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DAY 9 – 17 APRIL 2015 

 

  [9.33 am] 

 

SJH:   Yes, good morning, thank you.  Yes, Ms Scott? 5 

 

MS SCOTT:   Sir, just a couple of housekeeping matters to start please.  Just 

before we adjourned yesterday evening Ms Silcock for the Crown 

advised that she had no questions in response to the supplementary 

evidence.  I just wanted to seek whether the Panel had any further 10 

questions of Mr Blair, he can of course be recalled next week, I am in 

your hands on that. 

 

SJH:   No. 

 15 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, sir.  I am also - - - 

 

SJH:   I mean if on further reflection we change our mind we can - - - 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, he is here so that is fine, that evidence is essentially just a 20 

summary of where they got to anyway so there is nothing new in there 

as far as I am aware.   

 

 Sir, I am also appearing this morning with Ms Alice Sinclair, she has 

appeared in front of you in some earlier hearings, I think the strategic 25 

directions one.  I would just like to seek your leave, sir, to leave 

Ms Sinclair with you at lunchtime because I have got an appointment 

this afternoon. 

 

SJH:   Yes, that is fine. 30 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you.  And I am just looking, lunch is quite late so I might 

have to leave a little bit before the lunch adjournment if that is okay. 

 

SJH:   You just go when you need to. 35 

 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  So we have been attempting to contact Ms Derrick, is there 

is a Ms Derrick here?  All right, we will just go to Deans Avenue 40 

Precinct Society, Ms Mulcock. 

 

<CLAIRE MULCOCK, affirmed [9.35 am] 
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SJH:   Thank you, Ms Mulcock.  You have filed a statement of evidence, can 

you confirm that is true and correct or do you wish to make any 

corrections to it? 

 

MS MULCOCK:   No, I don’t wish to make any corrections. 5 

 

SJH:   All right.  Well, if you would like to take us through it with a highlights 

package of that evidence which we have read, thank you. 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Thank you.  Well, I represent a residents association from 10 

an area that has been zoned for medium density for many years and I 

am here today particularly with regard to rule 14.3.3.17 which is the 

minimum site density rule for residential medium density. 

 

 This new rule has non-complying status in the proposed plan and 15 

obviously I don’t need to tell you that the non-complying test is 

onerous, applications are often notified, can be time consuming and 

expensive and generally off putting to embark on. 

 

 It also seems that in this case it puts the issue of increased density 20 

above many of the other objectives for medium density so it is not 

balanced with regard to the other factors that are important for a 

neighbourhood.  We have explained in our submission and our 

evidence why we consider that non-complying is problematic for our 

area and that from our experience it is likely to disadvantage 25 

individuals rather than developers as they are often the people who 

would be more likely to put one or two unit onto a typical section.  And 

certainly several of the examples I know of in our area are individuals 

who bought a section and have taken one house off and put two onto it, 

a developer is more likely to put four to six sort of long units. 30 

 

 In my view if this rule had been in place in our area over the last 

15 years or so we wouldn’t have the same mix of housing types and 

mix of people that we have now.  The rental type of apartments with 

few long term residents would probably predominate. 35 

 

 So I would just like to go through annex 2 which is in my evidence, I 

have got some slides here and just show you what has happened in the 

last 10 years or so and just show where we are at now. 

 40 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Can you click again please? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I think it is the next one across. 45 
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MS MULCOCK:   It should come up with some yellow circles over the – that 

is it. 

 

 So if you look at that you can see I have highlighted the sections are 

long and narrow very typically.   5 

 

 And the next slide please.  And you can see these are the long blocks of 

four to six units that are very typical of the redevelopment when an old 

house is taken off a section.   

 10 

 The next one please.  You will see that there are a few newer 

standalone units two or three or sometimes somebody has bought a 

bigger block and put more units on it.   

 

 And the next one please.  And then you can see the remaining older 15 

houses typically in the middle of the section, the long narrow sections. 

 

 So that is really the mix we have got.  Now this may not come up very 

well, but this is annex 4 and you will see this example which is the sort 

of typical size of these sections, that putting two units on there will 20 

trigger the non-complying consent, even if it is subdivided in two, as 

the rear unit generally requires extra land for access even though the 

actual building plots would be quite similar and under 400.   

 

 So it is our view that these developments shouldn’t be non-complying, 25 

as they bring a mix of dwelling types to our area and make a pattern of 

development that is actually more attractive.  And it also has significant 

benefits for community matters such as amenity, safety and 

neighbourhood support. 

 30 

 A lot of the longer term residents do live in these standalone units and 

some of the older houses but typically a lot of tenants in the long 

narrow units, people move on.  Maybe when they have their families 

they go and buy a house somewhere else. 

 35 

 Also you will see from my evidence that I did a calculation looking at 

the 30 households per hectare out of the regional policy statement 

objective.   

 

  [9.40 am] 40 

 

 And my calculation shows that this mix of types that we have got there 

now probably already has achieved a density of 30 households per 

hectare in this mix, or if not it is very close to it.  And you can see that 

there is still a lot of old houses that will be over time probably made 45 

into greater density. 
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 So in summary we are actually strong opposed to the non-complying 

status of this rule because we think the jump from permitted to non-

complying is unreasonable, partly because the section sizes are variable 

so that you can be just over one of the triggers and you are going to 5 

trigger not a discretionary consent but a non-complying consent. 

 

 And we actually think a range of housing types should be actively 

supported in infill areas as well as in the new areas because otherwise 

we are going to end up with areas with typically these long narrow 10 

tenanted properties which has real problems for community support, 

neighbourhood activity and so on. 

 

 So as we ask we have made a number of comments in our submission 

and in our evidence, we are not experts in planning or in residential 15 

development so our bottom line really is that if the rule is retained we 

ask that it is changed to restricted discretionary or discretionary status.  

Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Thank you for that.  Ms Dawson? 20 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you.  Thank you, Ms Mulcock.  Do you think there is 

any need for this rule at all in your area? 

 

MS MULCOCK:   No, because it is new rule and, as you can see, increased 25 

density is happening, it is pretty much – apart from the Palazzo (ph 

1.55) development which I haven’t seen any individual houses being 

built.  And the Palazzo development I can tell you that in fact the 

properties don’t sell for anywhere near their value.  The bigger sections 

and bigger houses they don’t sell for the value that they would in a 30 

more suburban area because the sort of people who might buy them 

with families by and large don’t want to live, if they can afford a big 

house like that they want to live somewhere else. 

 

MS DAWSON:   The Palazzo development was on a large lot, was it? 35 

 

MS MULCOCK:   It was a huge lot, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   It was available for several properties? 

 40 

MS MULCOCK:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So have you lived in this area for some years and have seen 

its development? 

 45 
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MS MULCOCK:   Yes, I have lived here for 13 years and, yes, every year 

there are a few more of the old houses go and a few more blocks, 

mainly blocks of flats – those blocks of flats that I showed you come 

in. 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   So without a rule of this nature you have seen this mix of 

development occur which has gradually intensified and I think your 

evidence says close to if not going to go above the 30 households per 

hectare that is sought? 

 10 

MS MULCOCK:   Exactly, and I actually think the rule is detrimental to our 

area and probably to infill in general because it will actually discourage 

anything else.  What tends to happen I think is somebody buys this, a 

developer buys the section, they rent it out as long as they can and then 

they bowl the house and put the units on it.  We used to have a lot of 15 

students because there used to be a lot of old houses but we have a lot 

more young working people, groups of people, couples moving into the 

area so it is a very big change in the sort of people. 

 

MS DAWSON:   And from your – I mean don’t answer me if you can’t – but 20 

from your knowledge of the city this long thin section sort of typology, 

whatever they call it, I mean it is obviously common in your area, is 

also common throughout many other of the older areas of 

Christchurch? 

 25 

MS MULCOCK:   From what I have read, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you very much indeed. 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Thank you. 30 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you for your evidence. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Sax? 

 35 

MR SAX:   Yes, good morning, Ms Mulcock.  Just a couple of things you 

might be able to help me with, thank you.  You mentioned there is a 

problem with this type of intensification for a community development, 

community support.  Can you just enlighten me a little what you 

perceive those problems are and why? 40 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Yes, sure.  It is partly to do with actually having an active 

community, a residents association.  To keep a group like that going 

you need to have plenty of longer term residents to make up the 

committee to do the activities, to take up responsibility and ownership 45 

for the area.  And I think it is similar, we are involved in a programme, 
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a neighbourhood policing programme that started in West Riccarton 

and has now moved into our area where they are trying to encourage 

people to take – it is about noise, graffiti, antisocial behaviour of all 

sorts and it has been a very proactive programme about getting people 

to take responsibility. 5 

 

  [9.45 am] 

 

 And it is very hard if you don’t have a core group of people who are 

preparing to stand up and take some leadership in those areas.  You can 10 

make some significant changes.  They have made some significant 

changes in some of the areas where the students are in West Riccarton 

partly by meet and greet, the students are running sporting programmes 

for the kids in the area. 

 15 

 So essentially making a community, and it is very hard to make a 

community if you don’t have a group of people who are committed to 

the area and are going to stay there for a bit of time. 

 

MR SAX:   Just a further question re the long lots that you have foreshadowed 20 

there.  Now, I am not sure whether you can speak on behalf of your 

Society but maybe just a personal view; would you prefer to see larger 

lots if they were intensified so instead of a long thin lot of units perhaps 

it is twice the width or three times the width so the central courtyards 

look into each other and so on, would that be a personal preference or 25 

for your Society? 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Absolutely, and you can see that there are since I have 

highlighted one or two examples on that overhead where that has 

happened and there are some in the northern part around Kilmarnock 30 

Street.  And obviously that leads to a much better, they look better, they 

are more attractive, people have more private space and it is not the 

issue of somebody who lives up the back, there is a safety issue of, you 

know, walking up dark drives at night and so on.  But it is hard in our 

area, there aren’t – as you get fewer left there are fewer opportunities 35 

for people to buy more than one section. 

 

MR SAX:   And perhaps a final question would be you support effectively 

intensification because that has been happening and we are talking 

about an average of 330 square metres per lot, would you be flexible or 40 

support even more intensification than that but perhaps it would be 

more spread?  So, for example, if there is a larger lot you might have 

190 square metres for one for maybe a retired solo person, it may be 

500 square metres for someone else, is that in general? 

 45 
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MS MULCOCK:   Absolutely, yes.  Yes, absolutely, I understand exactly what 

you are saying. 

 

MR SAX:   No further questions, thank you. 

 5 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Ms Mulcock, I actually found your evidence very 

interesting and I don’t think you should say, just because you are not an 

expert in an area, that what you have to say to us isn’t relevant, I found 10 

it quite contextually relevant and interesting both from the point of 

urban design and amenity values and how to maintain those.  Thank 

you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  I have just have one question, obviously the 

precinct that you are involved with is pretty busy on three sides of the 

main precinct.  It has got Deans Ave, which is busy, it has got 

Riccarton Road, which is busy, and it has got the railway line.  What is 20 

the quality of amenity particularly in respect of noise in the precinct 

and is noise an ongoing source of concern or trouble to the residents, do 

you know?  Or do you just live with it by virtue of design and so forth? 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Well, it is part of living in I guess a high density area but 25 

we do – the significant problems we have are boy racers in Deans 

Avenue and that is a really major problem.  In some ways we have less 

if you like party noise in the street as there are fewer students but, you 

know, that is generally a cheerful sort of noise not a threatening sort of 

noise.  And we have the railway of course but there are not many trains 30 

on that north line so it is not a big deal. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Okay, thank you.  I have no further questions, thank you, 

sir. 

 35 

SJH:   Ms Mulcock, thank you very much for your evidence.  Thank you. 

 

MS MULCOCK:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [9.48 am] 40 

 

SJH:   Ms Appleyard? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, sir.  So this is the case for Transpower, 

slightly ahead of schedule but both witnesses are here.  I have provided 45 
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written submissions which I wasn’t going to go through unless the 

Panel hasn’t had a chance to read them.  

 

 The fundamental issues here in dispute are effectively between Orion 

and Transpower so probably the points I am best to make are best made 5 

after I have done the cross-examination of Transpower.  It is a bit of an 

odd situation. 

 

SJH:   We understand that dynamic and understand why you prefer to do - - - 

 10 

MS APPLEYARD:   In closing rather than, yes, thank you.  So I will call 

Mr Watson. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 15 

<SHANE CHARLES WATSON, affirmed [9.50 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [9.50 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you confirm that your full name is Shane Charles 

Watson? 

 5 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you are the Network Assets Manager at Orion? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 10 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have the qualifications and experience set out at 

paragraphs 2.3 and 2.4 of your statement of evidence? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 15 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   You filed a statement of evidence dated 20 March 2015? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 20 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you confirm that is true and correct to the best of 

your knowledge? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 25 

MS APPLEYARD:   Mr Watson I think this is your second appearance, isn’t 

it? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 30 

MS APPLEYARD:   You have a couple of points that you wish to make or 

draw to the attention of the Panel? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes, I thought I would just like to add a wee bit of context 

around our assets in terms of broad – the range of assets we have got in 35 

the area.  I have talked about in the evidence, the kilometres of lines 

that we actually were looking for protection of, but I thought I would 

give a wee bit of context in terms of what they are. 

 

 I have got a – I have put together some slides just to show the range of 40 

assets we have got in the context just with Transpower. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I will just, formally, I will get you to produce the 

document before you talk to it, actually Mr Beatson might like a copy.  

 45 
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MS APPLEYARD:   Can we give this document a title, we would just like to 

call it something? 

 

MR WATSON:   Overhead line assets. 

 5 

SJH:   Exhibit 18, thank you.  

 

EXHIBIT #18 – ORION (992) OVERHEAD LINE ASSETS 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Perhaps the easiest way for you is to talk through the 10 

document for the benefit of the Panel. 

 

MR WATSON:   In my evidence I have stated around the difference between 

the 66kV lines and the 33kV line.  Approximately half of the 

kilometres we are looking for is protection on the 66kV lines. 15 

 

 Now, they typically , the majority of those are in the urban area are 

towers, which would be in that middle range of the lower – in terms of 

the pictures, if you look down the bottom line, they are probably in the 

range of the second one across from the left, so the majority of the 20 

towers that we are looking for protection on, are in that sort of area. 

 

 What I tried to do with our range is give you the extremes of what we 

are dealing with. 

 25 

 In terms of the 33kV which is typically more out onto the Peninsula, in 

that sort of area we are probably looking more along the lines of the 

bottom end here, around about the 12 metres, some down as low as 

nine metres but some a wee bit higher and end up around about the 18 

metres but the majority are around that 10 to 12 metre range.  And of 30 

course, the 11kV, one there is the line over to the Peninsula. 

 

 So in terms of the assets that we are talking about, the range that we 

have got is quite a lot larger than typically what you see with 

Transpower dealing with – their average dealing with is at the larger 35 

end of the size, as indicated on the top. 

 

 In terms of our assets in the Christchurch City Council area; nearly all 

of our 66kV assets are not in the road corridors, and 33 would be 50 to 

60 percent of our assets are not in the road corridors. 40 

 

 In terms of looking for corridor protection, we have tried to streamline 

the distance that we are looking for in line with our extremes and we 

saw our extremes being near where Transpower’s were, so that was the 

12 metre corridor. 45 
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  [9.55 am] 

 

 We do deal with, on an individual case basis.  So on an average basis 

you could say that, you know, could you deal with it slightly less or we 

have in the past actually dealt with landowners and negotiated 5 

easements and recently have looked at about an eight metre width from 

the centre line.  But really you need to be looking - on a case by case 

basis you need to be looking at what is actually driving that, why are 

you looking for that width. 

 10 

 And the width is dependent on a number of aspects; location access, 

there is the pole tower height, the spans we are looking at – some of our 

spans can be up to 250 metres up around the Peninsula, so obviously 

you conduct the tensions, and these all determine how much you can 

conduct base swings. 15 

 

 In terms of tensions, we typically run – a lot of our 33 is run at a lower 

tension, 10 percent, so that means there is a lot more sag in it and you 

get a lot more swing. 

 20 

 Our other aspect around there is in terms of driving some of the safety 

aspects, is what is happening around the area; what is actually the use 

of the land around there and we do get faults because of what people 

are doing in our areas and we try to restrict those.  They create other 

safety issues which are not direct electrical issues, but you can have 25 

faults occur that actually have indirect safety issues on property and 

people and these typically are driven from fault levels which, you 

know, you can relatively high fault levels down at the 33kV level that 

drives the currents and that will drive in direct faultage and potentials 

that can be raised on conductors that are passing nearby or close to the 30 

earth.  These typically could be fences or telecommunication wires or 

even other power wires. 

 

 One last point is probably looking and say, look we have referred to in 

my evidence, that Transpower being best practice, I know that overseas 35 

they do get larger corridors but I think the New Zealand regulatory 

environment is totally different from overseas and typically I have 

looked at Transpower who has had a lot more experience in dealing 

with a lot more people and with best practice in our environment. 

 40 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, if you could just answer any questions other 

Counsel or the Panel may have for you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Scott. 

 45 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SCOTT [9.58 am] 
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MS SCOTT:   Good morning, Mr Watson.  Your evidence helpfully clarifies 

the specific distribution lines that Orion seeks to be protected, we have 

got 66 and the 33kV overhead distribution lines owned by Orion and of 

course, the 11kV line from Heathcote to Lyttelton. 5 

 

 The routes of those distribution lines are then shown as red on the maps 

attached as appendix 1 and that is helpful for us because we have now 

got a clear view on the lines that you are seeking to protect. 

 10 

 Just to confirm the zones that they go through for the benefit of the 

Panel, am I correct that the zones they go through are the residential 

suburban one, the medium density zone, new neighbourhood, the 

residential Banks Peninsula zone and then some zones which are 

outside the scope of this Hearing. 15 

 

 Is that your understanding? 

 

MR WATSON:   My understanding is that we are providing evidence across 

the board for all zones.  I cannot specifically talk about individual 20 

residential zones, I am not familiar with that. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, are you familiar the Board of Inquiry process that the 

National Policy Statement was developed through? 

 25 

MR WATSON:   I am aware of the process, yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So you are aware that that process required the consideration of 

detailed evidence concerning all aspects of the national grid including 

potential health effects, line maintenance etcetera, would you agree? 30 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And ultimately that evidence in analysis justified the protection 

that the national grid enjoys, under the NPS? 35 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Before this Panel we have evidence from yourself and we have 

planning evidence.  I take it that you have read Mr Noble’s evidence 40 

for Transpower? 

 

  [10.00 am] 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 45 
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MS SCOTT:   And his evidence outlines and explains the detailed statistical 

analysis that Transpower worked through, to land on the 12 metre 

corridor either side of the centreline? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 5 

 

MS SCOTT:   Where do I find your analysis of the appropriateness of applying 

Transpower's statistical analysis of its structural widths, heights and 

span lengths to Orion’s assets? 

 10 

MR WATSON:   In terms of the statistical analysis, that hasn’t been done. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So that evidence isn’t before the Panel is it? 

 

MR WATSON:   No. 15 

 

MS SCOTT:   Do you accept Mr Nobel’s evidence for Transpower that one of 

the reasons for the national grid corridors is health and safety risks? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 20 

 

MS SCOTT:   Have you provided any written evidence on those same reasons 

for Orion’s assets, for example for earth potential rise? 

 

MR WATSON:   I haven’t provided evidence, no. 25 

 

MS SCOTT:   Step and touch voltages? 

 

MR WATSON:   No. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   Electric shock risks? 

 

MR WATSON:   I haven’t provided those, no.  That is not to say that they 

don’t exist, I mean the reality is they do exist and the assets that we are 

using are fundamental, as I say, equivalent in terms of nature. 35 

 

MS SCOTT:   You haven’t provided that evidence to the Panel, have you? 

 

MR WATSON:   No. 

 40 

MS SCOTT:   In your summary, just before you talked, you are explaining 

Orion’s assets and comparing them to Transpower’s, and your 

explanation was that, Orion’s range is a lot wider than what 

Transpower are dealing with. 

 45 
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 Do you consider it sufficient to rely on Transpower's best practice 

guidelines when the assets types you are seeking to protect are not all 

of the same nature? 

 

MR WATSON:   Sorry, could you repeat that I – could you repeat the question 5 

I didn’t quite - - -  

 

MS SCOTT:   Do you consider it sufficient to rely on Transpower's best 

practice guidelines when Orion’s asset types are of a lot, sorry – 

Orion’s range is a lot wider than what Transpower are dealing with, 10 

your words; do you consider it sufficient to rely on Transpower's best 

practice guidelines? 

 

MR WATSON:   In my opinion, yes. 

 15 

MS SCOTT:   You do not agree that the national grid – you do not agree with 

me that the national grid is not a “one size fits all” solution? 

 

MR WATSON:   No.  Sorry, do I agree that – no, sorry, can you ask the 

question again? 20 

 

MS SCOTT:   In your view, is the national grid corridor a “one size fits all” 

solution? 

 

MR WATSON:   I don’t think there is, “one size fits all”, but in terms of 25 

coming up with a rule that is generic, then you have to try and actually 

get to a point which is acceptable.  I mean, I already indicated I think 

you have to look at it on a case by case basis, but at some stage you 

actually have to put together a reasonable judgement on what will be, 

you know, have suitable impact to manage those safety and other risks. 30 

 

MS SCOTT:   Mr Watson, you have already agreed with me that you haven’t 

done that analysis about what is appropriate for Orion’s lines? 

 

MR WATSON:   I haven’t done the detailed analysis, no – but I have had a lot 35 

of experience in terms of dealing with individual cases. 

 

MS SCOTT:   No further questions, sir, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Beatson? 40 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [10.04 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   Sir, many of the matters I was going to raise have been dealt 

with by Ms Scott.  Mr Watson, if you turn to page 24 and paragraph 45 

11.11 to 11.14, at 11 – there you set out the discussion about the 
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comparison between Orion network and Transpower network, and at 

paragraph 11.14 you note that failing to protect the 66 kV high voltage 

line that Orion’s purchase from Transpower is illogical, given that the 

function and importance of theirs hasn’t changed, only the ownership, 

and you note at 11.13 Orion’s motives for purchasing these lines.  Do 5 

you accept that Transpower also has its own motives for entering into 

these transactions? 

 

  [10.05 am] 

 10 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Yes.  Mr Nobel says in his evidence that the assets that had 

been transferred fit more closely with distribution companies, while 

Transpower focuses on its main purpose which is, the interconnected 15 

grid and national security of supply, do you recall him saying that? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   So do you accept that one of the reasons that ownership of 20 

these assets changes because they are not seen as core national grid 

assets by Transpower? 

 

MR WATSON:   I can’t answer on that basis, I can only answer on the basis of 

the reasoning that we purchased. 25 

 

MR BEATSON:   Well I am asking you whether or not you accept Transpower 

has its own view, and I think you – about why it will want to dispose of 

these assets, and I think you agree that they do and, what I am asking 

you is, it is obvious, isn’t it, one of the reasons that the transfer has 30 

occurred is because Transpower doesn’t see them as core national grid 

asset, do you accept that? – It is a simple proposition 

 

MR WATSON:   I think from my understanding of going through the process 

that – in discussions with Transpower, we put up a case that it was 35 

more economic for us to utilise those assets in a way that would benefit 

the way that we are looking to develop the network in the future. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Sure.  But if Transpower saw them as fundamental to the 

national grid, saw them as core national grid assets, they wouldn’t have 40 

dispose of them, would it? 

 

MR WATSON:   Well I think the issue is the definition of “core grid assets” 

and I think from, you know if you are saying that the core grid asset is 

in Transpower looking to go back towards that higher voltage and from 45 

city to city, I would agree.  But in terms of the nature of Orion’s 
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strategy on actually providing supplies to strategic locations, the 

function of those lines hasn’t actually changed. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Right, do you disagree with Mr Nobel where it says that the 

reason why Transpower dispose of those is because they weren’t seen 5 

as core national grid assets? 

 

MR WATSON:   I disagree that that is the sole reason. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Right.  Now you are responsible for the functioning of 10 

Orion’s distribution network, is that correct? 

 

MR WATSON:   Sorry, I am responsible for? 

 

MR BEATSON:   The functioning of Orion’s distribution network? 15 

 

MR WATSON:   I am responsible for managing the assets, yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Yes.  Is it fair to say you are looking to obtain as much 

protection as you can for those assets? 20 

 

MR WATSON:   I am looking to get protect – I am looking to get adequate 

protection that would benefit Orion as well as reduce health and safety 

issues around the network. 

 25 

MR BEATSON:   Do you accept that this understandable desire has to be 

tempered with an assessment of the impact of the protection on 

landowner’s ability to use and enjoy their own land? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 30 

 

MR BEATSON:   Have you read Mr Campbell's evidence where he says that 

in his experience the majority of lines distribution companies have not 

sought corridor protection rules under the RMA? 

 35 

MR WATSON:   I have. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you say in your evidence at para 12.5, that Orion’s line 

assets are the same or similar to Transpower's assets. 

 40 

 Now I think you have now made it clear that you accept that there are 

differences between the characteristics of Orion’s lines and 

Transpower's lines, is that a fair summary of what you said this 

morning? 

 45 
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MR WATSON:   I have said the range of scale is over – yes, and if I can 

summarise this; saying that they overlap, yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   They overlap, but I think your evidence makes it clear that 

the physical characteristics of Transpower's and Orion’s assets are far 5 

from identical, I think that is a fair comment? 

 

MR WATSON:   I would say that some of the assets we have are identical. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Right, well Mr Nobel’s produced some photographs in his 10 

evidence where he shows the differences between the national grid and 

some of Orion’s assets, doesn’t he? 

 

MS WATSON:   He has shown one particular case and that is why I have tried 

to show the range, so yes. 15 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you accept Mr Nobel’s evidence that if you applied 

Transpower's calculation methodology to Orion’s assets that this would 

lead to significantly reduced corridor protection widths? 

 20 

MR WATSON:   I can’t comment on that at the moment. 

 

MR BEATSON:   All right.  And I think you acknowledged to Ms Scott that 

you haven’t undertaken that analysis yourself, didn’t you? 

 25 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you accept that Mr Nobel’s analysis is, from a technical 

perspective, so he doesn’t take into account the fact that the cut-off for 

the National Policy Statement is the national grid, so that statement 30 

doesn’t apply to Orion’s assets? 

 

  [10.05 am] 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 35 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you accept, I think you did accept that most of Orion’s 

33kV assets are on road reserve? 

 

MR WATSON:   No, sorry, I didn’t; I said 50 to 60 percent was not on road 40 

reserve. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Was not on road reserve.  No, so 40 to 50 percent is, by your 

calculation? 

 45 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 
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MR BEATSON:   Would you accept that the fact that these assets are located 

on road corridor, in itself provides a degree of protection from under-

build and provides easy access for maintenance purposes? 

 5 

MR WATSON:   It does from that particular point, yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Yet, if a line that is in the road corridor is also nearer a 

property owner’s frontage, that would impose a twelve metre restriction 

on that adjoining land owner’s ability to use and enjoy their own land, 10 

wouldn’t it? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes, but there are other issues in terms of health and safety 

that have to be managed within that area, yes. 

 15 

MR BEATSON:   Can you tell us what land area would be affected by Orion’s 

proposed restriction? 

 

MR WATSON:   No. 

 20 

MR BEATSON:   Do you have any sense of a number of properties that will be 

affected? 

 

MR WATSON:   I haven’t done that calculation. 

 25 

MR BEATSON:   Would you accept that a restriction on private landowner’s 

ability to use and enjoy their land should have been backed up by 

robust assessment and justification? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 30 

 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you, Mr Watson, my questions have 

been answered. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Sax? 

 40 

MR SAX:   Good morning, Mr Watson, just a few questions.  Trying to 

understand, firstly perhaps policy, so going forward, is it Orion’s intent 

to try and install, if they are requiring 33 or 66kV, in the road reserve, 

or is there no particular policy? 

 45 
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MR WATSON:   There is no particular policy.  We have to comply with the 

district rules, which means anything new going in, we need to comply 

with that.  So we would require to acquire easements or underground, 

depending on what the planning rules allow for. 

 5 

MR SAX:   So perhaps just trying to understand a little further the question on 

assessment.  Perhaps just give you a little snapshot. 

 

 Industrial land, I understand in Christchurch is typically round about 

$230 per square metre, average, residential not high value is about 10 

$500 per square metre.  And on that simple base 12 metre sterilisation 

zone, let us call it that, assuming trees and amenities, houses, can’t be 

built underneath it, which, I understand, is the case; that is $6 million 

per kilometre you are talking about for residential.  That is around 

about $2.76 million per kilometre for industrial areas. 15 

 

 The impact on private landowners, I’m suggesting, is extremely 

substantial.  So when considering aspects of design, safety, swing 

angles, etcetera, should that not be a consideration at the fore of a 

utilities company on the fiscal impact on others, rather than the 20 

company? 

 

MR WATSON:   It should be at the fore, but we are actually not starting from a 

brand new build, we are starting from a position that the lines are 

already there and it actually has some impact in terms of health and 25 

safety and things. 

 

 So, there are already restrictions in place, it actually just makes it a lot 

more difficult to achieve the end results.  So, you have still got to go 

through and do an analysis, so if a development occurs, if they haven’t 30 

approached us, then we have to still go through that and actually make 

sure that there is no impact on the line or actually seek remedy. 

 

MR SAX:   Looking at it another way, would you agree that there’s a 

significant necessity under safety and, in fact, under code, for 35 

separation distances between a 220kVA, 110, 66, 33, 11,000kVA? 

 

MR WATSON:   There is in terms of you referring to the code, the code is 

actually written around specific electrical direct clearances, yes.  So it 

doesn’t actually take into account some of the other issues. 40 

 

MR SAX:   So why would you be wanting to suggest a corridor that is not 

necessarily applicable to the kVA, or the conductors going through it? 
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  [10.15 am] 

 

MR WATSON:   To a large extent, the corridor, when you look at some of 

those other aspects, are not related to the voltage.  So, if you are talking 

about step potentials and that sort of thing, it is actually more related to 5 

the volt current that actually is driven, so it is not actually the fault 

level, the voltage.  So if you got a fault level and the voltage is lower, 

the fault current can actually be higher. 

 

MR SAX:   I want to just try and get a picture of concept, if you can help out.  10 

Isn’t the essential thing with aerial conductors; the separation in space, 

height and width of those actual conductors, isn’t that the key thing, in 

fact it is really the only thing, that is important in principle? 

 

MR WATSON:   I don’t think it is the only thing important, no.  I mean, in 15 

terms of transmission of electricity, yes, but in terms of safety and all 

those other aspects of it, in terms of design, noise, all those sort of 

things, no, it isn’t. 

 

MR SAX:   So dealing with the issue of safety, in fact, isn’t that largely in the 20 

domain of the utility provider to ensure that the maintenance, that the 

tensioning, that it is not over voltage or hence over temperature in 

lines; isn’t that really the domain of the utility provider to ensure they 

get those things right and manage their assets correctly? 

 25 

MR WATSON:   That part of it is, but there are the other aspects, which I am 

talking to, in terms of, if there is a fault, which you can actually start 

creating step potentials, transferred voltages and all that sort of thing, 

which are beyond the domain of the network companies to control. 

 30 

 We are responsible to try and control it, but it is very difficult for us to 

control, because other people just not being aware of it, they go and 

build things or whatever around the areas without consultation. 

