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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod.  I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor 

of Arts (Geography and Anthropology) and a Master of Regional and 

Resource Planning, both from the University of Otago.  I am a full member 

of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

1.2 I have been employed by Beca Ltd (Beca) for the past 15 years and hold 

the position of Technical Director of Planning.  I have been based in 

Christchurch for the last 5 years.  A summary curriculum vitae that provides 

a statement of my relevant experience is included as Attachment 1. 

1.3 I have been engaged by the New Zealand Transport Agency (the Transport 

Agency) to assist in its review of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(the Replacement Plan) Proposals.  In this capacity I have assisted with the 

preparation of the Crown submission and further submissions insofar as 

these relate to the Transport Agency.  I am aware that the Transport 

Agency has worked alongside the Council in the development of the 

Replacement Plan and subsequently liaised with other Government 

Departments and Crown Entities in the preparation of the Crown 

submission as a whole. 

1.4 I attended the mediation in relation to infrastructure matters that was held 

on 20 November 2014. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note (which will take 

effect from 1 December 2014).  I have complied with the practice note when 

preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral 

evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 My qualifications are set out above.  I confirm that the issues addressed in 

this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise.   

2.3 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 the evidence.  I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express. 
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence specifically addresses the elements of Part C of the Crown 

submission that have been identified as being of particular interest to the 

Transport Agency as they relate to Proposal 3: Strategic Directions and the 

Strategic Outcomes component of Proposal 1: Introduction. 

3.2 Throughout my evidence I refer to the Transport Agency’s position in 

relation to particular provisions of the Replacement Plan.  This should be 

understood to be within the context of the Crown submission.   

3.3 For the purposes of my evidence I have read the evidence of Mr Richards 

filed by the Crown in respect of the Transport Agency’s role, responsibilities 

and interests in the Replacement Plan.  I have read the evidence of Mr 

Timms (also for the Crown) including an attachment that details the relief 

sought by the Crown.  I have also read the evidence of the Council 

witnesses as it relates to the matters of interest to the Transport Agency.   

3.4 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed a number of documents.  These 

are listed in Attachment 2.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Transport Agency’s particular interests included in the Crown 

submission on the Replacement Plan are derived from its statutory function 

and associated policies.  The Crown submission seeks: 

(a) Recognition of the need for planned growth that integrates land use 

with transportation;  

(b) Recognition of the role of the transport network in recovery and 

economic growth;  

(c) Clarity in the provision for strategic and critical infrastructure; 

(d) Strong linkages between the plan provisions; and 

(e) Appropriate assessment of the transport implications of activities.  

4.2 This evidence addresses the principal outcomes sought by the Crown and 

identified as relevant to the Transport Agency, including the specific relief 

sought (as detailed in Attachment A to Mr Timm’s evidence “the Crown 

version of Proposal 3) in relation to Proposal 3 – Strategic Directions. 
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4.3 I support the amendments promoted in the Crown version of Proposal 3 in 

so far as they relate to the interests of the Transport Agency because they 

appropriately provide for the matters listed above.   

5. THE TRANSPORT AGENCY’S PARTICULAR INTERESTS INCLUDED IN 

THE CROWN SUBMISSION 

5.1 The context of the Transport Agency’s particular interests included in the 

Crown submission is set out in Mr Richards’ evidence.  I agree with the 

context that Mr Richards’ sets out and do not intend repeat these contextual 

matters in my evidence. 

5.2 The Transport Agency’s statutory function and associated policies underpin 

its participation in the development of the Replacement Plan; the areas of 

particular interest to the Transport Agency within the Crown submission; 

and the outcomes sought.  The outcomes sought by the Transport Agency 

are set out in Mr Richard's evidence.   

5.3 The Transport Agency’s outcomes are directly relevant to two of the 

principal outcomes sought by the Crown in the Replacement Plan as set out 

in Part A of its submission, being enabling economic prosperity (supported 

by efficient use of infrastructure); and using (and providing) infrastructure 

efficiently and effectively. 

