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1.0 OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE 

1.1 Purpose of This Report 

Z Energy Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd and Mobil Oil NZ Ltd (the Oil Companies) lodged submissions 

on Phase 2 of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (the pCRDP) seeking 

the inclusion of risk management overlays around their bulk fuel storage terminals at the 

Port of Lyttelton and Chapmans Road, Woolston.  

The purpose of this report is to provide an evaluation of the proposed risk management 

overlay provisions in terms of section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act). 

The report will be submitted to the Independent Hearings Panel as part of the Oil Companies 

evidence on Chapter 12 – Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land (Stage 2). 

In accordance with Section 32, this evaluation examines whether the objectives of the Oil 

Companies’ proposals are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act, and 

whether the provisions (the policies, rules and other methods) are the most appropriate way 

of achieving those objectives.  

The report includes an evaluation of the proposed overlay provisions against the objectives, 

policies and methods of the pCRDP and the proposed Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (LPRP) 

along with the objectives of the operative district and regional plans.  

1.2 Purpose and Scope of the Proposed Risk Management Overlays 

The Oil Companies receive, store and distribute refined petroleum products. The Oil 

Companies have commercial, shore and marine based aviation and bulk storage facilities 

and are owners of retail outlets and suppliers of petroleum products to individually owned 

retail outlets throughout the Christchurch Region and the South Island. 

The Oil Companies have bulk storage facilities in the Naval Point area of the Port of Lyttleton 

(the Lyttelton Terminal) and at Chapmans Road, Woolston (the Woolston Terminal). These 

facilities are two of the key pieces of infrastructure in the fuel supply chain for the Canterbury 

Region and are recognised in the operative Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

as both regionally significant and critical infrastructure.   

The Oil Companies are responsible for management and operation of the Terminals and are 

recognised as lifeline utilities under the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 

2002. 

A secure supply of fuel to the City and wider region is critical, especially in terms of the 

economy, health and safety and social well-being.  Any disruption to the petroleum supply 

chain would have a major impact on the availability of fuel supplies and, therefore, on public 

welfare and economic activity.  

Due to the nature and volume of fuel stored, both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals pose 

a potential risk to surrounding land uses and could potentially give rise to emergency 

scenarios, such as a vapour cloud explosion, tank and bund fires. Such emergency 

scenarios are of low probability but potentially high impact to people and property in the 

vicinity of the Terminals. Adverse effects of such events may include blast overpressure, 

fragments and heat radiation. 
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A key concern for the Oil Companies is the presence, or potential presence, of sensitive 

activities and potentially high numbers of people in the area in close proximity to bulk fuel 

facilities. If allowed to develop without appropriate safeguards, these have the potential to 

increase the risk profile of the terminal considerably, and result in a situation where the risks 

are such that the operation and development of the terminal facilities may be compromised. 

This will, in turn, affect resilience and efficiency in region wide fuel supplies. 

The purpose of the proposed risk management overlay provisions is to manage 

development within a reasonable proximity to the Lyttelton and Woolston bulk fuel terminals 

to ensure: 

1. there is, to the extent reasonably practicable, no encroachment of risk sensitive land 

uses that would unduly compromise the ability of the Terminals to continue to 

provide for Canterbury’s existing and on-going future fuel demands, including by 

creating lower thresholds of acceptable risk in the receiving environment and 

generating reverse sensitivity effects;  

2. that opportunities to mitigate risk to people through building design and layout have 

been considered when developing and altering buildings that are in closest proximity 

to the Terminals; and 

3. that activities operating within the wider proximity are aware of the risks at these 

locations and are suitably prepared, including through the development of 

appropriate emergency management plan, response and procedures. 

 

1.3 Subject Matter of this Evaluation  

This evaluation assesses the proposed introduction of Emergency Management and 

Building Overlays to land in close proximity to both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals. 

Two types of overlay are proposed as follows: 

(a) Building Design Area: applies to the area within approximately 100m of the bunded 

area at each of the Woolston and Lyttelton terminals, as identified on Figures 1 & 2 

respectively below, which is subject to the greatest potential effects from emergency 

scenarios. Within this area, new and altered buildings will be required to incorporate 

design elements that can minimise risk to people in the event of an emergency 

scenario e.g. through site / building layout, design of openings and glazing.  

 

(b) Emergency Management Area: for the Woolston Terminal, the overlay extends 

approximately 250m beyond the bunded area, as identified on Figure 3 below. For 

the Lyttelton Terminal, the overlay encompasses the entire flat area at Naval Point as 

identified in Figure 4 below.  Sensitive activities will be excluded from these areas. 

Activities within the overlay will be required to undertake appropriate emergency 

management planning that takes into account potential risk from the terminal. 
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Figure 1- Building Design Area – Woolston Terminal 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 - Building Design Area – Lyttelton Terminal 
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Figure 3 - Emergency Management Area – Woolston Terminal 

 

 
 

Figure 4 - Emergency Management Area – Lyttelton Terminal 
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1.4 Resource Management Issue to be Addressed 

The resource management issues set out in this section have been identified mainly from 

the following sources: 

a. Current proposals for land use changes in the vicinity of the Lyttelton Terminals 

including the option identified in the LPRP to locate a cruise ship terminal adjacent to 

the bulk storage terminals and the CCC proposals for intensification of use of existing 

recreational facilities to the west of the Oil Companies’ facilities. 

b. The Oil Companies’ experience of land use compatibility issues in and around their 

Terminal operations in other parts of the country, particularly in relation to the Wiri Oil 

Terminal in Auckland. 

c. Changes in international practice around risk assessment at fuel terminals following 

the Buncefield incident in 2005. 

d. The emerging Health and Safety at Work Act and associated Major Hazards Facility 

Regulations. 

e. The strategic planning documents outlined below and in particular the CRPS. 

Issue 1: The need to manage the acceptability of safety risks imposed by the Lyttleton 

and Woolston Oil Terminals on surrounding land uses, particularly as surrounding 

populations and pressure for development in the vicinity of the sites increase.  

The Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals are equipped to ensure the safety and security of 

operations carried out within their own boundaries. However, they can only mitigate the risk 

outside that area to a certain extent.   

While the probability of an emergency incident occurring at one of the Terminals is extremely 

low, the impact is potentially high. For example the vapour cloud explosion that occurred at 

the Buncefield Terminal in the UK in 2005 resulted in destruction of buildings several 

hundred metres away from the fuel storage tank area and lesser effects, such as window 

breakage, up to 2km away. 

The event at Buncefield highlighted that a vapour cloud explosion, which was historically 

never considered credible, was in fact a credible event. As a result, industry and regulator 

practice around the assessment of risk at fuel terminals has changed to include 

consideration of the potential for large vapour cloud explosions. 

The acceptability of risk involves many considerations but in relation to land uses in close 

proximity to the bulk storage terminals broadly ranges between tolerable for industrial type 

land uses to intolerable or unacceptable for sensitive activities (e.g. residential, child care, 

health care). 

It is, therefore, critical to ensure that land uses surrounding the Terminal sites remain 

compatible with the level of risk associated with these activities.  

Increased awareness of risk and emergency management issues will increase the resilience 

of neighbouring businesses / activities to risk from the Terminals. This is particularly 

important in relation to the Lyttelton Terminal where there is only one point of access / 

egress to the area, via Godley Quay.  

