and in accordance with Chapter 11 (Natural 

Hazards) and any relevant guidelines. 

 

7.15 Those provisions do not in my view translate into an “avoid and reduce” 

approach to Natural Hazards. The same CRPS objective also requires 

consideration of infrastructure as follows:  

Recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled within Greater 

Christchurch through a land use and infrastructure framework that: 

(9) integrates strategic and other infrastructure and services with land use 

development; 

(10) achieves development that does not adversely affect the efficient 

operation, use, development, appropriate upgrade, and future planning of 

strategic infrastructure and freight hubs; 

(11) optimises use of existing infrastructure; and 

 

7.16 Ms Carter in her paragraph 5.6 states:  

Chapter 11 provides the key objective and policy framework for natural 

hazards. While all the objectives and policies in this chapter of the CRPS 

are relevant, they have been largely given effect to in the Natural Hazards 
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Proposal, with the key strategic direction distilled from these objectives and 

policies. A large proportion of Chapter 11 is devoted to directing the 

avoidance of new subdivision, use and development, and hazard mitigation 

works which increase the risk of natural hazards to people, property, 

infrastructure and the environment (Objective 11.2.1 and Objective 

11.2.2)[footnote deleted]. These two objectives form the basis of the Strategic 

Directions Objective on Natural Hazards in the pRDP.  

 

7.17 My assessment of the Natural Hazards Chapter of the CRPS is that it is 

primarily focusing on new development. Objective 11.2.1 is about avoiding 

new subdivision, use and development where there is an increase in hazard 

risk. Objective 11.2.2 is about adverse effects from hazard mitigation works 

being avoided or mitigated. Policy 11.3.1 requires avoidance of inappropriate 

development in high hazard areas subject to a number criteria, in other words 

it is not absolute. In any event it makes a specific exception for those matters 

covered by Policy 11.3.4. Policy 11.3.4 relates to new critical infrastructure as 

follows:  

New critical infrastructure will be located outside high hazard areas unless 

there is no reasonable alternative. In relation to all areas, critical 

infrastructure must be designed to maintain, as far as practicable, its 

integrity and function during natural hazard events. 

 

7.18 Policy 11.3.4 requires new critical infrastructure to be located outside high 

hazard areas unless there is no reasonable alternative. In relation to Chapter 5 

of the CRPS Land Use and Infrastructure, it is also worth noting policies 5.3.2 

and 5.3.9 as follows:   

Policy 5.3.2 – Development conditions (Wider Region) 

To enable development including regionally significant infrastructure which: 

(1) ensure that adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated, 

including where these would compromise or foreclose: 

(a) existing or consented regionally significant infrastructure; 

(2) avoid or mitigate: 

(a) natural and other hazards, or land uses that would likely result in 

increases in the frequency and / or severity of hazards; 

 (3) integrate with:  

(a) the efficient and effective provision, maintenance or upgrade of 

infrastructure; and 

Policy 5.3.9 – Regionally significant infrastructure (Wider Region) 
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In relation to regionally significant infrastructure (including transport hubs): 

(1) avoid development which constrains the ability of this infrastructure to 

be developed and used without time or other operational constraints that 

may arise from adverse effects relating to reverse sensitivity or safety; 

(2) provide for the continuation of existing infrastructure, including its 

maintenance and operation, without prejudice to any future decision that 

may be required for the ongoing operation or expansion of that 

infrastructure; and 

(3) provide for the expansion of existing infrastructure and development of 

new infrastructure, while: 

(a) Recognising the logistical, technical or operational constraints of this 

infrastructure and any need to locate activities where a natural or physical 

resource base exists; 

(b) avoiding any adverse effects on significant natural and physical 

resources and cultural values and where this is not practicable, remedying 

or mitigating them, and appropriately controlling other adverse effects on 

the environment; and  

(c) when determining any proposal within a sensitive environment 

(including any environment the subject of section 6 of the RMA), requiring 

that alternative sites, routes, methods and design of all components and 

associated structures are considered so that the proposal satisfies sections 

5(2)(a) – (c) as fully as is practicable. 