5.4 The principal outcomes are also generally consistent with the policy 

framework of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (revised 2013) 

(RPS) and the Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) (LURP).  Mr Timms has 

detailed the legislative background, including the LURP and the RPS, in his 

evidence.  For brevity, I therefore do not intend to repeat a detailed 

assessment in my evidence. 

5.5 In the remainder of my evidence I address the specific relief sought in the 

Crown submission that is of particular interest to the Transport Agency.   

6. PROPOSAL 1: 9.2 STRATEGIC OUTCOMES 

6.1 The Crown submission, along with other submissions, has sought that the 

Strategic Outcomes in Proposal 1 be deleted and integrated with the 

objectives and policies in Proposal 3.  It is my understanding that a number 

of parties agreed with this general approach through mediation.   
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6.2 The Crown submission indicates the Transport Agency’s support1 for 3 of 

the Strategic Outcomes because they address the integration of 

infrastructure with land use development.  On the basis that these 

outcomes are encapsulated in Proposal 3, I agree with this approach.  If the 

Hearings Panel were to consider retaining the Strategic Outcomes, it is my 

opinion that these should retain and include emphasis on the important 

interrelationship between transportation and land use (including growth and 

development of the District). 

7. 3.4 KEY ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

3.4.1 Providing for the different needs of the community 

7.1 The Transport Agency2 supports the inclusion of specific reference to the 

need to provide certainty about the location of different activities and 

supporting infrastructure in Issue 3.4.1(b), and the Crown submission seeks 

an amendment to reflect that suitable and serviced land for a range of 

community needs must also be in “desirable” locations.   

7.2 The version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council evidence includes 

“desirable”.  My opinion is that this terminology imporves readability and 

removes ambiguity.  The terminology “desirable location” or “desirable 

activities” is not a familiar work in resource management terms and cold 

potentially be interpreted in many ways.  I consider the substitute of 

“appropriate location: achieves a clearer outcome as the word “appropriate” 

is well recognised in resource management.  For example, the opposite 

term “inappropriate” is found in Part 2 and both appropriate and 

inappropriate are used in Chapter 5 and 6 of the RPS.  The Crown version 

of Proposal 3 includes this amendment. 

7.3 The Transport Agency3 also supports the inclusion of a reference to the 

influence of technology on communities in Issue 3.4.1(c) and the Crown 

submission seeks an amendment to better reflect the way this may occur 

through the inclusion of an additional clause that clarifies how technology 

influences people. 

7.4 The version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council’s evidence4 includes 

the amendment promoted in the submission, while the Crown version of 

                                                
1
 Page 37 of the Crown submission. 

2
 Page 54 of the Crown submission. 

3
 Page 54 of the Crown submission. 

4
 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 
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Proposal 35 has replaced sub-clause 3.4.1(c) with new text that reflects the 

intent of the relief sought in the submission. 

7.5 In my opinion both the Crown and Council versions of Proposal 3 

appropriately capture the relief sought by the Crown submission in this 

regard and I support this relief because the additional clause promoted in 

the submission provides further clarity in respect of how the changing needs 

of the community translate into an issue that is relevant to the Replacement 

Plan. 

3.4.1.6 Infrastructure 

7.6 The Transport Agency6 supports Issue 3.4.1.6 in terms of the role 

infrastructure plays in meeting the needs of the community.  However, the 

Crown submission notes that the current wording focuses almost 

completely on building new infrastructure and therefore does not recognise 

the benefits of optimising the use of existing infrastructure.  The submission 

seeks that the Issue be amended to contemplate the role of existing 

infrastructure networks in providing for urban growth and development. 

7.7 The Crown version of Proposal 37 has incorporated this amendment as it 

has been promoted in the submission, while the version of Proposal 3 

provided with the Council’s evidence8 includes an amendment that is 

consistent with the relief sought.   