Appropriate planning controls are required to manage risks to public health and safety, while 

enabling the efficient and effective operation, maintenance, upgrade and future development 

of the Terminal and surrounding land.   
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Issue 2: The need to protect the operation, maintenance, upgrade and development of 

the Lyttleton and Woolston Oil Terminals from constraints from development of 

neighbouring sites 

The Lyttleton and Woolston Terminals are regionally significant infrastructure and are two of 

the key components in the fuel supply chain for the Canterbury Region. 

Encroachment of sensitive activities and proximity to significant numbers of people in and 

around hazardous facilities imposes a potentially significant constraint on the ongoing 

operation and development of those facilities.  

To date, development in and around the Terminals has been largely compatible with the 

terminal operations. However with the earthquake recovery and the need for substantial 

redevelopment across the Canterbury Region it is necessary that the pCRDP and the LPRP   

include provisions that adequately future proof and protect the resilience of the fuel supply 

chain to the Canterbury Region so that ongoing fuel demands can be met appropriately and 

safely for all, for the medium and long term. 

The proposed cruise ship berth at Naval Point has the potential to introduce significant 

numbers of people into the area adjacent to the Lyttelton Terminals thereby changing the 

risk profile for the area. This is a particular issue at Lyttelton due to the current lack of 

capacity on the reclamation for petroleum storage following the landslide on Mobil’s terminal 

last year and the ongoing recovery of the Oil Companies’ asset base. 

In addition, and also relevant to the Woolston Terminal, is the need to develop and reinstate 

existing capacity and provide for future development of the Terminals to meet the needs of 

the Canterbury region and beyond.  This needs to be balanced against the need for 

widespread redevelopment across the region as part of the earthquake recovery and 

increasing pressure for development and population increases in the vicinity of the sites. 

The pCRDP provisions need to ensure land uses in the vicinity of the Terminal sites remain 

compatible with the level of risk associated with the Terminals. In this regard, they need to 

restrict the establishment of sensitive land uses that could give risk to an issue of reverse 

sensitivity or operational constraint due to an activity being considered to be exposed to an 

unacceptable level of risk from the hazardous facility. 

 

1.5 Significance of this Subject 

It is proposed to introduce provisions that specifically seek to manage risk, reverse 

sensitivity and encroachment issues around the Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals. 

The provisions are consistent with the policy direction set by the CRPS and the Strategic 

Directions chapter of the pCRDP to recognise and protect regionally significant infrastructure 

and to ensure the pattern of land-use surrounding that infrastructure remains compatible with 

and does not result in reverse sensitivity effects. They build on those provisions by focusing 

on bulk fuel facilities and addressing issues of risk and emergency management that are not 

specifically addressed by way of the current pCRDP provisions. 

While the proposed emergency management overlay provisions will apply only to sites in 

close proximity to the Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals they are significant for the 
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Canterbury Region in terms of their role in protecting the fuel supply chain and in ensuring 

security of fuel supply on an ongoing basis to the region as a whole. 

The proposed provisions will control sensitive activities and require emergency management 

planning and design criteria for buildings from an over pressure event on land in close 

proximity to both the Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals. This will impose some additional 

restrictions on landowners, primarily in relation to the controls on building design within the 

Building Design Area. Most activities identified as sensitive to risks associated with terminal 

operations are already recognised as inappropriate in the underlying zones and subject to a 

consent process on land surrounding the Terminals. For the Woolston Terminal, this is by 

virtue of the Business 5 (General Industrial) and Business 4 (Suburban Industrial) zoning of 

land surrounding the site (under the operative CCP). For the Lyttelton Terminal, this is by 

virtue of the Lyttelton Port zone and the Port Environs and Port Influences Overlays that 

apply to land surrounding the site under the operative BPDP. Additional controls on sensitive 

activities will not, therefore, represent a significant new constraint. 

It is also noted that land uses in close proximity to both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals 

are already required to have some form of emergency management planning in place by 

way of general Health and Safety in Employment Act (1992) (HSE Act) requirements1. 

Having regard to potential emergency scenarios at neighbouring major hazard facilities is 

prudent, but will not necessarily be addressed in site emergency management plans where 

there is no legislative requirement to do so. A specific requirement for sites in the 

Emergency Management Areas to take into account the potential risks arising from 

emergency scenarios at the Terminals in their emergency planning is not, therefore, a 

significant new constraint and is considered to be appropriate, representing sound resource 

management practice. Greater preparedness and awareness of risk in areas surrounding the 

Terminals will improve the resilience of these areas in the event of an emergency incident 

occurring at one of the Terminals.  

The controls on building design in the Building Design Area represent an additional consent 

requirement where in many cases no other resource consent may be required for the works 

only if the provision of statement by the building designer as to the extent to which the 

proposed building or alteration has considered risk. While this may impose additional costs 

on landowners, in terms of getting a statement written, the benefits are considered to 

outweigh the costs. The purpose of these controls is to minimise risk to the health and safety 

of occupants in the event of an incident at one of the Terminal sites. The probability of an 

emergency scenario at either of the Terminals is extremely low, but the potential impact to 

people and property is high, and may include blast overpressure, fragments and heat 

radiation. The proposed controls represent a precautionary and proactive approach to 

addressing an event of low probability but high potential impact. 

Overall, the proposed provisions will protect both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals from 

encroaching land uses that may constrain the use and development of the Terminals and, 

therefore, their ability to provide for the existing and future fuel needs of Christchurch and 

the broader area. The provisions will, therefore, avoid unacceptable economic impacts that 

flow from constraints to energy supply and enable the efficient utilisation of regionally 

                                                           
1
 Note that there may be changes to these requirements under the new Health and Safety at Work Act due to 

come into effect on 4 April 2016. 
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significant infrastructure and a scarce resource. In addition, the provisions will manage and 

raise awareness of risks to the health and safety of surrounding occupiers in a situation 

where it is not possible to internalise all risks and effects within the boundary of the Terminal 

sites. 

 

2.0 STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

2.1 Strategic Planning Documents 

The following key documents are relevant to the proposed risk management overlays: 

 

1. Resource Management Act 1991 

The purpose of the Act (section 5) includes managing natural and physical resources 

to provide for the health and safety of people and communities while avoiding, 

remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of these activities on the environment. 

The Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals are physical resources of regional significance 

and, as key elements of the fuel supply chain, play an important role in enabling the 

social, economic and cultural well-being of communities. The proposed overlay 

provisions seek to avoid significant economic impacts to the regional economy that 

could flow from constraints on energy supply by avoiding reverse sensitivity effects 

and development that may constrain these existing facilities. 

2. The Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Strategy 2012 

This Recovery Strategy is the document that guides and coordinates the 

programmes of work, including Recovery Plans, under the CER Act. The District Plan 

must not be interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent with the Recovery 

Strategy. 

The Recovery Strategy states that there is a need to develop resilient, cost effective, 

accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks 

including by rebuilding infrastructure and buildings in a resilient, cost-effective and 

energy-efficient manner. The proposed risk management overlay is consistent with 

this as it seeks to ensure the long term compatibility of development in and around 

the Terminals, thus avoiding unnecessary costs to address issues of risk and reverse 

sensitivity / constraints on Terminal activities and to improve the reslience of adjacent 

development by raising awareness and preparedness for risk issues and requiring 

consideration of building design solutions to mitigate risk.  