 

MR SAX:   I just want to question on your response to things like swing angles 35 

and I understand these are assets Orion have inherited. 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MR SAX:   But a lot of those things can be very cheaply remediated, I would 40 

suggest, by additional poles, for example, or tensioning or, indeed, 

height.  So when you look at sterilisation effectively and the cost to the 

community, to landowners, if there is a more prescriptive criteria, I am 

suggesting to you that far better outcomes can perhaps be achieved to 

all parties.  Would you agree with that? 45 
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MR WATSON:   I think your comment saying it is relatively cheap to do those 

things is not entirely correct.  I think there are sometimes when you can 

re-sag a line, which can be done relatively simply, but once you start 

going into installing poles and relocating poles and doing that sort of 

thing, it can be a huge expense. 5 

 

MR SAX:   So just help us a little, so if we have a 33 conductor, 33kV 

conductor, which is maybe sterilising land value of $6 million per 

hectare, what would your estimated costs be to install another pole 

midway between those two points of sag, for example? 10 

 

MR WATSON:   Assuming it could be done, somewhere in the order of 

$20,000, in one environment.  If you go out to a rural environment, 

where you might be able to do that single one, it could be significantly 

more, it could go up to between $100 and $200,000. 15 

 

MR SAX:   I think in rural environments, the cows are fairly happy, I suggest, 

so this is probably not really a question that has much impact on Orion 

in the rural environment.  Would that be correct? 

 20 

MR WATSON:   No, I think it is an issue in the rural environment, as well.  In 

terms of, if I go back and say, “Where are a number of our incidents 

occurred?”; we have a significant amount of incidents occurring in our 

rural environment, as well, in fact, we probably have more in those 

rural environments.  Rough order, in the past where we have one 25 

incident every one to two years, probably 70 percent of them are in the 

rural environment. 

 

  [10.20 am] 

 30 

MR SAX:   So just putting back in the context of 6 million dollars per 

kilometre, 2.7 million dollars per kilometre as an approximation, 

$20,000 for a pole is a trivial amount, is it not, in fact, it is probably 

less than a lot of the consultants reports needed to determine what 

swing angles would be acceptable and calculated, and often raising 35 

dispute, which seems of little point, doesn’t it? 

 

 Would it not be better to far more codified, for what I will call it, in 

terms of distances that achieve safety objectives and encourage good 

corporate behaviour in terms of management and control of assets, 40 

would you not think? 

 

MR WATSON:   I think there is a balance there.  Again, I think you are 

simplifying the actual clearance as straight out as our electrical 

clearance.  There are a number of other issues that we are trying to talk 45 

about in terms of those other safety issues. 
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 The safety issue you are talking about is direct contact or the clearance 

for swing. 

 

MR SAX:   Or do you design that will minimise the outcomes - - - 5 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 

MR SAX:   - - - which often are fairly cheaply done, I think, I am suggesting. 

 10 

MR WATSON:   Yes, and if the developer will come and talk to us, we solve 

those solutions with them so I mean, we are not looking for – well we 

are certainly looking for an angle whereby we are actually looking to 

limit the ability for people to undertake works without actually 

consulting. 15 

 

MR SAX:   So perhaps would it not be far more effective for the community if 

the requests were considerably constrained and the onus was turned the 

other way round where the utility provider then had to consult if they 

wanted something different or more flexibility?  20 

 

MR WATSON:   I think in terms of what the network – I mean, as a network 

owner, we typically are not going out there to change our assets.  The 

development that actually occurs is the development by the landowner.  

I mean, if we have to develop, we actually do have to go out and 25 

consult and acquire additional easements or whatever we need to do, 

that is part of our business, so that is actually happening now where we 

develop, but there is no onus, no particular controls the other way. 

 

MR SAX:   Thank you, no further questions. 30 

 

SJH:   Thank you, I just note that Judge Hassan has already declared that he 

previously acted for Transpower and refused himself in relation to both 

of these, Orion and Transpower matters.  Dr Mitchell? 

 35 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  Good morning Mr Watson, I have just got 

two fairly straightforward questions I think. 

 

 You have said that you have not done any particular analysis about the 

technical justification for specific corridor widths, but just using 33kV 40 

as an example, what is the necessary protection corridor for that sort of 

asset and why, or if you cannot give a specific answer, what is the 

process that you would need to do to calculate it? 
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MR WATSON:   It isn’t specific, I mean, I could give you – I mean, like I said, 

recently we went through and did the various calculations and come out 

to a requirement for eight metres, is one calculation that we did. 

 

 But you have to go through, you do the standard engineering clearances 5 

in terms of direct clearances you want for a swing and the clearances to 

any obstacles and then you need to go through and actually do fault 

analysis, electrical analysis to determine what else is in the area and 

what other impacts it will have in terms of fault currents that will be 

generated in the impact of that on the surrounding areas. 10 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So is it a straightforward process, or is it complicated.  I 

mean, if someone said to you, go away and come back and tell us a 

standard that should apply to 33kV lines.  Is that something that you 

would say, well, I can do that by morning tea time or it is going to take 15 

days of analysis involving multiple people? 

 

MR WATSON:   For us to go away and do that would take us months to go 

away and do so in terms of the timeframe that we put this submission 

together, I found it difficult to go away and say, look, we have got to go 20 

and get this done in this particular time. 

 

  [10.25 am] 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you.  And the second question is; has Transpower 25 

ever explained to you why it cares at all about what corridor widths 

Orion has for the protection of its network provided that its own 

network is suitably protected.  Have they ever explained that position to 

you? 

 30 

MR WATSON:   Not clearly, no. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right. 

 

MR WATSON:   Only in terms that they have said to us that we needed to go 35 

away and determine our own clearances. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  Thank you, sir, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Beatson anything arising from the Panel questions. 40 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Scott. 

 45 

MS SCOTT:   No, sir. 
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SJH:   Any re-examination or questions from the Panel. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Just one matter of clarification, the eight metres that you 

referred to in the context of a 33kV, can you just give some context 5 

around where that was and what it was.  I am taking it is not applying 

for the whole of Christchurch, so was it a specific development? 

 

MR WATSON:   Mt was a specific area out in a rural area where they were 

looking to subdivide and redevelop the land. 10 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you worked for the particular developer in that case? 

 

MR WATSON:   Yes. 

 15 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you.  

 

SJH:   Thank you, thank you, Mr Watson, you may stand down. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [10.26 am] 20 

 

SJH:   Yes, Ms Appleyard. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   The next witness is Ms Buttimore. 

 25 

<LAURA CATHERINE BUTTIMORE, affirmed [10.26 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [10.27 am] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you confirm that your full name is Laura Catherine 

Buttimore? 

 5 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you are a Consultant Planner with Resource 

Management Group Limited? 

 10 

MS BUTTIMORE:   That is correct. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have the qualifications and experience set out in 

paragraphs 2 to 4 of your statement of evidence? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And you have provided a statement of evidence dated 

20 March 2015? 

 20 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you confirm that is true and correct to the best of your 

knowledge? 

 25 

MS BUTTIMORE:  Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you have a summary of your evidence to produce? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Thank you, good morning.  Orion have identified their 30 

important high level distribution network as being all of their 66 and 

33kV lines, as well as the Heathcote to Lyttelton 11kV line. 

 

 This identified distribution network I believe is considered to be 

strategic infrastructure as defined by Chapter 3 of the Replacement 35 

Plan and the Regional Policy Statement.  In addition, I consider this 

identified network to be regionally significant infrastructure as defined 

by the Regional Policy Statement. 

 

 I believe that given the identified network strategic importance in the 40 

policy direction provided in the Regional Policy Statement and Chapter 

3 of the Replacement Plan, corridor protection provisions should be 

provided in the Replacement Plan to these networks. 

 

Protection of this identified infrastructure within the Replacement Plan 45 

will ensure any potential reverse sensitivity adverse effects are avoided 
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and/or mitigated.  This will ensure the Replacement Plan gives effect to 

the relevant provisions of the Regional Policy Statement, in particular, 

objective 5.21, objective 6.21 and policy 6.35.  It will also give effect 

to objective 3.3.12 of Chapter 3 of the Replacement Plan. 

 5 

 The corridor protection provisions that Orion is seeking are attached as 

appendix 1 to my evidence.  This includes the provisions that are 

relevant to the residential zones.   

 

 The relevant residential zones that are affected, have been refined since 10 

Orion’s original submission which sought a blanket inclusion of 

corridor protection rules across all the residential zones.  The relevant 

planning maps are attached as appendix 1 to Mr Watson’s evidence. 

 

 I recognise that the National Policy Statement for electricity 15 

transmission provides protection to the nation grid and sets out a 

requirement for local authorities to give effect to that document.  I 

accept that this NPS does not apply to the distribution networks like 

Orion, however, I do not believe it precludes corridor protection at a 

local level in distribution networks. 20 

 

 Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Scott. 

 25 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS SCOTT [10.29 am] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Good morning.  It is fair to say there is no contention between 

Council Orion and of course Transpower, that the high level of 

protection given in terms of corridor protection, it is directed by 30 

policies 10 and 11 of the NPS, it does not apply to Orion’s assets.  Do 

you agree? 

 

  [10.30 am] 

 35 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And your evidence is that Orion’s infrastructure is of regional 

importance, that is correct? 

 40 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   The national importance of the National Grid is a key reason 

why the NPS applies to the National Grid only, that is the evidence of 

Mr Watson, isn’t it? 45 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I believe so. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And the NPS was developed through a Board of Inquiry process 

that required the consideration of detailed evidence concerning all 

aspects of the National Grid including potential health effects, line 5 

maintenance et cetera? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And ultimately that evidence and analysis justified the 10 

protection that the National Grid enjoys under the NPS? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Did you go back and look at the section 32 evaluation for the 15 

national policy statement when preparing your evidence? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, not in particular. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So you are not aware of the detailed section 32 analysis that was 20 

completed for the costs and benefits of Transpower’s corridor? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I looked through it but I didn’t look through it in great 

detail. 

 25 

MS SCOTT:   Orion hasn’t produced evidence anywhere near the same level of 

detail as to what was considered in that Board of Inquiry process, has 

it? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 30 

 

MS SCOTT:   Do you agree that Orion needs to make its own case for 

protection of its assets such as by reference to its own specific technical 

requirements? 

 35 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think that – are you talking about the case being in terms 

of the identification for the widths? 

 

MS SCOTT:   In terms of the width of the corridor that you are seeking, yes. 

 40 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I agree that there has to be an analysis of that width.  I 

think what Orion have undertaken in terms of, I guess firstly, the 

infrastructure is of importance so it is of strategic importance therefore 

it warrants protection, which I guess is the first step.  In terms of the 

width for the infrastructure I agree that no analysis has been undertaken 45 
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by I think what Orion have done to identify that it is worthy of 

protection has been provided. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So focusing on the second step, your view is that Orion has done 

enough analysis to justify the corridor width, and you are happy to rely 5 

on the evidence that you have been provided to come to that 

conclusion? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I acknowledge that Orion haven’t undertaken the specific 

analysis that would be more helpful to identify that 12 metres is the 10 

appropriate width, but I am relying on what Mr Watson has provided to 

say that that is an appropriate width. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Did you write Orion’s submission? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And that original submission included a 32 metre width, is that 

correct? 

 20 

MS BUTTIMORE:   That was the rule that was provided by the Council as 

notified, yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   By the Council, as notified? 

 25 

MS BUTTIMORE:   So the residential chapter that was notified provided a 

32 metre width and I believe that Orion’s submission sought the 

inclusion of Orion’s identified assets within that rule framework.  And 

that rule framework originally was 32 metres, yes. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   Right, okay.  So coming back to this 12 metre number, which I 

think we are comfortable applies to Transpower, my concern is that 

through the refinement of this process you have come to the view that 

Transpower width is appropriate for Orion’s assets without any 

evidence to justify that figure, do you hold those same concerns? 35 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Sorry, can you repeat what the question is? 

 

MS SCOTT:   The question is; do you hold any concern that there is no 

evidence for you to base your conclusions on that the 12 metre corridor 40 

is appropriate for Orion’s assets? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Look, I acknowledge that there is a lack of evidence from 

Orion around that appropriateness of the 12 metre width but, as I said 

earlier, I am reliant on Orion providing confirmation that that 12 metre 45 

width is appropriate.  And, as Mr Watson said earlier, to be able to go 
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through an analysis to determine an appropriate width for each of their 

lines would take months, which obviously at the time of preparing this 

evidence we didn’t have, and I acknowledge that if Orion could have 

done that that would have been helpful in aiding this process but I think 

the evidence that Mr Watson has provided has been able to be 5 

sufficient in identifying that the 12 metres is appropriate. 

 

  [10.35 am] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Right.  Did you attend the facilitated mediation on behalf of 10 

Orion to discuss these matters with the Council and Transpower? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   The residential mediation? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes. 15 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, I did not. 

 

MS SCOTT:   When you wrote your evidence had you read the Hearings 

Panel’s decision on the temporary activities matter of priority? 20 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So you are aware that the Hearings Panel in that hearing agreed 

that Orion’s 66kV and 33kV lines do not justify the higher level of 25 

protection given to Transpower? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   My understanding of that decision was that it referred to 

the policy framework in the NPS not being applicable to Orion. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   You will be aware of the clear objective in the strategic 

directions chapter about enabling housing supply.  Where have you in 

your evidence completed an evaluation of the costs of including a 

corridor for Orion’s assets against that objective? 

 35 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I haven’t. 

 

MS SCOTT:   There is plenty of evidence before the Panel about the issues of 

housing supply and higher order directions relating to provision of 

23,700 dwellings in Christchurch City up to 2028, have you considered 40 

the impact of your recommendations in that context? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, I haven’t. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Can you tell me the area of land in each zone that would be 45 

affected by your proposed rules? 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And I see from Mr Watson’s attachment that part of Orion’s 

assets are located in the proposed medium density zone, have you 5 

evaluated the costs of your recommended planning provisions against 

the LURP intensification target of 20,740 dwellings? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 10 

MS SCOTT:   You take a view in your evidence that Orion’s local lines are 

strategic infrastructure.  The Airport and Lyttelton Port are included 

within the replacement district plan’s definition of strategic , so is 

Transpower’s National Grid. 

 15 

 All three have been given explicit recognition of their strategic nature 

yet each of them have filed economic evidence to show the economic 

benefit and provide an evidential basis for the reasons as to why it is 

appropriate to give them special protection through the planning rules.  

Have you relied on any economic evidence in coming to your 20 

conclusions? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

MS SCOTT:   I had a search through your evidence for a section on costs and 25 

benefits; have you provided a cost and benefit evaluation of the 

proposed rules? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   Have you addressed part 2 in your evidence? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Would you accept therefore that you have not completed a 35 

proper section 32 analysis to justify your views nor to allow the Panel 

to make a section 32AA evaluation, which they must do under the 

Order in Council when they make their decision on this issue? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   What I did do was look at the section 32 analysis that was 40 

undertaken by the City Council in relation to the residential chapter and 

I looked through the analysis that was undertaken around infrastructure 

and the assessment there, and I was comfortable that the assessment 

that was undertaken there included what Orion was seeking so there is 

a discussion in there around reverse sensitivity effects on infrastructure 45 

and the protection of those through potential corridor provision 
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protections and the like, so I was comfortable that that analysis was 

appropriate. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And do you say that in your evidence? 

 5 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, I don’t think I do. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Orion’s primary submission relates to 33 and 66kV distribution 

lines, where is the scope to seek protection in relation to the 11kV 

Heathcote to Lyttelton distribution line? 10 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   The written text, yes, you are correct, only sought 

protection for the 33 and 66kV line.  As I said earlier I didn’t write it 

but I believe it was an oversight and the 11kV Heathcote to Lyttelton 

line was missed out but it was included in the attached appendix with 15 

the planning maps.  Given that it was included within the actual 

submission I am comfortable that it is within the scope of that 

submission. 

 

MS SCOTT:   All right, okay, one further question.  In your evidence you look 20 

at the regional policy statement, paragraphs 31 through to 37 and you 

focus there on chapter 5 of the RPS.  Did you look at chapter 16 of the 

RPS at all when you prepared your evidence? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, I didn’t. 25 

 

MS SCOTT:   Are you aware of policy 16.3.4? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Not off the top of my head, no. 

 30 

MS SCOTT:   Are we able to pull that up please, thank you. 

 

  [10.40 am] 

 

 Just while that is coming up that policy refers to the electricity 35 

transmission network which is defined in the RPS, as essentially being 

all parts of the national grid of transmission lines and cables, are you 

aware of that definition? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 40 

 

MS SCOTT:   Okay, I will just give you a moment to read over policy 16.34. 

 

 So that policy is about encouraging a reliable and resilient national 

electricity transmission network within Canterbury, you agree? 45 

 



 Page 1022 

  

Ch14: Residential (Part) Commenced 31.03.15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   And through that policy the network is define as, or the words 

are used as “national electricity transmission network” and at times 

“electricity transmission network”, but going back to the definition that 5 

is just referring to the national grid.  Would you agree with that? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Agree that it only refers to the national grid. 

 

MS SCOTT:   If you look at paragraph 1 of the policy and in the last line, it 10 

refers to the electricity transmission network? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So even though the title – even though the words “to encourage, 15 

reliable and resilient, national electricity transmission network”, 

includes the word “national” there, throughout the policy the words just 

– the words used are “electricity transmission network”, you accept that 

that’s just referring to, when the words “electricity transmission 

network” are used, that it’s only referring to the national grid? 20 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   If you turn over to the methods which become relevant for the 

Council and you’ll see over the page are, “That the Council will set out 25 

objectives and policies and may include methods and district plans that 

…” – and under (a) this method talks about identifying appropriate 

buffer corridors within which it can be expected that sensitive activities 

will generally not be provided for. 

 30 

 Do you agree with that that method applies to Transpower's national 

grid only? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 35 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Beatson? 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [10.42 am] 40 

 

MR BEATSON:   Ms Buttimore, corridor protection rules obviously impose 

restrictions on landowners ability to use and develop their land, don’t 

they? 

 45 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 
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MR BEATSON:   Do you accept that over the years Transpower's been 

involved in many disputes with landowners about the need for and 

extent of corridor protection for its assets? 

 5 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you accept that it is important that any restrictions that 

are put in place are justifiable and it is supported by robust analysis? 

 10 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you said in response to Ms Scott that you rely on Mr 

Watson for the technical evidence, do you accept that the only technical 

evidence from Mr Watson is where he says at paragraph 12.6 that, 15 

given the similarities between Transpower's and Orion's assets, we 

believe the width and exclusions Transpower seeks should apply to 

Orion? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Do I accept that is the only technical evidence? 20 

 

MR BEATSON:   In relation to justifying the width, the 12 metre width. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Look, I don’t want to go through his entire evidence, but I 

am not sure if there is where anywhere else in it that identifies the 25 

width corridor, but I think what his evidence does do is identifies the 

importance of this – Orion's identify electricity network. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Yes.  All right, but in terms of the actual width that you am 

seeking, that is the only – when I looked at it, that was the only 30 

reference I could find to the explanation of why Orion thought a 12 

metre corridor width was appropriate, do you accept that? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 35 

MR BEATSON:   You haven’t analysed in your evidence why the national grid 

is afforded special protection under the National Policy Statement have 

you? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 40 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you agree that the fact that the local distribution lines 

aren’t included in that, NPS sends a clear signal about the relative 

significance of Orion's and Transpower's assets? 

 45 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   I think that the NPS gives a signal of the national grid – 

the importance of the national grid, yes.  I am not sure that it gives a 

signal that Orion's assets aren’t important. 

 

  [10.45 am] 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, about the relative significance of it to assets, it sends a 

signal about that, doesn’t it? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I don’t think so, I mean, like I said I think it 10 

acknowledges the importance of, of the national grid, yes, I accept that. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Now my friend took you to policy 16.3.4, do you accept that 

that is a relevant policy when considering – of the RPS, do you accept 

that that is a relevant policy when considering corridor protection 15 

rules? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think it is a relevant policy when considering corridor 

protection for the national grid. 

 20 

MR BEATSON:   All right, so you didn’t identify the fact of that policy in 

your evidence did you? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No, because I didn’t think it was relevant to Orion's 

network. 25 

 

MR BEATSON:   So you don’t think any of these clear signals about the 

relative significance of Orion's network and Transpower's network are 

relevant to the Panel? 

 30 

MS BUTTIMORE:   My evidence wasn’t in assessing the importance of the 

national grid.  My evidence was purely assessing the relevance of 

Orion's distribution network.  So I didn’t think it was relevant for me to 

assess the policies that directed Transpower's national grid, no. 

 35 

MR BEATSON:   All right.  Do you accept that you haven’t assessed 

alternative management options to the proposed rules that Orion's 

seeking? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 40 

 

MR BEATSON:   Now I think you said in response to Ms Scott that, in relation 

to the 11kV line, Heathcote to Lyttelton, that because it was identified 

on the maps attached to the submission, it is within scope, do you 

accept that anyone along the 11kV corridor who read the Orion's 45 
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submission on its face, would have had no inkling that their land could 

be constrained by this process? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think if you were reading Orion's submission and 

wanting to know whether it was affecting your property that, it would 5 

be fair to say that you should look through the relevant planning maps 

because that would have given them a clear indication as to whether or 

not their property was affected.   

 

MR BEATSON:   But do you not think at the beginning of the submission 10 

where it said, “Orion seek protection for its 66 and 33kV network” that 

that would have given the clearest indication and if someone was along 

that line or those lines, that they would not have felt the need to look 

further? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I don’t think so.  I think that, for me, as a person looking 

at a submission, I wouldn’t just read the first few pages, I would look at 

the submission as a whole. 

 

MR BEATSON:   All right, so even Transpower's witness, Ms McLeod hadn’t 20 

picked up that level of detail I don’t think when she reviewed Orion's 

submission, do you think it is reasonable to expect a lay person to have 

picked it up? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Look I think that if you are a lay person and you are 25 

wanting to understand whether the submission affected you or not, the 

easiest way of understanding it would be looking at the maps.  I think 

that potentially a lay person wouldn’t know whether, the Heathcote to 

Lyttelton line was an 11kV or not. 

 30 

MR BEATSON:   Well let us say that they did, and look at the front of the 

submission and it says, “it doesn’t relate to the 11 kV”, why would they 

go looking through the hundreds of pages of maps or the many pages of 

maps attached? 

 35 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Sorry, what is the question sorry? 

 

MR BEATSON:   That is all right.  I think it is probably a legal submission 

matter anyway. 

 40 

 At paragraph 33 you say that the identified lines within the RPS 

definition of strategic infrastructure because they are a necessary 

service which provides importance beyond the local level, and I think 

you are saying that the lines are of general importance to Orion's 

customer base of 190,000 customers; do you agree that not all the lines 45 

are important to all of the customers? 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   So for example there was a power outage in Lyttelton I think 

earlier this week, and it affected about 1300 customers, now that 5 

wouldn’t have been a matter of importance to the other 188,700 

customers, would it? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 10 

MR BEATSON:   I think you basically said all the major lines are important to 

all of the customers, but in reality we don’t know which of those lines 

are important to who, do we? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 15 

 

MR BEATSON:   At the beginning of your evidence, at paragraph 6, you say 

that, protection of only the Transpower assets would result in identical 

assets being afforded different levels of protection.  Do you accept 

these assets aren’t identical, we have heard evidence from Mr Watson 20 

to that effect? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I would accept that. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And do you accept that Transpower's devolved assets, which 25 

it doesn’t require for the national grid, to Orion? 

 

  [10.50 am] 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Sorry, can you repeat that question? 30 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you accept that Transpower has devolved assets which it 

doesn’t require for the national grid, for Orion. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Do I accept what about them, sorry? 35 

 

MR BEATSON:   That they have been sold. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, they have been sold. 

 40 

MR BEATSON:   They are not required for the national grid. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And that Orion’s assets aren’t covered by the NPSET, we 45 

have discussed that?  They are not, are they? 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And the physical differences have been addressed by Mr 

Noble and by Mr Watson this morning.  And in addition to you accept 5 

that Orion’s assets are often located along roads? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I accept that some of their assets are located along roads, 

yes. 

 10 

MR BEATSON:   A reasonably significant proportion of the 33kV assets are 

located along roads, aren’t they? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I accept a proportion that Mr Watson said was, I 

think 40 to 50 percent, was it?  I think, I can’t - - - 15 

 

MR BEATSON:   That is what he said, there seems to be some minor dispute 

between him and Mr Noble about the exact figure, but I don’t think 

much turns on it.  Where is the significance of this last fact, the fact 

that Orion’s assets are often located along roads, been assessed by you 20 

in your evidence? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   It hasn’t.  And the reason for that is I don’t think it is 

particularly relevant.  I think what I have identified in my evidence is 

that the lines are of strategic importance and, therefore, they warrant 25 

protection. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Don’t you think one of the components of that question or 

analysis is whether they need protection? 

 30 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I agree with that. 

 

MR BEATSON:   So where is the significance of the fact that these assets are 

often located along roads when assessed by you, in terms of whether or 

not those assets actually need protection? 35 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Like I said, I have not assessed that in my evidence. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Okay.  In paragraph 53 you note the refinement of Orion’s 

approach since the submissions were lodged and there has been a 40 

change from the blanket approach, where Orion had not undertaken an 

exercise to determine which zones were affected.  Do you agree it is 

implicit in that paragraph that a blanket approach would be 

inappropriate? 

 45 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 
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MR BEATSON:   Do you agree analysis of what level of protection is actually 

required, as well as an assessment of whether alternative methods are 

more suitable, is necessary? 

 5 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Sorry, can you repeat that question. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Yes, do you agree that rather than taking a blanket approach, 

analysis of what level of protection is actually required for these assets, 

as well as an assessment of whether alternative methods are more 10 

suitable, is necessary? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Like I said earlier, I think the analysis that has been 

undertaken in terms of looking at the section 32 analysis that’s been 

done for the residential chapter, when I looked through that, I was 15 

comfortable that that analysis included the potential protection of 

Orion’s assets and that that was appropriate. 

 

MR BEATSON:   All right.  No further questions, sir. 

 20 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Ms Buttimore.  You have told us that you 

consider that the lines that Orion has put forward for protection are 

strategic infrastructure, which, as I read it, means that they are greater 25 

than local importance.  Mr Watson has given us some information 

about the number of customers that are served by some of the 66kV 

lines.  What work have you done, or how have you or Orion gone about 

determining for each of the lines covered by your submission, whether 

they are or are not of greater than local importance, and how have you 30 

decided that and what work have you done. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   The consideration that was taken wasn’t a line by line, 

looking at each individually, but rather a discussion with Orion around 

how they arrived at what ones were important and what ones weren’t.  35 

And the 66 and 33kV lines were considered of importance, because of 

the sheer scale and number of customer base that they served. 

 

MS DAWSON:   We haven’t been provided with any information about the 

number of customers provided by each of these lines and whether they 40 

are a large number or a small number.  Have you provided that 

information to us? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No I don’t think that a specific number for each line has 

been provided in evidence, no. 45 
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MS DAWSON:   But you are saying that that work has been done by Orion? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   That was the discussions that we had.  I don’t know if we 

arrived at specific numbers for each line, but the discussions that we 

had, was to the numbers, it wasn’t exact numbers, but it was a general. 5 

 

  [10.55 am] 

 

MS DAWSON:   And is that the criteria you used, or were there other criteria 

you used? 10 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, that was the criteria, I guess the assessment that was 

undertaken for those lines and, obviously, the Heathcote to Lyttelton 

line was considered different because it was the only line that services 

Lyttelton, which includes the Port. 15 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right.  I just want to ask you about one other thing.  In the 

opening legal submissions for Orion, a plan change five to the 

operative plan is mentioned.  Are you familiar with this plan change? 

 20 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I am familiar with the result of the plan change, in terms 

of some of Orion’s assets being included. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So could you just tell us when this plan change occurred? 

 25 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think it occurred in 2000, off the top of my head.  I don’t 

know the specific date. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Well it was pre-earthquake, not post-earthquake? 

 30 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think, I do have it somewhere, but I just - - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   So it was a while ago? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 35 

 

MS DAWSON:   And that plan change is operative; it is in the operative plan? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   And so just tell me what provisions are currently in the 

operative plan, in relation to Orion’s assets? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think the difficulty with what is in the operative plan is 

that the Orion’s assets that have been included, are included within the 45 

electricity transmission provision, so they are the same provisions that 
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relate to Transpower, so they are in the general rules, they are the same 

provisions.  And I think perhaps what creates confusion is that the term 

is in relation to transmission, which obviously, Orion’s network are not 

- - - 

 5 

SJH:   No, let’s just come back to the question and answer that.  What are the 

provisions in the operative plan dealing with Orion’s assets. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   They are the same as what the Transpower rules are. 

 10 

MS DAWSON:   So there are some rules, but is there a question mark over 

whether distribution lines are included within those general rules at the 

moment in the operative plan? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think it is quite clear that this Awatea plan change, that 15 

that line is included, because there is a reference - - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   So this is just to do with the Awatea plan change? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 20 

 

MS DAWSON:   But in the general rules, embedded in the main operative 

plan, they are referred to the transmission network? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, but they refer to.  I do have it, if you want me to find 25 

the wording of the rule.  I think it includes at the front end of it 

something along the lines of Awatea, it lists some things. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So there is some indication in those rules that they may well 

apply to what would normally be - - - 30 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I have got it here, if you would like me to read it to you. 

 

MS DAWSON:   That would be good. 

 35 

MS BUTTIMORE:   So it is in the general city rules and it is Rule 4.4.7.  It 

says for the transmission lines shown on part two Appendix 3T Outline 

Development Plan Awatea, and then it goes on to say other outline 

development plans as meant in Sir James Wattie Drive.  So it lists other 

things.  And then there is the rule, so the erection of a building or the 40 

erection of any structure that exceeds three metres in height. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you for that.  My understanding that these rules do not 

apply across the whole city over all zones? 

 45 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 
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MS DAWSON:   They only apply to certain lines that are listed in those rules. 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, in those outline development plans. 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, good morning Ms Buttimore, just a few questions, I will try 10 

and keep to the plan, not technical, obviously, but I just want to get a 

bit of an understanding; as a resource planner, do you consider statutes, 

I presume, codes and so on, is that part of your exercise in your 

position and submissions as a planner? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

MR SAX:   So the Electricity Act you would look at, for example? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Oh, look, I think that is probably something that Mr 20 

Watson would look at.  The Electricity Act I would look at if there was 

things of relevance for a planning assessment, but I haven’t as part of 

this process. 

 

MR SAX:   So National Radiation Standards, for example, Electrical Radiation 25 

or Magnetic Radiation, you would look at those standards? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   If they were applicable to something I was looking at.  I 

haven’t looked at it for this. 

 30 

MR SAX:   What about good practice by other cities, so if you are looking at 

separation distances or zones, would you look at other major cities, for 

example? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, in some instances, yes. 35 

 

  [11.00 am] 

 

MR SAX:   So the question of 12 metres; can you give me one example of any 

major city in New Zealand that actually has a 12 metre – I call it a 40 

reservation strip or an easement strip? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   For a distribution network? 

 

MR SAX:   Yes. 45 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   I do not think there are any. 