 

 

7.19 In relation to the CRPS it is my view that it recognises the importance of 

significant infrastructure and that its ongoing operation and development 

needs to be protected, recognised and provided for in lower order 

documents. It is neutral as to the exposure of existing infrastructure to 

natural hazards, and while it encourages new infrastructure away from 

such areas it also recognises that it will not always be practicable to do 

that. In my view, the proposed objective 3.2.5 is not giving effect to the 

CRPS in relation to the matters of natural hazards and significant 

infrastructure and therefore amendment is required.  

 

7.20 At the infrastructure mediation on the 20th November 2014 wording was 

proposed to specifically address concerns in relation to Objective 3.2.5. I 

support the objective being amended accordingly as follows:  
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a. The risk to people, and property and infrastructure and the environment 

from natural hazards is avoided or reduced to acceptable levels, 

b. The risk from natural hazards to critical or strategic infrastructure is 

appropriately managed. 

 

7.21 In my opinion this would provide a necessarily more flexible framework for 

significant infrastructure and, in principle, would not preclude some further 

targeting at the lower order provisions to draw a distinction between 

existing infrastructure and new infrastructure. New infrastructure at least 

may have some greater flexibility in locational matters.  The lower order 

provisions could then be further differentiated, as necessary, so there may 

be a different approach  for new infrastructure such as  an "avoid where 

practicable, or mitigate" approach. A "manage" approach could be retained 

for existing significant infrastructure and this would enable the exceptions 

for infrastructure to be provided as required.  

  

8. OBJECTIVE 3.6.6 AMENITY HEALTH AND SAFETY 

 

8.1 The Oil Companies sought the following change to Objective 3.6.6:  

 

The health and safety of the district’s residents is protected, and the 

amenity values they enjoy are protected or enhanced, including: 

 

i. the protection of people and the environment from the adverse effects of 

contaminated land and hazardous substances. while minimising any 

adverse effects on the environment.  

 

8.2 The Oil Companies also supported the relief sought by the Lyttelton Port 

Company to include the following in 3.6.6.a: 

 

a. The health and safety of the district’s residents is protected, and the 

amenity values they enjoy are protected, or enhanced, or managed 

appropriate to the context, including: 

 

iii) Sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established 

activities that generate noise, odour, store large volumes of bulk fuel or 

other hazardous substances, and other adverse effects. 
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8.3 Mr Eman has addressed the submissions on this Objective in his evidence 

in chief and recommended the following changes to it:  

 

3.6.6 Objective Amenity, health and safety  

a. The health and safety of the district’s residents is protected, and the 

amenity values they enjoy are protected or enhanced, recognising 

existing lawfully established activities including:  

 

i. the protection of people and the environment from the adverse effects of 

fire, contaminated land and hazardous substances, and the risks 

arising from contaminated land are minimised  

ii. new activities and development do not create significant health, safety, 

nuisance or other adverse effects for people or the environment  

iii. sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established activities 

that involve the storage of large volumes of hazardous substances, or 

generate noise, odour and other adverse effects.  

 

8.4 I am generally supportive of the proposed amendments to the provisions. 

There are two matters that require further comment. The first is that the 

deletion sought for hazardous substances was on the basis that the 

matters were being dealt with as part of the Stage 2 proposals and 

therefore at this stage they have yet to be fully developed. I note Mr Eman 

in his supplementary evidence (7.1), when addressing rural and costal 

settlement objectives and policies, makes the following statement:  

 Although the Council certainly does not oppose the inclusion of rural issues 

(and provisions) into the Strategic Directions Proposal, in my view it is 

inappropriate to include an objective and such detailed policies (as is 

proposed by the Property Council) when the policy is still being developed. 