 

3. Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) sets the framework for resource 

management in Canterbury. It provides an overview of the significant resource 

management issues facing the region, and sets out objectives, policies and methods 
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to address the region’s resource management issues. Its goal is the integrated 

management of the region’s natural and physical resources. 

The RPS contains a number of relevant objectives and policies, including the 

following (full text included in Appendix 1):  

 Objective 5.2.1: That development is located and designed to enable people 

and communities, including future generations, to provide for their social, 

economic and cultural well-being and health and safety and is compatible with 

and will result in the continued safe, efficient and effective use of regionally 

significant infrastructure and will avoid, in the first instance, adverse effects on 

regionally significant infrastructure. 

 Objective 5.2.2: To achieve patterns and sequencing of land-use with 

regionally significant infrastructure in the wider region so that development 

does not result in adverse effects on the operation, use and development of 

regionally significant infrastructure.  

 Policy 5.3.2: To enable development which avoids, remedies or mitigates 

adverse effects on regionally significant infrastructure, avoids or mitigates 

reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible activities and 

integrates with the efficient and effective provision, maintenance or upgrade 

of infrastructure.  

 Policy 5.3.9: To avoid development which constrains the ability of regionally 

significant infrastructure to be developed and used without time or other 

operational constrains that may arise from adverse effects relating to reverse 

sensitivity or safety, to provide for the continuation of regionally significant 

infrastructure including its maintenance and operation, without prejudice to 

any future decision that may be required for the ongoing operation or 

expansions of that infrastructure; and provide for the expansion of existing 

regionally significant infrastructure. 

 Policy 8.3.6: To provide for the efficient and effective development, 

operation, maintenance and upgrade or regionally significant infrastructure in 

the coastal environment and to avoid development that may result in reverse 

sensitivity effects or constraints on that infrastructure. 

 Policy 18.3.1: To avoid actual or potential adverse effects resulting from the 

use, storage or disposal of hazardous substances in areas identified as 

sensitive to the potential effects of hazardous substances, including 

residential areas. 

 Policy 18.3.5: To encourage the availability of appropriate information to 

response agencies so that in the event of an emergency involving hazardous 

substances adverse effects can be prepared for, responded to, mitigated, and 

recovered from as effectively as practicably possible. 

The RPS directs territorial authorities to set out objectives and policies within their 

district plans to give effect to the RPS. Both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals are 

recognised as regionally significant infrastructure for Christchurch and the wider 

region.  

4. Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 
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The particular interests of Ngāi Tahu Papatipu Runanga are recognised and provided 

for in urban and township planning. The key provisions providing guidance to this 

chapter include:  

 

a. Policy TM6.7 seeks to recognise the Te Runanga o Ngāi Tahu HSNO Policy 

Statement 2008 as a resource for cultural risk assessment.  

 

5. Te Runanga o Ngāi Tahu HSNO Policy Statement 2008 

This document serves as a resource in relation to HSNO matters for cultural risk 

assessment and decision-making based on Ngāi Tahu values. The policy statement 

provides policy guidance on evaluating issues of importance to Ngāi Tahu, identifying 

and assessing effects from a Ngāi Tahu perspective, identifying options to avoid or 

minimise adverse effects on Ngāi Tahu values, and identifying outcomes important to 

Ngāi Tahu. The objectives seek:  

a. To limit the overall use of hazardous substances.  

b. The safe and responsible storage, use, disposal and transport of hazardous 
substances in a way that protects the environment and Ngāi Tahu values.  

c. Recognition of the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with 
their ancestral land, water, sites wāhi tapu, valued flora and fauna and other 
tāonga.  

 

6. Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan 2014 

This Plan is a strategic document that provides direction on how comprehensive risk-

based emergency management will be implemented in the Canterbury region. Its 

principles and objectives in relation to risk reduction and readiness are supported by 

the proposed terminal emergency management overlays. These include:  

a. Identifying, understanding and managing the risks from hazards faced by 
Canterbury’s communities.  

b. Ensuring planning and management of risk is based on relevant risk 
assessments.  

c. Communicating risk information effectively to the community.  

d. Increasing community and business awareness of risks from hazards and its 
consequences.  

e. Improving community and business preparedness.  

 

 

 

 

2.2 Current Objectives, Policies, Rules and Methods 

Operative Christchurch City Plan 
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The Woolston Terminal is currently zoned ‘Business 5 (General Industrial)’ in the operative 

Christchurch City Plan (the operative CCP) with adjoining sites being zoned either Business 

5 or Business 4 (Suburban Industrial Zone). The policy direction seeks to manage issues of 

land use compatibility between industrial and more sensitive activities (such as residential) 

by the pattern of zoning and the use of buffers between areas of ‘heavier’ business activities 

and living areas. In the case of the Woolston Terminal the site is generally buffered from 

more sensitive activities by the underlying Business 5 and adjacent Business 4 zone and 

associated restrictions on the development of residential, retail and office activities (not 

associated with the primary industrial activity) in those areas.  

The Operative CCP includes a number of situations in which land use buffers are used 

around regionally significant infrastructure to manage reverse sensitivity and health and 

safety issues. These include controls on activities in the Airport / Airfield Noise Control 

Boundaries; Electricity Transmission Line Corridors and TVNZ Transmission Corridors.  

Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan 

The Lyttelton Terminal is currently zoned ‘Lyttelton Port’ in the operative Banks Peninsula 

District Plan (the operative BPDP). The policy framework in the operative BPDP seeks to 

enable the efficient operation, use and development of the port by avoiding or minimising 

reverse sensitivity effects and avoiding encroachment of the urban boundary towards and 

around the port. In order to achieve this, a Port Environs Overlay and a Port Influences 

Overlay are identified around the port. Within these overlays dwellings, healthcare facilities 

and visitor facilities that would be sensitive to noise, vibration, dust and visual effects 

associated with the port generally require non-complying activity consent, albeit some 

exceptions are made for limited extensions to existing dwellings. There is, however, no 

requirement to address risk in relation to the Lyttelton Terminal or issues of land use 

compatibility within the Port area itself, such as have been raised by the proposal to locate a 

new cruise ship terminal in the vicinity of the bulk storage tanks. 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

The Woolston Terminal is proposed to be zoned Industry Heavy in the pCRDP. The 

provisions relating to the Lyttelton Terminal are currently set out in the LPRP, but will 

eventually be incorporated into the pCRDP as Chapter 21.8 Specific Purpose (Lyttelton 

Zone). 

The decisions of the Independent Hearing Panel on the Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes provisions include a number of provisions that are relevant to risk and 

encroachment issues. These include: 

• Objective 3.3.1 relates to the recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch 

in a manner that meets the community’s immediate and longer term needs, 

including infrastructure.  

• Objective 3.3.7 seeks a well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure 

that promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of infrastructure, 

including the optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure.  

• Objective 3.3.12 which states that strategic infrastructure, including its role and 

function, is protected by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible activities, 

including reverse sensitivity effects.  
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• Objective 3.3.14 concerns incompatible activities and states that the location of 

activities is controlled, primarily by zoning, to minimise conflicts between 

incompatible activities; and that conflicts between incompatible activities are 

avoided where there may be significant adverse effects on the health, safety and 

amenity of people and communities. 

There are also a number of supportive objectives and policies in other parts of the pCRDP 

that have not yet been decided including: 

 Heavy Industry Zone Policies 16.1.1.3, 16.1.1.4, 16.1.1.5 and 16.1.1.7; 

 Utilities Objectives 11.1.1 and 11.1.2 and Policies 11.1.1.2, 11.1.1.5, 11.1.2.1, 

11.1.2.2.1; and 

 Hazardous substances (Objective 12.1.1.2 and Policy 12.1.1.2.1).   