 

MR SAX:   I am not aware of any either.  So if you are not aware of any, does 

that not raise a question in your mind as to why a place like Auckland, 

a place like Wellington who have utility operators there, do not require 5 

what has been requested of your client here? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I do not think so, I think the assessment that I have 

undertaken in terms of assessing the regional plan, in terms of 

analysing if there is any policy direction in there for the importance of 10 

those assets which I have done, satisfied me that identified assets are 

worthy of protection. 

 

MR SAX:   I just want to move to good urban design.  Is it the general thrust of 

Christchurch where you are endeavouring to encourage the 15 

undergrounding of all aerial networks, is that part of the objective for 

Christchurch? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I do not know, sorry. 

 20 

MR SAX:   As a planner, is that something you would recommend as good 

practice for urban communities in particular? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I agree that that is the general thrust, I am not sure 

for these larger infrastructure in terms of the ones that are specific that 25 

Orion are talking about, whether that would be appropriate, I do not 

know. 

 

MR SAX:   In terms of concept as a planner, an urban street effectively is an 

exclusion zone for public utilities and amenities, so where possible 30 

would you be encouraging the installation if they did need to be 

installed aerially to go into road reserves, rather than across private 

properties? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   If and where appropriate, yes. 35 

 

MR SAX:   So you have heard my question of approximately six million 

dollars per kilometre of sterilisation of land potentially.  We have heard 

the response from Mr Watson of say $20,000 a pole on the base of 

poles being at 75 metres in road reserve, it is going to be somewhere 40 

around about $260,000 per kilometre, with a 100 metre separation, 

$200,000 per kilometre. 

 

 In terms of giving weight to the questions you have had of cost benefit 

assessment, do you not think those would be very critical things to be 45 

examining or have not examined? 



 Page 1033 

  

Ch14: Residential (Part) Commenced 31.03.15 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I acknowledge that they sound like significant numbers 

with significant effects.  In terms of cost benefit analysis, as I have said 

to others earlier, I think the analysis that has been undertaken by the 

Council in terms of the Residential Chapter, identified infrastructure, 5 

and I am satisfied that that analysis was appropriate to apply to Orion’s 

identified network. 

 

MR SAX:   I have a question in terms of cost benefit also in terms of 

undergrounding.  So would you agree it would be an important 10 

consideration for a community in terms of aesthetics as well as physical 

cost to the community, because undergrounding is more expensive; so 

do you think that would be a good thing to be considering as a planner 

in terms of recommended options for a district plan? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Recommending undergrounding? 

 

MR SAX:   Or at least in terms of these cost benefit assessments, yes? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 20 

 

MR SAX:   You have heard there is a significant difference in separation 

distances under my question under the Electricity Regulations for the 

different kVA of cables. 

 25 

 Is there reason why you would not attempt to separate those, there does 

not seem to be an attempt to separate 11,000, 33,000, 66,000kVA, 

when the Electricity Standards are quite different; do you think it might 

be good practice to at least address those points of mine to those 

technical issues? 30 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I think that there is possibly merit in the different 

higher corded voltage having different setback provisions potentially.  

But like I said earlier, I am relying on Orion for their technical input in 

terms of what separation is appropriate for each infrastructure. 35 

 

MR SAX:   Hopefully you have got a better idea where all these networks run 

than I do, but to your knowledge, are the aerial networks running over 

or in close proximity to residential neighbourhoods now? 

 40 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I believe so. 

 

MR SAX:   Is there anything in the District Plan to see to the removal or 

increasing the height of those where they breach National Radiation 

Standards in terms of electrical or magnetic radiation in terms of risk to 45 

existing residents? 
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MS BUTTIMORE:   I do not know, sorry. 

 

MR SAX:   Would that be a good thing for a planner to be considering and 

recommending in terms of getting the District Plan for the wellbeing of 5 

people? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I guess there would be merit in that my assessment 

in terms of Orion’s network was purely around the provision of their 

identified infrastructure, it did not go into the detail of that. 10 

 

  [11.05 am] 

 

MR SAX:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 15 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, I just have two questions please 

Ms Buttimore.  Could you just refer to your appendix 1 which is the 

proposed rule regime that you are proposing, and it is a very 20 

straightforward question I think. 

 

 That rule that you have proposed is, with a few minor changes, well 

one substantive change and a number of minor changes the same as that 

that is being proposed Transpower.  You propose using in the permitted 25 

activity rule, the one at the top, both of them in fact, reference to an 

electricity distribution line. 

 

 My reading of the notified version of the Plan says that that is not 

defined.  If we were to run with the version that you have proposed, do 30 

we need to define electricity distribution line, or does it have a common 

meaning that we can rely on? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I think because of the way it is worded in that rule frame, 

there it says, “…as shown on a planning map”; so I think if it is shown 35 

on the planning map and identified in the planning map, that that would 

be sufficient to not need a definition. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Okay, but there would need to be some consistency between 

your wording and what is shown on the Plan? 40 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right.  In terms of giving effect to the Strategic 

Directions decision about simplicity of language and so forth, do you 45 

not think that rather than a permitted activity rule that actually says: 
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“Activities within 12 metres of the centreline are a permitted activity”, 

and then having to go through a column to find that generally speaking 

there is a whole lot of restrictions on what you can actually do as a 

permitted activity, that that provision is better placed as a performance 

standard that says, “You are a permitted activity in a residential zone to 5 

build a house… etcetera… provided you meet all the relevant controls, 

which are…”; then one of those is not being too close to an electricity 

transmission line? 

 

 Is that not a more transparent easily understood simpler way of 10 

wording this, given that the lay reader reading the Plan would look at it 

and say, “Oh, I am within 12 metres, I am a permitted activity”.  And 

then, well actually I am not, there is very little I can actually do as a 

permitted activity.  Do you agree with that? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   Yes, I agree with that, and I guess the reason that we have 

arrived at recommending this provision is obviously the reliance on 

what Transpower are drafting, providing consistency in terms of there 

being one rule, I guess, to make it consistent, rather than having one 

rule that relates to Transpower in the permitted standard and then 20 

another rule that looks to Orion.  

 

DR MITCHELL:   Well, Ms McLeod gave two options for how this might be 

dealt with, one being a permitted activity rule instead of being a 

development control or performance standard.  She says that she 25 

prefers this approach.  I am just trying to understand your view as to 

which of those two you prefer? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   I do not disagree with that you are saying in terms of it 

being perhaps easier and within the Plan rather than in a permitted 30 

standard. 

 

 I do not think the way that this is drafted with the activity specific 

standards to a number of ways we use the Plan at the moment, so I do 

not think there would be a particularly – I do not particularly think 35 

either way would be of a preference I think, both ways would achieve 

the outcome appropriately. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, and just finally, you have obviously had 

communication with Ms McLeod, and it is either in your rebuttal or 40 

hers, there has been some change; there is a letter in the appendix to 

somebody’s evidence flying rules backwards and forwards between the 

two of you. 
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 In any of that process, or any other discussions you have had with 

Transpower, have they explained to you why they care about what rules 

Orion has in relation to its network? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 5 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Provided they get the ones that suit them for theirs? 

 

MS BUTTIMORE:   We did have some discussions with them and I think there 

was discussions around, I think, to the greater importance of the NPS, 10 

but that was it. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Would you agree that that is the planning consequence of 

adopting what you have proposed or not? 

 15 

MS BUTTIMORE:   No. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, anything arising from the Panel’s questions? 20 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Ms Scott? 

 25 

MS SCOTT:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Any re-examination or questions arising? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, there is no re-examination, but just to help Ms 30 

Dawson, I do have a copy of the Awatere Decision which is a public 

document, I do not know if it is helpful, and there is no point putting it 

to the witness if I have it.  The date of the decision is 22 March 2011, 

and the hearing occurred post 22 February earthquakes, and it was in 

the context of the need to meet, the need for further housing post-22nd 35 

February, there is a discussion from - - -  

 

  [11.10 am] 

 

SJH:   Well no doubt you’ll be addressing that in you closing? 40 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. The only reason I wanted to give you the date - - -  

 

MS DAWSON:   No, I don’t need it, no I - - -  

 45 

MS APPLEYARD:   No. The only reason I want to - - -  
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SJH:   If you provide a copy with the closing, and I think it would be adequate. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, yes, I just want to point out the date on the front is 

actually wrong, so that was the only reason I was – didn’t want to hand 5 

it up in isolation, so - - -  

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, that is fine. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Buttimore, you may stand down. Mr Beatson. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [11.10 am] 

 15 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir, I’ve prepared some legal submissions – I’m 

not sure if the Panel’s had an opportunity to read those. 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you.  

 20 

MR BEATSON:   Sir, I’ll talk to these rather than - - -  

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MR BEATSON: - - - than read them. In the submissions and in our 25 

presentation we address three issues relating to Transpower's 

submission and further submission. Firstly, the objectives and policies 

and what they should apply, secondly, appropriate corridor protection 

rules for the national grid and thirdly, corridor protection rules for 

distribution lines. 30 

 

 At paragraph 4 I just note the hearing panel decision on Strategic 

Directions has an enduring influence for the other chapters of the 

Replacement Plan. 

 35 

 As objectives and policies are to be expressed and achieved in a 

manner consistent with Strategic Directions, and the hearings panel 

decision on Strategic Directions includes an objective 3.3.12, which 

provides and I’ve set it out there, but perhaps I can take it as read, sir, 

I’ve set out at the top of page 2, they’d point to the specific reference to 40 

including – well managing effects, including obvious sensitivity effects 

by managing activities to avoid adverse effects on the national grid. 

 

 The hearing panel considered beyond the above objective, a better 

place to consider framing a policies and infrastructure, as in the 45 

relevant later chapters of the plan, and that’s why we’re here. In her 
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evidence Ms McLeod’s proposed amendments to the following policies 

to implement objective 3.3.12. 

 

 And I’m at paragraph 7, policy 14.1.2.2, to include reference to the 

national grid and direct adverse effects, rather than just reverse 5 

sensitivity effects. Policy 14.1.4.1, to address all strategic infrastructure 

as currently there is no applicable policy and to provide a policy basis 

for the subsequent rule framework. 

 

 Policy 14.1.6.9, in support of the submission from the Crown, to 10 

include reference to both critical and strategic infrastructure. Policy 

14.1.7.3, to allow redevelopment associated with strategic 

infrastructure. The residential chapter also includes objectives, 14.1.4. 

 

 14.1.7, Transpower supports objective 14.1.4 with amendments to refer 15 

expressly to the national grid, to alleviate the potential to assign greater 

importance to the infrastructure currently identified in the objective 

will create an imbalance when interpreting the objective. Transpower 

seeks amendments to objective 14.1.7, to include recognition that 

strategic infrastructure may need to be located in residential zones. 20 

 

 Second issue, “Corridor Protection Rules for the Grid”, the hearing 

panel’s included reference to identifying a buffer corridor within which 

sensitive activities will generally not be provided for in the objective 

we’ve traversed previously, and this is consistent with the direction in 25 

policy 11 of the National Policy Statement – the objective needs to be 

achieved through a rule, as is been proposed in the notified version of 

proposal 14 and amended by Ms McLeod in her evidence. 

 

 Just take paragraph 10 as read. 30 

 

 Paragraph 11, Transpower seeks amendments to the rules in the 

notified proposal to restrict sensitive activities in buildings within 12 

metres of the national grid, but allow for differentiation between 

developed urban areas and Greenfield areas and provide for some 35 

permitted activities within 12 metres, with non-complying activity 

status where the standards that apply cannot be met. 

 

  [11.15 am] 

 40 

 So just briefly set out the facts supporting Transpower's position, the 

concept of corridor protection rules for the grid hasn’t been challenged 

by any submitter. The notified provisions are more restrictive on 

landowners and Transpower considers necessary, and the amendments 

that Transpower proposes better reflect acceptable activities in 45 

developed urban areas, the amendments reflect Transpower's approach 
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to giving effect to the National Policy Statement, which is being 

developed following extensive work, including legal and engineering 

input as set out in the evidence of Mr Campbell and Mr Nobel. 

 

 Only sensitive activities and those activities that compromise the ability 5 

to maintain the grid assets are restricted from establishing in the area 

directly under the conductors during an everyday wind conducted 

position, and corridor protection rules contribute to a number of 

economic benefits including improved safety to person’s and property 

and reduce transmission inspection costs. Further benefits are outlined 10 

by Mr Nobel. 

 

 And finally, the proposed provisions will allow the minimum area 

necessary for the efficient and effective operation, maintenance, 

development and upgrading of the national grid and it will avoid 15 

sensitive and intensive underbuild and will to a certain extent address 

reverse sensitivity issues. 

 

 The third issue and the one that has been the focus of much of the 

hearing time is, the corridor protection rules for distribution lines, 20 

Orion is seeking corridor protection rules for its lines. In the decision 

on “temporary activities” the hearing panel agreed with the legal 

submission of the Council that Orion's 66 kV and 33 kV lines don’t 

form part of the national grid and don’t justify the high level of 

protection directed by the key policies 10 and 11 of the National Policy 25 

Statement. 

 

 Based on Ms Buttimore’s evidence we understood Orion had accepted 

and we understand that’s still her evidence today that, Orion cannot 

rely on the NPSET to justify protection for distribution lines, but in the 30 

legal submissions that we reviewed from earlier in the week, counsel 

for Orion asserted that the NPS nonetheless could give some guidance 

to the Panel as to the broad national policy direction favouring 

protection of strategic electricity assets. The principles and policy 

direction have relevance when considering Orion's network. The NPS 35 

provides a useful guide as to the level and nature of appropriate 

protection for regionally and locally significant electricity networks, 

it’s an available tool to assist decision makers without a mandatory 

requirement to apply. 

 40 

 We respectfully submit that the position advanced by Orion's incorrect. 

The NPS only applies to the national grid. It does not set the broad 

national policy direction for strategic electricity assets nor regionally or 

locally significant electricity networks. 

 45 
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 As emphasised by the Supreme Court in King Salmon, National Policy 

Statements allow Ministers a measure of control over decisions by 

Regional and District Councils. The RMA requires an extensive 

process prior to the issuance of a National Policy Statement and 

evaluation of the section 32, then a Board of Inquiry a similar process 5 

with the opportunity for public input. 

 

 And at paragraph 17, if it had been intended for the National Policy 

Statement to be a tool to assist decision makers in determining the level 

and nature of appropriate protection for regionally and locally 10 

significant electricity networks, then the NPS would have said that. 

 

 The issue of the inclusion of other transmission lines within the ambit 

of the NPS was directly addressed in the Board of Inquiry report, where 

the Board stated that – and I’m reading from the third line down – “We 15 

were not persuaded that the inclusion, extension of the policy statement 

to all high tension lines, that they were not, they were part of the 

national grid would be appropriate”. It’s a New Zealand wide nature of 

the grid that’s one of the principle reasons for it being of national 

significance. The same cannot be said of supply lines which in most 20 

cases are contained within one region, and cutoff points also arise. 

 

 Paragraph 19, I note that Mr Nobel outlines in his evidence that some 

high voltage lines previously owned by Transpower have been 

transferred to distribution companies to allow Transpower to focus on 25 

its main purpose, which is the interconnect grid and national security of 

supply. 

 

 So we say Orion should only be able to achieve protection to the extent 

its evidence establishes a reason and technically robust basis for doing 30 

so. In light of the applicable policy framework effects assessment and 

cost and benefit analysis, any regulation which establishes a corridor 

for distribution lines will impact upon private landowners’ ability to 

use and enjoy their land, so it must be justified by evidence that 

establishes a corridor is necessary to avoid adverse effects on 35 

distribution lines. 

 

  [11.20 am] 

 

 A section 32 evaluation was undertaken by the Council for the National 40 

Grid provisions and we say not corridor provisions for the benefit of 

Orion’s network.  Orion hasn’t provided any section 32 analysis to 

support its provisions or any evidence providing a technical basis for 

establishing a corridor width. 

 45 
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 Mr Blair, for the Council, accepted Orion needs to make its own case 

here for the protection of its assets including by reference to specific 

technical evidence. 

 

 Mr Noble has highlighted in his evidence the failure of a National Grid 5 

line can impact large areas whereas when there is an issue with the 

operation of distribution assets this would typically have a localised 

impact.  Further, the majority of Orion’s - a significant proportion 

perhaps I should say and Mr Noble says “a majority” and Mr Watson 

says “not quite” but perhaps 50 percent allocated within road reserves.   10 

 

 Mr Noble notes that applying Transpower’s corridor width calculation 

methodology to Orion’s assets would lead to significantly reduced 

corridor widths. Orion sought corridor protection for the 11 kV 

Heathcote to Lyttelton line.  Ms McLeod highlights in her evidence this 15 

wasn’t sought by Orion in its submission or further submission and we 

say the relief is therefore out of scope.  I will return to that issue in 

closing submissions once we have had an opportunity to look at the 

maps that were referred to and relied upon by Ms Buttimore and 

consider our position further. 20 

 

 At paragraph 27. Transpower is willing and prefers to work with 

potentially affected parties to achieve a reasonable and pragmatic 

outcome to give effect to the national policy statement.  It doesn’t wish 

its corridor protection approach to be applied by another entity without 25 

adequate policy or technical justification. 

 

 In conclusion, corridor protection rules for the National Grid are 

necessary to give effect to the national policy statement and to 

implement the direction of objective 3.3.12 with identified buffer 30 

corridor within which sensitive activities will not be provided for.  It is 

not considered appropriate or justified on the evidence to simply 

replace National Grid for electricity distribution line and a rule 

framework that has been specifically and deliberately developed to 

respond to the requirements in policies 10 and 11 of the national policy 35 

statement. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  If you call Mr Campbell and we will hear his summary and 

then take the morning adjournment, thank you, Mr Beatson. 

 40 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir. 

 

<DOUGAL JAMES CAMPBELL, affirmed [11.23 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [11.23 am] 

 

MR BEATSON:   Is your full name Dougal James Campbell? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, it is. 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   You are the environmental policy and planning group 

manager at Transpower? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   That is correct. 10 

 

MR BEATSON:   You have the experience, qualifications and the commitment 

to comply with the code of conduct including your appendix A to your 

evidence? 

 15 

MR CAMPBELL:   That is correct. 

 

MR BEATSON:   You have prepared a statement of evidence dated 20 March 

2015 for the purpose of this proceeding? 

 20 

MR CAMPBELL:   That is correct. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you confirm that subject to any amendment the contents 

of that statement are true and correct to the best of your knowledge? 

 25 

MR CAMPBELL:   That is correct. 

 

MR BEATSON:   You have prepared a summary statement? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   I have. 30 

 

MR BEATSON:   Would you mind reading that for the Panel. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   I have one amendment and that is to paragraph 28A on 

page 9 and that is to replace a reference to the corridor width of 50 35 

metres with a minimum of 65 metres. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   What was that paragraph number, please? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   It is 28A on page 9 and replace corridor width of 50 metres 40 

with a minimum of 65 metres. 

 

 My evidence in relation to chapter 14 sets out Transpower’s approach 

to implementation of the National Policy Statement on Electricity and 

Transmission, the NP SET.   45 
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 Transpower’s approach to the NP SET implementation is to ensure that 

we only seek the minimum district plan restrictions necessary to ensure 

the NPS is given effect.  It allows Transpower to effectively and 

efficiently carry out its work and for the safety, health and wellbeing of 

the Christchurch community. 5 

 

  [11.25 am] 

 

 This approach has also been developed over time including through 

numerous site visits facilitated in both rural and urban settings.   10 

 

 The provisions Transpower seeks in Christchurch City are generally 

consistent with the provisions Transpower seeks elsewhere around 

New Zealand.  These provisions differ depending on the zone and asset 

type.  In the residential area Transpower seeks a 12 metre setback 15 

either side of the centreline where sensitive activities such as hospitals, 

schools and residential buildings would be restricted.  There are 

exceptions such as garden sheds, tool sheds and fences. 

 

 The restrictions on non-sensitive activities differ depending on whether 20 

a line has an existing under-build.  If a line is in a greenfields 

residential area Transpower considers that development should be 

designed around the lines so that activities such as green space or 

roading occurs directly under the lines.  Activities of this kind are 

unlikely to compromise Transpower’s ability to maintain, develop and 25 

upgrade its assets. 

 

 By contrast in areas that already have extensive under-build one more 

building is less likely to make a difference whether Transpower can 

undertake its activities, the line is already compromised. 30 

 

 In areas with existing under-build non-residential activities are also 

permitted.  Only activities which are inappropriate are sought to be 

non-complying with everything else permitted.  This is the key reason 

why Transpower does not support restricted discretionary or 35 

discretionary activity status.  In greenfield residential areas Transpower 

expects that development is designed taking the lines into account.  

Green space, backyards or roads are better placed in the National Grid 

yard rather than buildings that could compromise Transpower’s 

activities. 40 

 

 I accept that the provisions Transpower initially sought to give effect to 

the NPS were too restrictive.  Over the last two to three years 

Transpower has been reducing the provisions it has sought by 

providing updated provisions in its evidence or at an appeal stage 45 

where there is an appeal.   
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 The corridors Transpower seeks to give effect to the NPS are different 

from the corridors Transpower would seek for a new build project.  

These corridors are much broader, generally coinciding with the 

maximum wind conducted position of the lines.  Also these corridors 5 

are clear of structures not allowing under-build of any kind. 

 

 I have some experience in other district plan context with distribution 

companies seeking district plan provisions to protect their assets.  

Unison and Powerco have sought provisions that raise awareness of the 10 

need for landowners and occupiers to comply with NZECP 34.  

 

 By comparison Northpower in Whangarei sought a relatively 

permissive regime that had it involved in development but not 

necessarily a consent trigger.  The majority of distribution companies 15 

have not sought any corridor provisions that I have been aware of.  The 

changes proposed by Transpower reflect Transpower’s refined 

approach to NPS implementation as the most effective means of giving 

effect to the NPS.   

 20 

 Particularly the NPS’s objective of managing the adverse effects of the 

network and managing the adverse effects of other activities on the 

network and provision as permitted activities for certain activities 

which do not compromise the ongoing operation, maintenance, 

development and upgrade of the National Grid.  That is the end of my 25 

points. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you.  We will take the morning adjournment until 11.45 

and we will return to the cross-examination.  Thank you. 

 30 

ADJOURNED [11.29 am] 

 

RESUMED [11.46 am] 

 

SJH:   Just before we go to cross examination, Judge Hassan has a question of 35 

you, Ms Scott. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Ms Scott, while I’ve been distracted by everything that’s 

been going on, I’ve just been focusing on other things, but just for this 

afternoon, we’ve got Akaroa Civic Trust coming in giving evidence 40 

and I’m just wondering whether not I heard correctly that the Council’s 

preferred position is that the Panel defer or effectively decline Akaroa 

area until such time as this stuff comes back later. I’m quite neutral as 

to what the Council’s position is, I just need to know whether to 

prepare some questions or not. 45 
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MS SCOTT:   Yes, and that was addressed in the opening submissions, it was 

the residential conservation zone. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, the residential conservation zone. 

 5 

MS SCOTT:   And my understanding is that submission seeks that decisions on 

it be delayed until the other provisions catch up, so we’re consistent in 

that position. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thanks very much. 10 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Well from that it might be appropriate that, if we’re going to 

do that, which clearly we would, that Ms Cook be advised that what 

she seeks in that regard. So she may not then still want to come until a 

later stage. So the Secretariat could check on that.  15 

 

 Mr Campbell, you’re still on your former oath. Ms Appleyard? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, good morning, Mr Campbell. 

 20 

MR CAMPBELL:   Good morning. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  I’m just wondering whether we could have the MPS ET 

brought up and, in particular, Policy 10 and Policy 11, under section 8. 

Mr Campbell, I want to ask you some questions about paragraphs 15 25 

through to paragraphs 22 of your evidence when you talk about policy 

10 and policy 11 of the MPS and I just want to understand 

Transpower’s approach to this, 12 metres is not mentioned anywhere in 

policy 10 or policy 11 of the MPS, is it? 

 30 

MR CAMPBELL:   No, it’s not. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And if we look at policy 10 of the MPS, um, policies not 

exactly in this wording, but in similar theme, appear in the Regional 

Policy Statement with respect to other types of infrastructure as well, 35 

do they not? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Similar wording. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Thank you. So, as I understand it, Transpower’s case is 40 

that in order to implement policy 10 and policy 11 of the MPS, a 

specific number of 12 metres is required, is that correct? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: No Transpower went through a process – it’s a policy 

document – so went through a process of determining for policy 11 45 

what would be an appropriate corridor for sensitive activities and then 
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for policy 10 how we can manage adverse activities on the grid, and 

other activities. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So just understanding Transpower’s approach, policy 11 

doesn’t mention 12 metres either, does it? 5 

 

  [11.50 am] 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  No, there is no minimum width requirement in the NPS, 

that was something we went through. As a rule framework that is 10 

supported by policy 10 and 11 to best manage the effects of our grid 

and the effects of other people on it.  It is a process where it has been 

refined as my evidence states through 15 to 27, it is a process that we 

have refined over time to reflect what is the minimum restriction we 

can impose on landowners to satisfy policy 11 about what is an 15 

adequate or an appropriate buffer size. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Sure, so effectively Transpower is in no different position 

from any other submitter with regard to plan changes. They still needed 

to come along and present evidence to justify whatever number they 20 

consider appropriate in any given district plan context? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Yes, through most plan changes we work with councils to 

ensure they give effect to the NPS through objectives, policies and a 

rule framework within the district plan or regional plan.  25 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And as I understand it in previous hearings your approach 

has been to seek restricted discretionary activity status in the area of 12 

to 32 metres, was that your starting point here as well? 

 30 

MR CAMPBELL:   Here as in Christchurch? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   That is only in relation to subdivision. 35 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Not for sensitive activities within a 12 metre yard.  We 

delineate the yard from a corridor.  So within the yard we are trying to 40 

restrict sensitive activities and be relatively permissive on non-sensitive 

activities, however, within the corridor for land use activities we 

generally had no controls at all, just with regards to subdivision, then 

we can look at the overall design to ensure we maintain access to our 

asset, and also look at reverse sensitivity effects, such as noise, amenity 45 

values, siting of a house, building platform et cetera. 
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MS APPLEYARD:  So the NPS itself does not really help us with regards to 

the actual number and you, like other submitters, still need to come 

along and justify what it is that you seek in terms of district plan 

provisions.  Is that correct? 5 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Yes, it is not a numerical policy, it is not a standard.  It is a 

policy. So we have to work through that policy with each district 

council and regional council.  However, we are trying to be consistent 

in how we implement that policy, and we develop that policy through 10 

engagement with our stakeholders.  So we are have the support of our 

stakeholders through, basically, through communication and 

negotiation processes to determine that width. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So I am just wanting to get to a question that Dr Mitchell 15 

asked of the two previous witnesses, and that is to get to the nub of 

Transpower’s concern about Orion’s submission.  As I read the NPS it 

does not mention a specific width at all.  The concern appears rather to 

be Orion’s reliance on Transpower’s evidence rather than Orion’s 

reliance on the NPS per se.  Would that be fair? 20 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Transpower’s, I mean the corridor width and yard width 

were determined basically by engineering, planning requirements.  It is 

Transpower’s bottom line regards a 12 metre corridor width that we 

can manage the effects to an extent that is reasonably reasonable.  We 25 

do that with the support of the NPS. 

 

SJH:   Ms Appleyard, will you put the question again and perhaps this time you 

would answer it Mr Campbell. 

 30 

MS APPLEYARD:  Yes.  The concern, so we have got a situation where Orion 

and Transpower have both asked for the same number effectively, and 

Transpower’s concerned with that, and its concerned that Orion are 

relying on the NPS. The NPS does not mention the 12 metres, so is 

Transpower’s concern more that Orion is relying on its evidence to 35 

justify the 12 metre number rather than reliance on the NPS? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, that is a fair statement. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  So the concern is the comparison that Orion has made 40 

between its physical assets and Transpower’s physical assets, is that 

what it comes down to? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: There is a delineation, yes, that Transpower’s assets. 

Voltage from 100 to 220 to 350 has those minimum widths have been 45 
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determined based on those assets, Orion’s asset bases is a different size 

and scale. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  So how can Transpower have a concern about the assets 

which are the same, and in particular the ones that have had a physical 5 

transfer of ownership? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   In relation to the 66 kV network? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 10 

 

MR CAMPBELL: Which obviously was the Transpower assets being 

transferred. The corridor was there, bundled up with 100 kV, so 

minimum width of 12 metres. 

 15 

  [11.55 am] 

 

 Approached by Orion, I guess it is just a matter of the 12 metre setback, 

is it applicable for the entire line or part of the line, urban 

environmental existing under build.  It is fair to say that if Transpower 20 

still had those assets we would pursue a 12 metre corridor.  

 

MS APPLEYARD:  So when the transfer of these assets occurs, there is no 

physical change to the asset, is there? 

 25 

MR CAMPBELL:   No.  Not from a certainly from an operational perspective 

there is, but from the physical perspective there isn’t. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   In paragraph 31 you talk about some experience you have 

had in other District Plan contexts with distribution companies, what 30 

relevance is it to this hearing what the position of Unison and Powerco 

have been in Whanganui and Whangarei? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: This is drawing attention to the fact that distribution 

networks have not been relying on the NPS or the same rule framework 35 

or policy framework that Transpower has as the national grid.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Are you aware of other examples, other than the ones you 

have given in paragraph 31? 

 40 

MR CAMPBELL:   No, not off the top of my head, no.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Were you not aware of the example in Plan Change 5 to 

this particular City Plan in the Awatea case? 

 45 

MR CAMPBELL:  Sorry, yes, I am aware of Awatea plan change. 
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MS APPLEYARD:  So when we talk about the relevance of what other power 

companies have done, would you agree that would be relevant, would 

be the strategic importance of the assets in those districts? 

 5 

MR CAMPBELL:   Sorry? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  The strategic importance of the particular lines we are 

talking about in those districts, would that be relevant to a power 

company’s position? 10 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes.   

 

MS APPLEYARD:  What, the size of the distribution lines we were talking 

about and the number of customers they are serving, would that be 15 

relevant? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  I can’t speak for a distribution network, but from a national 

grid perspective assets linear, yes, we service cities and the country as a 

whole.   20 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  I am talking about these other power companies, what 

would be relevant.  So would it also be relevant as to whether or not the 

particular district was seeking to recover from the effects of devastating 

earthquakes, would that be relevant? 25 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  It would be likely to be reasonably significant strategic 

assets in that regard. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  And it would also be relevant what the relevant Regional 30 

Policy Statement said about strategic infrastructure.  Would that not 

also be relevant? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, it would be.   

 35 

MS APPLEYARD:   Do you know why Transpower didn’t lodge a submission 

opposing Orion on the Awatea Plan Change? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: I am not aware of why we didn’t oppose it. My 

understanding the Awatea Plan Change is that that was a plan change 40 

that electricity transmission line corridors have gone through from 32 

metres in width with restrictions on land use, as a one off so to speak. 

However, the rest of the operative plan there were no corridor 

provisions. 

 45 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you.  I have no further questions. 
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SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:  Thank you, Mr Campbell.  I can’t see any evidence that we 

have been provided, so I am interested in understanding the types and 5 

location and voltage of Transpower’s assets within Christchurch. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Okay.  That is covered in Mr Noble’s evidence.  

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, well I will ask him then. 10 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   But I can summarise the assets type, it is we have 110 and 

220 kV network through the district, and some 66 kV. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Have we been provided any plans for those? 15 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   I believe it is in Mr Noble’s evidence.  