7.8 In my opinion the additional sentence promoted in the submission usefully 

adds a consideration of the “efficiency” of infrastructure, alongside 

“capacity” as an issue and opportunity.  The efficiency of infrastructure in 

response to growth is a matter contemplated by the LURP. For example, 

the LURP states that infill housing and intensification “make best use of 

existing infrastructure networks”9.  Similarly, this is consistent with the RPS 

Policies in Chapters 5 and 6 including Method 3(a) of Policy 5.3.7 that 

states that territorial authorities will: 

“(a) minimise the requirement for upgrading of the strategic land 
transport network by ensuring that the existing capacity of this 
network is efficiently used and not compromised by new 
development.” 

                                                
5
 Attachment A to Mr Timms, evidence. 

6
 Page 56 of the Crown submission. 

7
 Attachment A to Mr Timm’s evidence. 

8
 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 

9
 Clause 4.1, page 18, LURP. 
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7.9 On this basis I support the inclusion of the relief sought and I consider that 

both the Crown and Council versions of Proposal 3 appropriately capture 

this relief. 

3.4.2 Effective functioning of the transport system 

7.10 The Transport Agency10 supports Issue 3.4.2(a) and (c) on the basis of their 

recognition of the strategic significance of the State Highway network and 

the stresses placed on the network as a result of the earthquakes.  Sub-

clause 3.4.2(b) goes on to assume localised delays; considers the issue of 

congestion; and promotes the opportunity to reduce future congestion.  The 

Transport Agency11 supports the recognition of future congestion but 

considers that the aspiration for reduction may not be realistic.  The Crown 

submission suggests amendments to reflect this.  

7.11 I note that both the version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council’s 

evidence12 and the Crown version of Proposal 313, have included the 

amendments promoted in the submission.  This submission is opposed by 

the further submission of Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group. 

7.12 I consider that sub-clauses 3.4.2(a) provide a clear, high level, statement of 

the importance of, and earthquake impacts on, the State Highway network.   

7.13 In terms of sub-clause 3.4.2(b) I consider that the term “manage” infers a 

proactive and positive approach being taken to congestion issues, and this 

could take many forms, including wider network resilience solutions.  

However, the term “reduce” implies that there has to be something actively 

being done to decrease or lessen the issues, which may not be immediately 

practicable. On this basis I support the amendments included in both the 

Crown and Council versions of Proposal 3.  

3.4.3 Improving the quality of the urban environment 

7.14 The Transport Agency has indicated general support for the emphasis on 

sound urban design and environmental quality in Issue 3.4.3 but considers 

that it is important that the locational and operational requirements of 

significant infrastructure are also recognised when considering 

environmental outcomes in the urban environment.  The Crown submission 

suggests an amendment in this regard. 

                                                
10

 Page 57 of the Crown submission. 
11

 Page 57 of the Crown submission. 
12

 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 
13

 Attachment A to Mr Timms’ evidence. 
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7.15 The version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council’s evidence14 and the 

Crown version of Proposal 315, have included an amendment to the Issue 

that reflects the relief sought in the submission. I support these changes 

because I consider integrated transport and land use solutions are an 

important component of the urban environment. 

3.4.4.3 Established activities and strategic infrastructure 

7.16 The Transport Agency16 supports the recognition of reverse sensitivity 

matters in Issue 3.4.4.3 but the Crown submission seeks that the clause be 

amended to align with the definition of “strategic infrastructure” that explicitly 

excludes “local” infrastructure.  

7.17 Mr Eman17 is of the view that the amendment promoted in the submission is 

inconsistent with the RPS definition of strategic infrastructure.   