The pCRDP includes various ‘buffer’ provisions to protect significant infrastructure. 

Examples include in relation to the electricity transmission and distribution networks; the 

Christchurch International Airport and provisions restricting residential and noise sensitive 

activities in the Port Influences area, in close proximity to the Port of Lyttelton.  

Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan  

The Lyttelton Terminal is identified as being within the ‘Bulk Liquids Storage Area’ in the 

Specific Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone in the LPRP. 

ECan has now handed the draft LPRP to the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

(the Minister) to make a decision (expected at the end of October 2015).  

The draft LPRP includes the following provisions of relevance to the Lyttelton Terminal: 

 Policy 21.8.1.1.2 – Management areas and activities, which is to identify functional 

areas within the Specific Purpose (Lyttelton Port) Zone that recognise the elements 

of recovery, which includes the tank farm area at Naval Point. 

 Policy 21.8.1.1.3 – Port operation, use and development, which seeks to enable the 

efficient operation, use and development of Lyttelton Port by, inter alia, ensuring non-

port related activities or development do not compromise Port operations or 

development of port and maritime facilities. 

 Policy 21.8.1.1.5 – Cruise Berth at Naval Point, which seeks to ensure that the 

development of a cruise ship berth at the port occurs in a location where cruise ship 

passengers and crew are not exposed to unacceptable risk and it does not hinder the 

safe and efficient operation of Port Activities, including the Lyttelton Terminal 

activities.  

 Rules – Rule D5 discretionary activity status for activities not otherwise provided for, 

which will apply to sensitive activities, such as residential, health care and education.  

 In addition, it includes the following actions, which are of direct relevance to the risk and 

reverse sensitivity issues raised in relation to encroachment on the Terminal activities:  

ACTION 12: CRUISE SHIP BERTH 

Christchurch City Council and Lyttelton Port Company will agree 
on a collaborative approach to progress a fit for purpose cruise 

Agreement of all parties 
to approach within three 
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ship berth facility in Lyttelton to achieve a timely return as a cruise 
destination. The parties may agree to involve other interested 
parties.  
 
The parties will consider the preferred location of the cruise berth 
facility taking into account the landside and waterside 
requirements of the cruise industry and the needs of other users, 
and transport and servicing needs. This will include assessment 
of risk in relation to hazardous facilities in the vicinity and their 
ability to meet future demands, including the results of the 
quantitative risk assessment to be undertaken under Action 13.  
 
The parties will consider options for berths in the short term as 
well as permanent solutions, and funding for these.  
 
Lead agency: Christchurch City Council 

months of Gazettal of 
this Recovery Plan 

Goals: 1, 3c, 4, 6 

 

ACTION 13: QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT OF BULK LIQUIDS STORAGE 

FACILITIES  

The Christchurch City Council, Lyttelton Port Company and the 
lessees of the bulk liquids storage facilities will work together to 
define the scope of, and commission, a Quantitative Risk 
Assessment of the bulk liquids storage facilities at Naval Point.  
 
Lead agency: Christchurch City Council  

Quantitative Risk 
Assessment to be 
completed within six 
months of Gazettal of 
this Recovery Plan 

Goals: 1, 3a, 3b, 4, 5 

 

While a QRA is proposed for the Lyttleton Terminal, this has not yet been prepared and 

agreement on scoping has yet to be reached.  

Summary 

These existing provisions provide some protection to the Terminals in that they broadly seek 

to: 

 Recognise and protect regionally significant and strategic infrastructure; 

 Manage the effects of the use and storage of hazardous substances; and 

 Manage reverse sensitivity effects on existing industry and port related activities. 

In addition, the QRA expected to be undertaken for the Lyttelton Terminal (in accordance 

with the Actions 12 and 13 in the draft LPRP) is expected to inform more specific risk 

management provisions in future. The current provisions, however, do not address risk and 

reverse sensitivity / encroachment issues associated with the Terminal in a comprehensive 

manner as they: 

 address risk only in terms of whether risk from a hazardous facility is acceptable in 

relation to the receiving environment. There are no countervailing provisions to 

protect existing hazardous facilities and their reasonable use and development from 

new activities that could generate unacceptable risks or other issues of concern. The 
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provisions do not, therefore, adequately ensure the ability for the bulk fuel storage 

terminals, as regionally significant infrastructure, to continue to operate and develop; 

and 

 do not manage risk to activities beyond the boundary of the terminal sites.  

2.3 Research 

The Oil Companies have commissioned Sherpa Consulting Pty Ltd (Sherpa) to provide 

technical guidance on hazard and risk issues relating to development in the vicinity of the Oil 

Companies Lyttelton and Woolston facilities. 

Sherpa’s Technical Note titled ‘Risk issues, Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan’ is included as 

Annexure A to the Oil Companies submission on Phase 2 of the pCRDP. 

In addition, the Oil Companies have commissioned various Quantitative Risk Assessments 

(QRAs) in relation to their Terminal sites in other parts of the country as a result of proposals 

both for changes to the Terminal activities themselves and for changes of land use in the 

vicinity of those sites.  

Of particular relevance is the QRA and land use planning work undertaken in relation to the 

Wiri Oil Terminal site in Auckland. This includes: 

 Board of Inquiry on the Department of Corrections Notice of Requirement (NOR) for 

a new men’s prison adjacent to the existing Auckland Region Women’s Corrections 

Facility (ARWCF) resulting in the implementation of extensive risk mitigation works 

at both the Terminal site and ARWCF and the inclusion of risk management 

conditions on Corrections designation. 

 Private Plan Change 36 (PC36) to the Manukau Section of the Auckland Council 

District Plan (the Manukau District Plan) to facilitate redevelopment of the 

Winstone’s quarry to the east of the Terminal site, resulting in the application of risk 

management overlays, including objectives, policies and rules, to land covered by 

the plan change. 

 Wiri Oil Services Limited (WOSL) NOR to designate the Terminal site to provide for 

the ongoing operation, maintenance and upgrade and future expansion of the 

Terminal facilities, resulting in designation conditions limiting future growth of the 

facility and relating to mitigation of risk to surrounding land uses on an ongoing 

basis. 

 WOSL’s submissions to the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) seeking the 

inclusion of a risk management overlay around the entire Terminal site (including the 

PC36 land). Hearings on these submissions are scheduled for early 2016. 

This information has been used to inform the proposed Risk Management Overlays in the 

pCRDP and this Section 32 Report.  

2.4 Consultation 

The Oil Companies participated in the submissions and hearings process associated with 

the proposed LPRP. As part of their submissions the issue of risk associated with the 

Lyttelton Terminal and encroachment and reverse sensitivity issues were raised.  These 

issues were highlighted by the option identified in the LPRP of locating a cruise ship terminal 

in close proximity to the bulk storage tanks. In order to address the issues of risk and 
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potential encroachment of sensitive activities in proximity to the Lyttelton Terminal, the Oil 

Companies suggested the use of an overlay approach through that process.  

As part of, and as a follow up to, the proposed LPRP process the Oil Companies have been 

involved in discussions with ECan, CCC, Port Company, Liquigas and CERA around the risk 

and encroachment issues and appropriate methods of managing those risks and effects. 