It is intended, as part of Stage 2 to consider what may be necessary to 

include in the Strategic Directions chapter. 

 

8.5 While I am not opposed to the inclusion of hazardous substances in terms 

of the drafting in Policy 3.6.6. a(i) above, I assume that if it is necessary to 

revisit this once the full suite of provisions are developed at Stage 2, then 

this can be undertaken. If that is not the case, then it should not be 

considered at this time. 

 

8.6 The second matter relates to the phrase applying to ‘amenity’ and which 

requires it to be “protected and enhanced”. In my view “protection” for 

amenity purposes is a quite a high standard to meet. While the nature of 
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that amenity protection is tempered by the matters in a(i) to (iii) it still 

creates a potentially very high expectation for residents which may become 

problematic for some significant infrastructure down the track.  While I 

accept there is no direct scope from the Oil Companies’ submissions on 

this, it may be more appropriate to consider this matter as a consequential 

to the LPC submission which sought to recognise that the amenity values 

referred to in the policy should be managed appropriate to the context and 

to which the Oil Companies further submitted in support stating that:  

The outcome of protecting or enhancing amenity values needs to be 
qualified as being appropriate to the context, as residential areas in close 
proximity to existing strategic infrastructure need to be managed and 
balanced against the strategic objectives of the proposed Plan to also 
enable and protect the ongoing repair, operation, and development of 
strategic infrastructure.  
 

8.7 In my view it would be appropriate to address amenity from a “maintain or 

enhance” perspective, which aligns more appropriately with section 7 of 

the RMA.   

 

9. CONCLUSION  

 

9.1 My evidence sets out some key drivers for the Oil Companies and the 

basis for the position taken in relation to the drafting of the Strategic 

Directions. The particular drivers are a lack of recognition for strategic 

infrastructure; the need to control land use around such infrastructure; the 

need for integrated management and the importance of enabling 

resilience.  

 
9.2 I am supportive of the structural changes proposed in the evidence of 

Peter Eman for Council where he seeks the deletion of Strategic Outcomes 

and the Strategic Directions in 3.5.  

 

9.3 I support the amendment proposed by Peter Eman on the definition of 

Strategic Infrastructure but do not see a need to include reference to the 

CDEM as that relates to entities not specific assets and the definition 

effectively includes all those elements.  

 

9.4 I am supportive of some greater recognition for significant infrastructure in 

the policy framework and consider the amendments collaboratively 
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developed through the infrastructure mediation to be a good basis for 

inclusion in the Plan. I think there is merit in amendments to objective 3.6.2 

and policy 3.6.1.8 as well as a separate objective and policies for 

infrastructure.  

 

9.5 The “avoid and reduce” approach to natural hazards in Objective 3.2.5 is 

opposed on the basis that it is too restrictive and inappropriate to apply to 

significant infrastructure and doesn’t fairly reflect the higher order policy 

documents such as the NZCPS and CRPS. It will ultimately impose 

significant impediments and costs on such infrastructure. It therefore merits 

a more flexible approach for significant infrastructure.  

 

9.6 I am largely supportive of the amendments proposed by Peter Eman for 

Objective 3.6.6. I do note however, that hazardous substances are being 

considered in the course of Stage 2 review and it is assumed the 

appropriateness of its inclusion could be revisited in required.  I retain a 

concern with a “protect and enhance” approach to amenity and consider 

this would be better addressed as a “maintain and enhance” approach in 

line with S7 of the RMA.   

 

David William le Marquand  

25th November 2014 
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APPENDIX A 
SCHEDULE 1 CDEM 

 

Schedule 1  

Lifeline Utilities 

 

Part A 

Specific entities 

 
1. Radio New Zealand Limited and Television New Zealand Limited. 

 

2. The company (as defined in section 2 of the Auckland Airport Act 1987) that 

operates Auckland international airport. 

 

3. The company (as defined in section 2 of the Wellington Airport Act 1990) that 

operates Wellington international airport. 