7.18 I do not agree with Mr Eman.  I support the amendment promoted in the 

submission.  The definition of “strategic infrastructure” included in Proposal 

2 clearly states that such infrastructure is “facilities, services and installation 

which are of greater than local importance” and this definition is equivalent 

to that included in the RPS.  The inclusion of “local” in the context of this 

Issue is therefore inappropriate and inconsistent with the approach taken in 

the Replacement Plan. 

8. 3.5 STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS FOR THE DISTRICT 

8.1 The Transport Agency18 submission supports a number of specific clauses 

(some subject to amendment) in 3.5 Strategic Directions for the District.  

However, it is my understanding that a number of parties through mediation 

have broadly agreed to the deletion of 3.5 Strategic Directions in its entirety, 

with relevant parts being incorporated into other parts of the proposal, 

particularly the objectives and policies in section 3.6.  Mr Eman19 has 

responded to submissions on this matter by agreeing that the role of 3.5 

Strategic Directions has caused confusion and should be deleted with few 

exceptions. Mr Timms also supports the deletion of this section. 

8.2 I also agree that 3.5 Strategic Directions has the potential to duplicate 

outcomes or issues and/or cause confusion. I therefore support the deletion 

                                                
14

 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 
15

 Attachment A to Mr Timms’ evidence. 
16

 Page 59 of the Crown submission. 
17

 Mr Eman, Statement of Evidence, Page 33, Paragraph 19.21. 
18

 Pages 59 to 61 of the Crown submission. 
19

 Mr Eman, Statement of Evidence, Page 26, Paragraph 18.2. 
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of 3.5 Strategic Directions on the basis that the appropriate matters are 

captured elsewhere in the Replacement Plan.  

8.3 However, in my view it is appropriate for the Replacement Plan to show 

linkages to other statutory documents, and I consider a diagram could be 

useful to provide this context.  This would be consistent with the Statement 

of Expectations set out in the Order: “uses clear, concise language and is 

easy to use”. My opinion is that clarifying linkages to other documents 

provide strategic context for how the Replacement Plan was developed, 

which can be useful over time as the document evolves.   

8.4 If the Hearings Panel were to consider retaining the Strategic Directions, it 

is my opinion that these should retain and include matters that relate to 

importance of the strategic transport network, including its integration with 

land use. 

9. 3.6 OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

9.1 In a general sense the Crown submission in relation to the objectives and 

policies in Proposal 3 is of particular interest to the Transport Agency and 

has sought that the following be appropriately addressed: 

(a) Enabling the on-going operation, maintenance and upgrading of the 

strategic transport network; 

(b) The protection of the strategic transport network; and 

(c) Land use, development and growth is provided in a manner that 

enables the efficient and effective integration with the strategic 

transport network.  

9.2 The first two of these matters (enabling and protecting the strategic 

transport network) were addressed at the infrastructure mediation that was 

held on 20 November 2014 and is referred to in paragraphs 9.3-9.5 below. 

Enabling and Protection of Significant infrastructure 

9.3 During the mediation that was held on 20 November 2014 in relation to 

infrastructure matters many of the parties who attended collaborated to 

develop two alternative approaches (referred to as Option A and Option B) 

to achieve the following: 

(a) recognising and providing for infrastructure, including the benefits of 

infrastructure; 
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(b) avoiding the effects, including reverse sensitivity effects on 

infrastructure; and  

(c) managing the effects of infrastructure. 

9.4 These approaches are: 

(a) Option A: Amending the Council version of Proposal 3; and 

(b) Option B: A new objective and supporting policies. 

9.5 Option B is the Crown's, and my, preferred approach because it offers a 

clear and concise approach to providing for strategic infrastructure, 

including the State Highway network.  I note that Mr Eman, in his 

supplementary evidence20, also considers this approach to be appropriate 

to the extent that he supports a new objective that encapsulates the matters 

listed above. 