In addition, the Oil Companies have been involved in discussions with CCC since April 2015 

in relation to proposals for intensification of the existing Naval Point recreation facilities to the 

west of the Lyttelton Terminal.  

There have been no direct discussions with neighbours of either the Lyttelton or Woolston 

Terminal.  

2.5 Proposed Provisions 

The proposed provisions2 can be summarised as follows: 

Bulk Fuel Emergency Management Overlay 

1. A new objective and two new policies to be included in Chapter 12 Hazardous 

Substances and Contaminated Land to clarify the purpose of the overlay provisions, 

which is to ensure that development of land in close proximity to the Woolston and 

Lyttelton Terminals is compatible with the Terminals and their ongoing use and 

development and to ensure that risks arising from the Terminal’s operations are 

taken into account in the design, location and management of development in close 

proximity to the Terminals.   

 

2. The inclusion of a new Building Design Area overlay on the planning maps 

extending approximately 100m from the bunded area of each of the Woolston and 

Lyttelton Terminals, as identified in Figures 1 & 2 above, respectively. The following 

rules will apply in Emergency Management Area A: 

(a) Permitted activity status for new buildings or alterations provided a statement 

prepared by the building designer is submitted to the Council at the time of 

building consent detailing the extent to which building design mitigation has 

been considered. Where such a statement is not provided, restricted 

discretionary activity consent will be required. 

 

3. The inclusion of a new Emergency Management Area overlay on the planning 

maps around each of the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals. For the Woolston 

Terminal, the Area will extend approximately 250m beyond the bunded area of the 

site, as illustrated in figure 3 above. For the Lyttleton Terminal, the Area 

encompasses the entire flat area at Naval Point as identified in Figure 4 above. The 

following rules will apply in Emergency Management Area B: 

(a) Non-complying activity consent required for new sensitive activities. 

                                                           
2
 Note that the specific objectives, policies and rules are broadly based on the approach taken in 

operative Plan Change 36 to the Manukau District Plan. 

2185 Oil Companies - David Le Marquand Evidence -
Attachment G - 30-9-15

Page 16 of 37



17 | P a g e  

(b) Permitted activity status for new buildings or alterations provided a Site 

Emergency Management Plan is prepared consistent with the SEMPT and 

submitted to the Council. Where such a plan is not provided, restricted 

discretionary activity consent will be required. 

 

4. The inclusion of a SEMPT designed to facilitate specific consideration of and 

responses to a potential emergency from the formation of an Emergency Flammable 

Event at the Terminals (refer section 3.3 below for a copy of the SEMPT). 

 

3.0 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED OBJECTIVES, POLICIES AND 

RULES 

The following discussion provides an evaluation of the appropriateness of the proposed 

objectives, policies and rules in achieving the purpose of the Act.  

3.1 Evaluation of Proposed Objective 

Section 32(1)(a) of the Act requires an evaluation of the extent to which the objectives of a 

proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose (section 5) of the Act.  

The following objective is proposed to be included in Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land of the pCRDP. 

Objective – Bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure 

Protect the ability of bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure to maintain, operate and 

develop. 

Appropriateness of Objective 

The objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act because: 

 The proposal to manage risk to land uses in close proximity to the Terminal sites is 

consistent with the purpose (Section 5) of the Act. Specifically, it promotes the 

wellbeing, health and safety of communities by addressing risk to occupiers of 

surrounding land.  It also promotes sustainable management by taking a 

precautionary approach to the management of risk, where the probability of an 

emergency incident occurring is low but the potential effects are high (or 

catastrophic) for example in the event of a vapour cloud explosion. 

 The proposal to prevent risk sensitive activities from establishing in close proximity to 

the Terminal is also consistent with the purpose of the Act. Specifically, it promotes 

the sustainable development of the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals, which are 

physical resources of regional significance, and seeks to avoid significant economic 

impacts to the regional economy that could flow from constraints on energy supply 
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(section 5). Further, it promotes the efficient use and development of and the finite 

characteristics of the Terminals, as a scarce physical resource (section 7). 

 The provisions also address the CRPS, which contains provisions that recognise the 

need to provide for significant infrastructure continuation (including its maintenance 

and operation) and expansion; identifies that the use of land should be controlled to 

avoid reverse sensitivity effects and to ensure compatibility with existing regionally 

significant infrastructure; and acknowledges that development may constrain existing 

facilities. 

 Reliance on the existing policy framework in the pCRDP would not, on its own, 

ensure appropriate recognition of the risk issues associated with the terminals and an 

appropriate response to the management of land uses in close proximity to the 

terminals.  

 In terms of the specific objective sought, it could be considered that this intent is 

already achieved by existing Objective 11.1.1 Provision of utilities, in Chapter 11 

Utilities and Energy, which seeks generally to integrate utilities with landuse and to 

ensure the continued operation, maintenance upgrading and development of utilities. 

In this case and provided there is sufficient linkage between Chapters 11 and 12 of 

the pCRDP, it may be possible to rely upon existing Objective 11.1.1 as providing a 

platform for the specific emergency management overlay policies and rules, rather 

than include the new objective sought in Chapter 12.   

Usefulness of Objective 

The objective will be useful for assisting decision making when assessing plan changes, 

notices of requirement and resource consents involving land in close proximity to both the 

Woolston and Lyttelton terminals.  

The objective is also consistent with the approach taken to other scarce or regionally 

significant resources (e.g. transmission lines and the Christchurch International Airport) and 

to the management of various types of natural hazards (slope stability, fill management 

areas and the like). 

Achievability of Objective 

Council has the ability to enact this proposal under section 31 of the Act. The primary 

function of a territorial authority under the Act is the establishment, implementation and 

review of objectives, policies and methods to achieve integrated management of the effects 

of the use, development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical resource 

of the district [section 31(1)(a)]. 

The proposal is an integrated management approach, which seeks to ensure any potential 

land use changes around both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals are compatible with the 

regionally significant Terminals. Further the proposed objective seeks to ensure that both 

terminals can continue to meet the increasing regional fuel demand on an ongoing basis, 

including any need for storage of additional petrol and other fuels. 
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The proposed overlay provisions will help achieve the objectives already in the pCRDP 

relating to the protection of regionally significant infrastructure and the avoidance of reverse 

sensitivity issues and will not undermine them.  

3.2 Evaluation of Proposed Policies 

Section 32(1)(a) of the Act requires the Council to evaluate the extent to which the policies, 

rules and methods are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of a proposal. 

The following policies are proposed to be included in Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land of the pCRDP. 

Policy 12.X – Sensitive Activities 

a) Avoid sensitive activities around the Woolston Terminal where these have the 

potential to create unacceptable risk and / or otherwise constrain the development, 

operation, upgrading or maintenance of the Terminal. 

b) At Naval Point in Lyttelton, avoid sensitive activities locating within those parts of the 

reclamation that are zoned Port or Open Space where these have the potential to 

create unacceptable risk and / or otherwise constrain the development, operation, 

upgrading or maintenance of the Terminal. 

 

 

Policy 12.Y – Risk Management 

a) Require activities that are adjacent to bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure to 

consider the potential effects of an emergency incident arising from those facilities 

including on their building design, location, layout; and 

b) Require activities in close proximity to bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure to 

include appropriate response in their own emergency management procedures. 