 

4. The airport company (as defined in section 2 of the Airport Authorities Act 

1966) that operates Christchurch international airport. 

 

5. The entity (being an airport authority as defined in section 2 of the Airport 

Authorities Act 1966, whether or not it is also an airport company as defined in 

that section) that operates the primary airport at Bay of Islands, Blenheim, 

Dunedin, Gisborne, Hamilton, Hokitika, Invercargill, Napier, Nelson, New 

Plymouth, Palmerston North, Queenstown, Rotorua, Tauranga, Wanganui, 

Westport, Whakatane, or Whangarei. 

 

6. The port company (as defined in section 2(1) of the Port Companies Act 1988) 

that carries out port-related commercial activities at Auckland, Bluff, Port 

Chalmers, Gisborne, Lyttelton, Napier, Nelson, Picton, Port Taranaki, 

Tauranga, Timaru, Wellington, Westport, or Whangarei. 

 

7. The Grey District Council, acting as the Greymouth harbour authority and 

owner and operator of the Port of Greymouth under Parts 4 and 6 of the Local 

Government (West Coast Region) Reorganisation Order 1989, Part 39A of the 

Local Government Act 1974, and section 16 of the Local Government 

Amendment Act (No 2) 1999. 
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Part B 

Entities carrying on certain businesses 

 
1. An entity that produces, supplies, or distributes manufactured gas or natural gas 

(whether it is supplied or distributed through a network or in bottles of more 

than 20 kg of gas). 

 

2. An entity that generates electricity for distribution through a network or 

distributes electricity through a network. 

 

3. An entity that supplies or distributes water to the inhabitants of a city, district, 

or other place. 

 

4. An entity that provides a waste water or sewerage network or that disposes of 

sewage or storm water. 

 

5. An entity that provides a telecommunications network (within the meaning of 

the Telecommunications Act 1987). 

 

6. An entity that provides a road network (including State highways). 

 

7. An entity that produces, processes, or distributes to retail outlets and bulk 

customers any petroleum products used as an energy source or an essential 

lubricant or additive for motors for machinery. 

 

8. An entity that provides a rail network or service. 



 

29 | P a g e  

 

APPENDIX B 
INFRASTRUCTURE MEDIATION DOCUMENTATION  

(Separate document)
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APPENDIX C 

HIGHLIGHTED AMENDMENTS PROPOSED IN OIL COMPANIES EVIDENCE TO 
COUNCIL TRACK CHANGE VERSION  

 
APPENDIX C 

Proposed Amendments by Oil Companies – to track change version included in Peter Eman 
evidence 
Yellow highlights are proposed Oil Company changes.  
Definition 
 

Strategic Infrastructure  

means those necessary facilities, services and installations which are of 
greater than local importance, and can include infrastructure that is 
nationally significant. This includes infrastructure which is a lifeline 
utility as defined in the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 
2002.The following are examples of strategic infrastructure:  
 
1. strategic transport networks;  

2. Christchurch International Airport;  

3. Lyttelton Port of Christchurch;  

4. bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure including terminals, wharf 
lines and pipelines;  

5. defence facilities;  

6. strategic telecommunication and radiocommunication facilities;  

7. the electricity transmission network; and  

8. other strategic network utilities.  
 
 

3.6.2 Objective  Development form and function 

a.  An integrated pattern of development and well functioning urban form that: 

 

i. provides certainty provides certainty about where development can 

occur 

ii. avoids natural hazards or adequately remedies or mitigates the risk 

iii. consolidates development for urban activities 

iv. improves people’s connectivity and accessibility to employment, 

transport, services and community facilities 

v. links green and open spaces to enhance indigenous biodiversity and flora 

and fauna corridors, and recreational and access opportunities 

vi. promotes and protects the efficient provision, development, 

upgrade and use of infrastructure, particularly strategic infrastructure  

via. ensures existing critical and strategic infrastructure is recognised and 

http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41759
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742
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provided for 

vii. improves energy efficiency and provides for renewable energy and use  

viii. supports the role of the central city, District, Neighbourhood and Local 

centres and suburban and town centres as community focal points for 

housing, commercial, service, community and transport activity  

ix. restores and enhances the role of the central city as the principal 

community focal point for greater Christchurch and supports the major 

role of Key Activity Centres (as identified in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement) as community focal points for significant areas of 