 

MS DAWSON:  Will you retain some 66 kV network following these transfers 

to Orion? 20 

 

  [12.00 pm] 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Yes, we have, we have the Islington Southbrook A line, 

which heads north through the rural environment. 25 

 

MS DAWSON:  In paragraph 19 of your evidence you talked about the review 

that Transpower undertook of the provisions that it was looking to seek 

in city and district plans like this one, and you talk about the workshops 

and the review that was undertaken of corridor widths by Transpower 30 

engineers. Should I be looking to Mr Noble’s evidence for more 

detailed information about that? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: Mr Noble’s evidence covers the engineering constraints 

about conductor swing, audible noise, electric field, magnetic field 35 

clearances, tower types and structures. From a planning and 

environmental perspective we looked at it from a – we had then a 

graduated corridor, it was a 12 metre red zone either side of the 

centreline, then an orange zone that went from 12 metres to 32 metres, 

which was like a management zone which required resource consents, 40 

and then we had the wider green corridor which went out to, in some 

instances, 37-39 metres, which is more of an advisory compliance of 

DCP34.  

 

 So in those days we had up to a 64 metre wide corridor and that was the 45 

position we started with and as a result of basically a lot of opposition 
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from Council’s, landowners, farmers, we went through this evolution of 

refining that process down to let’s remove a graduated corridor with 

different levels of consenting to what’s the bare minimum we can 

actually live with in the corridor and so we put restrictions on sensitive 

activities and more or less everything else can be permitted. So we’ve 5 

gone down to the narrowest corridor we can within trying to ensure we 

can operate our asset and keep people safe at the same time. 

 

MS DAWSON:  Well, I will ask Mr Noble about the sort of engineering basis 

for that work, but you will have heard the questions that have been 10 

asked of the Orion witnesses about the differences in corridor widths in 

terms of heights of towers and swing widths and maybe the voltage of 

the various conductors. Did your review look at those sorts of 

differences because in the end you’ve ended up with one number 

irrespective of the scale of your asset? 15 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Correct, yes. That is covered in Mr Noble’s evidence. We 

had to average things out, so we bundled 66 with 110 kV and then 

220 kV with the 110 kV network and the length or width of the cross-

arms, where conductors sit in the normal operating conditions, and that 20 

12 metres determined that we could contain all our assets within that 

restricted corridor, including pole structures as well. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So does that mean if you’ve averaged it out that it’s wider 

than might be necessary for a pole network, for example, because I note 25 

that you do have some pole networks. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  We do have some pole networks at 66 and 110 kV, I 

believe we reduced the corridor, in some instances, to 10 metres to 

cover for those and then a 10 metre radius around the pole. It’s a 30 

restricted area as opposed to 12. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So through the rules that you’re proposing for this plan, that 

would need to be done through the resource consent process if someone 

wanted to come in closer than the 12 metres? 35 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Correct, yes, if they wanted to apply for a sensitive activity 

in a residential dwelling, or under built or extend their house with more 

habitable rooms, then yes, they would treat it as non-complying - - - 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   And it would be non-complying, yes. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   It would be non-complying, yes. In the urban environment, 

at the same time, it would be permitted with regards to non-sensitive 

activities such as garages and sheds and things like that. 45 
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MS DAWSON:   Well, the rule provides for that. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON: So as with the other questions, for Christchurch, has 5 

Transpower worked out the area affected and the number of properties 

that will be affected by these rules? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Not through our planning evidence. It’s a bit – what we’ve 

done is, through the corridor implementation, or through the policy, 10 

sorry, we have tried to look at where an existing urban environment 

with our lines are in – which, in most cases we aren’t in Christchurch, 

it’s rural or industrial, it’s not commercial, so it’s all rural at this stage, 

so the intention is that we should be able to design around the lines for 

any future urban growth, around those for Christchurch specific. So we 15 

actually don’t have an urban under built issue in Christchurch for 

Transpower’s assets.  

 

  [12.05 pm] 

 20 

MS DAWSON:   So the rules apply through like the residential suburban zones 

and the other normal residential zones. Are you saying that you do not 

actually have any assets in those zones, in established residential areas 

at the moment? 

 25 

MR CAMPBELL: I just have to check but there may be some small sections 

around the substations, but the current asset structures that we own – 

sorry, I am still thinking this is kV, we do have two 20 kV assets which 

are in the residential environment. 

 30 

MS DAWSON:   Albeit small. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, they are small sections, yes.  My apologies, I was still 

thinking 66. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:   Right, thank you very much.  

 

SJH:   Mr Sax. 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, good morning Mr Campbell, just a few questions thanks.  Just 40 

the first one is the comment that the national grid would rather have 

buildings that do not compromise and so on, so I am referring to 25 

which would imply that the preference would be, where possible, for 

the line network to go in the road reserve.  Is that correct? 

 45 

MR CAMPBELL:  Paragraph 25? 
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MR SAX:   Yes. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  Yes, when we look in a greenfield residential development, 

we are quite happy to work with developers and they can build their 5 

roading network, their backyards with infrastructure facilities within 

the corridor itself to utilise it. Open space, planning as well, open space 

recreation, passive, active, as well as your roading infrastructure and 

the like, we have encouraged developers to utilise the corridor.  

 10 

MR SAX:  And the key drivers for that policy, it sounds a good policy, what 

are the key drivers, in terms of what I am thinking. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  The key drivers are that we are trying to – we acknowledge 

that we have a corridor which imposes restrictions on landowners, 15 

however, the view is that width through NPS to give effect, we are 

trying to control or restrict sensitive activities within that corridor 

which are the residential type activities. 

 

 Other activities we want to be more permissive, so if you site your 20 

house platform subdivision stage outside the corridor, we are quite 

happy to use the rest of the property for any other purpose which will 

not have a detrimental effect so the land is still used, whether it is for 

farming or residential purposes. 

 25 

MR SAX:  Is that a new policy or concept or idea that Transpower’s 

employing, when did that policy come into being, do you know? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: It was basically through the NPS, Policy 11, that is us 

giving effect to the NPS. 30 

 

MR SAX:  The issue of servicing and hence, firstly, in terms of widths, am I 

correct that virtually all HP 220, 110 et cetera is serviced irregularly 

these days.  Is it a rare occasion that servicing is done from the ground? 

 35 

MR CAMPBELL:   I believe that is covered in Mr Noble’s evidence as well, 

but maintenance activities, we still require access to reach tower for 

physical works, for inspection of the line, we do a lot of griddage work 

and foundation work which is replacement work so we actually replace 

the foundations on towers with detailed strengthening, so we replace 40 

steel parts in towers, we replace insulators which requires part of the 

material to go to that tower to hang insulators. They also do aerial work 

as well, but that is probably more for the reconductoring phase of a 

project. So we still require physical access to every tower where 

practicable. 45 
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MR SAX: So leaving safety issues alone, what is the physical width 

realistically required for servicing to get to a tower, to inspect the pace 

conductors if they were going to be done from the ground, what would 

you think is physically needed from that aspect? 

 5 

MR CAMPBELL:  What we request and through the District Plan process, is a 

12 metre setback around each structure, from the outer edge of each 

foundation, so we can get mobile plant, drilling rigs, concrete 

machines, piling rigs, whatever the case may be, a crane around the site 

to work with any impediments like basically structures, also within 10 

span by span, we are trying to ensure that the span is not built out so 

when we reconductor it, I mean, if the lines do drop and then we 

reconductor, so anything that is under the line is going to be impacted, 

and for sensitive activities we also look at obviously houses, not being 

appropriate, but intensive work places, like in the rural community for 15 

example, a dairy shed, will have a major impact on that owner if we 

come in and say you cannot operate in this area, it is a restricted zone, 

while we do our work for reconductoring, so it is a massive impact on 

their business and livelihood, so we are trying to say, best practice, best 

planning, which if those buildings and structures are outside the yard, 20 

they are still using the corridor outside the yard, so we can ensure our 

effects, our activities don’t affect you and vice versa, their activities 

don’t affect us. 

 

  [12.10 pm] 25 

 

MR SAX:   A question, and maybe Mr Noble if it is technical, but my question 

to you is in terms of principle.  If you have two towers at a fixed 

distance, at a fixed conductor at 220, 110, 66 kVa, is not the 

engineering for swing angles consistent for every circumstance of those 30 

two towers at two fixed points, so therefore, my question is would it 

not be more appropriate for Transpower to codify or set standards of 

those distances rather than the never, never process that I hear often 

happens. We have heard from Mr Watson, it may be a relatively simple 

conductor, four months, sometimes I am aware it has been years before 35 

a decision is reached by Transpower. 

 

 Why could it not be codified and make things very simple for 

Transpower and for the community? 

 40 

MR CAMPBELL:  Certainly a good question for Mr Noble. The conductor 

swing is not assessed as part of the 12 metre wide corridor, the 

conductor swing is the one that goes right out – sorry, the yard goes out 

to the corridor width of 32 to 37 to 39 metres. And we are not 

restricting that, so we are just saying where the conductor is an 45 

everyday normal operating conditions having straight down outswing, 
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that is what we are trying to restrict, which is the 12 metre centre line 

minimum width.  

 

MR SAX:  I understand that but as a principle, do you not think as a good 

corporate citizen, it would be a good idea if Transpower took that 5 

responsibility and made it clear as an addendum or extending electricity 

reads or however it is, so that is clear for everybody. Because that is a 

major difficulty we understand?  

 

MR CAMPBELL:  We work within the parameters we can which is, in this 10 

case, the NPS and to the District Plan Change process, it could be in the 

future, I agree the next step would probably be a regulation which 

could just simplify that, but that is a future aspiration, I guess. 

 

MR SAX:  So just for the help of ourselves if we looked at the electricity reads, 15 

leave all these complexities of sag and swing and so on, but straight 

separation, horizontal or separation distance for say, a 33 kVA 

conductor, what is it? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   I have no idea, sorry. 20 

 

MR SAX:  I will give Mr Noble the question.  No further questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell. 

 25 

DR MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr Chairman. Good afternoon Mr Campbell.  

Can I just be really clear why Transpower cares about rules that enable 

Orion to get on with its business in a way that it is seeking to do? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: I guess what we have worked through with our stakeholders 30 

over many years is through basically – I think we have had 22 appeals 

to the Environment Court which we have settled, we are just trying to 

reach agreement with the key stakeholders, Federated Farmers for New 

Zealand, the general public, Council, planning officers on what is an 

appropriate buffer corridor, and so we have had to do a lot of work on 35 

determining what that is based on evidence, justification for 

engineering principles, and it puts, and I guess it puts at risk that 

restriction which other stakeholders have worked with us on and agreed 

to is now going to be blanketly imposed on distribution networks 

around the country as well.   40 

 

DR MITCHELL:  Why does Transpower care about that? 

 

MR CAMPBELL: We have got to that point through working through 

implementing policy 10 and 11 of the NPS, and it comes down to – 45 

these provisions potentially could be the provisions we require or 
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request through a plan change process, may become diluted or more 

restrictive, if it becomes combined with a distribution networks rule set 

network as well trying to, the Council is trying to simplify things, have 

one rule for all, and it may be that we are compromised or the 

distribution network is compromised. 5 

 

DR MITCHELL: When Ms Appleyard asked you, you said it was about effects 

but from that answer it is actually, if I boil it down to tin tacks, it is that 

you have got an NPS and no-one else has.  Is that not the position? 

 10 

  [12.15 pm] 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   We do have an NPS which obviously gives some primacy 

and it gives us a clear policy framework to work within to build a rule 

framework which meets those projected policies, which is fundamental 15 

to what we do. And also our 12 metre corridor is based on assets, not 

something at a lower voltage of 33 or 11 kV which, you know, we do 

not know what those corridor bits should be. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, but what is the value to Canterbury of the national 20 

grid if there is not a robust localised distribution network? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   It is imperative that both networks are robust. I mean the 

distribution network relies on us supplying a reliable and secure supply. 

Hence we request these corridor provisions to protect our network and 25 

obviously the distribution network is providing, you know, all the 

customers in the Canterbury region. They are both locally, regionally 

and for us, nationally significant. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I just want to ask then just several questions about the 30 

National Policy Statement and I want to ask it to you with you wearing 

two hats. I see from your evidence that you have got planning 

qualifications and experience and also in the role that you have as the 

strategy manager for Transpower. But can we have policies 10 and 11 

up please? You have said in answer to the questions and in your written 35 

brief about Transpower giving effect to the NPS but it is not 

Transpower that has to give effect to it is it, is it is decision makers? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Correct, sir. 

 40 

DR MITCHELL:   Transpower can express its view and provide information 

and turn up to hearings and present evidence and legal submissions and 

so forth but it is up to decision makers to determine what is appropriate 

in the circumstances. Do you agree with that? 

 45 
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MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, that is policy 2 and 10 of the NPS is the primary 

policy I guess in that regard. And then policy 11, obviously the Council 

is working with us on, you know, what is an appropriate buffer 

corridor. 

 5 

DR MITCHELL:   In answer to the questions previously about saying a 33 kV 

line is different potentially from a 66 and a 110 and 220. What section 

32 analysis has Transpower done for this hearing that supports the 

blanket 12 metre corridor for everything ranging from 66 to 220, rather 

than a line specific standard that applies to each in assessing the costs 10 

and benefits of those various alternatives? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   For this hearing, firstly there is the NPS with its section 32 

analysis through the board of inquiry process. 

 15 

DR MITCHELL:   A) that is not before us and B) there is nothing in the NPS 

that refers to any distance whatsoever. It all talks about 

appropriateness. There are no numbers in the NPS at all. None. 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   No, there is not. 20 

 

DR MITCHELL:   What section 32 analysis do we have to justify 12 versus 

any other number versus why there is not a sliding scale from 220 

through to 66 which is exactly the criticism that Transpower is 

levelling at Orion? 25 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   We do have economic evidence but we do not have a 

separate section 32 analysis. The Councils have done their section 32 

analysis but we have not done a separate one for this hearing. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   Right. Just finally, there are a number of areas I think where 

you have said, and I have seen them myself, where the 22 kV line in 

Christchurch goes through residential areas. Did the lines in those 

circumstances fully comply with current regulations in relation to 

separation from dwellings and all those sorts of things? 35 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   The rule framework we have is that existing urban under 

build areas versus greenfield urban. So where there are always existing 

lines in an urban environment we generally already have under build. 

 40 

DR MITCHELL:   No, sorry, I accept that. Maybe I should rephrase my 

question. Leaving aside that there is a different standard that applies in 

those circumstances but in terms of, for example, EMF separation 

distance using that as a for instance, do those existing lines in 

residential areas comply with that standard? 45 
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MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, we comply with the electricity regulations and 

statutes which combine with – yeah - for EF and MF levels, audible 

noise, comply with district plans. 

 

  [12.20 pm] 5 

 

 None of our corridors are protected by way of easement or designation, 

well, for the most part, 90 percent of them aren’t.  So, yes, we have to 

comply with the regulations for clearances and the like for operating 

the lines. 10 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  Thank you, Mr Chairman, I have no 

further questions. 

 

SJH:   Mr Campbell, I take it there is no objection in principle to Orion having 15 

protection, the more limited protection they now seek? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   I think in principle if you had to pick - - - 

 

SJH:   Well, let me put it differently, having protection? 20 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Yes, I think having protection that is appropriate to their 

network. 

 

SJH:   And the concern you expressed was that by having a single rule and 25 

riding off Transpower’s and the national policy statement coattails it 

could dilute your position? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   Potentially, yes, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   If it is in a separate rule does that take care of your concerns? 

 

MR CAMPBELL:   A separate rule framework certainly separates the National 

Grid from Orion’s network.  However, I guess the concern we still have 

is that those rules really were developed over time for Transpower’s 35 

assets in relation to the effects that our assets have and to just blanket 

cut and paste and put onto another network. 

 

SJH:   I wasn’t talking about a blanket cut and paste, I was talking about a 

separate rule tailored to Orion and made plain that that is its limitation? 40 

 

MR CAMPBELL:  There certainly is merit in that and I certainly, you know, 

from a 66 kV network which was our X (ph 1.55) asset, that is our 

largest steel lattice tower.  With regards to small poles on streets I am 

not too sure, that is a matter for the Panel. 45 
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SJH:   You see I have to say that given what we have to grapple with in this 

plan of much greater magnitude than this, this really reminds me of a 

sandpit scrap at the kindergarten and it should have been sorted out 

long before it got here. That is my comment, it is not a question.  

Ms Appleyard, anything arising from the Panel’s questions? 5 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Beatson? 

 10 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   I hope there is some talk at lunchtime.  Thank you, Mr Campbell. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [12.22 pm] 15 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you, Mr Beatson. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir, the next witness if Mr Noble. 

 20 

SJH:   There is a statement of evidence and a rebuttal statement? 

 

MR BEATSON:   That is correct, sir, 20 March and 25 March. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 25 

 

<ROY JOHN CLEMENT NOBLE, sworn [12.23 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [12.23 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   Is your full name Roy John Clement Noble? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, it is. 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you have the qualifications and experience you have set 

out in your evidence-in-chief in appendix A to that evidence? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, it is, yes. 10 

 

MR BEATSON:   You have prepared evidence-in-chief and rebuttal evidence 

dated 20 March 2015 and 25 March 2015 respectively? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 15 

 

MR BEATSON:   Do you confirm that the contents of those statements are true 

and correct to the best of your knowledge? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, I do. 20 

 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you.  Now, the Panel may recall that at the earlier part 

of this hearing where Mr Noble gave evidence when I indicated that he 

has a speech impediment. 

 25 

SJH:   Yes, we understand that. 

 

MR BEATSON:   He is not good at reading out the written text but he is fine 

answering questions and last time I was granted leave to read his 

summary statement. 30 

 

SJH:   Yes, by all means, Mr Beatson. 

 

MR BEATSON:  Thank you, sir. This is the summary of evidence for 

Mr Noble. 35 

 

SJH:   You have seen that and confirm it, Mr Noble? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, correct, thank you. 

 40 

MR BEATSON:  He says, “My evidence in relation to chapter 14 discusses the 

practical reasons for protecting the National Grid from inappropriate 

development but also discusses the technical basis for the corridor 

Transpower seeks around National Grid lines in order to give effect to 

the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission. 45 
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  [12.25 pm] 

 

 “The activities of landowners and occupiers can have adverse effects 

on the National Grid if they are not managed appropriately nor 

developed in a manner that takes the existence of the lines into account.  5 

Potential effects include health and safety risks and effects and 

constraints on the effective operation, maintenance, upgrade and 

development of the National Grid.   

 

 “The risks to people and property and the impacts of their activities on 10 

the grid can be managed primarily through setbacks from National Grid 

lines.  Corridors or setbacks have been calculated based on the type and 

scale of assets that Transpower has taking into account the extent that a 

line is already compromised by existing under-build.  The main 

determining factor for the corridor width has been the everyday wind 15 

conductor position, the corridor for land use restrictions coincides with 

the everyday wind conductor position for the 95th percentile span.   

 

 “This analysis resulted in the identification of a 12 metre National Grid 

yard that would apply to land use for towers and a wider corridor for 20 

subdivision ranging from 32 to 39 metres at the side the centreline.  A 

12 metre National Grid yard either side of the centreline is calculated as 

the distance from the centreline between the support structures to the 

point where the conductor would swing under everyday wind 

conductor conditions.  These are the conditions when maintenance may 25 

be carried out as work is not generally undertaken during high wind 

conditions.  

 

 “Structures and activities within the 12 metre National Grid yard either 

side of the centreline are effectively directly under the conductors 30 

under low winds.  The corridors are based on the existing assets and 

have not been sized to provide for major rebuilds or new lines.  The 

corridors that Transpower has requested are not the ideal, they are a 

pragmatic position based on the minimum area necessary to enable 

Transpower to carry out work on the lines but also recognising the 35 

reasonable needs of landowners and occupiers. 

 

 “By contrast for new build assets Transpower would seek to designate 

a clear corridor that generally coincided with the maximum wind 

conductor position of the line or a greater area particularly where there 40 

is a risk of trees falling and damaging a line.  Recent new build 

corridors have ranged from 50 to 130 metres. 

 

 “Transpower is in the process of rationalising its asset base.  The 

primary purpose of this process is to divest assets to distribution 45 

companies that are defined as spurs or subtransmission to allow 
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Transpower to focus on its main purpose the interconnected grid and 

the national security of supply. 

 

 “I am concerned that Orion has put forward Transpower’s national 

policy statement on electricity transmission corridor as being one size 5 

fits all so as to be applied to Orion’s overhead 33 kV and 66 kV lines 

and an 11 kV line. Orion’s assets are quite different from Transpower’s 

assets both in terms of physical attributes and location.  Allowing the 

same corridors to be applied to Orion’s lines as Transpower seeks 

would not follow the same principles as those applied by Transpower 10 

in arriving at its requested corridor.” 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Appleyard? 

 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [12.28 pm] 15 

 

MS APPLEYARD: Thank you. I just want to start by asking you some 

questions about paragraph 11 of your evidence and that is about the 

assets that Transpower has transferred to Orion. 

 20 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Have you got a copy of exhibit 18 available? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, I do. 25 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Thank you. So you talk about a transfer which has already 

occurred of the Islington-Papanui A and B lines and the Papanui 

substation, B the Islington-Springston A line and the Bromley 

substation, can you identify for me on Mr Watson’s photographs which 30 

assets we are talking about. 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, I can actually. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you. 35 

 

MR NOBLE:   The Islington-Springston is the, as I see it - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Sorry, so that is the – sorry. 

 40 

MR NOBLE:   Sorry, Islington-Springston because it is in - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   B, yes. 

 

MR NOBLE:   So in order of the pictures that is all. 45 
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MS APPLEYARD:   Okay, actually if you want to do that, I am happy for you 

to do it - - - 

 

MR NOBLE:   It is easiest - - - 

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - whichever way, thank you. 

 

MR NOBLE:   So item B is the towers in the bottom left hand corner. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   The approximately 35 metre high one? 10 

 

MR NOBLE:   Correct. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you.  So that is 11B, can we put that on the – thank 

you. 15 

 

MR NOBLE:   And the item A and also the Addington-Islington, which have 

just been sold, are similar to the ones or they are ones – I am unsure 

whether it is Islington-Papanui or Addington-Islington because they are 

almost the same is actually the second picture on the left. 20 

 

  [12.30 pm] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Thank you, and what about Bromley? 

 25 

MR NOBLE:   Bromley sub is not on there, because it is actually a sub - - -  

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay, it is a substation, sorry. And 12, so we have done 

Addington, Islington, the other one is a substation. Thank you. So I 

take it to state the obvious that when this transfer occurred on 1 April, 30 

there is no physical change to the assets, is there? 

 

MR NOBLE:   That is correct. 

 

MS APPLEYARD: So taking you to paragraph 15 through to 23 of your 35 

evidence, and how you have calculated the width of 12 metres, how 

you have come up with your 12 metres, the rationale that you have 

helpfully set out there in physical terms would also apply to these 

transferred Orion assets, in particular the 66kv, would it not? 

 40 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   In particular, the rest of your evidence, paragraphs 24 

effectively, which deals with risks of electric shocks, earth potential 

rise, step and touch voltages, I am not going to read the whole lot, but 45 

the remainder of your evidence in physical terms would also be the 
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same reasons that would apply to these assets once transferred, would 

they not? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, that is right. 

 5 

MS APPLEYARD:   The question that I asked Mr Campbell before about what 

Transpower’s concern is, is it really, if I can put it colloquially, 

freeloading on your evidence? Is that really the concern? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Freeloading on the evidence, when you bring in 11kv and - - -  10 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Can we just stick with the 66 for the moment? So what is 

your concern about 66, given all the concerns you have outlined in all 

your evidence, and there is no change to the physical assets, what is the 

concern? 15 

 

MR NOBLE:  The 12 is calculated on a statistical basis across the 220, and 110 

and also 66, so therefore it is, you could effectively say, in terms of 

Transpower, it is a one-size fits all, for practically all the voltages. The 

difference between a 66 and 110 is probably the difference between 10 20 

versus 10.5, very, very small, the 220, given it’s a primary population 

in the Christchurch area for Transpower, typically drives the 12. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So understanding the primary concern about the NPS and 

just putting that aside for the moment, but your steps you have gone to 25 

highlight the difference between Orion’s assets, and the question that 

Sir John asked of Mr Campbell about the rule, would Transpower be 

happy with a separate rule for Orion that distinguished between the 

66kv assets and the 33kv and the 11kv? Would that satisfy the 

fundamental concerns of Transpower? 30 

 

MR NOBLE:  The 12, even for a 66kv with the very short spans, and the short 

towers and small swing and tight tensions, is probably a bit over the top 

for those. Once again, as I said, Transpower created a value that 

covered everything, so the 12, in terms of Orion’s case, it could be 10, 35 

whatever. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   But a differentiation between 66kv and the others, 33kv, 

the assets that were transferred in the other, would that go some way 

towards meeting Transpower’s fundamental concerns? 40 

 

MR NOBLE:   It could do, but I would still favour a calculation being done to 

confirm the 12 to those assets, and it should be a reasonably easy 

calculation. 

 45 

MS APPLEYARD:   And is something you are prepared to do with Orion? 
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MR NOBLE:   We are helping, yes. We will help them that way. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I have no further questions, thank you. 

 5 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson. 

 

MS DAWSON:  I just want to make sure that we do have sufficient 

information for what section 32 evaluation panel might need to do for 

the changes that Transpower’s seeking. I will ask Ms McCloud about 10 

this, but in your evidence, the process that was followed by Transpower 

to come to the 12 metre is set out in paragraphs 17 to 23 of your 

evidence. 

 

  [12.35 pm] 15 

 

MR NOBLE:   Correct. 

 

MS DAWSON:  That is correct, and I think you might refer to it a bit further 

later on as well, all right, so we can take that bit. That is the summary 20 

of the process that Transpower went through. You have been providing 

that information, and perhaps even more, to each of the Councils 

around the country that you have been going to and talking about what 

provisions they made into their plan. 

 25 

MR NOBLE: Correct, and that is particularly relevant when we talk 

subdivisions, because that does vary between 110, 220. 

 

MS DAWSON:  Are you familiar with the Council’s section 32 assessment 

that they have done for the provisions that they put into the proposed 30 

plan? 

 

MR NOBLE:   No. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So you do not know whether they have taken on board the 35 

information you provided and how they have used that? 

 

MR NOBLE:   That is a planning question. I could not answer that. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you very much, I think that is all, thank you 40 

very much, Mr Noble. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Sax. 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, good morning, Mr Noble. One of the questions I have, thanks, 45 

and the first one would relate to 15 of your submissions and in 
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particular, I would like some explanation on maximum swing of 

conductor and how this relates to the 50 metre to 130 metre issues that 

have been agreed with certain corridors. If you can just take us back 

from a technical point of view, if you have got a conductor without 

swinging, in terms of the electricity standards, what is the horizontal 5 

separation distance you need from that conductor if it is, say, a 33 kVa? 

 

MR NOBLE:  It is probably best to define it by cross distance, so where the 

outer phrase is from the centre point of the structure. For a 33 kV line, 

that is not an area I am an expert in, but I am guessing based on what 10 

we go for 66, it would be in the order of two and a half metres. 

 

MR SAX:   Right, we have heard from Mr Watson that it sounds like quite a 

complex job to calculate swing. If you have a fixed spacing, a fixed 

kVa line, what is so difficult about those calculations? I am trying to 15 

understanding why it takes four months, and sometimes like years. 

 

MR NOBLE:   That is a very good question. It is a reasonably technical and 

complex kind of calculation, because the actual spacing is not the 

constraining factor. It is actually the tension that is in the conductor and 20 

the sag that the conductor is at, because when the wind blows on the 

conductor, it actually blows out. When it is tight, it only blows out a 

small distance and if it is not tight, it will blow out quite a bit. So it is 

actually the tension part of the calculation that is the tough bit. There 

also though the huge variance in both distribution and transmission in 25 

terms of structure types, as in, that every tower is not actually the same. 

Every pole is not actually the same, so there is a lot of variance there.  

 

 Transpower has been very fortunate in being able to calculate those 

distances in terms of our assets. That we have been working through a 30 

programme of aerial survey since year 2000, and we have flown and 

got three-dimensional models of about 88 percent of our assets, so we 

can do that calculation reasonably quickly and actually have been able 

to. When it comes to distribution, span distance tension, asset records, 

that I can see that they might not actually have that detail that 35 

Transpower has. 

 

MR SAX:  My question is the main issues I believe we are talking about are on 

the width of corridors and requirements on really separation. The 

reason for the separation is two key things, is it not number one: how 40 

far apart the towers are, or poles are as the primary one. Secondly, how 

high they are. So if we go to the notion that really what we are talking 

about is a piece of aerial space in three dimensions, is that not the key 

starting point in determining what we are trying to protect? 

45 
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  [12.40 pm] 

 

MR NOBLE:   No, I am sorry, I don’t agree with that.  The area we are trying 

to protect in terms of Transpower is the actual envelope that is 

transferred to the ground vertically of where the conductor would be 5 

when we were undertaking works, whether it be maintenance, 

upgrading or replacement.  So it is actually the defined safe working 

area whether we can actually take out conductors, we can work above 

things, whereby we don’t have things in our way where we can drop 

conductors, where over time and aging they could drop, where property 10 

owners could do things like putting up aerials which actually slows us 

up. 

 

MR SAX:  So in terms of the working requirements under a conductor or a 

tower are we therefore talking four metres, eight metres? We are 15 

certainly not talking about great distances, are we, in terms of locating 

machinery?  You are going to do ground service or maintenance? 

 

MR NOBLE: In terms of replacement of conductors, you have got to 

remember we are taking out something that could weigh 2.5 tonne, and 20 

to actually be able to get rid of the hazards of potentially dropping that, 

or being able to even pull it out under the right tension because we have 

to drop off the tension to pull it out, we often struggle being able to do 

that.  So that then pushes us into where we can’t upgrade we have to 

then build other assets.  So the whole primary driver of this is to try and 25 

get the best of the assets that are there today into the future. 

 

MR SAX:  So if I look at photo 6 as an example of a reconfigured Onehunga 

inland port where there appears to be a considerable distance between 

the towers, if one inserted a further tower within that swing, a lot of the 30 

concerns of risk, safety, contact in this case, just simply wouldn’t occur 

because you would have the ability to mitigate the position and help 

protect safety by increasing the height of conductors? 

 

MR NOBLE:  No.  Sorry, that is incorrect.  No.  By adding a tower in there it 35 

will only change the defined corridor of working. Maybe if I added one 

in the half span by 0.5, 0.8 of a metre, to raise the conductors, yes, it 

will give extra working space under it, but it actually still creates 

problems with Transpower when it has to come back and change out 

the spacers, change out insulators, change out conductors.  We have to 40 

then clear that area. 

 

MR SAX:   Conduct with the conductor surely though is a function of being 

able to reach it, and if forklifts or equipment working under it, if the 

conductors are seven or eight metres higher, that’s a radically different 45 

position, it is not?  Isn’t that the main - - -  
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MR NOBLE:  These conductors in this position were virtually higher than that.  

When you are talking about contact with the conductor, I am kind of 

turning that around the other way and saying when Transpower 

undertakes it works there is a risk that the conductor could contact the 5 

infrastructure under it. 