 

 

The proposed district policies above are the most appropriate to achieve the purpose of the 

objective. They provide guidance on what activities will be appropriate and compatible within 

the Emergency Management Overlays in order to avoid reverse sensitivity effects that may 

constrain the ability of both Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals to meet the ongoing and future 

needs of Christchurch and the broader region. Further, they seek to manage risk by 

requiring activities in close proximity to the Terminals, to implement an Emergency 

Management Plan and, for those sites adjacent to the Terminals (i.e. in Emergency 

Management Area A), to incorporate design elements into buildings to mitigate risk. Reliance 

on existing policies relating to significant infrastructure will not ensure that risk associated 

with Terminals is managed in an appropriate way. 

3.3 Proposed Rules and Other Methods 

The proposed rules are summarised in section 2.5 above. The rules are proposed to appear 

in Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land of the pCRDP as follows: 
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12.1.2.2.1 Permitted Activities 

Activity Activity Specific Standard 

Px Any new building or alteration 
within the Building Design Area.  

a. A statement prepared by the building 
designer shall be submitted to the Council 
at the time building consent is sought 
(with a copy to the relevant Terminal) 
detailing the extent to which the proposed 
building or alteration has considered 
mitigation measures to reduce the risk of 
injury to occupants from an Emergency 
Flammable Event through location, layout 
of the development (including service 
areas, carping and outdoor areas), 
appropriate location of building openings 
and glazing, and design occupancy. 
Note: information on design occupancy of 
buildings may include anticipated design 
occupation, hours of operation, estimated 
mean and maximum occupancy times for 
individual site dwellers in hours/days, 
numbers and, if relevant, the predominant 
and most vulnerable age demographic. 

 

Py Any new building or alteration or 
change of use within a building 
within the Emergency Planning 
Area 

a. A Site Emergency Management Plan 
(SEMP) shall be prepared for the site by a 
suitably qualified expert in accordance 
with the Site Emergency Management 
Plan Template3 and submitted to the 
Council (with a copy of the relevant 
Terminal) at least 10 working days prior to 
the occupation of any new building or 
alteration or the commencement of any 
change in use. 

 

12.1.2.2.2 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

Activity The Council's discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 

RDx Any new building or alteration 
within the Building Design Area that 
fails to meet the activity specific 
standard specified in Rule 
12.1.2.2.1 Px  

12.1.3.1(a) 

RDy Any new building or alteration or 
change of use within a building 
within the Emergency Planning 
Area that fails to meet the activity 
specific standard specified in Rule 
12.1.2.2.1 Py. 

12.1.3.1(b) 

                                                           
3
 This template is to be used by the person responsible for preparing the site’s health and safety plan to assist in addressing and respond 

to the potential emergencies arising from the nearby Terminal. The template applies in addition to the organisation’s own building 
evacuation plan. 
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12.1.2.2.3 Non-Complying Activities 

There are no on-complying activities 

Activity 

NC1 New sensitive activities in the Emergency Planning Overlay 
 

 

12.1.3 Matters of Discretion 

12.1.3.1 Lyttelton and Woolston Terminal Emergency Management Overlay 

Whether the development is appropriate taking into account: 

(a) the extent to which the building design considered the use of mitigation measures to 

reduce the risk of injury to occupants from an Emergency Flammable Event and the 

application notified to the terminal operator. 

 

(b) the extent to which the emergency management procedures have been considered 

with respect to potential Emergency Flammable Event and with the application 

notified to the terminal operator. 

12.1.4 Appendices 

12.1.4.2 Appendix – Site Emergency Management Plan Template for the Emergency 

Planning Overlay Areas – Py  

SITE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE FOR THE EMERGENCY 
PLANNING OVERLAY AREAS4 
 

Name/Address       

Contact details 

Phone        Fax       

Email       

Website       

Emergency contacts  

Name         

Role          

Phone              Mobile           

                                                           
4
 This template is to be used by the person responsible for preparing the site’s health and safety plan to assist in addressing and 

responding to the potential emergencies arising from the nearby Woolston or Lyttelton Terminals. The template applies in addition to the 
organisation’s own building evacuation plan. 
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1 Purpose 

This plan applies in addition to [name of organisation's] own building 
evacuation plan which addresses incidents arising from its own operations. 
This plan outlines how [name of organisation] will respond to a potential 
emergency arising from the Terminal and thereby partly satisfies the 
requirements and obligations of the Resource Management Act 1991 and 
health and safety legislation. The [name of the organisation] is in a location 
where it may be subject to such emergency scenarios.  
 
The key hazard at the Terminal is the storage and handling of large quantities 
of flammable and combustible materials.  There are two potential emergency 
scenarios that could occur at the Terminal:  
 

 Flammable vapour cloud with the risk of ignition and explosion   

 Tank or bund fire 
 

2 Site plan 

A copy of site plan showing location of on-site and off-site safe assembly areas 
and outside evacuation routes (to be attached as Appendix A).   
 

 Safe assembly areas and evacuation routes have been selected and 
meet the following criteria: 

 Designated off-site assembly area that is located as far as practicable 
away from the Terminal. 

 The exits and outdoor evacuation routes avoid cul-de-sacs and routes 
that take any person closer to the Terminal. The route(s) lead away from 
the Terminal. 

 Exit points to be used should be as far away from the Terminal as 
possible. 

Name         

Role          

Phone              Mobile           

Terminal contact details 

Name         

Role          

Phone              Mobile           

Date Plan provided to 

Christchurch City Council 
      

Date copy of Plan provided to 

Terminal 
      

Date last updated and 

reprinted 
      

2185 Oil Companies - David Le Marquand Evidence -
Attachment G - 30-9-15

Page 22 of 37



23 | P a g e  

 Avoid assembly area being adjacent to large areas of glazing. 

 Assembly area is preferably in an open area and or removed or remote 
from buildings.  
 

3 Notification 
 
The Terminal provides a warning/notification system in the event of emergency 
scenarios arising at the Terminal. The [name of the organisation] will facilitate 
and enable the notification system to be implemented on site. Although mitigation 
and warning systems are in place at the Terminal, catastrophic failure of systems 
can never be ruled out and there may be little or no prior warning.   
 

4 Response actions (as appropriate): 
 

 Receive notification of incident from Terminal or emergency services. 

 Avoid operating any electrical switches, including lights, alarms or any 
other electrical appliances and systems. 

 Leave immediately by the nearest safe exit route away from the Terminal. 

 Evacuate on foot in a direction away from the Terminal to the assembly 
area. Do not rubberneck.  

 Do not operate a vehicle. 

 Report to the off-site safe-assembly area and building wardens to 
reconcile staff names and numbers. 

 Do not leave the assembly area or re-enter the building until advised it is 
safe to do so by the Fire Service.  

 
5 Plan testing and evaluation 

 Practise relevant drills such as evacuation simulations.  

 Take part in scheduled Terminal emergency exercise [insert date of next 
scheduled annual exercise5].  

 Fully document all exercises undertaken. 

 Address any difficulties and problems encountered during exercises and 
update Plan as required. 

 
6 Plan updating 

Update Plan at least annually and following any change in circumstances (e.g. 
physical changes to building or on site activities, exits or routes or personnel). 
 

[Appendix A: Site Plan]  

 
 

The emergency management provisions are broadly based on those within PC36 to the 

Operative Manukau District Plan, which were developed on the basis of the QRA work 

                                                           
5
 Date can be provided by the Terminal operator.  
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undertaken by Sherpa between 2010-2013 in relation to the proposed men’s prison and the 

land use changes proposed by PC36.  

