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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 Limited (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 in Attachment 1. 

1.3 Beca has a longstanding contract with the New Zealand Fire Service 

Commission (the Commission) to review and respond to all notified plans, 

plan changes, resource consents and engineering codes of practice that may 

impact on the Commission's properties and operations of the New Zealand 

Fire Service (the Fire Service) across New Zealand.  Since 2006, I have 

been responsible for the delivery of all planning advice given under this 

contract and as such am familiar with the Commission's role and 

responsibilities.  In this role, I have reviewed the Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (the Replacement Plan) Proposals and prepared submissions 

and further submissions for the Crown insofar as these relate to the 

Commission.  In preparing these elements of the Crown submission, I have 

worked alongside the other Government Departments and Crown Entities. 

1.4 I also acknowledge that a number of meetings have taken place between 

members of my team, Fire Service staff and Christchurch City Council (the 

Council) planners in relation to how the District Plan may address the 

Commission's operational and property needs. 

1.5 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 
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preparing my written statement of evidence, and will do so when I give oral 

evidence before the hearings panel. 

2.2 My qualifications as an expert are set out above.  I confirm that the issues 

addressed in this brief of evidence are within my areas 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 I express. 

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 

Commission as they relate to Proposal 3: Strategic Directions and the 

associated relevant definitions. 

3.2 Throughout my evidence I refer to the Commission'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 rely upon the evidence of Mr Merry filed 

by the Crown in relation to the Commission'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 Commission. 

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 Commission's particular interests included in the Crown submission on 

the Replacement Plan are derived from its responsibility to provide an 

efficient and effective emergency service, including the promotion of fire 

safety across Christchurch.  The Crown submission seeks: 
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(a) the ability and flexibility to construct and operate fire stations in 

locations within each catchment community area, particularly in the 

context of rebuilding following the earthquakes to ensure response 

times that are acceptable to the community; 

(b) the ability to provide training facilities for firefighters and other 

emergency service workers; 

(c) appropriate water supply for all firefighting activities; and 

(d) adequate access for fire appliances and firefighters to subdivisions 

and developments (including access to water supplies). 

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

identified as relevant to the Commission, including the specific relief sought 

(as detailed in Attachment A to Mr Timms' evidence "the Crown version of 

Proposal 3") in relation to Proposal 3 – Strategic Directions. 

4.3 The amendments promoted in the Crown version of Proposal 3 appropriately 

provide for the matters listed above and as such enable people and 

communities to provide for the health, safety and well-being. 

5. THE COMMISSION'S PARTICULAR INTERESTS INCLUDED IN THE 

CROWN SUBMISSION 

5.1 The context for the Commission's particular interests included in the Crown 

submission is set out in Mr Merry's evidence.  I agree with the context that 

Mr Merry details and do not intend to repeat these matters in my evidence. 

5.2 The Commission's responsibility for providing an efficient and effective 

emergency service, including the promotion of fire safety across 

Christchurch, as provided by the Fire Service Act 1975 (the FSA), underpins 

its participation in the Replacement Plan; the areas of particular interest to 

the Commission in the Crown submission; and the outcomes sought.  

Mr Merry has also set the particular requirements of the Commission, in the 

context of the Replacement Plan in his evidence. 

5.3 The Commission's requirements are directly relevant to three of the principal 

outcomes sought by the Crown in the Replacement Plan as set out in Part A 

of its submission, being, rebuilding community facilities; using (and 
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providing) infrastructure efficiently and effectively; and responding to natural 

hazards. 

5.4 In my evidence I address the three principal outcomes sought by the Crown 

and identified as relevant to the Commission, including the specific relief 

sought in relation to Proposal 3 – Strategic Directions. 

6. REBUILDING COMMUNITY FACILITIES – FIRE STATIONS 

6.1 Mr Merry has outlined the Commission's comprehensive reconfiguration of 

its fire station network in Christchurch.  The Commission's particular interest 

in the Crown submission is on the basis that the Replacement Plan, while 

providing for training facilities, does not adequately or appropriately provide 

for emergency service facilities1 (including fire stations) and neither does it 

recognise the particular locational and operational requirements of such 

facilities.  As such the Replacement Plan proposes a regulatory framework 

that is less permissive than the Operative District Plan in relation to fire 

stations.  I consider this to be contrary to the Statement of Expectations. 

6.2 That said, subject to minor amendments, Proposal 3 as notified is generally 

enabling of community facilities (such as fire stations), particularly in terms of 

responding to earthquake damage and changing needs and requirements.  

The manner in which the direction established in Proposal 3 is embedded in 

the rule framework of the Replacement Plan is a matter for later hearings. 