9.6 Option B is included in the Crown version of Proposal 3 with amendment to 

also recognise the importance of horizontal infrastructure in addition to 

strategic infrastructure as outlined in Mr Rouse's evidence.  I  consider that 

Option B  achieves the relief sought in the Crown submission that is of 

particular interest to the Transport Agency in relation Policy 3.6.2.8 and 

Objective 3.6.2.  I now turn to the third matter sought by the Transport 

Agency (listed in 9.1(c) above). 

Efficient and Effective Integration of Land Use and Development with the 

Strategic Transport Network 

9.7 The Transport Agency21 supports the following relief sought in the Crown 

submission in order to achieve the outcomes whereby growth is planned so 

that the provision of transport infrastructure is efficiently and effectively 

integrated with development: 

(a) Retention of Objective 3.6.1(a)(iv) that seeks the integration of land 

use, transport and infrastructure and an amendment to include a 

specific policy to implement this element of Objective 3.6.1;  

(b) Retention of parts of Objective 3.6.2 particularly sub-clauses (i), (iv), 

(vi) and (viii) that address certainty, connectivity and efficiency22. 

                                                
20

 Mr Eman, Supplementary Statement of Evidence, Page 16, Paragraphs 11.2 and 11.3. 
21

 Pages 61 – 63 of the Crown submission. 
22

 This submission is supported by the further submission of Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group. 
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(c) Amendment to Policy 3.6.2.1 to reflect safety and efficiency 

outcomes in the location and design of developments; 

(d) Retention of Policies 3.6.2.2, 3.6.2.3, and 3.6.2.4 to the extent that 

they achieve the following: 

(i) The efficient and affordable provision and use of new and 

existing infrastructure. 

(ii) Urban consolidation that is consistent with the LURP and 

RPS. 

(iii) Coordinated development with infrastructure in place prior to 

land being used for urban activities. 

9.8 Both the version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council’s evidence23 and 

the Crown version of Proposal 324, have satisfied the relief sought by the 

Transport Agency in relation to Policies 3.6.2.1, 3.6.2.2, 3.6.2.3 and 3.6.2.4.   

9.9 Similarly, I support the relief sought in relation to these Policies on the basis 

that these matters are consistent with the LURP, RPS and Government 

Policy statement on Land Transport Funding 2012/13–2021/22 (GPS). 

9.10 In terms of Objectives 3.6.1 and 3.6.2, the version of Proposal 3 provided 

with the Council’s evidence retains the clauses that are supported in the 

submission but does not include the new policy sought to implement 

Objective 3.6.1(a)(iv). 

9.11 The Crown version of Proposal 3 has promoted substantial changes to the 

Objectives and Policies.  The Transport Agency’s relief is addressed by the 

inclusion of a new objective (“City Form and Development”) that is 

implemented by, amongst other matters, Policy 3.6.2.4. 

9.12 In my opinion, an appropriate objective and policy framework is necessary 

to give effect to RPS, and particularly Policy 6.3.5 of the RPS, in order to 

provide for the integration of land use and infrastructure.  I support the 

amendment proposed in the submission and consider that it gives effect to 

this RPS Policy. 

9.13 On that basis I support the intent of the new Objective promoted in the 

Crown version of Proposal 3 and consider that should sit alongside, and in 

                                                
23

 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 
24

 Attachment A to Mr Timms’ evidence. 
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addition to, the objective and policy framework suggested following 

mediation.  

10. CONCLUSION 

10.1 In my view the amendments proposed are appropriate resource 

management responses having regard to the particular circumstances of 

Christchurch.  The amendments are consistent with key documents such as 

the RPS and LURP and will assist the Transport Agency to undertake its 

functions efficiently and effectively. 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

25 November 2014
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ATTACHMENT 1: SUMMARY CURRICULUM VITAE 

AINSLEY MCLEOD 
 

Employer Duration Key relevant activities: 

Technical Director - 
Planning 
Beca Ltd 
Christchurch 
 

March 2000 
-onwards  As a Planning Director in the Beca Christchurch 

office with over 18 years’ expertise in resource 
management and planning, Ainsley has proven 
herself a competent leader of multidisciplinary 
teams for large projects across New Zealand, 
including many nationally significant infrastructure 
projects. Ainsley is an experienced expert witness, 
having presented evidence before a range of 
authorities including Councils, the Environment 
Court and Boards of Inquiry.  She is experienced in 
the provision of planning and consultation advice in 
the Christchurch context and has lead Beca’s 
planning, consultation and communications services 
following the earthquakes.  This has included advice 
to SCIRT, contractors, insurers and various parties 
with property interests.   