Sherpa has produced a technical note on hazard and risk issues relating to development in 

the vicinity of the Lyttelton and Woolston Terminals. The Sherpa Report highlights the risk 

issues associated with fuel terminals and the various hazardous incident scenarios that may 

occur, including the potential offsite effects in the event of a Buncefield like scenario.  

While specific QRA work has not been undertaken in relation to either the Lyttelton or 

Woolston Terminals, the technical note identifies the UK Health and Safety Executive (UK 

HSE) guidance as providing an alternative approach to identifying hazard zones around bulk 

fuel storage facilities, within which it is prudent to restrict activities sensitive to hazardous 

facilities and to consider emergency management planning. Specifically the Sherpa report 

identifies that a minimum separation distance of 250m from fuel terminals storing gasoline to 

any development involving large numbers of people would be prudent for planning purposes.  

In lieu of site specific QRA, the extent of the proposed emergency management overlays (as 

illustrated on Figures 1-4 above) has been identified on the basis of the UK HSE guidance. 

This approach is considered to be valid as the hazard profiles for fuels are sufficiently well 

understood. The provisions that will apply with these areas are considered to be an efficient 

and effective approach as they: 

• Apply only in those areas identified as representing a minimum separation 

distance from the Terminals, in accordance with the UK HSE guidance, within 

which it is considered prudent to exclude sensitive activities involving large 

numbers of people; 

• Specifically target those land uses identified as generating reverse sensitivity 

effects and constraints on the Terminal and these will be defined in the pCRDP;  

• Ensure that land uses that are within the area of risk are aware of the risk issue 

and have appropriate emergency planning in place e.g. that they know what to do 

in the event of an emergency scenario at one of the Terminals, minimise ignition 

sources, know where safe areas are and practice getting there;  

• Enable mitigation of risk through the design of buildings, in closest proximity to 

the Terminals, noting that the impact of an incident one of the Terminals on 

occupants of neighbouring buildings can be reduced by factors such as building 

orientation, height, type of construction including windows and glass type; and  

• Ensure that the Oil Companies are made aware of and are able to be involved in 

applications for new development in close proximity to the Terminal sites. This 

will provide the Oil Companies with the opportunity both to assess the 

compatibility of development proposals and to make new land owners / occupiers 

aware of the relevant risk issues. 

The provisions are, therefore, fit for purpose and do not rely on existing reverse sensitivity 

and emergency planning provisions, which do not adequately address risk issues, 

particularly taking into account the scenario of an overpressure explosion. They are 

appropriate to achieve the objectives of the proposal. 

Overall, the provisions ensure a consistent and comprehensive approach is taken to the 

ongoing management of risks to surrounding land use from the operation, maintenance and 
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potential future growth of the Terminals and to protecting this regionally significant 

infrastructure from constraint by encroaching activities.   
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES 

 Option 1: Status Quo Preferred Alternative – Option 2: Proposed Risk Management 
Provisions 

Appropriateness The option does not actively promote the purpose of the 
Act.  

The existing approach essentially relies on zoning to 
protect the Terminals from encroachment and reverse 
sensitivity effects. This does not recognise or address the 
potential for activities sensitive to risk from hazards 
facilities to establish in close proximity to the Terminals 
despite the underlying zoning e.g. the proposed cruise 
ship berth at Lyttelton. Nor does it recognise the risk 
posed by the Terminal facilities to surrounding land uses 
or seek to raise awareness or manage that risk in any 
way.  

This option is not considered appropriate.  

The proposed overlays actively promote the purpose (Part 2) of the 
Act. The exclusion of sensitive activities from the overlay areas will 
enable the sustainable management of the Terminals, which are a 
physical resource, by avoiding constraints on their operation, 
maintenance and future development. This will, in turn, promote the 
social and economic well-being of Christchurch and the wider region 
and avoid unacceptable economic impacts to the regional economy 
that would flow from constraints on energy supply.  

The proposals will promote the health, safety and wellbeing of 
communities by requiring emergency management planning, 
incorporation of design elements in buildings to mitigate risk and 
exclusion of sensitive activities on land in close proximity to the 
Terminal. 

The proposal is therefore considered appropriate. 

Effectiveness Existing provisions do not require any consideration to be 
given to risk issues associated with the Terminal. For 
example, the LPRP did not sufficiently recognise the 
significant and potential effects arising from the option of 
locating a new cruise ship berth adjacent to the bulk 
storage tanks at the Lyttelton Terminal.  

Existing reverse sensitivity provisions do not address the 
potential for non-sensitive activities to have reverse 
sensitivity effects on the Terminal.  In the event of an 
overfill incident and any associated vapour cloud at the 
Woolston or Lyttelton Terminals, there is potential for 
inappropriate buildings adjoining the Terminals to act as 
a confining factor, which could exacerbate the effects of 
an overpressure explosion. In addition, activities such as 

The provisions provide a comprehensive approach to the 
management of land uses surrounding the Terminals. Taking into 
account the Buncefield scenario, the effects footprint of an 
emergency incident at the Terminals cannot be contained within the 
site boundaries. There is, therefore, a need to manage activities 
within that area to ensure risk remains at acceptable levels for all 
parties from existing and future terminal activities. Risks will be 
compatible provided appropriate land uses (e.g. heavy industry) are 
established.  This can be achieved by the proposed provisions, 
which put in place controls relating to emergency management 
planning, design criteria for buildings from an over pressure event 
and restrictions on sensitive activities for land uses in close proximity 
to the Terminal.  

The controls will also avoid encroachment from the types of activities 
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use of hazardous substances on an adjoining site are a 
potential source of ignition. Design and/or management 
options are likely to be available to avoid or mitigate such 
effects. However, the existing provisions do not provide 
for this. 

 

 

 

and buildings that could result in reverse sensitivity effects on the 
Terminal and lead to constrains on existing or future fuel supply to 
the Canterbury Region.  

The provisions provide an effective response to the regional policy 
framework which acknowledges the role of regionally significant 
infrastructure; recognises the need to provide for its efficient 
operation, maintenance and development; and identifies that the use 
of land should be controlled to avoid reverse sensitivity effects and 
development that may constrain existing facilities.  

 

Efficiency  Existing provisions do not address risk and reverse 
sensitivity issues at the Terminals in a comprehensive 
way. There is potential for new development to occur in 
the vicinity of the Terminals with developers being 
unaware of the nature of the Terminal activities and 
associated risk. This could lead to lost opportunities to 
mitigate risk to building occupants through design 
elements and/ or the absence of appropriate emergency 
planning to respond to an incident at one of the 
Terminals. This is a particular issue at Lyttelton where 
access to the area (including for emergency services) is 
limited to one constrained access point through Godley 
Quay. 

 

The extent of the overlays and the specific land use controls have 
been developed on the basis of QRA and risk management work 
done at other Terminal sites across the country6 and adopting the 
principles of international guidance on the management of risk in 
land use planning7. The provisions, therefore, specifically address 
the nature and extent of risk associated with the Terminals. They 
target specific land uses within a specifically defined area. They are 
fit for purpose and provide an efficient approach to management of 
this significant regional infrastructure.  

The provisions will ensure issues associated with risk are addressed 
early in the development process (i.e. at resource consent stage) 
rather than resulting in a need for subsequent alterations to buildings 
or activities to ensure risk is maintained at acceptable levels.  