3.4 Key issues and opportunities 

6.3 The Commission2 generally supports Key Issue and Opportunity 3.4.13 and 

3.4.1.4 subject to minor amendments to reflect the need for flexibility to 

enable community facilities to respond to change post-earthquakes and to 

reflect the differing types of community facilities: 

6.4 Mr Stevenson, for the Council4, considers that the minor amendment seeking 

the inclusion of "and flexibility" in clause 3.4.1(b) is not necessary.  His view 

is that there is a need to provide certainty rather than flexibility. 

                                                
1
 Included in the definition of "community facilities" in the notified Replacement  Plan Proposal 2. 

2
 Page 53 of the Crown submission. 

3
 This submission point is supported by the further submission of Progressive Enterprises Limited (47, 

page 34) 

4
 Mark Stevenson, Statement of Evidence Page 23, Paragraph 13.3. 
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6.5 It is my understanding5 that the locations of fire stations, particularly in the 

context of Christchurch, are determined to maximise their coverage, enable 

response time goals6 and meets community expectations of response to 

emergencies.  This means that fire stations need to be located within their 

"catchment" communities and the Commission is seeking the flexibility to 

achieve this.  Conversely, undue restriction on the location of fire stations 

may compromise response times to emergencies and therefore present a 

heightened risk to people, property, firefighters and other emergency 

responders. 

6.6 It is my view that the Issue, as notified could be interpreted to imply a 

directive approach in relation to where activities may locate, and therefore by 

inference also where they may not locate.  Such an approach may not 

provide for the optimum location of fire stations and has the potential to 

compromise the safety of the communities they serve. 

6.7 I consider that the amendment promoted in the Crown submission 

appropriately clarifies the Issue by recognising that "flexibility" in the location 

of activities that meet communities' needs is also an issue in the context of 

Christchurch post-earthquakes. 

6.8 The minor amendment sought to clause 3.4.1.4 is to reflect the fact that the 

Commission, as a Crown entity, cannot be considered a "community group" 

and to clarify that community facilities may be for the benefit of communities, 

rather than just used by members of the community7.  I support this 

amendment because it further clarifies the roles and responsibilities of the 

agencies that provide community facilities, including the Commission, and is 

consistent with the approach taken elsewhere in the Replacement Plan. 

6.9 Both the version of Proposal 3 provided with Mr Eman's evidence and the 

Crown version of Proposal 38 include this amendment. 

6.10 I note that the submission made by St John9 seeks more substantial 

amendments to Issue 3.4.1.4 to include specific reference to emergency 

service facilities and their locational needs.  While, the submission is entirely 

                                                
5
 On the basis of Mr Merry's evidence. 

6
 New Zealand Fire Service Commission Strategic Plan 2012-2017. 

7
 The Commission has sought a similar amendment to the definition of "community facility" in 

Proposal 2. 

8
 Attachment A of Mr Timms' evidence. 

9
 Submitter reference number 785. 
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consistent with the outcomes sought by the Commission, I do not consider 

that the specific reference sought by St John is necessary in the context of a 

high level Issue, subject to the inclusion of "emergency service facilities" in 

the definition of "community facilities". 

3.6 Objectives and Policies 

6.11 The Crown10 has indicated general support for Objective 3.6.1 as notified 

because of its recognition of the need to provide for community facilities and 

its need for development to be coordinated and integrated with transport and 

infrastructure. 

6.12 I note that the version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council's evidence11 

and the Crown version of Proposal 3 have both retained in Objective 3.6.1 

the matters supported by the Commission. 

6.13 It is my opinion that, while both versions of the Objective continue to 

appropriately recognise the need for community facilities, the Crown version 

of the Objective is preferred because it better reflects the Statement of 

Expectations to use clear and concise language.  

7. Using (and Providing) Infrastructure Efficiently and Effectively: 

Firefighting Water Supply and Access 

7.1 Mr Merry has detailed the Commission's responsibility under the FSA to 

provide for structural firefighting activities in a safe, effective and efficient 

manner and described the content and role of the NZS PAS 4509:2008 New 

Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (the Code 

of Practice). I acknowledge that the Code of Practice, on its own, is non-

mandatory but can be through incorporation into relevant bylaws or district 

plans.  I am aware of many examples where the Code of Practice has been 

included in district plans, including in some of the notified Proposals of the 

Replacement Plan, and am of the opinion that it is becoming common 

practice to do so. 

7.2 The Commission's submission seeks to strengthen and clarify the 

Replacement Plan provisions insofar as they relate to the role and 

responsibilities of the Commission.  I note that the importance of firefighting 

                                                
10

 Page 61 of the Crown submission. 

11
 Attachment A to Mr Eman's evidence. 
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water supply is recognised in the RMA in section 14 (Restrictions relating to 

water) as follows: 

"(3) A person is not prohibited by subsection (2) from taking, 
using, damming, or diverting any water, heat, or energy if – 
…… 

(e) the water is required to be taken or used for 
firefighting purposes." 