Christchurch and for adjoining districts 

x. recognises the landscape, recreational and environmental values of rural 

areas 

xia. protects strategic infrastructure by avoiding the establishment of activities 

which could lead to adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects  

xi. Is not compromised through the establishment of activities 

 which could lead to reverse sensitive effects  

xi. includes Māori reserves developed for residential, commercial and 

community facilities in accordance with tikanga Māori and 

kaitiakitanga  

 

3.6.2.8 Policy  Infrastructure 

a.  Limit the adverse effects of activities on the efficient and effective functioning, 

maintenance and upgrading of infrastructure, including reverse sensitivity effects. 

b.  Ensure development does not limit the efficient and effective provision, operation, 

safety, and maintenance or upgrade of strategic infrastructure and freight hubs, 

including reverse sensitivity effects  

c.  Avoid noise sensitive activities within: 

 (i) the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay area; and  

 (ii) 50dBA Ldn noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless within 

an existing residentially zoned urban area or a Residential Greenfield Priority 

Area identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A 

as at December 2013, or those permitted in conjunction with rural 

activities in the rural zones. 

d.  Provide for and protect the efficient operation, recovery, and upgrade of the Lyttelton 

Port of 

Christchurch in a way that minimises conflict with adjoining activities. 

e. Ensure the threat of bird strike to Christchurch International Airport operations 

http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/regional-policy-statement.aspx
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41688
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43589
http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/crps-chapter6.pdf
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is minimised. 

 e. Optimise the use of existing infrastructure capacity.  

f.  Ensure infrastructure design is ecologically sensitive and uses natural 

processes for stormwater management where practical.  

 
Objective – Strategic infrastructure 

 

Ensuring:  

a) existing critical and strategic infrastructure is recognised and provided for and the 

efficient provision, development, upgrade and use of infrastructure, particularly 

strategic infrastructure is promoted; and  

b) strategic infrastructure is protected by avoiding the establishment of activities which 

could lead to adverse effects including reverse sensitive effects  

 

Policy 1 Benefits and provision of strategic infrastructure’ 

Recognise the social, economic and cultural benefits of infrastructure, particularly strategic 

and nationally significant infrastructure, by enabling the efficient and effective operation, 

maintenance, upgrading, and development of infrastructure. 

 

Policy 2 Avoiding the effects of activities on strategic infrastructure 

Avoid the adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects, of activities on the efficient 

and effective functioning, maintenance and upgrading of strategic infrastructure. 

 

Policy 3 Management of effects of infrastructure 

To ensure that significant adverse effects from infrastructure are appropriately managed. 

 

Objective 3.6.5 Natural hazards 

a. The risk to people, and property and infrastructure and the environment from natural 

hazards is avoided or reduced to acceptable levels, 

b.The risk of natural hazards to strategic infrastructure is appropriately managed. 

 

3.6.6 Objective Amenity, health and safety 

  

a. The health and safety of the district’s residents is protected, and the amenity values 

they enjoy are protected maintained or enhanced, recognising existing lawfully 

established activities  including:  

http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41742
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i. the protection of people and the environment from the adverse effects of fire, 

contaminated land and hazardous substances, and the risks arising from 

contaminated land are minimised  

ii. new activities and development do not create significant health, safety, nuisance or 

other adverse effects for people or the environment  

iii. sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established activities that involve 

the storage of large volumes of hazardous substances, or generate noise, odour and 

other adverse effects.  

 
 