 

MR SAX:  In terms of maintenance, just ballpark percentages, how much 

maintenance on the 220s, 110, would be done live and done aerial? 

 10 

MR NOBLE:   Okay. 

 

MR SAX:   In other words, is there much done at all on the ground? 

 

MR NOBLE:  Yes, there is quite a bit on the ground.  We patrol our assets 15 

twice per year, ie you have to drive to them, you have to then drive 

around them, so we have to be able to get to them twice a year.  We do 

a condition assessment once every four which is actually driving to the 

tower, climbing it, climbing all over it, checking out the condition.  

Things like replacing conductors, once every four years, replacing 20 

insulators once every 25 years, that sort of arrangement.   

 

 But especially in terms of Christchurch, you know, 220 is our primary 

asset, and it is quite important to Transpower. 

 25 

  [12.45 pm] 

 

MR SAX:   So my question was, just trying to get a feel of the percentages of 

area, is it 95 percent aerial or five percent aerial? 

 30 

MR NOBLE:   Sorry, sir.  Aerial as in the maintenance by chopper, is that what 

you are talking about? 

 

SJH:   And live lines. 

 35 

MR NOBLE:   Okay.  Aerial in terms of choppers, we would probably do two 

percent, very, very small.  The chopper is only good for putting people 

on the conductor.  You will find in Christchurch, that we cannot 

actually put choppers out because of Christchurch Airport, so that 

actually holds us back. 40 

 

 In terms of energised work, placing insulators, et cetera, my best guess 

from my time on these assets would be 30 percent energised.  However, 

we are being pushed by Work and Safety to drop that back, because the 

risk of energised work is (INDISTINCT 1.10) worse than taking 45 

outages and actually undertaking the works. 
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MR SAX:   In terms of existing, do you have situations that you are aware of 

through Christchurch where the electrical radiation or magnetic 

radiation exceeds national guidelines for residential? 

 5 

MR NOBLE:   Not at all, no.  We are well below the guidelines.   

 

MR SAX:   No further questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 10 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir.  Good afternoon Mr Noble. 

 

MR NOBLE:   Good afternoon. 

 15 

DR MITCHELL:   I think I have only got one or two questions.  I am not sure 

what the technical term – you used the term but I am not quite sure 

what it is, but the maximum distance between the arms of the various 

types of tower.  Just for the 66, 110 and the 220. 

 20 

MR NOBLE:   Yes.   

 

DR MITCHELL:   What are those numbers please? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Okay, they vary between towers and tower types and structure 25 

types, but in general I will just throw out some rough ones.  Do not 

hang me on it, because they are pretty well there, but you know.  I 

would be guessing that 33 kV as I talked about was about two and half, 

66 kV about four metres, 110 kV would be about five metres, and 220 

kV would be seven and a half to eight metres.  That is just the cross 30 

arm distance. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Is that from the centre line? 

 

MR NOBLE:   From the centre corridor- - - 35 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So the total width would be double that? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, that is one side. 

 40 

DR MITCHELL:   One side so double that.  

 

MR NOBLE:   So from the corridor. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   The corridor numbers, the 12 metres that you have been 45 

referring to, or that the other Transpower witnesses that comparing - - - 
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MR NOBLE:   They are all off to one side as well. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   One side as well. 

 5 

MR NOBLE:   Correct. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So we can see a 12 to those numbers? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes, correct.   10 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So putting 33 to one side for a moment, a 220 kV line is 

approximately twice as wide as a 66, give or take - - - 

 

MR NOBLE:   Correct. 15 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - for versus seven and half, you said they were plus or 

minus a bit. 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 20 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So how do you get from that point of view to a 12 metre 

corridor one size fits all, there must be some factor - - - 

 

MR NOBLE:   Okay. 25 

 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - you said it is an unders and overs thing - - - 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   - - - but it still has got to be suitable for the biggest one, 

doesn’t it? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Yes. 

 35 

DR MITCHELL:   Doesn’t that mean it is over capacity for the smaller one? 

 

MR NOBLE:   Potentially it is, yes, but as I highlight, in terms of 

Transpower’s infrastructure in Christchurch the biggest portion of it is 

220 kV, therefore it drives everything.  We have only got probably 40 40 

or 50 spans of 66 left, that is it. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   What about 110? 
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MR NOBLE:   We have got a 110 capable asset, but it is only running at 66 

and there is only 10 spans, very small, and it is out on the road back out 

towards Hororata. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  Thank you, sir, no further questions. 5 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Any questions arising? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   No, sir. 

 10 

SJH:   Any questions arising off the examination? 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you Mr Noble.  You may stand down. 15 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [12.49 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   The next witness is Mr Copeland. 

 20 

<MICHAEL COPELAND, sworn [12.49 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [12.50 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   Is your full name Michael Campbell Copeland? 

 

MR COPELAND:   It is. 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   You have the qualifications and experience you have set out 

in your statement of evidence, including appendix A to that statement? 

 

MR COPELAND:   That is correct. 10 

 

MR BEATSON:   And for the purpose of this proceeding, have you prepared a 

statement of evidence-in-chief, dated 20 March 2015? 

 

MR COPELAND:   That is correct. 15 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you confirm the contents that are true and correct to the 

best of your knowledge? 

 

MR COPELAND:   I do. 20 

 

MR BEATSON:   You prepared a summary statement? 

 

MR COPELAND:   I have. 

 25 

MR BEATSON:   You read that for the Panel please. 

 

MR COPELAND:   My evidence addresses A) the broad types of relief sought 

by Transpower, and B) the economic benefits of the relief sought by 

Transpower. 30 

 

 In Transpower's submission and further submission on the 

Replacement Plan, the changes sought in relation to proposal 14 

residential, fall into six broad categories in terms of relief sought. A) 

To give greater emphasis to the protection of the national grid, enabling 35 

it sufficient operation, maintenance and upgrading. 

 

 B) To allow the national grid to be within and to be further developed 

within sensitive areas. 

 40 

 C) To incorporate refinements that Transpower has now made to 

managing activities close to national grid infrastructure. 

 

 D) To delete rules that are redundant because there are no existing or 

planned national grid infrastructure in particular zones. 45 
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 E) To delete clauses that are now redundant because of other proposed 

changes by Transpower and F) to not allow changes proposed by Orion 

New Zealand Limited that rely on the NPECT to protect its assets. 

 

 Categories (D) and (E) seek to remove unnecessary parts of the 5 

Replacement Plan and therefore are intended to simplify it. 

 

 The other four categories of proposed changes to the Replacement Plan 

endeavour to better give effect to the NPECT and as a consequence 

contribute to the following economic benefits: A) Improve safety to 10 

person’s and property from reduced likelihood of accidents involving 

the transmission system. 

 

 B) Reduce transmission inspection operation, maintenance, 

replacement and upgrade costs. 15 

 

 C) Reduced unintended electricity supply outages. 

 

 D) Reduce process costs for Transpower in operating and maintaining 

and developing the national grid and E) deferral of new transmission 20 

lines, reducing costs and the environmental footprint of the national 

grid. 

 

 Contributing to these economic benefits will result in improvements to 

economic efficiency and community economic and social wellbeing for 25 

Christchurch City, the upper South Island and New Zealand. 

 

 Also the specific changes sought by Transpower to this part of the 

Replacement Plan are designed to minimise the impacts on parties 

other than Transpower, eg landowners, businesses and residents. 30 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Good afternoon, Mr Copeland, just one question please, 

Transpower's changes that they seek to these rules, on the one hand 35 

they make some activities permitted that might well have been a 

restricted discretionary previously and that is where you have talked 

about “minimising impacts” - - -  

 

MR COPELAND:   Yes. 40 

 

MS DAWSON:   - - - on parties, but as I read it and Ms McLeod can correct 

me if I am wrong about this, they also then make activities that do not 

comply with the permitted standards non-complying, which previously 

they are all discretionary or restricted discretionary. Have you done any 45 
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cost benefit analysis of that change, making activities – changing the 

activity status to non-complying? 

 

MR COPELAND:   No, I have not. 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   No. And do you know if Transpower has done any – well, 

have you – are you aware of Transpower doing any weighing of the 

costs and benefits of that? 

 

MR COPELAND:   No I am not, and Ms McLeod can correct me if I am 10 

incorrect on this as well. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Right, well I will ask her the same. 

 

MR COPELAND:   But the way I see it, I have been involved with Transpower 15 

in a number of different districts, as they attempted to do this, and there 

is, if you like, a continual refinement of the process, and I am not 

saying it is a “moving feast” in a bad way, but it is as a subject that has 

a consequence of negotiation with different Councils, with different 

interest groups, they have been gradual changing in the approach that 20 

they have sought, and I think the general trend of that has been towards 

less restrictive, with – in other words, less impact on landowners and 

businesses. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Overall? 25 

 

MR COPELAND:   I think so, yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, thank you very much. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you. Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, good morning, and my questions relates to just the economics, 

so I assume there has been nothing done by your Transpower, in your 

calculations of the economic detrimental factor to landowners in any of 35 

your thinking or equations? 

 

  [12.55 pm] 

 

MR COPELAND:   In a numerical sense, no there has not. In the, if you like, 40 

we started off with a section 32 analysis of the National Policy 

Statement, I was not involved with it, there I think it was the Institute 

of Economic Research, where I used to work so therefore a reputable 

organisation, did some quantification. I am comparing the benefits 

versus the costs, but even there they only calculated the benefits to 45 
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Transpower in terms of cost savings, not the benefits to others from 

reduced outages and safety and so forth. 

 

 In my November statement of evidence with respect to the objectives 

and directions, I included in that a qualitative assessment if you like of 5 

the benefits and costs and if you turn to, it was in paragraphs 72 to 76, 

you may not wish to turn to it. But there I listed a number of factors 

which I suggest minimise the costs to landowners in an economic 

sense. I certainly do not say there were no costs but I describe if you 

like, the benefits, and I then also describe some reasons as to why the 10 

costs are limited. 

 

MR SAX:   So in terms of framing policy from an economists point of view, 

we talk about the greater good of communities obviously. 

 15 

MR COPELAND:   Yes. 

 

MR SAX:   And so where we have got millions of dollars per kilometre of 

sterilisation in some of these regimes. Have you thought about good 

policies that might help good practices by Transpower to mitigate 20 

those? We have talked about possibly burying cables, increased costs 

that I know, increasing the height, increasing the number of towers and 

those remediations are relatively minor in the scale of things, in fact 

very minor. So have you thought about aspects that give a better 

economic equation overall, not just to Transpower? 25 

 

MR COPELAND:   I mean I certainly have been in involved in presenting 

evidence where we have talked about the relative costs of 

undergrounding versus overhead and as I recall, sorry to pass the buck, 

Mr Noble gives good advice, I think the relative cost, I think it is 15 30 

times more expensive to underground than it is to do overhead. In 

addition to that the maintenance costs associated with undergrounding 

are also greater sometimes even though the overhead is exposed to the 

weather. And then thirdly, Mr Noble is a better expert, as I understand 

it, simply because you have undergrounded does not in itself remove 35 

the requirement for access because from time to time you will still need 

and therefore potentially the need for restrictions above ground where 

you have undergrounding. 

 

 I am only too happy to go back to paragraphs as I say, 72 to 76, but 40 

there are a number of factors. You use the term sterilisation, with 

respect and I do mean with respect, I think that is potentially a loaded 

term, perhaps an overstatement of the situation as witnesses for 

Transpower have already said. There are some uses, even for example 

with the new subdivision where it may be possible to put roads or open 45 
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space and so forth. These rules do not apply to existing structures. 

There is no suggestion that structures should be removed. 

 

 As others have said, even aside from what is being built into this plan 

or the relief Transpower is seeking, there are already restrictions on 5 

what you can and cannot do with respect to the Electricity Act. So 

really what this plan is doing is only the margin above that.  And lastly 

I just comment now is that in an economic sense while sometimes what 

Transpower requires may be tough on one landowner from an overall 

city perspective that simply means that particularly activity is now 10 

located somewhere else, and from the city’s perspective it does not lose 

that economic activity. There may be a slightly less optimal location of 

that activity which suggests an extra cost but that is a lot smaller than is 

implied by suggesting that because of Transpower’s requirement we 

are not going to have a hospital here. We will find a place to put a 15 

hospital in Christchurch City it just might not be the first choice place. 

 

MR SAX:   That presumably comes back to again the premise that the land has 

no value essentially. So again the key thrust is you have talked about 

aerial by not the other side of the ledger. 20 

 

MR COPELAND:   I certainly did not wish to imply that the land had value. I 

accept at the outset that this is a trade-off. There are benefits and costs 

there. Just if you go right back to the formulation of the National Policy 

Statement, there were benefits and costs, and Transpower would accept 25 

that there are costs for landowners. I am simply saying that I do not 

think that what Transpower are requiring is a sterilisation of all the land 

underneath within these corridors. 

 

  [1.00 pm] 30 

 

MR SAX:   Is that not, though, virtually what happens with that policy as it is 

framed at the moment? 

 

MR COPELAND:   Well, no, I mean a very simple example in rural areas one 35 

of the big issues is not to locate a milking shed underneath the line. 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, I am really talking urban - - - 

 

MR COPELAND:   To me that is black and white, by saying to the farmer why 40 

he or she may wish to put a milking shed on the line is another question 

but supposing they decided that in terms of minimising the walking 

distance to the cows and maximising the subsequent milk production, 

that is where it has to be.  The farmer can relocate the milking shed 

somewhere else on his property and would do so and the loss, it is not 45 

the loss of all the land, that is being used for grazing because there is no 
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problem, it may even be used for hay barns because Transpower has 

conceded with these negotiations in allowing some buildings under the 

line, and so I am just saying that the land has a value it just may not be 

the optimal value that that particular landowner wishes to use it for. 

 5 

MR SAX:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, good afternoon, Mr Copeland.  Is it fair to 10 

say that your evidence looks at the costs and benefits of what is 

proposed by Transpower in a generic sense rather than a cost benefit 

and that being a cost benefit analysis of different options to achieve the 

desired outcome that is protection of the transmission corridor? 

 15 

MR COPELAND:   I think that would be very fair and in fact I would go so far 

as to concede to you that after doing the first of these exercises for 

Transpower, I then prepared a generic report and they save some 

money by simply attaching my generic report to someone else’s 

evidence rather than using me each time. But I am quite happy because 20 

I have plenty of other things to do. 

 

 But having said that, I think in terms of the costs and benefits I am not 

resigning from my evidence where I have set them out at a reasonably 

high level but I think you have to read those in conjunction with the 25 

evidence of Mr Noble who has, the negotiations and refinements that 

Transpower have come up with have been, if you like, trade-offs 

between what Transpower ideally would require versus how much cost 

it is imposing on landowners, and as one goes from district to district 

there may be some specifics. 30 

 

 One thing I have not mentioned also is that in all of this, if there is a 

particular landowner who wishes to, they concede consent or have a 

crack at doing it and at that point there would be, one assumes, a very 

detailed assessment of the very special costs that are going to be 35 

imposed on that person versus the strength of Transpower’s arguments 

with respect to the costs of them of allowing that particular 

development. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, and I have just got one specific 40 

question about paragraph 12 of your evidence, please.  In there you 

refer to the other four categories which are those listed in your 

paragraph 10, and you have said, however, the other four categories of 

proposed changes endeavour to give better effect to the National Policy 

Statement and as a consequence contribute to the economic benefits 45 
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that you have set out previously in relation to the national grid.  How 

does clause F align with that statement? 

 

MR COPELAND:   Well as to why Transpower opposed this, you know, 

Transpower is the best person to answer but my presumption is, and I 5 

can see why this would happen is that Transpower is in the business of 

getting the NPS have given effect to in district plans throughout New 

Zealand and if it goes in, it goes in with a set of benefits to Transpower 

as well as electricity consumers and business owners and the like 

versus someone, I concede some costs on landowners.   10 

 

 If it goes in with a situation where the costs are going to apply not only 

to Transpower’s lines but also distribution lines, then there will be 

greater resistance by Councils to adopt that which Transpower wishes 

to have met. And so therefore I presume that is why Transpower is 15 

opposed, particularly if those particular restrictions, and listening to 

Mr Noble and other experts are unnecessarily restrictive in that they are 

requiring on lines which actually you would not need a narrower 

corridor, just the same corridor.   

 20 

  [1.05 pm] 

 

DR MITCHELL:   That was not quite my question, my question is how does 

what Orion wants to do be to give effect to the NPS and as a 

consequence contribute to the economic benefits that you set out in the 25 

strategic - - - 

 

MR COPELAND:   Well if Transpower’s not successful in giving effect to the 

NPSED then I believe that the country will, and Christchurch included, 

will miss out the economic benefits were they greater than the 30 

economic costs that that proposes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   And that is because somehow Orion gets a set of costs that 

it will impose on landowners above and beyond.  I do not understand 

how it relates to Orion. 35 

 

MR COPELAND:   It seems to me that there will be greater opposition for 

what Transpower wish to implement, if the costs associated with what 

Transpower wants to implement are greater than they need to be. 

 40 

DR MITCHELL:   Cost to Transpower? 

 

MR COPELAND:   The cost to the country, the cost to individual landowners.  

If by adding in distribution companies assets to the same corridors is 

what Orion is seeking to do here, as I understand, then the opposition to 45 

what Transpower wish to do will be greater. 
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DR MITCHELL:   I am not sure I understand that but I do not think I can take 

it any further anyway, thank you.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Mr Beatson, any matters arising from the Panel’s questions? 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir, apart from an offer I would like to make to the Panel 

having heard the comments around section 32, may be of assistance if 

we draw the various threads together and put them in a tabular form for 

you in the nature of the cost benefit analysis, just purely drawing on the 10 

work that was done as preparation for the NPS and what the Council 

did in preparing the plan, but also the matters that have been raised in 

the evidence and that may assist the Panel. 

 

SJH:   I think it would be and it is a matter you can address in closing, 15 

Mr Beatson. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   If you have the document then you can put it in with your closing. 20 

 

MR BEATSON:   Much obliged. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Copeland, you may stand down. 

 25 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [1.07 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, Mr Beatson? 

 

MR BEATSON:   Ms McLeod. 30 

 

<AINSLEY JEAN McLEOD, sworn [1.07 pm] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR BEATSON [1.07 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   Is your full name Ainsley Jean McLeod? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 5 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you have got the qualifications and experience you set 

out in your earlier statement of evidence? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I do. 10 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you prepared for the purpose of this proceeding a 

statement of evidence dated 20 March 2015, a statement of rebuttal 

evidence dated 25 March 2015, is that correct? 

 15 

MS MCLEOD:   I did, yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   And you confirm that the contents of those are true and 

correct to the best of your knowledge? 

 20 

MS MCLEOD:   I have one amendment.   

 

MR BEATSON:   You have prepared a summary statement of your evidence, 

is that correct? 

 25 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MR BEATSON:   Perhaps if you could take the Panel to that amendment and 

read the summary statement. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Thank you.  Firstly, to the amendment, it is an amendment to 

paragraph 37 on page 10 of my evidence and the accompanying 

attachment A.  In the red text of my proposed amendment to clause (a) 35 

sub clause (i) there is a small typo there and I ask if you could please 

delete “that traverses”.  

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 40 

MS MCLEOD:   My evidence is in relation to the relief sought by Transpower 

and its submission and further submissions on proposal 14 and also the 

submission and further submissions of Orion where they were relevant 

to Transpower interests.   

 45 
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 Transpower’s submission is concerned with giving effect to the NPS on 

electricity transmission and seeks amendments to proposal 14 in this 

regard.  These amendments are to provide and protect the national grid 

in the objectives and policies and to refine the national grid corridor 

protection rules that have been included in the notified version of 5 

proposal 14.   

 

 Transpower attended mediation and the relief sought by Transpower 

was generally agreed by Mr Blair at this mediation. 

 10 

  [1.10 pm] 

 

 Following the mediation a document detailing changes discussed was 

provided to the Council, and this is the document I have included as 

attachment A to my evidence. 15 

 

 I have also met with Orion to discuss these provisions, along with 

Transpower representatives.   

 

 In terms of the objectives and policies, I consider that further 20 

amendments to the 26 March rebuttal version of proposal 14 are 

required to give effect to the NPS and to be consistent with and 

implement objective 3.3.12 in the Strategic Directions’ decision.  These 

amendments are to policy 14.1.2.2 and 14.4.1.4, and they are both set 

out in attachment A of my evidence.  I will just briefly traverse those 25 

amendments. 

 

 In relation to policy 14.4.1.4 Mr Purvis for Lyttelton Port, in his 

rebuttal, has suggested that the changes I have promoted are not 

necessary.  In this regard I am comfortable with the deletion of, and I 30 

quote “that may compromise their operation, maintenance, upgrading 

and development” but I still consider that the amendment that I have 

included in attachment A that refers to both adverse effects and reverse 

sensitivity effects is appropriate. 

 35 

 The reason for this is that is consistent with the objective of the NPS 

and reflects the potential for activities to have direct effects on the 

national grid.   

 

 A similar amendment is also sought in policy 14.1.2.2.  So this is a 40 

relatively minor amendment and it is similar to amendments sought in 

terms of Strategic Directions. 

 

 I also note that the 26 March version includes an objective 14.1.4 

reference to the national grid and other strategic transmission lines.  I 45 

don’t consider it is necessary to make reference to other strategic 
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transmission lines in the context of this policy, given that all 

transmission lines are the national grid, but if the intention of the policy 

is to also address electricity distribution lines, then I consider that an 

amendment to objective 14.1.4 would be appropriate to refer to 

distribution. 5 

 

 In terms of the national grid corridor protection rules, Mr Blair’s first 

statement of rebuttal evidence at paragraph 22.2 records his acceptance 

of the rules sought by Transpower and he has included a version of 

these rules in the 26 March rebuttal version of proposal 14.   10 

 

 I note that these rules are not complete as they do not include the rules 

sought for greenfield urban areas as set out in attachment A, and I just 

want to highlight that to you. 

 15 

 In my evidence I have noted that the presence in concept of rules that 

control activities in the vicinity of the national grid hasn’t been 

challenged, and it was included in the notified version of proposal 14.  

It is my view that there really are two remaining areas of contention 

and that is the exclusivity of the national grid corridor protection rules, 20 

as we have heard a lot of this morning, and the form of these provisions 

themselves.   

 

 In terms of the form and complexity of the rules, this was discussed 

with Mr Blair at mediation and the context, particularly of the 25 

statement of expectations, it was agreed that the proposed provisions 

are somewhat complex and it was noted that the complexity also 

provided for permissive (INDISTINCT 3.48) rules.  With this in mind, 

Attachment A to my evidence includes two rule options, once being 

less complex but more restrictive, the other more complex and less 30 

restrictive.   

 

 Mr Blair and I, at the time, agreed that the more complex rule was 

preferred, and this is part of the rule that he has included in his rebuttal 

version. 35 

 

 I note that there may be a third middle ground option as well by 

utilising purely the greenfield area component of the rules I have 

proposed in option 1 in attachment A, rather than having the distinction 

between urban and greenfield, and I just, in contemplating this a bit 40 

more thought I would float that for your consideration. 

 

 Lastly, in terms of the exclusivity of the corridor protection rules, I do 

not support the expansion of the rules to include some of Orion’s 

assets.  My evidence sets out the reasons why my evidence has arrived 45 

at that view.  My rebuttal evidence also responds to Orion’s evidence in 
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this regard with reference to the relief sought by Orion, and I did not 

support the rule framework proposed that effectively was a replacement 

of national grid with electricity distribution line into further rules in the 

plan. 

 5 

  [1.15 pm] 

 

 My reasons for this included the fact that the appropriateness of the rule 

in relation to the effects of electricity distribution lines being managed 

had not been tested, and therefore there is no clear rationale for the 12 10 

metre corridor and the extent of restriction that might apply. 

 

 My evidence also briefly comments on the inclusion of the 11 kV 

distribution line between Heathcote to Lyttelton and notes that this 

relief was not originally sought and we’ve traversed that a bit this 15 

morning as well. 

 

 That said, it is my evidence that separate provisions that afford 

protection to the regionally significant elements of Orion's network 

may be appropriate subject to those provisions being developed with 20 

robust rationale when accompanying evaluation. Such protection is not 

prevented by the NPS, the difference is, the NPS compels the inclusion 

of a buffer corridor by virtue of policy 11 at which, which states, and I 

think you’ve probably seen that today so I won’t actually repeat that – 

but policy 11 provides a clear direction that decision makers should 25 

include a buffer corridor for the national grid, but it’s certainly not 

exclusive in any way in which its expressed in the NPS. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Appleyard? 

 30 

<CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS APPLEYARD [1.16 pm] 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Thank you for that, Ms McLeod, that actually probably 

cuts down my questioning quite a bit. 

 35 

MS MCLEOD:   Good. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Just dealing with the last bit about the appropriateness of 

a separate rule, you received a letter from OMG group on behalf of 

Orion - - -  40 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes, I did. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - on behalf of Transpower, and in that letter they 

proposed a separate rule for Orion's assets. 45 
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MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  And did you have a discussion with Mr Millar about 

having a - an offline discussion around that letter, a telephone 

discussion with him? 5 

 

MS MCLEOD: From recollection Mr Millar called me and asked whether 

Transpower had time to contemplate. At the time we were preparing 

evidence and I indicated that I would raise it with Transpower and we 

would attempt to respond. 10 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   And have you responded? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   No, I have provided some comment on those provisions in my 

rebuttal evidence. 15 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Is the fundamental concern the fact that the numbers the 

same? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I haven’t said that I have a fundamental concern with any 20 

given number, and I have said that it may be appropriate. My – what I 

haven’t seen in Orion's evidence is probably enough evidence to give 

me confidence about supporting any given number or any or all types 

of infrastructure that Orion is seeking to protect. 

 25 

MS APPLEYARD:   Is that your job or is that the job of the Panel? 

 

MS MCLEOD: Well it is the job of the Panel, but my job is to provide 

planning evidence in relation to the rules. 

 30 

MS APPLEYARD:   I have no further questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Ms McLeod, I think as I’ve indicated in previous 35 

questions, I just want to follow through the section 32 trail for this, and 

I know Mr Beatson said that we could be provided with information, 

but I just like to hear from you. 

 

 I know work was done at the NPS stage, but let us put that to one side, 40 

the Council then proposed some rules - - -  

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:  - - - which as I read them are, restricted discretionary rule, but 45 

using that 12 metre width, is that correct? 
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MS MCLEOD:   The proposed rules included a 32 and a 12 metre I believe. 

 

MS DAWSON:   It does too. 

 5 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, it does, beg your pardon, it’s got 12 for some things and 

a 32-12 and out to 32 - - -  

 10 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   - - - for other aspects. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 15 

 

MS DAWSON:  Yes. So in – you’re familiar with the Council section 32 

analysis for these provisions – I’m not, so I’m asking you about it. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I have read the elements of the section 32 that refer to 20 

strategic infrastructure and electricity transmission. 

 

MS DAWSON:  Does that draw on information that was provided to the 

Council by Transpower? 

 25 

MS MCLEOD:   Not that I’m aware of. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Are you satisfied with – I mean we need to satisfy ourselves 

of course – but can you tell me, are you satisfied with the level of 

analysis done by the Council to support those – the rule that they 30 

notified from your position as a planner? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I don’t think there’s a high degree or rigor. I’m not certain of 

any dialogue that had occurred between Transpower and the Council 

prior to notification that may have assisted in particularly the 32/12 in 35 

the structure of those rules. I consider the section 32 doesn’t go into a 

significant amount of detail, and certainly nothing the level of detail we 

have gone into today in relation to potentially the appropriate buffer 

distance to give effect to policy 11. 

 40 

  [1.20 pm] 

 

MS DAWSON:  And then any changes that the Panel may decide to make to 

the notified rules of course need to be substantiated on the basis of 

another further section 32AA type analysis.  Now some of the changes 45 

that Transpower are seeking are, and certainly quite some of them are 
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less restrictive provisions, am I right in noting the non-complying fall-

back position, if the permitted activity standards are not met, as a 

somewhat more restrictive position that in the notified version? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes, it is more restrictive. 5 

 

MS DAWSON:  And what is the section 32 analysis for that, where will we 

find a basis for that? 

 

MS MCLEOD:  I do not think there is a section 32 analysis for that per se.  In 10 

that regard the con-complying was sought at submission stage, it has 

not been opposed, it was agreed at mediation and I consider it better 

gives effect to policies 10 and 11 of the NPS where they talk about 

managing activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects in policy 10, and 

policy 11 that talks about generally not being provided in plans.  So I 15 

think they are quite firm statements. 

 

 So it is not a section 32 and my evidence does not transverse it in 

relation to section 32, but my evidence is based on policies 10 and 11 

in that regard. 20 

 

MS DAWSON:  And on the one hand making certain activities permitted or 

not requiring consent at all, the tightening of the balance with non-

complying, you have analysed that in terms of those statutory 

provisions in your evidence? 25 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you.  Thank you very much. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you.  Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, good afternoon, McLeod, I have a couple of questions on 

planning.  A value you would have applied your mind to other statutes, 

other regulations, the bring down of the RMA corridors that were 35 

embedded for the likes of Transpower et cetera, and what was deemed 

there and what is now proposed.  So what have we done about that and 

how have you reflected between what was originally required to where 

this is now going? 

 40 

MS MCLEOD:  Can I ask a question back?  I am just interested when you refer 

to what was originally required, is that the notified version of the 

Operative Plan? 

 

MR SAX: The operative, yes, because what has happened has been progressive 45 

creeps in different areas, if I put it that way? 
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MS MCLEOD:   Yes, my starting point in terms of the Operative Plan is that 

this morning you heard about the provisions that are there, and they 

have been introduced as part of plan changes.  The council had not 

turned its mind to the need to give effect to the NPS and in giving 5 

effect to the NPS there is this necessity to identify a buffer corridor.  So 

that is probably my starting point.   

 

 In terms of other standards the NPS embeds the electric and magnetic 

field standards and that is once again a compulsion and I presume we 10 

all see that when we talk about utilities’ rules later.  I am also aware of 

NZECP 34 and the safe electrical clearances that requires, and you 

have heard some evidence I think, and particularly from Mr Noble in 

relation to Strategic Directions.  He gave some evidence about what 

NZECP 34 does versus what Transpower is seeking to achieve in a 15 

district plan sense around managing reverse sensitivity effects and 

direct adverse effects on the transmission corridor. 

 

 Does that help? 

 20 

MR SAX: A little. I understand we have two regimes. Let us call them 

regimes. We have one where there are transmission liens already 

traversing built areas, we are talking about, and we have another 

regime where transmission lines will potentially be traversing built 

areas. There is a significant difference in corridor widths. From a 25 

planning point of view are you comfortable with that and that is 

necessary? 

 

MS MCLEOD:  My understanding is that should Transpower ever seek to 

construct new transmissions they will be done using designation 30 

mechanism in the Resource Management Act.  It is my understanding 

that Transpower would typically seek a larger corridor for a new 

designation but that is really driven by a need for a really 

comprehensive assessment of the route, the methods, all the 

alternatives including undergrounding that I know you mentioned 35 

before, all of those matters are considered as part of a designation 

process. 