3.4 Key Issues and Opportunities 

7.3 The Commission12 supports Key Issue and Opportunity 3.4.1.6 Infrastructure 

insofar as it recognises the need for infrastructure networks to have sufficient 

capacity to cater for increased activity.  The Crown submission seeks the 

retention of this Issue, as notified.  

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

evidence13 and the Crown version of Proposal 314, has retained Issue 3.4.1.6 

in a manner that retains the matter supported by the Commission. The 

Crown version of Proposal 3 also proposes that this issue is included in a 

new part of Policy 3.6.2.1 Accessible Development so as to support the 

optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure capacity and the statutory 

responsibilities of the Commission.  

7.5 The Commission15 also supports the recognition of the value of water to the 

community in Issue 3.4.4.1.  The Crown submission seeks an amendment to 

the Issue to similarly include recognition of the importance of water for 

firefighting. 

7.6 Both the version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council's evidence16 and 

the Crown version of Proposal 317, have incorporated the amendment 

promoted. 

7.7 I support the proposed amendment for the following reasons: 

(a) the importance of firefighting water supply is recognised in 

section 14(3)(e) of the RMA; 

                                                
12

 Page 55 of the Crown submission. 

13
 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 

14
 Attachment A to Mr Timms’ evidence. 

15
 Page 56 of the Crown submission. 

16
 Attachment A to Mr Eman's evidence. 

17
 Attachment A to Mr Timms' evidence. 
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(b) adequate water supply for firefighting is necessary to mitigate the 

potential adverse effects as a result of fire hazards; 

(c) including reference to water supply for firefighting is consistent with 

the inclusion of the Code of Practice as a Built Form Standard in 

Proposal 8 – Subdivision and Development and Proposal 14 – 

Residential; and 

(d) adequate water supply for firefighting achieves the purpose of the 

RMA by providing for the health, safety and wellbeing of people and 

communities. 

3.5 Strategic Directions for the District 

7.8 The Commission18 supports the recognition of a safe and reliable water 

supply in Strategic Direction 3.5.3.1 but the submission seeks amendments 

to similarly recognise the importance of water supply for firefighting and to 

incorporate the Code of Practice.  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.  The Crown, in Mr Timms' evidence 

also supports the deletion of this section. 

7.9 I support the deletion of 3.5 and note that the Commission's interest in 3.5 is 

only in relation to seeking appropriate reference to the Code of Practice and 

consider that there are other locations in Proposal 3 that may accommodate 

this reference.  In this regard I consider that Issue 3.4.4.1 could be further 

amended to include the Code of Practice.  This amendment is included in the 

Crown version of Proposal 3. 

7.10 I support this approach for the following reasons: 

(a) all of the reasons set out in paragraph 7.7 above; 

(b) the Code of Practice has status as a New Zealand Standard and I 

understand that the Environment Court has made it clear in McIntyre 

                                                
18

 Page 60 of the Crown submission. 

19
 Mr Eman, Statement of Evidence, Page 26, Paragraph 18.2. 
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v Christchurch City Council [1996] NZRMA 286 that standards are 

deserving of respect; 

(c) the reference clarifies what is meant by "water for firefighting 

purposes" and informs future Plan users. 

3.6 Objectives and Policies 

7.11 The Commission20 supports Policy 3.6.2.4 – Timing of Urban Development 

because it recognises the importance of ensuring that infrastructure, 

including the transport network and water supply, is in place before land is 

used for urban activities. 

7.12 I note that both the version of Proposal 3 provided with the Council's 

evidence21 and the Crown version of Proposal 322 have retained Policy 

3.6.2.4 in its entirety. 

7.13 This Policy, particularly sub-clause 3.6.2.4(b), clearly seeks that 

infrastructure should be in place prior to land being used for urban purposes 

and as such it provides for the safety of people and communities by ensuring 

that firefighting access and water supplies are available at the outset.  I 

consider that this approach achieves the purpose of the RMA and support 

the Crown’s placement of Proposal 3 in this regard, being under the 

proposed “City Form and Development” objective. 

7.14 The Commission23 also supports Policy 3.6.2.1 – Accessible Development in 

general because it seeks to provide an efficient and effective transport 

network.  The Crown submission seeks an amendment to particularly 

recognise the importance of providing accessibility for emergency services, 

and specifically fire appliances, to respond to emergency situations.  The 

Crown version of Proposal 3 includes an amendment to this effect. 

7.15 Mr Falconer, for the Council24, acknowledges the importance of emergency 

service vehicles but does not consider that the amendment is necessary on 

the basis that emergency services are only one important element of the 

transport network.  I also consider that accessibility for emergency service 

                                                
20

 Page 65 of the Crown submission. 