Key projects include: 

Christchurch City Council Replacement City 
Plan 

Preparation of submissions and further 
submissions for NZTA and NZFS and Transpower 
as part of the Christchurch City Plan Review 
process (Feb 2014 onwards). 

New Zealand Fire Service, National RMA 
Monitoring Contract  
Ainsley manages a nationwide team of planners 
who monitor resource consent, plan change and 
plan development activity to identify any action 
areas of interest to the client. The project includes 
weekly and monthly reporting to the NZFS, 
numerous submissions in relation to proposed plan 
changes and resource consents, preparation of 
expert evidence and Council and Environment 
Court hearing attendance 

New Zealand Transport Agency/Roading 
Infrastructure  

Provision of planning advice and preparation of 
notices of requirement and statutory approvals for 
NZTA and Councils for roading improvement 
projects, including the following: 

Christchurch Northern Arterial Extension 
(Christchurch City Council), July 2013 -Present 
Ainsley is the Director responsible for the Beca 
team delivering planning services for the CCC 
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extension to the Northern Arterial (as part of the 
northern corridor improvements).   

Christchurch Northern Arterial Specimen 
Design (Opus/NZ Transport Agency), January 
2013 -Present 
Ainsley was the Consultation Manager for the 
Specimen Design phase of this nationally 
significant project and is also a member of the 
leadership team for this project.   

Christchurch Southern Motorway 2 and Main 
South Road Four Laning, Investigation and 
Reporting, (GHD Limited/NZ Transport 
Agency), May 2010 – September 2013 
Ainsley was the Consultation Lead, Deputy Team 
Leader and Planning Team Member for this 
nationally significant project.  

SCIRT Multi Criteria Assessment  

Ainsley led the Beca team in preparing a Multi-
Criteria Assessment (MCA) Tool to assist SCIRT in 
selecting preferred rebuild options for the city’s 
earthquake damaged roads, fresh water, 
wastewater and stormwater networks. 

The MCA had to provide a consistent, measurable 
and transparent process to justify the identification 
and eventual selection of the preferred rebuild 
options.  The tool is tailored specifically to address 
a number of easily measureable matters that would 
normally be included in a MCA, including project 
objectives, the effective provision and delivery of 
services, economic (non-cost) issues, and the 
ability to coordinate/align works with other projects. 

Planner 
Johnston Whitney 
Alexandra 

 

1996 - 2000 
District Plan preparation – Ainsley assisted in the 
preparation of the central Otago District Council 
District Plan, fulfilling tasks including policy 
development, section 32 assessments, analysis of 
submissions and presentation of evidence at the 
District Plan hearings.  

Resource consent processing – Ainsley processed 
a variety of resource consents as a Council officer, 
from applications for subdivision and land use 
through to Notices of Requirement.  
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ATTACHMENT 2: DOCUMENT REVIEWED IN PREPARING THIS EVIDENCE 
 

a) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (RPS); 

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

c) Government Policy statement on Land Transport Funding 2012/13–

2021/22 (July 2011) (GPS) 

d) The Greater Christchurch Transport Statement (2012) 

e) Submissions of a number of parties, and particularly those related to 

transportation matters; 

f) The further submissions on the Crown submission identified as 

being of particular interest to the Transport Agency; 

g) The Section 32 Evaluation; 

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

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014. 