 

  [1.25 pm] 

 40 

MR SAX:   So just help me with a little of that, that would be a process by 

Public Works Act or under the RMA within the District Plans? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   It is under the RMA and it seeks a designation in the District 

Plan. 45 
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MR SAX:   So the District Plans.  Thank you, no further questions. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you, sir, good afternoon, Ms McLeod. 5 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Good afternoon. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I do not have very many questions for you but I will just 

start at the start and see where we go.  In terms of objectives and 10 

policies, you made a number of relatively few amendments to the 

affected which is to add a national grid into the lists that are provided 

and at a broader level there are quite a number of objectives and 

policies throughout this section that relates to strategic infrastructure, 

for example, and then it goes on to say, “Including…” and it includes 15 

the national grid.   

 

 Given that the plan defines quite distinctly what strategic infrastructure 

is, do you think it is necessary to keep referring to the national grid and 

some of these other matters that are in the list not just what the 20 

boundary sets by name all the time?   

 

 Should we not just say if it is strategic infrastructure, this applies, 

except where it relates to specific building setbacks from the national 

grid but that is a matter for rules.  It just seems to me that it is very 25 

clumsy and inefficient, every time you have got a list it is actually the 

strategic infrastructure list to keep telling everybody what it is again. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   Do you agree with that as a general proposition? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I do agree with it and promote it as one alternative when you 

were hearing from me in relation to Strategic Directions.  At that point 

it was either this list is going to be right or it is better to be quite 35 

generic.   

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, no, that is fine, thank you.  Can I just ask you, too, 

in relation to, you explained in your summary the key differences 

between you and Mr Blair in terms of the permitted activity rules that 40 

relate to the buffer zones.  The one matter that you did not point out, 

Mr Blair’s version, as I read it anyway, talks about within 12 metres of 

the centre line of electricity distribution lines which I think has a - but 

he also says “refer to on a planning map” so do I take from that that 

you do not mind where the national grid is referred to there or not as 45 
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long as the lines that are shown in the plan are the national grid lines, is 

that the difference? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I think it may be a typo that you picked up that I have not.  

My understanding was particularly given the notation that Transpower 5 

change agreed at mediation that Mr Blair has inserted part of the rules 

that I provided in attachment A into here.  I am not aware of why that 

says distribution or not. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Well he says distribution lines that are shown on the 10 

planning maps. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So presumably one way to get around that is to only show 15 

the lines that you are referring to on the maps or do I take it that you 

prefer the wording that is in your version? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I prefer the wording in my version.  I think that there might be 

a typo in the rebuttal version given that Mr Blair’s rebuttal evidence did 20 

not accept distribution corridor protection.   

 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you.  I just want to understand clearly about 

the relationship between designations that exist and the rules that you 

are now proposing and specifically in relationship to the new 25 

neighbourhood zone.  In terms of section 8.5.4.8 of the plan there is an 

assessment matter that says when you are doing your subdivision you 

have got to have appropriate distances for transmission lines but what 

happens in a scenario where you have got a new neighbourhood zone 

with an existing Transpower line through it and a subdivision is 30 

proposed?  Is it intended that your permitted activity rules are the only 

rules that apply in that circumstance, and that providing a new 

subdivision set out such that there is a 12 metre buffer zone on either 

side of the centre line, that is the start and finish of it? 

 35 

  [1.30 pm] 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I think so, yes, for an existing line. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   So it might be necessary, because you haven not addressed 40 

Section 8 of the plan specifically in your evidence, your evidence 

though is that to the extent that Section 8 was inconsistent with Section 

14, that Section 8 should line up with these provisions. 

 

MS MCLEOD:  Transpower have made a submission on the subdivision 45 

provisions and there is a similar form that says when you are within a 
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certain distance of different voltages it has a differentiation between 

voltages. You need to have your building platform 12 metres away 

from the centre line of those lines. 

 

DR MITCHELL:  Maybe it is a matter for closing, if you could just refer to 5 

where that does exist in Chapter 8. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Certainly. I think we probably intended to have evidence. 

 

DR MITCHELL:  That is not to say it does not exist but I cannot find it. All 10 

right, and I think finally, you will have heard the questions I asked 

earlier about the permitted activity rules that both you and Mr Blair 

have talked about. I have got two questions in relation to them. The 

first one I have already asked, and that is, they seem to me to be 

somewhat Clayton’s permitted activity rules because they are 15 

essentially non-complying activity rules in the sense of the way the 

plan works is to say if you are not permitted, you become restricted 

discretionary and you cascade all the way down and if you are not 

provided for you become non-complying.  

 20 

 But we have got a permitted activity rule that on its face purports to say 

activities within 12 metres of the corridor are permitted except in these 

circumstances, which effectively means very little is permitted other 

than some ancillary stuff. Do you think either, that this should be 

reframed as a non-complying activity rule on the one hand, or possibly 25 

being as a performance standard for permitted activities? I know you 

have addressed that as an option, but I am not sure it is quite the same 

option. 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Well the option, as an option, it may be you are not certain 30 

that it is quite there. I appreciate what you are saying and I do think the 

rules are quite cumbersome and that is why Mr Blair and I had this 

conversation about the statement of expectations of what this rule 

looked like and how many times potentially you have to read it to 

really understand it. I am more than happy to perhaps deal in closing 35 

with an option that does require a resource consent. The beauty of 

having a permitted activity is it does allow existing urban areas where 

there is underbuild in a transmission line corridor, it does give that 

ability to build an accessory building, a garden shed, those kind of 

activities can still occur. So it is an attempt to be more permissive. 40 

 

DR MITCHELL: I understand that distinction but if we then go to the right-

hand column, the activity standards that you have listed in those two 

rules, the top one relates to existing environments, the second one 

relates to greenfield areas, and as far as I have been able to ascertain, 45 

there is two differences between the first standard and the second 
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standard. The first standard says no new buildings associated with a 

sensitive activity except. Whereas the second one says no new 

buildings or sensitive activities, except. And then under B, the first rule 

says no new sensitive activities or hazardous facilities, and the second 

one says no new hazardous facilities. When I line those two up, they 5 

seem to be saying exactly the same thing for both urban and greenfield 

areas, or am I missing something in the drafting? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   Therein lies the complexity of the rule, and this is what I have 

grappled with as well. There is a difference between the two. The first 10 

is for areas where the transmission line has already been compromised, 

if you like. It is already got some existing underbuild and it is an 

acknowledgement that because the line is already compromised, 

buildings that are not sensitive activity buildings that can also meet the 

standards in clause C would be permitted. So there is a level of 15 

permissiveness about it. It is just not sensitive activities, but only 

accessory buildings to sensitive activities, and that does not differ 

between the two. 

 

  [1.35 pm] 20 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I just do not think when you deconstruct them, I think they 

say exactly the same thing. 

 

SJH:   I think it is fair to say to comply with a statement of expectations there 25 

could be quite a little bit of work between now and closing, could there 

not, Ms McLeod? 

 

MS MCLEOD:   I would be pleased to do so, sir. 

 30 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I have no further questions, thank you sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Is there anything arising, Ms Appleyard? Mr Beatson? 35 

 

MR BEATSON:   No, sir. 

 

SJH:  Thank you. You may stand down Ms McLeod. 

 40 

MS MCLEOD:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [1.35 pm] 

 

MR BEATSON:   That concludes Orion’s evidence. 45 
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SJH:   Thank you. Orion’s? 

 

MR BEATSON:   Sorry, Transpower’s. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Got your wires crossed there, Mr Beatson.  5 

 

SJH:   Friday afternoon puns. Look, we will complete the evidence relating to 

this issue by hearing from Ms Wharfe before we have the lunch and 

adjournment. And there is one matter we need to raise with you, Ms 

Appleyard, before you leave. 10 

 

<MS LYNETTE PEARL WHARFE, sworn [1.36 pm] 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Just to record before this witness give evidence that given 

the substance of the evidence is dealing with the matters that we have 

heard this morning, I will not take any part in dealing with this issue 

either. 

 5 

SJH:   Thank you. Your full name is Lynette Pearl Wharfe? 

 

MS WHARFE:   That is correct. 

 

SJH:   You have supplied a statement of evidence dated 25 March 2015 on 10 

behalf of Horticulture New Zealand? 

 

MS WHARFE:   That is correct. 

 

SJH:   Is the content true and correct, or do you have any corrections you wish 15 

to make? 

 

MS WHARFE:   No, I have no corrections. 

 

SJH:   All right, well if you can give us your highlights package of that 20 

evidence, thank you. 

 

MS WHARFE:   Thank you, I just want to state that you may wonder why 

Horticulture New Zealand, as a basically rural organisation or 

representing rural people is here at this hearing. It is because we have 25 

been involved with Transpower on national grid issues across the 

country. We work collaboratively with them to arrive at an agreed 

position which has taken some considerable time and effort, site visits, 

engaging with growers and various things.  So where Transpower 

started a number of years ago and where they are now has evolved 30 

through that engagement. And now we are working jointly with them 

on plans and information to affected landowners. 

 

 Horticulture New Zealand’s interest was really around their concern 

about the limited ability to use high-value land for production if the 35 

wide corridors were established through rural areas, particularly the 

first plan off the block was really Western Bay, and in Western Bay 

there were a lot of kiwifruit growers who have structures, and so that 

highlighted the importance of needing to ensure that high-value land 

was used for production as well as balancing out the safety 40 

requirements and the maintenance requirements that were important to 

Transpower. And so that has been the basis for the engagement with 

Transpower and in a range of plans around the country. 

 

 We are very concerned that while this hearing is about Christchurch 45 

City, Orion has lines outside of Christchurch City, and if  your 
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decisions or the approach of Orion in regard to Christchurch City is 

taken into rural areas, that will have implications to rural landowners. 

So the concern is really about how far Orion may want to seek to apply 

a corridor. My evidence raises issues about the level of protection that 

Orion seek, and we have concerns particularly about that the 5 

assessment of the cost of landowners of this proposal has not been 

assessed, and certainly in terms of the level of engagement we have 

with Transpower over a number of years, there has been no discussion 

with other parties about the wider implications of this proposed 

approach. 10 

 

 I am concerned that there is a move to try and get the same level of 

protection for lines, strategic lines, as for lines of national significance, 

and we have worked a lot with NZECP and those requirements apply 

regardless of what is in the plan to protect the network. In other words, 15 

NZECP sets out requirements where lines traverse land. 

 

  [1.40 pm] 

 

 I recognise that Mr Watson has said NZECP doesn’t seem to be 20 

working as far as Orion is concerned. My response is, is it because 

NZECP isn’t working, is the appropriate response to put something in 

the District Plan or is it rather to try and make NZECP work more 

efficiently? 

 25 

 I’ll leave my summary comments at that, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, just to put in context for us, how many of your members 

have Orion, relevant Orion lines running over their property within 

Christchurch, the area of Christchurch City Council? 30 

 

MS WHARFE:   Within Christchurch City, very limited. 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you. 

 35 

MS WHARFE:   But our issues more about precedents. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Ms Dawson. 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions thank you, thank you very much. 40 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   Just perhaps one question, just if you could give us a little 

snapshot, you’ve talked about, Transpower discussion over a number of 45 

years, can you just give us a little feel how cooperative/helpful, 
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decisive, quick turnarounds or is it not been individual growers for 

example, so if it was a kiwifruit grower that wanted to plant under the 

lines is that a problem or difficulty, so just how does that look? 

 

MS WHARFE:   Well what we’re doing now as a result of the discussions with 5 

Transpower, they have their, what they call “Their LORO’s”, their 

Land Officers out in various areas, and now there’s a much closer 

engagement with those land officers with the landowners who have got 

orchards under the lines. 

 10 

MR SAX:   Is part of your concern one of compensation, if we’re just talking 

about “critical network”, so we’ve heard submissions that future new 

line networks would be affected under the RMA, under the RMA 

there’s a clear compensation position so the landowners value is fully 

recognise and then paid for, so is there the same concern for new 15 

transmission lines or are you just talking about broadening the net, as it 

were, under existing? 

 

MS WHARFE:   It’s more about the existing and certainly compensation hasn’t 

been a matter that Horticulture New Zealand’s actively pursued. We 20 

want to make sure that growers can continue to use their land safe, with 

safe structures. 

 

MR SAX:   Thank you, no further questions. 

 25 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Wharfe, you may stand down. 30 

 

MS WHARFE:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [1.42 pm] 

 35 

SJH:   Ms Appleyard, the concern was, you had Mr McAnergney produce the 

New Zealand standards and the Taylor Baines report, which Mr Day 

was heavily reliant on, he also referred to and relied on international 

studies which he didn’t make available, which the Panel has made, to 

access it for itself, it’s just a matter of how we get that formerly before 40 

the Panel. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Would you like that in an affidavit form? Would that be - 

- -  

 45 
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SJH:   I think that would be the best way and we can give it an exhibit number 

just to tidy that up. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   So I’ll just get Mr Day to produce it, attached to an 

affidavit, is that – well can office and - - -  5 

 

SJH:   One or the two. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I think there are two, there’s two. 

 10 

MS APPLEYARD:   There’s the Bradley studies and the Mytama (ph 3.30), is 

that the two? 

 

SJH:   Yes, there is two of one, there was an earlier one of the second one. 

 15 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. There is a Mytama one which he referenced in his 

evidence. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, and there was Myta in someone else - - -  

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, and that the - - -  

 

MS APPLEYARD:   - - - and it was Bradley one is - - -  

 

SJH:   That one is - - -  25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - Mytama and Earnshaw. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, shall I - - -  

 30 

SJH:   That’s he referred to in answer to questions, which is a later one. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 35 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   I might just check those footnotes and make sure we’ve 

got a complete set of everything. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, I think the latter one was 2001 or something like 40 

that, earlier one 1998 something like that. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Okay. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, we’ll adjourn for lunch and hopefully if we can bring 45 

witnesses forward, we’ll start back at 2.30 – Mr 
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Beatson/Ms Appleyard, you may be excused along with your 

witnesses, thank you. 

 

ADJOURNED [1.44 pm] 

 5 

RESUMED [2.32 pm] 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. Ms Appleyard, we should have added to that too, Mr 

Day did promise his working from many years ago on that site specific 

thing he did from the Taylor Baines report. 10 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   The spreadsheet of data that went under - - -  

 

SJH:   How he got to that, which he said was based on “site specific”, as I 

understood it. 15 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, okay. I will get that put in an affidavit, and if he 

needs to come back and he can come back. He is actually preparing 

evidence for the commercial chapter at the moment too, so that is going 

to come in next week anyway, so - - - 20 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Yes, Mr Hardie. 

 

MR HARDIE:   If it please the Panel, I have of course got only one witness as 

you know, that is my wife, Marie, it was her birthday yesterday – I said 25 

in normal circumstances you would be doing “happy birthday” in five 

part harmony but it is time constraints that actually - - -  

 

SJH:   I tell you, the one in the middle, the harmony wouldn’t be very good, he 

is out of tune. 30 

 

MR HARDIE:   What I done is I have put some submissions in which, if you 

don’t mind, are really my opening and closing submissions and they are 

down to three, sort of three pages, and I think I took the trouble of 

coming in yesterday and listening to your questions of Mr Bonis and, 35 

frankly I think from what I heard, you have really, that was my opening 

and closing just in the submissions that you asked. 

 

 So briefly to tell you from these, what I say is that the case for the 

airport is fundamentally flawed, both from a legal perspective and an 40 

evidential perspective. The legal perspective revolves around just 

simply how you interpret words in a particular policy which create an 

exception for existing residential zones, you – Sir John, you used the 

phrase “tortuous view” as to how you get to something else, so I 

haven’t done a complete legal analysis. 45 
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 I thought initially, after I asked Mr Bonis, that this was just his view of 

events, but it is definitely in the opening of my friend Ms Appleyard, so 

we now know it is the airport case that you have read policy 6.3.5.4 in a 

particular way, but at least Mr Bonis does acknowledge, as he should, 

that if it cannot be read that way that is the beginning and end of 5 

everything. 

 

  [2.35 pm] 

 

 So I have not done a very comprehensive legal analysis, I think - - -  10 

 

SJH:   It is not the end of everything, it means we go on to 5 and weigh that 

against the evidence. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Well except of course, can I say, I do not think that is case.  I 15 

think - - -  

 

SJH:   Well I can see there is an argument that way, but that is a different point 

again from what - - -  

 20 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, well I am just about to come to that. 

 

SJH:   Right. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Because this is how I see the relationship between the two.   25 

 

SJH:   Okay. 

 

MR HARDIE:   6.3.5.4, if you are in an existing residential zone, that is it.  But 

if of course you could interpret those words differently, then you come 30 

in to play with the balance of the section, and that is the second part of 

my submission, because I say then it is suddenly evidential and the 

point I make in this is, is that all of the objectives and policies that are 

there to protect the airport all talk about the same sort of terminology, 

“safe and efficient operation of the airport”.  So I say it is evidential 35 

because the second tranche of it is well, okay, let us for a moment put 

aside, let us say the words were not in the policy and you really had to 

examine what was being said here, would this effect the efficient 

operation of the airport, and that leads to a series of questions about “is 

the evidence sufficient to persuade you that it would”, and that leads 40 

onto the analysis that the airport has done, which is to say, and I would 

put it in my submissions, you start by saying “well yes, it will affect the 

efficiency”, “how?” because people are going to be annoyed, some 

people, I say it does not matter how many, there is just some, it is in 

doubt how many, but I accept there is some, these some people might 45 
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cause complaints, and those complaints might lead to a curfew.  That is 

the analysis of their case. 

 

 And I say evidentially, that does not stack up, and I was grateful that Dr 

Mitchell’s questions zeroed in on that, because that really comes 5 

directly from the evidence of Mr Day, and I take you though that in my 

submissions and say, no, I make the point, any new housing is going to 

have all of the right attributes to comply – it is going to be insulated 

and sound proofed to the extent required, so then of course Mr Day 

says “well there is a problem about that, you have the windows open”.  10 

I think he and I differ there, because I say that is only a problem for, 

logically it has to be, only a problem for those who are highly annoyed.  

And I am sorry, if you are highly annoyed by airport noise and you can 

close a window, you do that.  That is what I say you should do.  That is 

a reasonable response to being highly annoyed. 15 

 

 So I think the whole of indoor living has got no justification, and I 

think even Mr Day recognised that, because he really was relying on 

outdoor living, and of course I think we have been through the 

scenario, curfews can only happen for airport operations at night, there 20 

has never been any suggestion, I say, that there could ever be a curfew 

during the day, and you are going to be in an environment where, 

realistically, you are just not going to have people outside in their 

gardens at night listening to airport planes going over and then ringing 

up and complaining.  It is just not going to happen. 25 

 

 So really, that is where I see, in my submission, it is the whole thing, I 

think it fails at a legal analysis of the policy.  And then if you proceed 

further and take 6.3.5.5 which is where Judge Hassan was going 

yesterday, and a very helpful analysis of those, look at all of the words 30 

there, and that is followed in objectives as well, I can cite others where 

it is the same sort of terminology.   

 

 You see, actually, ultimately, the thing that is affected is the amenity of 

some people who are highly annoyed, that is amenity.  And none of 35 

these wordings in these objectives and policies are directed towards 

particularly protecting the amenity of highly annoyed persons.  I am not 

saying there are not amenity considerations in the plan, but all of the 

airport’s efforts to put policies and objectives in the plan, but what I say 

is that they were directed at the efficient running of the airport. They 40 

were looking at it from their point of view entirely, and they have not 

made the case. 

 

 And finally, I do in my submissions make two other points.  One is that 

I simply say apart from all of this there just has been a complete failure 45 

to do a section 32A(A) analysis properly. There has been no 
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consideration of the whole benefits of bringing more people into an 

area of intensification, none of the costs and benefits have been 

analysed by Mr Bonis for the Airport and neither did he look at the 

situation which is a little bit more particular to the Trust I represent.  

We live across from the Airport and it is desirable that properties near 5 

the University might be used for intensification to help the University 

out of this problem, so none of those were examined by him although 

he did admit in cross-examination, Mr Bonis, of course, that I raised 

some very good points about being close and living close to the 

University and the need for intensification there. 10 

 

  [2.40 pm] 

 

 So I simply record that there has been a failure at such a level, that 

there is simply no sufficient section 32 analysis to take you to the 15 

answer the Airport want to give. 

 

SJH:   Right, thank you. 

 

MR HARDIE:   I think really that is - - -  20 

 

SJH:   I will just see if there are any questions before you call. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, perhaps I could say Robinsons Bay, I mentioned and my 

apologies, I have only handed up two copies which is rude of me but I 25 

do not take anything from Robinsons Bay – I called it – I might have 

said the leading case, it was the leading case because we spent 15 days 

in Court with experts from around the world talking about noise, noise 

pollution from planes, 50/55 line, but what I say here and I do not want 

you to think that you can derive from the answer to that case the answer 30 

to this. 

 

 My point is that was completely different consideration.  It was an 

economic section 32 analysis about development of rural land close to 

the Airport urbanising it, and here there are quite different 35 

considerations.  It requires almost a completely different section 32 

analysis when you talk about intensification of existing zoned land. 

 

 All I wanted to take from it, the minor point was that that Environment 

Court Hearing for 15 days, I think it was, could not find itself at any 40 

point of the evidence that was led there, to believe that there could be a 

curfew on the Airport. 

 

 And I saw Judge Hassan, you have been a bit concerned about a couple 

of my questions of the witness at that point, and that might have been 45 

fair enough, and I only make the point here, I actually thought 
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Mr Bonis should have known about that case.  He should have given it 

a bit of consideration because that is the duty of an independent witness 

- - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Hardie, it just comes back to the point you made 5 

before, doesn’t it, it is not about analysing the evidence in this case by 

reference to the evidence and findings in another case? 

 

MR HARDIE:   No. 

 10 

JUDGE HASSAN:   It is about our responsibility to look at matters in front of 

us. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, I guess I am thinking back – the other issue which is 

before you has been considered at a different level and you know about 15 

it, it is not just duty of counsel to bring to your attention things that are 

relevant from a legal point of view, but if you are a planner you are 

relying upon making some legal analysis in a roundabout way rightly 

or wrongly, so if you know about something which is not ideal to your 

case, the Code of Conduct says you have just got to remember as an 20 

expert you are to draw it to their attention. 

 

 But I do not take that any further, I simply say that at the end of the day 

there is a limited value in that case and I do not want to suggest that 

that is what my case is all about.  I have done this afresh. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

MR HARDIE:   That is it except for the questions you have of me. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   No thank you, sir. 

 

MS DAWSON:   No thank you. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No thank you, sir. 35 

 

SJH:   Just one and it arose - I put to Mr Bonis that I had understood him to say 

that he had conceded that his suggested suite of rules and what the 

Airport seeks is more restrictive then the Operative Plan, and it actually 

arose out of a question from you, Mr Hardie, to the effect that this is 40 

the first time the Airport have tried to impose restrictions on an existing 

area. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes. 

 45 
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SJH:   What is your view about whether or not it is more restrictive than the 

Operative Plan for the piece of land that you are concerned about? 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, what is now proposed is going to be a more restrictive 

regime if accepted on 44 Creyke Road than existed before.  Where I 5 

think my question might not have been precise enough, is that there are 

already some rules that are in the plan that apply to land at houses that 

have been built within the 55 because you have to put some insulation 

in and things like that. 

 10 

 So I did not mean to suggest that there were no rules, what I - - - 

 

SJH:   But as an example, could you build a six bedroom house for student 

accommodation on your land now? 

 15 

MR HARDIE:   Right, in that sense if I was relying on what used to be called 

the “Living 2 Zone” and nothing in here, I could not have done that. 

 

  [2.45 pm] 

 20 

SJH:   No, talking about the Operative Plan.   

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, under the Operative Plan.   

 

SJH:  But under Mr Bonis’ suite of rules could you build such a property, 25 

because I thought six bedrooms were a no-no under his rules.  

 

MR HARDIE:   No, I couldn’t under his rules. 

 

SJH:   Right.   30 

 

MR HARDIE:   No, I couldn’t. 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you. 

 35 

MR HARDIE:  So I have got Marie Mullins here and so she is here to answer 

your questions.  Could you go forward please, Marie over there?   

 

 Now Ms Appleyard just wants me to clarify, she thinks I might have 

mislead you. I am certainly not suggesting right now I could build 40 

under the Operative Plan a six unit - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  No, no, six bedroom. 

 

SJH:   Six bedrooms. 45 
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MR HARDIE:   Oh, six bedrooms.  No, I can’t answer six bedrooms because to 

be honest, sir, I can’t tell you whether we can build six bedrooms, I 

have not looked at it. 

 

SJH:   All right. 5 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes, and my apologies. 

 

SJH:   Just that it seems to be not allowed now, under what you are proposing. 

 10 

MS APPLEYARD:   I just wanted to be clear, we have written to Mr Hardie in 

correspondence to say that the intention of the Airport, and I don’t 

know if we have got it right or wrong, is not to take anything away 

from this property that exists at the moment in the Operative Plan, and 

we have put that in my submission. 15 

 

SJH:   And does that have a six bedroom? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  I am not sure what the answer is.  Yes, so I just want to 

make that clear, I will check that, I go and check it. 20 

 

SJH:   Certainly part of that zone allows six bedrooms. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Well if it allows it then the Airport is happy with that to 

continue. 25 

 

SJH:   But the Airport’s rule does not - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  But the Airport is not trying to turn back the clock on 

anything anywhere that exists now. 30 

 

SJH:   Okay.  Well this might need another look at. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  And we have written to Mr Hardie to confirm that. 

 35 

MS DAWSON:  And is that in relation to anywhere, not just Mr Hardie’s 

property? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, yes. 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, well it may need a more detailed review I think, to make 

sure. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Sorry, I am diverting.  What Mr Bonis had attempted to do 

in his evidence was to set out in orange what was in the Operative Plan 45 

and say we are happy with that, and put in red in his appendix the 
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things that go beyond the Operative Plan. The Operative Plan 

obviously includes the things that were introduced through the LURP 

as well, there is no intention to turn back the clock on any of that.  So it 

is there now across all of the zones and the contours it stays. 

 5 

DR MITCHELL:  Can I just clarify on that?  That is in terms of permitted 

activities do you mean, or do you mean in general in terms of activity 

status. 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Just in general, if it’s in the LURP – it is in the Operative 10 

Plan now, including what was introduced in LURP it stays, and that is 

the position.  So the simple position is what is there now stays but no 

more, that is the simple position. 

 

DR MITCHELL:  When you say “what’s there now” do you mean just what’s 15 

there now in terms of permitted activities rather than other activities for 

which consent could be secured? 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  No, so the whole suite of what is in the – we basically 

want to freeze it, as where it is now, so the Airport’s position – if it’s 20 

there now and particularly what was introduced through the LURP, 

including everything, including activity status, the Airport will – so 

they are basically saying “no more”, but that is the position. 

 

SJH:   Well I think it goes further than that. 25 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes, but that was the purpose of the - - - 

 

MS DAWSON:   Yes, I suppose it was just that the structure of the plans are so 

different, the way the new plan is written, there are more activities - - - 30 

 

MS APPLEYARD:   Yes. 

 

MS DAWSON: - - - and some of those are now listed as permitted activities, 

where they weren’t listed before but were permitted because they were 35 

not contravening any standards.  Now I haven’t done a detailed check 

of that, but it would worth - - - 

 

MS APPLEYARD:  Well Mr Bonis had attempted to do that and he wasn’t 

asked any questions on it, and it may well be that is something we can 40 

sit down with the Council officers to give to you a very clear 

understanding of what is in the Operative Plan, including the LURP 

provisions, because that is a position the Airport is happy to accept, and 

what the relief sought by the CCC and Crown is beyond that, because 

that is the bit we have the problem with.  But there is no intention to 45 

take anything out that is there now. 



 Page 1105 

  

Ch14: Residential (Part) Commenced 31.03.15 

 

MS DAWSON:  All right, thank you. 

 

<MARIE MULLINS, sworn [2.49 pm] 

5 
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<EXAMINATION BY MR HARDIE [2.49 pm] 

 

MR HARDIE:  I called your name as Marie Bernadette Mullins, you live at 44 

Creyke Road, and you are the Trustee of the Nebo (ph 4.4.47) Family 

Trust, or one of two trustees and you are authorise to give evidence on 5 

behalf of the Trust? 

 

MS MULLINS:   I am. 

 

MR HARDIE:   And it has been reduced in writing.  Before you just confirm it, 10 

in front of you is a plan which I put to Mr Bonis.  It wasn’t introduced 

in evidence, but could you confirm that the property marked pink and 

the marked blue area is the residence of 44 Creyke Road. 

 

  [2.50 pm] 15 

 

MS MULLINS:   It is. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Yes. Could you produce that please? 

 20 

SJH:   19 I think it is. 

 
EXHIBIT #19 – MAP OF 44 CREYKE ROAD – MULLINS 

 

MR HARDIE:   Thank you. I did not do that the other day. And could you 25 

confirm your evidence is correct? 

 

MS MULLINS:   Yes. 

 

MR HARDIE:    And where you have given an opinion, that is your opinion 30 

you truly hold? 

 

MS MULLINS:   Yes, it is. 

 

MR HARDIE:   Now you are going to have to answer questions from the 35 

Panel. If they are the only people who want to talk to you perhaps, so 

just direct your answers them please. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson. 

 40 

MS DAWSON:   No, I have no questions, thank you very much. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   No questions, thank you. 45 
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SJH: Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   I will have to ask one question of Ms Mullins. Just in 

terms of summer barbeques, do you have those in the evening outside 

your place? 5 

 

MS MULLINS:   Yes, when it is warm enough. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And what is your experience of aircraft noise when you 

have the barbeque? 10 

 

MS MULLINS:   Well, if there is a nor’wester, which is not that common, but 

you do hear the planes going over but it does not make you go inside. It 

is, I think, part of living in Christchurch really the planes going over. 

Yes, you notice them but they are no annoying. 15 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   It is not annoying as Mr Hardie when he gets going. 

 

MS MULLINS:   Or the student parties next door, which are probably louder 

but we do not find it an issue at all. 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   I have just got two really simple ones. Is your property the 

one that is right behind the bus stop? 

 

MS MULLINS:   Yes, it is. 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   Right, thank you.  Secondly, you mentioned quite 

extensively through your evidence about the development rights that 

you are going to lose as a consequence of the plan that is not proposed. 

 

MS MULLINS:   Yes, the changes, yes. 35 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Can you just clarify for me what they are as you understand 

them, what developments are you forgoing as it were? 

 

MS MULLINS:   As I understand it, it is zoned L2 which enables us to be to, if 40 

we wanted to, development perhaps some student housing, and it seems 

that that is going to change if the new procedures come into place. So it 

seems that we might be curtailed as to numbers of properties on the 

location. 

 45 
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DR MITCHELL:   If Ms Appleyard is correct in her undertaking, does that 

mean that your concerns would be satisfied? In other words, what was 

proposed was no more restrictive than what is happening at the current 

time? 

 5 

MS MULLINS:   Yes, if that is correct or clarified, yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you very much. Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Anything arising Mr Hardie? 10 

 

MR HARDIE:   No, thank you. 

 

SJH:   You may stand down. 

 15 

MS MULLINS:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [2.53 pm] 
 

SJH:   Ms Cook? 20 

 

<MS COOK, affirmed [2.53 pm] 
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SJH:   Just have a seat Ms Cook. We hopefully got a message to you that there 

as an indication from counsel that the matter that concerns you should 

be put off until a later stage and heard with the other relevant matters, 

but you have filed a statement of evidence and this is your opportunity 

to highlight that to us. But of course you will be allowed to come back 5 

and address this again more fully when we reach that stage of the 

hearing. 