21
 Attachment A to Mr Eman's evidence. 

22
 Attachment A to Mr Timm's evidence. 

23
 Page 64 of the Crown submission. 

24
 Mr Falconer, Statement of Evidence, Page 25, Paragraph 13.2. 
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vehicles is important, but consider that the amendment promoted in the 

Crown submission is appropriate for the following reasons: 

(a) Adequate access for fire appliances is critical to enabling the 

Commission to meet its statutory obligations; 

(b) Access for emergency services is critical to the safety and well-being 

of people and communities.  Mr Merry has outlined the critical role 

that the transport network plays in enabling the Commission to 

undertake its role and responsibilities; 

(c) The provision of access for fire appliances is embedded in a 

New Zealand Standard (the Code of Practice); 

(d) Appropriate access for emergency services provides for the 

mitigation of adverse effects of fires and other events on the 

environment, including people and communities; and 

(e) It is consistent with Policy 6.3.9(5)(f) of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement 2013 that seeks that the location and design of rural 

residential developments shall "…provide for good access to 

emergency services". 

8. RESPONDING TO NATURAL HAZARDS 

3.6 Objectives and Policies 

8.1 As an emergency service the Commission has a high level interest in the 

manner in which the Replacement Plan addresses the risks associated with 

natural hazards.  Mr Merry's evidence further details these matters. 

8.2 It is on this basis that the Crown generally supports Objective 3.6.525 in its 

entirety and Objective 3.6.626, subject to minor amendments.. 

8.3 As a preliminary matter it is noted that Proposal 5 – Natural Hazards in 

Objective 5.1.1 does not include fire in the list of natural hazards.  The 

Crown has sought that fire be included in order to be consistent with the 

definition of “natural hazard” included in section 2 of the RMA.  My evidence 

is prepared on the basis that “natural hazards”, in the context of this Policy, 

is as defined in section 2 of the RMA.   

                                                
25

 Page 66 of the Crown submission. 
26

 Page 68 of the Crown submission. 
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8.4 In respect of Objective 3.6.5, the Commission’s particular support in the 

Crown submission is on the basis that the Objective appropriately provides 

for the health and safety of people and communities (including fire fighters) 

through the avoidance and reduction of risks as a result of natural hazards. 

8.5 The Crown version of Proposal 327 has an amendment to Objective 3.6.5 

that are consistent with the Commission’s rationale for the relief sought in the 

Crown submission. 

8.6 In my opinion Objective 3.6.5 provides an appropriate approach to 

addressing the potential adverse effects of natural hazards in a manner that 

achieves the purpose of the RMA and will enable people and communities to 

provide for their health, safety and well-being. 

8.7 In respect of Objective 3.6.6 the Crown version of Proposal 328 has 

promoted a revised Objective and a new Policy to refocus the 

outcomes sought in relation to amenity, health and safety. The version 

of Proposal 3 provided with the Council’s evidence29 includes the direct 

changes sought in the notified Objective contained in the Crown’s 

submission. 

8.8 On the basis that the Commission’s interest is at a high-level and 

supporting the general protection of the health and safety of people 

and communities I am satisfied that the Crown’s version would achieve 

the relief sought.  Further, I support the relief proposed in the 

submission because: 

(a) It is consistent with section 20 of the FSA; 

(b) It achieves the purpose of the RMA, and enables people and 

communities to provide for their health, safety and well-being; and 

(c) The amendments are consistent with the inclusion of a Built Form 

Standard that provides for safety through the inclusion of the Code of 

Practice in Proposal 8 – Subdivision and Development. 

                                                
27

 Attachment A to Mr Timm’s evidence. 
28

 Attachment A to Mr Timm’s evidence. 
29

 Attachment A to Mr Eman’s evidence. 
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9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 The Crown's submission, insofar as it relates to the Commission's interests, 

seeks the inclusion of appropriate provisions that enable community facilities 

(including fire stations); firefighting water supply and fire appliance access; 

and the management and reduction of the risk of natural hazards. 

9.2 In my view the amendments to Proposal 3 as set out in Attachment A to 

Mr Timms' evidence appropriately address the outcomes sought by the 

Commission and as such better achieve the purpose of the RMA, being the 

promotion of the sustainable management of natural and physical resources 

which includes enabling people and communities to provide for their social, 

economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety. 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

25 November 2014 
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ATTACHMENT 1: SUMMMARY 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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Employer Duration Key relevant activities: 

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: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED IN PREPARING THIS EVIDENCE 

 
(a) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (RPS); 

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

(c) NZS PAS 4509 New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code 

of Practice; 

(d) New Zealand Fire Service Commission Strategic Plan 2012-2017; 

(e) Submissions of a number of parties, including the submission of the Order of 

St John, South Island Regional Trust Board (St John); 

(f) The further submissions on the Crown submission identified as being of 

particular interest to the Commission; 

(g) The Section 32 Evaluation; 

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

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 

 