 

MS COOK:   Yes, I had seen that in the Council’s legal submissions that came 

through a few weeks ago. I had already come to Christchurch this 10 

morning for this hearing and I thought I would come and talk to you 

anyway, because I do have to clarify and correct a matter in my 

evidence if I can do that. 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you. 15 

 

MS COOK:   Just for record and that is in paragraph 22, I state that “a building 

which exceeds standards becomes a non-complying activity”. Now that 

was correct in relation to the Banks Peninsula Plan when it was notified 

in 1997 and following the decisions on that plan in 2001, and then I 20 

also state in paragraph 55 that “the Caldwell Decision in 2002 retained 

the height limit of 7.5 metres”. That was in the town centre zone, with 

exceedance of this being non-complying and that is correct in relation 

to that decision. 

 25 

  [2.55 pm] 

 

 However, I am now aware that changes were made to the plan in 2006 

following decisions on variation 1 meaning that a restricted 

discretionary building which does not meet standards becomes a fully 30 

discretionary activity.  So therefore our statement in paragraph 56 that 

buildings which exceed the height standard are non-complying is 

incorrect and I apologise for that error. 

 

SJH:   That is okay. 35 

 

MS COOK:   However, this does not alter the Civic Trust’s position that 

limiting building height to two storeys is a crucial control in Akaroa 

and that buildings higher than eight metres should be a non-complying 

activity. 40 

 

 Now, of course we hope that you will accept our request to defer 

decisions relating to the residential conservation zone so that they can 

be considered in light of the heritage proposals and, as you have noted, 

the Council supports that position now too.   45 
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 So I submit that this is the most sensible and efficient course of action 

for you and for all of us and that really put simply the cart has been put 

somewhat put before the horse in this case and it is the very important 

heritage and character values of Akaroa which we need to underpin and 

justify to a large extent in the planning controls in Akaroa. 5 

 

 So you can ask me any questions in relation - - - 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Well, I will just check and see if Panel members do have 

questions.  Ms Dawson? 10 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you, Ms Cook, we will wait until next time, thank 

you, I will. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 15 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, just a question if I may.  Just help me, the Trust you represent, 

what is that and what percentage of the community might that represent 

or members of? 

 20 

MS COOK:   Well, in my evidence I do give some of the background to the 

Akaroa Civic Trust, it is an incorporated society and a Trust that has 

been I think it was established in 1969 so it is a very long-standing 

organisation.   

 25 

 The district schemes of the 1970s actually specifically charged the 

Akaroa Civic Trust with duties in relation to planning in Akaroa.  We 

were to establish an environmental exhibition and maintain that and 

that happened for a number of years.  And the Trust also provided 

architectural and design advice to applicants and we still have this 30 

Design and Appearance Advisory Committee in Akaroa at the moment 

that actually provides free advice to the Council and planners and to 

applicants or even just those wishing to do the right thing in Akaroa. 

And that is free advice and that has been a very effective way and a 

cost effective way of dealing with this desire in Akaroa to control the 35 

design and appearance of buildings. 

 

MR SAX:   And a final question just relates to under your item 2, the question 

tourism can potentially degrade the very attributes that make the town, 

so it is not tourism itself, if you keep the charm and character and so on 40 

it may be more attractive to tourists then you don’t have a problem or 

you still do? 

 

MS COOK:   Well, that is directly lifted from the 1972 I think it was Akaroa 

County District Scheme. 45 
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MR SAX:   Okay, thank you.  No further questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, Mr Chairman. 5 

 

SJH:   Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir. 

 10 

SJH:   Ms Cook, can I advise you that the stage 2 of this plan is going to be 

publicly notified on 2 May so it is important that you resubmit on that.  

It may be exactly the same submission but it is going to be different 

numbering and it is just better to make sure you don’t miss out, that 

you get in the process, that you submit on that when it is published. 15 

 

MS COOK:   Yes, my understanding is that it is actually delayed more than 

that.  I was advised recently it would be about 27 June when the 

heritage provisions will be - - - 

 20 

SJH:   Well, that may be right but, whatever, you are alert to the fact you will 

need to resubmit on that when it comes along. 

 

MS COOK:   We were anticipating that and in fact the submission that we 

made last year was actually fairly rudimentary. 25 

 

SJH:   Yes, okay.  Well, it might be a more fulsome one next time. 

 

MS COOK:   So that this will be deferred. 

 30 

SJH:   Okay.  Well, thank you very much for coming in today.  I am sorry if 

you have been inconvenienced because - - - 

 

MS COOK:   I did have to come anyway. 

 35 

SJH:   It is always a nice day in Christchurch but we look forward to seeing 

you later when we get to the heritage section. 

 

MS COOK:   I am a Christchurch girl originally actually. 

 40 

SJH:   All right, thank you very much. 

 

MS COOK:   I certainly understand this. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.00 pm] 45 
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SJH:   Mr Walsh, Beach Road Tyre and Auto. 

 

<TIMOTHY CARR WALSH, affirmed [3.00 pm] 



 Page 1113 

  

Ch14: Residential (Part) Commenced 31.03.15 

SJH:   Thank you.  Now, you have filed a statement of evidence dated 20 

March? 

 

MR WALSH:   Yes. 

 5 

SJH:   And your full name is Timothy Carr Walsh? 

 

MR WALSH:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   The contents of your evidence are true and correct or do you want to 10 

make some corrections? 

 

MR WALSH:   No, they are correct. 

 

SJH:   Okay, well, you just go ahead and give us your highlights package 15 

because we have read it. 

 

MR WALSH:   Sure, very brief.  The subject site is located at 89 to 91 Beach 

Road, North New Brighton.  It contains a long established motor 

vehicle servicing business.  The site is currently zoned living 1 in the 20 

operative Christchurch City Plan and part of the site is listed as a 

scheduled service station activity.  

 

 The site is zoned residential suburban in proposal 14 and indications 

are that the portion of the site that is 91 Beach Road would continue to 25 

be provided for as a scheduled service station activity if the zoning was 

to remain residential. 

 

 Our site is unlikely to be developed for residential use and my 

assessment concludes that commercial zoning for the site is more 30 

appropriate.   

 

 In his rebuttal evidence Mr Blair agrees that residential zoning is not 

appropriate.  Further evidence will be led on the commercial proposal 

as to the particular zoning that would be most appropriate for the site.  35 

Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you. 40 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   No questions, thank you. 

 45 

SJH:   Judge? 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   No thank you, sir, I understand the Council would 

confirm that to be the position. 

 

SJH:   You can confirm that? 5 

 

MS SINCLAIR:   Yes, and I can confirm as well that Mr Stevenson for the 

commercial and industrial hearing has zoned that land as commercial 

local. (ph 2.44) 

 10 

SJH:   That is great, thank you.  Thank you, Mr Walsh.  Thank you, you may 

stand down. 

 

MR WALSH:   Thank you. 

 15 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.02 pm] 

 

SJH:   Ms Broughton? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Thank you.  Thank you very much.  Is there any 20 

possibility - - - 

 

SJH:   You are not giving evidence, you are making a submission, is that 

correct? 

 25 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, that is correct. 

 

SJH:   Well, come forward to the fixed microphone, it will be easier for you. 

 

<HELEN BROUGHTON [3.03 pm] 30 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Thank you, sir.  I will start off by saying my name is 

Helen Broughton of 25 Rata Street, submission 592. 

 

SJH:   And you sent us through some documents? 35 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, and I do wish to – I wasn’t sure if your staff would 

do it and I am very pleased that they have, but there is one document, I 

might perhaps hand them out again because I have done them myself 

again and in the LURP document I have made it very clear which 40 

paragraph I am referring to.  So I wonder if you – it might be easier and 

if you don’t want that then that is fine as well. 

 

 Would you like me to start? 

 45 

SJH:   Yes, please. 
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MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, thank you.  My submission today is my personal 

submission with authorisation to represent 13 other submitters.  

Submitter 110, 137, 152, 164, 171, 256, 273, 297, 300, 475, 643, 773. 

 5 

  [3.05 pm] 

 

 The number I indicated earlier was 18, but four of these submitters 

have been able to come themselves next week. 

 10 

 I would note also that 643 is Mrs Ruth Deans and she is a member of 

the Deans family that has strong links, as you are probably aware, with 

Riccarton House and Bush.  

 

 I am Deputy Chairperson of the Riccarton Wigram Community Board 15 

and have served as a councillor or community board member since 

1995. The community board has made submissions regarding the 

conversion of family homes into bedrooms and boarding houses and 

the prescriptiveness of medium density. These are linked issues but are 

not my focus today, and they will be canvased by the Board. 20 

 

 All the submitters that I am authorised to represent support the 

Council’s position regarding the adequacy of current zoning and give 

full support for planning that 31 on the northern side of Riccarton Road 

around Riccarton House and Bush, stretching through to Matai Street 25 

and the railway line, and I put an appendix 1 the area that tables the 

boundaries of the Riccarton Bush Kilmarnock Residents’ Association, 

and Mr John Hardy is speaking on their behalf next week. 

 

 I want today, to talk about the human factor before the Panel, because I 30 

have come on a few occasions and there is a huge amount of computer 

modelling, and legal and technical argument, but today I am trying to 

speak for real people who live in real homes in an established 

community. There is strong concern from the whole community 

regarding any possibility that this area is rezoned to medium density. 35 

They had a large public meeting in March 2014, over 120 people 

attending, 100 formal submissions to Council, an additional 50 people 

signed a petition, 27 submissions to this Panel, and I just not that 

Centre Limited, Westfield, 742, supported Council’s zoning on both the 

southern and northern side. 40 

 

 Many people in this community are unaware that there has been a 

further process after the Council call on this in the Council map, and I 

recently spoke to a neighbour who thought that low density zoning was 

confirmed. Now, I guess that is not an issue for the Panel, but just to be 45 

aware that many people in this community are unaware that this whole 



 Page 1116 

  

Ch14: Residential (Part) Commenced 31.03.15 

process is going on. So we are asking the Panel to proceed with 

planning map 31, and to not defer making this decision as requested by 

CERA. The residents in this community have suffered considerable 

stress over the issue since March 2014, a point at which many had 

returned to their homes after earthquake repairs and were starting to 5 

feel settled. 

 

 So this area is currently zoned Living 1. It is a model mixed community 

with a range of people, and I had photos attached to my submission 

about the amount of development that has occurred even under Living 10 

1. Residents are concerned that mandated intensification will destroy 

their existing community and amenity, and you just need to look at the 

southern side of Riccarton Road which is zoned Living 3, to see what is 

likely to happen. Submission 475 calls it “a ghetto-like approach 

lacking aesthetic value”. Now, that is probably a bit strong for me, but 15 

that is the sense, and I would invite you perhaps, to walk around both 

areas to see what medium density can actually do. It is not as well 

planned or as well designed and perhaps one would hope. 

 

 The question I have, is should intensification destroy an existing 20 

residential community? The LURP would indicate no. I have quoted 

from the summary and it is marked on appendix 3, but it may be 

appendix 2, and the LURP says “intensification measure change the 

rules in the Christchurch City Plan to make more residential 

accommodation available quickly, and it says, I have underlined, 25 

“…without changing the overall character of residential areas.” 

 

  [3.10 pm] 

 

 So my view, if it was to go to medium density, it would change the 30 

overall character of our area. 

 

 It seems in my view, against principles of fairness and natural justice to 

impose a very prescriptive medium density on an area currently zoned 

low density. 35 

 

 The previous Council of which I was a member, in the 2010/2013 

period, saw intensification in the Living 3 areas, possibly Living 2, but 

definitely not Living 1, and I spoke to a senior council planner in 

December 2013, and I was informed at that point that intensification 40 

was not being considered. 

 

 I have touched in my submission on the special features of this 

community.  I will run through them very quickly. 

 45 
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 There is the historic Riccarton House and bush, the 6,000 year old bush 

and it is probably the oldest natural area in New Zealand. There are two 

heritage houses, there is the old house, the old large house and there is 

a small cottage which I think was the first or second cottage on the 

Plains, they are both Group 1 Heritage Buildings in the City Council 5 

Plan and the Historic Places Trust planning. 

 

 There is the Matai Street cycleway, that was put in in 2007, it is the 

beginning of Council’s new University for City cycleway currently 

used by a lot of students, there is a lot of traffic, a lot of students and 10 

the cycleway is well used by school pupils going both to Girls’ High 

and Boys’ High.   

 

 Street treatment in Rata, Rimu and Kauri, was done by Council about 

2008 and it gives it a special precinct area fitting in with the bush, the 15 

names are Rata, Kauri, Rimu. 

 

 Other issues raised with intensification by submitters are traffic, 

parking, storm water and wastewater issues. The storm water and 

wastewater issues are significant, and much of the area has no 20 

possibility of a wastewater upgrade even in the medium term, and 

Bridget O’Brien has produced evidence on that. 

 

 I do want to challenge some features of the Crown case.  I was here 

when the Crown informed the Panel they request an aspirational target 25 

rather than a realistic expectation target.  

 

 An aspirational target seems wrong to me if a radical change of 

neighbourhoods is required and potentially out of sync with the current 

housing market. I have tabled a quote from Bill English on 15 March 30 

2015, I have attempted to phone his office and find out on what he 

based those figures, and I have not heard back, but hopefully perhaps 

when other people submit next week, we may have the basis for these 

figures.   

 35 

 But in early April in the Press, there was a statement on the front page 

talking about the housing market changing because up until now it has 

been very difficult for people to find housing, it now seems to be 

stable, and in one of my appendices I have presented – this is the map, 

and I have got it down as appendix 4.  This was something that came to 40 

the Community Board last Tuesday, and every month we are receiving 

in our area a whole lot of new subdivisions which we have to approve 

naming of but they are coming online every month. 

 

 So that is just an example of what is flooding through in Wigram and 45 

Halswell. 
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 Secondly, having been here, I believe intensification is a mantra for 

planners and I understand the intensification model has been applied in 

Sydney and Melbourne and there are question marks about its success.   

 5 

 But the issue I want to raise today is how can a planning model that 

may work in Melbourne or Sydney with four to point five million 

people, be transposed to a city the size of Christchurch, and the figures 

I have got for Christchurch are 334,800 and the Greater Christchurch 

being 436,000. 10 

 

  [3.15 pm] 

 

 The third question I will raise is what effect will increasing 

intensification in Riccarton have on Central City housing? Experts have 15 

always said when I was on Council, to get a vibrant inner city which is 

commercially viable, you need people who live in the city. And to 

quote from the Central City Recovery Plan, it states, “successful cities 

need attractive central city neighbourhoods to support business growth 

and development and bring life to the central city.” The previous 20 

Council’s objective was a goal of 20,000. We fell far short of that, but I 

have heard from a planner from CERA talk about that 20,000 again. 

Though, in looking at the documents, I cannot find any projected target 

for the central city. 

 25 

 It is very unusual in international terms for a major commercial centre 

such as Riccarton to be so close to the city centre. Pre-earthquake, the 

Riccarton commercial area impacted negatively on the commercial 

viability of the central city and figures I have from that era was that 

Riccarton Westfield received 33% of market share across Christchurch 30 

and at that stage the central city only had 8%. Now, it is not just 

housing. There is a range of issues, but my worry is that increased areas 

for residential intensification in Riccarton will impact on the residential 

targets or projected thinking around the numbers of people who you 

want to live in the central city, and you will, if you accept what 35 

planners say, you will undermine the commercial strength of that 

central city. 

 

 I am requesting the Panel please to retain, I and the group I am 

presenting for, we ask you please to retain that 31 on the northern side 40 

of Riccarton Road around Riccarton House and Bush extending to 

Matai Street, and please do not defer this for a second or third round. I 

believe that this has been so unsettling we would ask you to mandate 

that big Council map. In terms of the people I represent, you might 

want to look particularly at 759, who talks particularly about Matai 45 

Street in a fairly lengthy statement, and Conrad and Allison Cooper, 
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166, who have a fairly academic position on the effect on the amenity, 

if it was not to stay suburban density. Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, we will just see if there are any questions. Ms Dawson? 

 5 

MS DAWSON:   No questions from me, thank you Ms Broughton. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:  Yes, Ms Broughton, just a couple of questions and just a brief 10 

answers, thank you. Character, would you consider one of the key 

things that define character in a community is the people? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, I would also see it visually as well. 

 15 

MR SAX:   So the built form, therefore, is important in defining character? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, the built and landscaping. I have actually run, in my 

political life, one of the themes I have had is to protect the residential 

environment. So I think it is greater. It is people, but also how it looks. 20 

 

MR SAX:   And perhaps amenity, amenity could improve the character of a 

neighbourhood. Would you call amenities, enhanced amenities, places 

for kids, places for the elderly and so on as part of what enhances 

character? 25 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, I think I probably see it more of the built form and 

the trees, with an established community, and our community has a 

range of people. It has students, it has got myself, who has been there 

with, I recall this morning, seven other neighbours for 30 years. It has 30 

got people who have come in in the last 15 years or 10 years, and there 

is a range of different housing, and a lot of the housing being 

developed, and I know it goes against the thinking by CERA, but a lot 

of the housing coming in is single housing. It is replacing the single 

house there, and some of it two, two townhouses and some of it is 35 

single housing. And one couple, I think they are coming down next 

week, they actually bought in the area about four years ago because it 

was Living 1. They took down an old house, built a rather beautiful 

house and now they find that there is this potential change. And if I can 

give you another example and I think Mr Telford’s coming down next 40 

week. He lived on the other side of Riccarton Road and he has got a 

young family. About three kids of three or four and he moved 

specifically from the other side to this side because he could not bear 

some of the effects which were happening in medium density.  

 45 

  [3.20 pm] 
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 And I do not think you automatically have to have that with medium 

density but if you are not keeping design control rules which I 

understand CERA and the Crown are not overly keen on prescription 

then I do not see how you can get a sort of attractive area in Living 3. 5 

Now that is not my argument because I am not here to talk about design 

controls. 

 

MR SAX:  Right, so intensification, could I put it to you that it could enhance 

character so the character could be better. But I think basically I think 10 

what I am trying to take from you is that it is more build form concern 

though nevertheless is it not that you are concerned with trying get 

what is it that actually diminishes the character of a place where there 

is change. Change where we talk about social housing including 

affordable housing and so on was a part of that. That does concern you 15 

about character. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  No. I am not quite sure of the question actually so could 

you rephrase it please? 

 20 

MR SAX:  Yes, I am just trying to pinpoint what specifically it is about the 

change because change can enhance character. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes. 

 25 

MR SAX:   It does not have to diminish it so is there a single thing. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   No, it is certainly the build form changes. 

 

MR SAX:   Fine. 30 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  And I admit they can be quirky and very attractive so you 

could actually have both but the sort of experience has shown that it 

does not happen. 

 35 

MR SAX:   Okay, no further questions, thank you. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   And it is also the trees, it is that space and trees. 

 

MR SAX:   Thank you. 40 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Thank you, Mr Chairman. Just a couple of things, Ms 

Broughton, just in terms of your engagement with the community, do 45 
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you have much engagement with people that are in their retirement 

years. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   I am almost there myself actually, yes. 

 5 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Yes, just in terms of that, what is your impression of 

people’s preferences for wanting to for instance stay in their local 

community such as your one during their aging years rather than being 

shipped off to a retirement village because they have not got many 

options in the local area. 10 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  Yes, and we have a small group. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So what is your impression of that? 

 15 

MS BROUGHTON:   It is only an impression, I have not got figures. I know 

when the Feltex site were thinking of having apartment living for the 

activity elderly as they called it between 55 and 75, people were saying 

to me, I would not go there. Now they are between 55 and 75. So I do 

not think that age group particularly wants apartment living. I think 20 

townhouse living is sort of attractive and some people are saving, some 

in this area are saying, well, look we like staying in our family homes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And it sound like from what you were saying before the 

people you understand and represent value not just their family home 25 

but the setting and the environment around it and their neighbourhood. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, and their neighbourhood. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  So does that extend for instance to those who find their 30 

family home too large but may want to still live in their neighbourhood. 

Do you think that is important? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  Yes, and I think you can do it because we have had two 

units on the corner of Straven Road and Rata Street where you have 35 

had a house taken down and two relatively large units built and I know 

one of the men in that is sort of 70.  Even under the current Living 1 

suburban density zoning you can still have two units, potentially a third 

through in fact resource consent and maybe you could have more 

through in fact resource consent? So you have got intensification now 40 

occurring. There is some elderly persons housing and I know that is 

going but I think the Council has accepted that is going to be shifted to 

multiunit dwellings and they are fine.  

 

JUDGE HASSAN: And do you think it enriches the community to some extent 45 

to give elderly people the opportunity to stay in their local neighbours? 
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MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, and I do not think we have any particular issue with 

the current elderly persons housing and that is normally four units on a 

property. 

 5 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Now you mentioned we and I just want to clarify that 

because you made a couple of statements that indicated you were 

expressing views on behalf of the community as a whole. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Well yes, I am sorry. 10 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  But you are not on this occasion, are you? You are just 

expressing views on behalf of yourself and those submitters you 

represent. 

 15 

  [3.25 pm] 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, and I probably as a – I mean this is where I am not 

sure of the protocols here but - - - 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You have had the opportunity - - - 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   - - - if I was actually at a public meeting or something 

like that I would be saying ‘we’ because I - - - 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   - - - represent the community.  If I felt it was there - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Do you accept on this occasion you do not? 30 

 

MS BROUGHTON: On this – well, I seek guidance from you, so I am 

representing. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But as you said at the beginning - - - 35 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, that is - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN: “A lone step on this occasion for yourself and those 

submitters you represent.” 40 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Well, my understanding is I cannot speak wider, am I 

right? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 45 
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SJH:   You can only speak if they have authorised you. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Pardon? 

 

SJH:   You can only speak on behalf of those that have authorised you. 5 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, yes, yes. 

 

SJH:   Okay, thank you.  Dr Mitchell. 

 10 

DR MITCHELL:   No, thank you, sir, I have no questions. 

 

SJH:   Ms Broughton, in round terms there is an expectation of just under 

28,000 additional homes by 2028. 

 15 

MS BROUGHTON:   That is right. 

 

SJH:   And of those, about 21,000 is to be achieved by intensification.  Two 

areas around key activity centres that would have seemed to the 

planners to be suitable for intensification the councillors have removed 20 

on the notified basis, so how are we going to achieve this 

intensification? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  And talking in Riccarton, are you talking about this area 

and - - - 25 

 

SJH:   I am talking generally across the board. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Oh, across the board, whole board. 

 30 

SJH:   Unless we look at these types of areas, and we also have heard from the 

Crown and we do not know yet whether we will accept that or the 

Council evidence that the amount of intensification that is included in 

this Plan will not allow a target to be met if we accept that evidence. 

 35 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, I have not done the close figures on that so I cannot 

– and perhaps that is a weakness in what I am saying, but I have not 

done the - - -.  If we were starting off again and we cannot, sorry, I am 

sort of a realist, but if we were starting off again, if the consultation 

process had allowed the community to say where do you think we 40 

could have this, there is quite a lot of areas around Riccarton, probably 

on the southern side, which are actually largely rentals, and those 

people would have been fairly keen, I think, to have had this happen. 

 

 But that is starting off again fresh and we cannot.  So I think – I have 45 

not got the answer because I have not applied that - - - 
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SJH: That is probably a fair comment is it not, that people say well 

intensification is a good idea but not in my neighbourhood? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  Well, I am not even sure that I agree that intensification 5 

is a good idea, but I cannot argue because that has been decided. 

 

SJH:   That is a Higher level document. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  Yes, I know, I mean I cannot argue that. 10 

 

SJH:  And your wastewater problems in Riccarton, we were told by 

Ms O’Brien, the works plan is to have that completed by 2020. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, that is the area – that is some of the area but it is 15 

only a small amount. 

 

SJH:   She supplied us with a map, - - - 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Sorry? 20 

 

SJH:   - - - she supplied us with a map of the area that it covers. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   So there is a small amount which is where I live which is 

finished by 2020.  I have not checked those figures because they were 25 

saying earlier that it could not be done and in the last couple of weeks 

they came up with planning, a new approach, so I have not checked – 

and I have to go in and look at that document, but if we take what she is 

saying, the area around Riccarton Bush is potentially fixed by 2020 or 

2021, there is a larger area around Matai Street that will not be finished 30 

in the next 20 years. 

 

 Now I am not on Council now so I do not know what happened, but the 

Council are saying that it will not be finished, sort of indefinitely. 

 35 

SJH:   And you, like all of us, would be concerned that the loss of social 

housing stock in Christchurch which was disproportionately damaged 

and destroyed. 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes, and would certainly understand that the Council’s 40 

revised position is to allow social housing in a range of impact areas.  

So we have no problem - - - 

 

SJH:   No, no, I do not want to explore that.  I want to explore something 

slightly different. 45 
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MS BROUGHTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:  We also heard evidence from Ms O’Brien that there was severe 

wastewater constraints around some of the major holdings of Housing 

Corporation, the biggest supplier of social housing. 5 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Okay. 

 

  [3.30 pm] 

 10 

SJH:   And it is a restraint on their ability and it is not going to be 2020 like 

Riccarton, it is going to be after that, it is a restraint on their ability to 

develop a mix of private and social housing and various sizes. How do 

we provide for that? Because they are the people who need it more than 

anybody, are they not? 15 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   I think from your, when you were on Council, it was a matter of grave 

concern on your reported statements about social housing. 20 

 

MS BOUGHTON:  I left in 2013, October, so I have not, and we were having 

problems with social housing then and insurance. I am more aware of 

that issue, but I understand even in this proposed plan which Council is 

putting forward, they have agreed that social housing can go in a range 25 

of densities. We are not opposing that. I understand that furthermore, 

you can build a house behind another house and that is going to be 

allowed in Council’s revised approach. 

 

SJH:   So those that you represent would have no objection to social housing 30 

being developed in your area? 

 

MS BROUGHTON:   I have not put that part forward. 

 

SJH:   Well what is your personal position? 35 

 

MS BROUGHTON:  I think if it happens, it happens, yes, so that is my view. 

 

SJH:   All right thank you very much. 

 40 

MS BROUGHTON:   Thank you very much for your time. 

 

<MS BROUGHTON WITHDREW [3.31 pm] 

 

SJH:   Barrington Issues Group and Mr Curry. 45 
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<ROBIN CURRY [3.31 pm] 

 

MR CURRY:  Yes, good afternoon, Robin Curry representing the Barrington 

Issues Group. I have three of my friends behind me basically, at this 

stage.  5 

 

SJH:   All right, well if they wish to come and sit with you they are very 

welcome to. 

 

MR CURRY:   I did actually ask them, but they are really scared getting too 10 

close to the legal aspiration. 

 

SJH:   I see, believe me, they are very safe. Just give us a moment to get your 

submission please. 

 15 

MR CURRY:   No problem. 

 

SJH:   Would you like that put up? We probably can put it up on the 

whiteboard there, can we, Michelle? Are these the zoning maps, Mr 

Curry? 20 

 

MR CURRY:   These are the large ones, Your Honour. 

 

SJH:   Do you have a print one? 

 25 

MR CURRY:   Yes, I do. 

 

SJH:   We will bring it up on the screen as well. You just let us know which 

ones you are after. We can have them brought up on the screen. 

 30 

MR CURRY:  My apologies. This will be 38, 45, and also probably some other 

areas. The Council is very kind at one of our earlier meetings they 

actually gave us this much larger one that actually covers the whole of 

the area that we have actually been distributing circulars too, basically. 

So I thought this is a bit more appropriate to see the whole area rather 35 

than the two copies. 

 

SJH:   No, we’ll get it brought up on the screen. There we are now. 

 

MR CURRY:   There are multiple ones. We have got a composite. 40 

 

SJH:   Oh, I see, you have got a composite one there. 

 

MR CURRY:  We cannot do that, no, that is fine. Council has done that 

especially, it was hard for us to have it here. 45 
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SJH:   No, we can see it over there, thank you. 

 

MR CURRY:  Thank you, that is good because I actually need my glasses, 

there you go. 

 5 

SJH:   Yes, carry on. 

 

MR CURRY:   As I said, my name is Robin Curry. I am actually representing 

the Barrington Issues Group.  

 10 

  [3.35 pm] 

 

MR CURRY:   We actually started off in the Barrington area when the Council 

first stated that it was moving to a medium zone many ages ago, it 

seems like at this stage. At that stage like our colleague, Helen 15 

Broughton, we did actually hold a very large meeting, and at that stage 

with the 85 people that attended, we were told by the Council that our 

medium zone was actually going down to the RSDT zone, with the 

implication that we were a buffer between the central city, the RND 

zone, and the RS zone. At that stage, we were quite happy. Medium 20 

density obviously was L3 and L4, and so everybody went away quite 

happy. 

 

 Two seconds after leaving that meeting almost, the RSDT zone 

suddenly came out with the new thing that it could actually have the 25 

potential for infill, higher density and limited only by the 

environmental effects of the neighbourhood. So we have been running 

other meetings in the community at the local Church Hall. We have 

been distributing 4,000 circulars now, about three or four times, trying 

to get feedback from our community. So what I am representing here is 30 

what the majority of the people that have attended our meeting have 

actually asked us to do. So I will go through the residential as I have 

presented to you guys, as in the lerp, the Land Use Recovery Plan on 

page 5, number 5, any opportunities for intensification should be 

constrained having regards to the overall character of the residential 35 

area. 

 

 The Barrington area is mainly Living 1. There are some Living 2, and 

our daylight recession plans basically are more for the infill housing 

which is still the sunlight and other bits and pieces, as set out in 40 

Chapter 14.2.3.6, and appendix 14.10.2 of the RSA. Our main concerns 

basically is that if we go to the intensification of RSDT we will get 

increased stormwater runoff, more pressure on our already weakened 

infrastructure, less car parking actually on the street because effectively 

the ones that we have seen in the area, when you start putting up the 45 
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Coronation Street style housing, tends to mean that there is actually 

little room for car parking actually on the property.  

 

 As also shown on the Tompkin and (INDISTINCT 2.30) EQC water 

table around the Barrington area and hopefully you gentlemen have a 5 

larger copy than I have, is that the water table around Barrington has 

actually increased while the land has not gone too far, and water is now 

actually coming up to meet us, that one there, which you will have a 

larger copy of. Part of that, so effectively was the major incident that 

happened in March 2014 where Barrington Street flooded, my street 10 

became a waterway with cones down either end with intensive 

flooding, and effectively it was cordoned off. 

 

 This has also been acknowledged in the Christchurch City Council plan 

as part of the major issues. Unfortunately, because of the Flockton and 15 

other areas, Barrington was not considered to be one of their main ones 

they were looking at even though we did actually get a note that 

effectively they would look at doing something for us. They did 

acknowledge it, but effectively again, it seems it was up to the residents 

to actually try and sort out the issue, which is what we have been trying 20 

to do. The SCIRT notice which you also will have a copy of, you have 

actually got my original, so yours is bigger. This is a photocopy. It 

quite clearly shows that SCIRT is actually doing some major issues on 

wastewater around our area and we had a meeting with them just 

recently, and in fact Ross, who is the SCIRT representative for 25 

Downer, did actually mention that they will be looking at both 

wastewater and stormwater very soon within our area. 

 

 So there are some major issues there that need to be sorted. What we 

hope is that any future consideration for a subdivision must be 30 

consistent with the District Plan number 8.1.1.3, having regard to the 

character and the environment of this character area. Any development 

must obviously meet 8.1.3.1 in respect of the infrastructure, and 

certainly while SCIRT is actually looking at something here they are 

only looking at wastewater, they have only done surveys on that. There 35 

has been no survey made, that I am aware, of the stormwater, or the 

one that was done seems to be actually going against what the 

Council’s own report is stating. 

 

  [3.40 pm] 40 

 

 So at the moment the Council’s hearing own evidence at 3.2.8 

stormwater.  The Christchurch City Council expert stated he did not 

agree with aspects of the submissions being made in addressing this 

error of the plan, he believed that amendments that were unachievable 45 

or unrealistic.  However, the wastewater that Bridget O’Brien put out, 
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which did not support CERA in part, stated that in respect of Spreydon-

Somerfield, which is where the Barrington area actually encompasses 

in that RSDT zone over there, that there has been a 21 percent increase 

in the overflow volumes and in fact for the Barrington area itself we 

have actually had a 40 percent increase in the average daily flows to the 5 

treatment plant since the earthquake. 

 

 So in fact we have been a major impact on health and safety, as she 

states here, through cracks, cross-connections, flooding manholes 

et cetera.  And obviously SCIRT are not effectively fixing all the 10 

damage repairs, they may only just be putting in temporary 

replacements. 

 

 Effectively our rebuttal states quite clearly that in their own comments, 

and I have not send this through to you because effectively this only 15 

just came out.  But the Christchurch City Council states quite clearly 

there is uncertainty too about the costs of carrying out the LURP plan.  

They have also quite clearly admitted here that while they have done 

intensive conditions they still do not have all the information and it will 

become clearer obviously as SCIRT goes around the country, so 20 

Christchurch. 

 

 We believe that the comments made by Bridget O’Brien are indicative 

that effectively in all the comments she has made Barrington was not 

included in part of her intensification.  She has obviously looked at the 25 

other areas and believes that effectively around the area, because of the 

other conditions with health and safety, that effectively Barrington 

should not be included in any intensification as far as all her comments 

go.   

 30 

 And so we would like to support her comments on the basis that from 

my own notification and our own checks of this, down my street, down 

Therese Street, we actually have what is called the wilderness drain 

right behind me and effectively, while I am not an expert, when I was a 

little kid I used to go out ponding and catching frogs and right now the 35 

wilderness drain actually looks like a pond.   

 

 So the water is not obviously going where it should do or the 

stormwater, it is actually ponding and therefore it is actually getting 

into the wastewater and Rick Tindall (ph 3.02) who is here has actually 40 

taken pictures of some nice brown paper coming up through the 

stormwater drains and also some brown stuff actually leaking into the 

wilderness drain which obviously is not stormwater. 

 

 So we have some major concerns that if in fact the RSDT zone goes 45 

ahead or stays as it is that effectively we are actually just adding to the 
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problems that are already in this area.  What we wish to do obviously is 

go back to the residential suburban zone which effectively does cover 

what most of this area is already, and does actually add to the character.   

 

 Now, my apologies to the learned counsel, there was a new term came 5 

out, a SAM (ph 3.44) which I have not had a chance to look at before I 

actually arrived here, with four teenagers at home at the moment trying 

to kill each other I did not have that chance to look that up.  But I 

believe the SAM actually is probably representative of this area than 

the RSDT.   10 

 

 There is already some infill housing that the Council put in, we have at 

last three areas including the Norman Kirk Court place in there where 

the Council does have some infill housing, as we have delivered 

circulars, as my colleagues here can contend to.  A possibility there that 15 

in fact they could actually do that better.   

 

 We are certainly not the experts as laypeople but we hope that the 

Council and the Secretariat here will take that into consideration.  If 

not, that we at least look at some sort of moratorium on any sort of 20 

future development in this area until, again as Helen said, we do not put 

the cart before the horse, that the stormwater, the wastewater is fixed 

before we start looking at putting in more actual infill.  All right. 

 

SJH:    Thank you.  I will just see if there are any questions from the Panel.  25 

Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you.  Thank you very much for your presentation. 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 30 

 

MR SAX:   Yes, perhaps, Mr Curry, just one question, I just do not exactly 

precisely know the area of Barrington, I have got a general feel, but my 

question, the thrust of your submission is on infrastructure. 

 35 

MR CURRY:   Yes. 

 

  [3.45 pm] 

 

MR SAX:   So I presume it goes without saying, if there is not the 40 

infrastructure a building consent would not be issued if it was zoned a 

high density, and it would it would not happen until such time as the 

infrastructure was there.  So if it is all fully infrastructure compliant, 

because someone else has spent that money, do you still really have an 

issue? 45 
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MR CURRY:   Well at this stage Mr Sax, certainly part of the problem 

obviously is that the infrastructure needs to be fixed first before you 

start putting in extra housing.  There are some housing going up right 

now actually in the area.  Obviously even, if I can walk over here, sorry 

my apologies, this is your Barrington Mall here noted as the COR or 5 

the COR is actually your Barrington Mall.  In fact the commercial 

fringe has now been changed as I understand it, just as I was leaving 

work on Friday, the commercial fringe is now called a COR as well.  

So this area, that wee part.   

 10 

 Again, most of the area, if you fixed it up then obviously there is 

already infill housing in our area, and so we are not objecting that, we 

are not objecting to the fact that there does need to be more 

intensification.  What we are arguing is that if you put the cart before 

the horse and start in-filling now before the actual infrastructure is 15 

ready, then all you are doing is adding to the problems of the people 

already there by simply putting more pressure on the wastewater and 

the stormwater before it is actually fixed basically.  

 

 So what we are hoping is that if that got taken back to your RSO which 20 

is not too far away, as you can see, we are the meat between the 

proverbial sandwich here, is that effectively we then believe that you 

can then start looking at that.  And if that is in 2017 or 2020 then we 

can come back to the Council ourselves as a group and then start 

looking at well, what do you want to do with the (INDISTINCT 2.09)?   25 

 

 As we have mentioned, there is actually some infill actually around 

quite a few of these areas here where the Council have actually got it, 

and in fact down the motorway there is actually quite a bit that could 

actually be developed.  There are quite a few spare properties there that 30 

have actually been left vacant because of the earthquake. 

 

MR SAX:   No further questions, I understand your submission.  Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 35 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Curry, just on the map there, could you point out 

Centennial Park on the map.  I am a newbie, from Wellington, so I 

don’t know Christchurch.  So where is Centennial Park? 

 40 

MR CURRY:   Well there is Barrington Park. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, what about Centennial Park? 

 

MR CURRY:   Well, please, I would have to find it myself now.   45 
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MS DAWSON:   Lyttelton Street.  

 

MR CURRY:   Lyttelton Street, yes.   

 

MS ……….:   Go down, just there, that grey part there. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes.  I am just looking at Ms O’Brien’s evidence, and she 

talks about the Cassidy issue around what she describes to be 

Barrington Mall and Centennial Park.  But the difficulty I have got is 

that she is giving that evidence in response to a submission that is 10 

seeking some intensification in that particular area. 

 

MR CURRY:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So when you were describing your place, where is your 15 

place, point to that if you wouldn’t mind. 

 

MR CURRY:   Yes, my place is Tweed Street here, there is your Barrington 

Mall, there is my place and the ladies and gentlemen I have got with 

me are mainly around obviously this area here. 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So just for the transcript, you said my place, describe that 

in a north, west, south, east, diversion from the mall? 

 

MR CURRY:   It would be… 25 

 

SJH:   West. 

 

MR CURRY:   East – West. 

 30 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And what is the street? 

 

MR CURRY:   Tweed Street. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, Tweed Street.  And where is that reserve you 35 

mentioned, playing as a kid there and now it’s a pond? 

 

MR CURRY:   That is now well and truly gone, sorry, sir, and fortunately it 

was down, round over this area here. 

 40 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 

MR CURRY:   Around Beckenham area where I used to go walking, and 

obviously even up on the hills when I was a little bit younger and had 

not so grey hair, but most of it is well and truly gone now as far as that 45 

goes.   
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JUDGE HASSAN:   So that area that is marked RSDT, just in your personal 

knowledge, how much of that do you think is served off the same trunk 

services that Ms O’Brien is referring to as being over capacity, how 

much of it, the whole lot or half of it, or? 5 

 

MR CURRY:   I don’t know, sir.  Ms O’Brien, when I read her evidence stated 

that she is looking at Barrington, so this is where she has actually made 

her comments on.  She has actually excluded Barrington, so originally 

there is your Barrington Mall, the initial area that we got which was 10 

medium density was more within the 800/900 metres, which is what 

started the process. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 15 

MR CURRY:   As you can see, sir, now that 800/900 metres has now been 

extended all the way out here and flows all the way out in the other 

direction basically as far as that goes.  So we have had to expand what 

we have been doing as a group to try and encompass where the Council 

has now moved the zone from where we started basically.  I don’t 20 

know from Ms O’Brien’s comments, she stated that she doesn’t believe 

that Barrington itself should be part of the infill application. 

 

  [3.50 pm] 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, no, I have read that.  And your issues group, is that 

an incorporated society or an informal group? 

 

MR CURRY:   We are an informal group at this stage. 

 30 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And how many members have you got? 

 

MR………:   About 80 on the email list. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You want to repeat that into the transcript? 35 

 

MR CURRY:   Yes, we have got about 80 or 90 people on our transcript, when 

we started off with one issue.  And we’re now getting to that stage 

where, as an Inland Revenue Officer, we are starting to look at 

becoming obviously now Spreydon Neighbourhood Network, and we 40 

will start looking at being more formalised as far as it goes.  Whether 

we to go to incorporation, that is certainly another step we can look at, 

but at this stage it’s just a group that meets every second Tuesday, and 

we raise the issues to the people around the area that haven’t had a 

voice so far. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Well, I must say I found it interesting to listen to what you 

had to say.  Thanks very much, Mr Curry. 

 

MR CURRY:   Okay. 

 5 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you, that’s very clear. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Curry, for you and your team, for your presentation, it’s 10 

been very, very useful.  Thank you. 

 

MR CURRY:   Thank you. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [3.51 pm] 15 

 

SJH:   Mr Jordan? 

 

MR JORDAN:   Firstly, I would like to thank the Panel for this opportunity and 

apologise in advance for any procedural errors I make today. 20 

 

SJH:   All right, Mr Jordan, what you filed is a statement of evidence, so I take 

it you want to confirm that and make a statement of evidence rather 

than just dictate and - - -  

 25 

MR JORDAN:   Well - - -  

 

SJH:   If it is to remain as evidence, which - - -  

 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 30 

 

SJH:   - - - I hope it will, we just need to have you sworn and confirm the 

document. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay. 35 

 

SJH:   And then you can speak to the document and then we’ll ask questions, is 

that all right? 

 

MR JORDAN:   That’s fine. 40 

 

SJH:   Okay, well if you just go in the witness – over there. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay. 

 45 

<CHRISTIAN PAUL JORDAN, sworn [3.52 pm] 
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SJH:   Just take a seat, Mr Jordan, your full name is Christian Paul Jordan? 

 

MR JORDAN:   That’s correct, yes, sir. 

 5 

SJH:   You filed a statement of evidence, dated the 20th of March? 

 

MR JORDAN:   That is right. 

 

SJH:   You confirm that is true and correct? 10 

 

MR JORDAN:   That’s correct. 

 

SJH:   Yes, all right, well you just to speak and tell us what you want about 

your evidence and then we’ll see if the Panel has questions on it, thank 15 

you. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay, I’ve prepared a bit of a speech for the 10 minute slot. 

 

SJH:   That’s good, thank you, that will be helpful. 20 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay. Firstly, I’d like to thank the Panel and, as I said before, 

apologise for any procedural errors I may have made. 

 

 My name is Christian Paul Jordan, my statement of evidence covers the 25 

technical stuff, so I’ll start by giving you a background as to why I’m 

here today and hopefully follow by convincing you, or at least 

attempting to convince you that what I outline is by far the most 

important issue in this residential chapter, and thus will have the 

greatest impact on the people of Christchurch and the appearance of 30 

Christchurch. 

 

 I started my interest in property in 1986, aged eight, and in 1996 began 

buying and developing property with my brother. We have about 60 

mainly residential properties which cover over a hectare of L3 land and 35 

over two hectares of Christchurch, of other Christchurch residential and 

commercial property. 

 

 I’ve made submissions on a couple of site specific matters and rule 

changes that do benefit me, which I’ll address near at the end, but the 40 

bulk of my submission relates, to try to improve the inner suburban 

areas where infill has taken place and making sure that these areas 

remain or returned to being desirable places to live. 

 

 I have nothing against development, we’ve subdivided – created over a 45 

dozen new sites over the years, paying GST and taxes as we go. I have 
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hit planning roadblocks many times, and we’ve actually abandoned 

some things because of difficulties, but realise that rules are needed as 

long as they’re sensible and flexible. 

 

 So for the most important rule in the Residential Chapter, I believe it is 5 

multiunit housing. It’s not just multiunit housing in the medium density 

zone, but multiunit housing in all zones. 

 

 Why?  Since notification, the Council’s Revised Proposal is more for 

allowing single storey and therefore low density multiunit complexes, 10 

like the one pictured on page 11, which is the single storey units.  It’s 

more for allowing that in the RSDT zone, to allowing two-storey or 

potentially even three-storey multiunit developments, ie medium 

density housing, which is pictured on page 9 in my submission, and the 

residential suburban, the suburban density transition and the residential 15 

Banks Peninsula zones. 

 

  [3.55 pm] 

 

 That means virtually 99 percent of the existing residential land being 20 

considered in this chapter can be developed for medium density 

housing with no minimum site zones. You might think that does not 

sound unreasonable, to allow a bit of isolation to higher density 

housing in the outer suburbs. I consider that this is a permitted activity 

for up to four units in the density transition zone, but that limit of four 25 

is irrelevant because you could just split a site into a number of blocks 

of four to comply with the rule. In the remaining zones, it is a restricted 

discretionary activity with discretion based solely on urban design, 

therefore the box could go anywhere. Glandovey Road, Fendalton. 

Russley, Cass Bay, absolutely anywhere. 30 

 

 Again, you might think, what is the issue? It is not unreasonable that 

the odd block of units is built if that is what the market wants. Consider 

this, the rules for multi units in these zones require just a 30 square 

metre outdoor living space, a single garage and a side coverage which 35 

is proposed up to 45 percent. This set of rules allows more dense 

development than the 1995 City Plan allowed in the old L3 zone, under 

which most medium density developments that we see in the city today 

occurred. So in short, the current proposal proposes 99 percent of the 

city’s existing residential areas be given a zoning equivalent to the old 40 

medium density zone. 

 

 If you are still wondering what is wrong with that, firstly it creates an 

inconsistency. In the RS zone, to build two townhouses on 800 square 

metres, it is fully non-complying with each site being less than 400 45 

square metres near the drive, yet to build two multi-unit townhouses 
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which look absolutely identical except for the underlying unit title 

rather than separate freehold ones, it is only restricted discretionary. 

But moreover, you do not need to stop at two townhouses on 800 

square metres. You could try four or six, or try it in the RSDT zone 

where it is permitted as a right. So this rule simply erodes the plan rules 5 

for minimum section sizes in the outer suburbs. 

 

 It will also mean a proliferation of body corporates which adds 

complexity and cost of future home ownership. A similar situation 

occurred in the 90s where cross-leasing avoided paying reserve 10 

contributions. Secondly, this was not notified in the notified plan. The 

notified plan allowed for single-level units in the RSDT zone. This was 

in lieu of dispensations for elderly persons’ housing units. This impact 

of single storey units on neighbours is far less than two storey units, 

which only require a 30 metre square outdoor living space, the type of 15 

two-storey unit there on the screen. 

 

 I believe that most in Christchurch would be pretty horrified if they 

knew that the two-storey L3 style block of flats could appear over 

neighbour’s boundary at any time. And as mentioned, it is that type of 20 

block there. I am talking about absolutely anywhere in the RS zone or 

RSDT zone, or the Banks Peninsula zone. Also, the medium density 

zone has rules designed to consider and alleviate the impacts of multi-

level medium density housing. The RSDT and RBP zones do not have 

any of those provisions. 25 

 

 If you are still not convinced there is a problem with slipping medium 

density housing into the outer suburban locations, then consider that 

this will erode the aim to intensify around key activity centres, around 

community facilities and transport routes. Using Dr Fairgrey’s 30 

evidence, there are about 72,000 homes near RS and RSDT zone on 

sections above 450 square meters. In my submission I note that is 59 

which you took as a reduced number, but there is 72,000 above that 

450 square metres and that if you include the RMDZ, there are 

probably over 80,000. Even if there was a potential of an average of 35 

only two additional units per site in the very long term, that would 

allow an additional 160,000 units in the city. I know, obviously, that 

most of these sites are not going to be developed, but that is the 

capacity that is being allowed for. 

 40 

 So let us put that in perspective. In 1973, Christchurch’s population 

was 313,210 people. 40 years later, in 2013, it was 356,700. That is 

43,900 more. Statistics New Zealand projection for 2043 is between 

373,300 and 501,000 people. A median estimate of 80,000 people or 

more, or maybe 40,000 households.  Now, I understand what you 45 
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mentioned earlier you were talking about 28,000 more households I 

think you said by 2028.   

 

  [4.00 pm] 

 5 

 Why do we then need such an extreme allowance for so many potential 

additional units? All that will be achieved by this is inappropriate 

developments in inappropriate locations. On top of that it will 

encourage developers to build flats and townhouses in desirable school 

zones which will put pressure on school rolls and school zone 10 

boundaries.  It will encourage blocks of units in desirable leafy streets 

where families enjoy quiet, large sections.  It will encourage developers 

to gobble up the cheapest family on large sites, jamming in units which 

create poor quality living for families, but are more expensive than the 

houses they replace. 15 

 

 For example tearing down a $250,000-$300,000 threw bedroom house 

to replace it with 3 $420,000 units might increase the supply but 

obviously does not make housing more affordable.  On the other hand 

backyard infill retains the original affordable house and also provides a 20 

supply of new units while keeping the character of the area. 

 

 But the proposals as they stand given the advantage to unit title 

developments and minimum density requirements in RMD zone almost 

force demolition and total redevelopment. That is because they have 25 

got a minimum requirement for the number of units you have got to get 

on the site. 

 

 So here is why forcing higher density is not going to give the best 

outcome. I can give you an example.  If we consider a 750 square metre 30 

site that may cost $310,000, and the option is to either build three units 

or five units. It is going to add on roughly $25,000 development 

contributions per unit.  So for the three unit option it works it is going 

to cost 360, 120 per unit.  For five units total cost 410, 82,000 per unit.  

 35 

 So that means it costs just $38,000 more to have almost twice as much 

land, on your medium density development.  So when you consider that 

the finished price of the unit is likely to be over $400,000 it means that 

the unit with the bigger land has only cost nine percent more.  So, to 

achieve a much better standard of accommodation for a small 40 

percentage additional cost. 

 

 Clearly density is not the whole solution to affordability, and planning 

rules need to reflect that the quality of the household unit and the 

impact on the neighbouring environment is important.   45 
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 Which brings me to one final point, to try and convince you that 

allowing medium density housing everywhere in the city is not good.  

Nearly 100 years ago a town planning conference convened by 

Christchurch MP and Minister of Health George Russell started the 

move towards garden suburbs, with the realisation at that time that 5 

mean streets create mean men. 

 

 Lax rules allowing high density will create homes that are not desirable 

and not nice places for either the occupants or neighbours. And I give 

the example on page 13, photo number 3.   10 

 

 So I hope I have convinced you that there is a problem and that this is 

one of the most important issues in this chapter which will affect the 

most people through the outcome of your decision. 

 15 

 My suggestion is to go back to the plan as notified allowing single units 

in the RSBT zone.  Alternatively, actually I did not put it in my written 

submission here, with written evidence, but alternatively you could 

look at either bringing in a minimum size for multi units, or lowering 

the minimum section sizes to make them more consistent, or bringing 20 

in requirements for larger outdoor living spaces.  Perhaps more than 90 

square metres, or perhaps larger setbacks for multi units.   

 

 So obviously I made submissions on other matters as well, but that is 

my main point, but to finish up with the other points of my submission.  25 

I have already touched on the reasons why there should be no minimum 

density requirement in the residential medium density zone.  This built 

form rule will create so many unnecessary resource consents and give 

no benefit.  It will likely trigger resource consents for someone wanting 

to build a garage, extend their house, it will make it difficult to comply 30 

with on small awkward shaped sections, and on top of that it prescribes 

a minimum rate of 40 or 50 households per hectare, which is well 

above the intended 30.   

 

  [4.05 pm] 35 

 

 I have explained that in the written statement, and the way that works is 

for instance, if you have got 500 square metre section, you want to 

build two units on it, the rule says you have got to build two units, 250 

per unit, that is 40 per hectare, not the 30, even though it is the 40 

intention of the rule, because it says up to 660 you have got to build 

two but because it is 500, it is actually requiring a higher density, and 

in some cases on a smaller site, for instance, 410 square metres, it 

actually requires you to have a density, I think, well obviously over 50 

because it would require two units of 200 square metres, just over 200 45 

square metres each, 50 per unit, which is way over 30. 
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 But also, this rule, it can be circumvented at a cost to the owner or 

developer by building smaller units or leaving lots vacant.  So for 

instance, if you do want a big section, just subdivide it and leave a 

vacant section, you have paid the cost of the subdivision but you get to 5 

have your house on a smaller lot and keep the vacant lot. 

 

 Or it can be circumvented by not doing anything, just retaining 

property in its current form. 

 10 

 And this follows on, there is a very similar clause in the subdivision, I 

am not sure if this has been dealt with in this chapter, but there is a very 

similar clause on the subdivision rule which gives a minimum number 

of units identified in my submission there, a minimum number of units 

on an existing allotment.  And this particular rule prescribes densities 15 

of over 60 households per hectare. 

 

 The reason for that is because if you have got a site between 400 and 

600, you have got to put two units on it, you take a driveway off, and 

for instance, if you have got a site just over 400, take the driveway off, 20 

you are going to end up with creating allotments less than 200 square 

metres.  And I have identified the calculations in the report, in the 

tabled evidence there. 

 

 My view is that forget these rules, they are too complicated, they do not 25 

achieve anything, and just have a minimum set building site, a 

minimum size of 200 square metres.  The current rule is actually 

confusing, it states that there is a 400 square metre minimum for 

subdivision, but it also requires that sections be smaller than this.  So it 

is actually very hard to interpret what that clause means. 30 

 

 If you set a flat 200 square metre minimum it is much more sensible 

and workable.  It allows smaller affordable but still buildable 

allotments to be created. 

 35 

 On the other main remaining points.  The building height in the RMD 

zone needs looking at.  If you can go to page 13, the photo on page 13 

of my - retaining the bonus above nine metres rather than lifting the 

whole level to 11 metres which is currently proposed, this is the type of 

units that get built.  That one is just at the minimum, that is at nine 40 

metres but if you allow – imagine 11 metres, you could build a four 

storey building like that with car parks underneath.  Obviously, they 

could not because the rule at the time was the one that I want to retain. 

 

 But you imagine a four storey, that building there being four storey, 45 

that would be a permitted activity.  If you move on to the picture on 
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page 14, my other suggestion was to – instead of having to limit the 

amount of floor area that you are allowed at the third level, pretty much 

you can get an outcome something like that, I mean, you can still have 

buildings that are all three storey in part but allowing a mix of heights, 

and that is a better outcome than allowing large amounts of three storey 5 

buildings. 

 

 If you can now turn to page 16, the photo on page 16 thanks.  In terms 

of the overall residential medium density boundaries, I am just making 

a point of these need reviewed, it is very hard to identify the right areas 10 

first, and I could spend hours trying to do it and it is not really up to 

me, but this is an example.  This is Elvira Court, it is executive 1990s 

homes, some of them more modest, late eighties early nineties, I 

remember the area being built.  They are expensive homes, up to 

$700,000-ish, they are on 600 or less square metre sections, that has 15 

been zoned residential medium density. 

 

 None of those houses are likely to be redeveloped anytime soon.  Yet, 

if someone wants to extend a house and build a garage there, they have 

to go and build multi units technically, otherwise they will need a 20 

resource consent. 

 

 So some of the areas chosen, especially this area in Bishopdale, doesn’t 

seem like a logical area to be putting residential medium density in the 

short term anyway. 25 

 

  [4.10 pm] 

 

 Now, in regards site specific measures that I have identified, one of my 

properties I am asking for rezoning in Parlane Street and I understand 30 

that will be dealt with the commercial section, so I am not going to 

elaborate on that here, but I note there is no objection from the Council 

because it is not currently in residential use, in commercial use since 

1941. 

 35 

 Now in the final, some of built form rules that I have suggested, some 

of those have been picked up by Council in the revised plan, but I note 

that the rules that they are written in the revised proposal contain some 

inconsistencies between the various sections. I understand some of 

these may be typographical errors, such as the building setback in the 40 

residential medium density zone not being reduced to one metre despite 

the diagram on the page showing that it is, so I am still unclear, I 

thought I had confirmed at mediation that that was being changed, but 

in the latest revised one it still say it is 1.8 rather than 1, which I 

understood it was being reduced to 1. 45 
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 For the plan to be easy to read and understand, the rules should be 

written the same way for the two sections, the medium density 

residential suburban, unless there are actual differences which are 

intended.  For landscaping rules there are also changes being made to 

one and not the other section, but they are virtually, they were identical 5 

rules. 

 

 My final points are that the landscaping around street access, if you 

could go to page 22 on my planning map, it is the two photos there 

showing the landscaping around street access.  I think there should be 10 

some requirement not to just have all the landscaping tucked away at 

the back, and there are various ways that that could be achieved, I have 

suggested one in my wording.  And that the living rooms windows was 

another one that I had suggested, that living room windows, that they 

require it to be a three metre setback.  My suggestion was just making 15 

60 percent of the windows in the room needing to be three metres back 

so that you have at least got an outlook, but look, you are allowed to 

have a window 1.6 metres sill height is still allowed by that rules, 

because there is an alternate rule allowing that. 

 20 

 So essentially you can look over the fence at your neighbour, but you 

are not allowed to look into your fence, so it doesn’t seem like a very 

sensible rule.  My thought it just as long as there are 60 percent of the 

windows in the living room look out into an open space, if you want 

light coming in from a side and it is closer to the boundary, they 25 

shouldn’t be stopped from doing that. 

 

 And the final, very, very final point is that allowing no set back on very 

narrow existing sites in the RMD zone would allow unused sites to be 

utilised and also have no greater impact than someone building a 30 

garage on the boundary.   

 

 That last point is one that I would personally benefit from, because we 

have got a five metre wide site in Sydenham just off Colombo Street 

that has been vacant and undevelopable under the current plans for 35 

25 years since the cottage that was on it previously burnt down.  We 

paid $6,000 for that site about 10 years ago.  So it wasn’t expensive but 

it is undevelopable.  We have got a single garage on it, and that is all it 

can be used for.  Which is a shame, because it could take – it is 150 

square metres of land, it could take a unit.   40 

 

 So I mean, something like that, not having a setback on narrow sites, I 

suggest sites less than 7.5 metres where you can’t feasibly build on 

otherwise would be appropriate.   

 45 
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 So I thank you for your time and hope I have convinced you about the 

issue around multiunit housing, that it needs to be looked at and 

considered more closely.   

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Jordan, I’ll just see if the Panel have questions of you? 5 

 

MR JORDAN:   Thanks. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 10 

MS DAWSON:   No, I don’t have any questions, but thank you, Mr Jordan for 

looking at it all in such detail and coming and talking to us today.  

Thank you. 

 

MR JORDAN:  Thanks. 15 

 

SJH:   Mr Sax? 

 

MR SAX:   No questions.  But thank you, we have got some comprehensive 

information we will be able to process. 20 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay. 

 

SJH:   Judge? 

 25 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you, just a couple, thank you, sir. 

 

 Mr Jordan, just go to your page 22, I just want to have a couple of 

questions on a couple of things to do with these trees.   

 30 

SJH:   Just wait for that to go on the screen as well. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:  Yes, page 22, thank you.  So just looking at the both of 

those, so those are both depicting the multiunit type of arrangement I 

suppose, as opposed to say a single dwelling? 35 

 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So is the issue you see there really about the context of a 

multiunit development and the incentives that might not otherwise 40 

apply in terms of an owner beautifying their house? 

 

  [4.15 pm] 

 

MR JORDAN:   It is more to do with the fact that some – a developer can go 45 

and build something like that, and obviously someone can choose not 
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to plant things on their drive, but there is a requirement for minimum 

landscaping area, I think it’s 20 percent of a total site area when you 

develop.  But there is no requirement for that to be, say visible from the 

street or visible from the access, so you could put all that 20 percent in 

landscaping area in a private space.  5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So just in terms of visibility from the street, so in other 

words, you see it as relevant to all, I take it from that you say, say it’s - 

- -  

 10 

MR JORDAN:   It’s only relevant to multiunit housing. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Just multiunit, not anything else. 15 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, no that’s what I wanted to know. 

 

MR JORDAN:   Multiunit or – I mean, for instance units like this, I mean I 

think the definition of multi-units are a unit title, but realistically these 20 

can be flexible titles as well. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. Now in terms of visibility from the street, do you 

think it would be even more visible from the street if it was on the 

street in theory? 25 

 

MR JORDAN:   Fronting the street? 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes. 

 30 

MR JORDAN:   I don’t think that would necessary be advantage, because I 

mean there has been rules in terms of putting it on the street boundary 

and having a two metre landscaping.  I think that was the previous rule 

in the L3 zone. 

 35 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But if – sorry, just simply, do you think it might also be a 

possible way of achieving that street amenity for instance, where it 

worked - - -  

 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 40 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - where it worked to say, make it a condition that an 

owner that wants to build a multiunit has to contribute towards street 

planting? 

 45 
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MR JORDAN:   They could do - a lot of streets don’t have any space for street 

planting because they’re fully sealed. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, where they do have the space? 

 5 

MR JORDAN:   Where they do have it, yes. I don’t think there’s actually too 

much imposition to be able to put some landscaping, say for instance in 

the bottom photo there, an area at the end of the drive that’s visible, at 

the end of the turning area, wouldn’t have created too much of a 

problem. There are rules requiring tree planting and minimum 10 

requirements, it’s just that there used to be a rule requiring landscaping 

on the driveway area that has been removed.  I thought that rule was 

too prescriptive anyway, the strip that you required down the side, and 

it was not functional. 

 15 

 But there should be some requirement to have a bit of landscaping 

around the driveway, just for the purpose of breaking up the space and 

giving privacy to neighbours and those sorts of issues. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, thank you very much. 20 

 

MR JORDAN:   Yes. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. Dr Mitchell? 

 25 

DR MITCHELL:   No I don’t think I do have any questions, thank you, 

Mr Jordan. 

 

SJH:   Mr Jordan, thank you for your time, you’ve obviously put a lot of work 

into this and we’re very grateful for your assistance. 30 

 

MR JORDAN:   Okay. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [4.18 pm] 

 35 

SJH:   Thank you.  We’ll adjourn till 10.00 am on Monday morning and hope 

everyone has a good weekend.  Thank you. 

 

MATTER ADJOURNED AT 4.18 PM UNTIL 

MONDAY, 20 APRIL 2015 40 