The provisions are designed to avoid incompatible development in 
the vicinity of the Terminals and further constraints on their 
operation, maintenance and future development. They will, 
therefore, enable the efficient and effective use of this regionally 
significant infrastructure. In particular, this will enable replacement of 
the storage capacity lost at Lyttelton as a result of the land slide 
affecting Mobil’s Naval Point storage in 2014 and improved 

                                                           
6
 Including the Wiri Oil Terminal in Auckland and the Terminals at Mount Maunganui and Seaview, Lower Hutt. 

7
 HIPAP4 and the UK HSE Hazard Zones. 
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resilience in the fuel supply chain.   

Costs  If the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals are unable to be 
developed due to constraints from development of 
neighbouring sites, short term interruptions or long term 
growth in demand would need to be managed through 
neighbouring terminals, namely Timaru in the first 
instance.  This means greater transportation and related 
environmental costs. Anything that compromises the use 
and future development of the Woolston and Lyttelton 
Terminal is therefore likely to have an impact on 
petroleum supply into Canterbury and result in a cost to 
the regional and national economy.   It would also have 
serious implications for jet fuel and airport operations. 

The potential impacts, and therefore costs, to people and 
property from an emergency scenario at the Terminal are 
high. The absence of appropriate land use controls to 
mitigate risk through emergency management planning 
and building design, represents a lost opportunity to 
mitigate and reduce the effects to people and property 
from an incident at the Terminal.  

Controls on building design in the Building Design Area are likely to 
impose an additional cost on landowners for statement preparation 
and potential mitigation. However, those costs, apart from the 
production of a statement from the building designer, will be elective. 
There is no mandate to undertake mitigation only to consider.  By 
requiring consideration the building owner can choose what they 
wish to do. It may be something quite simple as considering the 
application of film over any windows to mitigate effects of flying 
glass. The benefits are considered to outweigh the costs as the 
purpose of the control is to minimise risk to health and safety in the 
event of an incident at the Terminal. While of low probability the 
potential impact to people and property of such an incident is high, 
and may include blast overpressure, fragments and heat radiation.  

Those activities identified as sensitive to the risk effects of the 
Terminals and controlled through the proposed provisions will in 
most cases already require a consent under the applicable zone 
provisions. The controls on sensitive activities, do not, therefore, 
represent a significant additional cost.  

There is a cost in ensuring that a suitably qualified person produces 
the Emergency Management Plan in accordance with the template. 
However most land uses in close proximity to the Terminals are 
expected to have some form of emergency management plan in 
place in order to meet HSE Act requirements (the overlays do not 
extend dover any residential areas).  The requirement will provide a 
strong incentive for the neighbours to discuss with terminal staff the 
nature of hazards and to facilitate appropriate responses to events. 
Ensuring such plans take into account potential emergency 
scenarios at a neighbouring hazardous facility is not a significant 
additional cost. 

Benefits  Reduced resource consent fees to landowners as 
resource consents would only be required for activities 
subject to the existing provisions. 

The explicit nature of the proposed provisions will increase 
awareness of the nature of activities undertaken at the Terminals 
and the associated risks and provide clear direction on how to best 
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manage those risks.  

Both the Terminals and sensitive land uses will benefit from the 
exclusion of the latter from locating in close proximity to the 
Terminal. The Woolston Terminal is located in a heavy industry zone 
and the Lyttelton Terminal is located in the Lyttelton Port Zone with 
amenity values that are generally much lower than anticipated for 
residential use. The exclusion of sensitive activities will avoid risk to 
those activities and avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the 
Terminals. 

The provisions provide a comprehensive approach to managing risk 
and reverse sensitivity effects associated with the Terminals. This 
supports their role as strategic infrastructure that is critical to the 
ongoing provision of fuel to meet the existing and future needs of the 
Canterbury Region.  

The provisions will ensure new development within the areas is 
compatible with the Terminals and ensure surrounding land uses are 
aware of the nature of the Terminal activities and associated risk and 
are equipped to respond to an emergency scenario, through 
emergency management planning and, where appropriate, by 
elective building design elements to mitigate effects of an incident.  

The provisions would also result in early warning of the need to 
consider risk issues when considering the design of development 
proposals.  

Risks  The risks of status quo are the potential for encroaching 
development to restrict the ongoing operation, 
maintenance, upgrade and development of the 
Terminals. The potential for this has already arisen in the 
form of the proposed cruise ship terminal and 
intensification of recreational uses adjacent to the 
Lyttelton Terminal. While both activities have the 
potential to result in unacceptable risk and reverse 
sensitivity / encroachment effects this is not addressed 
by the existing provisions. 

There is sufficient technical information in the form of the Sherpa 
report to inform the provisions and to guide decision makers and 
applicants.  

The risk of not taking the opportunity to improve on legacy provisions 
is of continuing encroachment on the operation, maintenance and 
future development of the Terminals. Security of fuel supply to the 
Canterbury Region is essential and anything that compromises that 
could have a significant impact on the regional economy.  
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4.1 Adequacy of Information and Risk of Not Acting 

A significant amount of work has been undertaken internationally and in New Zealand8 

assessing the risks associated with bulk fuel storage terminals and the potential implications 

for surrounding land uses in the event of an emergency incident. Land use planning 

guidance has been developed in Australia9 and the UK10 specific to managing risk in and 

around fuel terminals. No national planning approach to major hazardous facilities (such as 

bulk fuel storage) has been developed in New Zealand. In the absence of clear guidance for 

separation distances in New Zealand a common approach has been to undertake QRA in 

accordance with the New South Wales HIPAP 4 guidance.  

While site specific QRA work is broadly accepted as an appropriate way of determining the 

nature and extent of risks associated with any one site, no QRA is currently available in 

relation to either the Woolston or Lyttelton Terminal. In lieu of this, the UK HSE approach 

provides an alternative method for identifying the nature and extent of risks associated with 

bulk storage terminals. Adoption of the UK HSE approach is considered to be valid as the 

hazard profiles for fuels are sufficiently well understood.  

The UK HSE approach identifies 4 planning zones where developments, categorised into 

four different sensitivity levels, are regarded as appropriate or should be ‘advised against’. 

Locating population intensive activities in the inner zone of 250m is ‘advised against’ on the 

basis of the probability of fatality as a result of an over-pressure event, unless the person is 

within a protective building specifically designed to withstand this kind of event. The 

provisions now proposed for inclusion in the pCRDP represent a prudent approach to the 

management of land uses in close proximity to the Terminal activities and it is considered 

there is sufficient information on which to base these proposals. 

The risk of not acting to include the proposed overlay provisions is that sensitive activities 

may locate in proximity to the Terminal where they will be exposed to unnecessary risk and 

generate reverse sensitivity effects and constraints on the Terminals. The risk of such 

activities occurring is highlighted by the proposals in the LPRP for a cruise ship terminal, 

involving large numbers of people, in close proximity to the fuel storage tanks at the Lyttelton 

Terminal. While the draft LPRP now identifies actions, including the need for QRA in relation 

to the Terminal facilities, the original cruise ship proposals in the preliminary LPRP failed to 

recognise the potential risk and encroachment issues raised by locating a cruise ship 

terminal in close proximity to the Terminal.  

An alternative option is to wait until QRA work has been undertaken for each of the Woolston 

and Lyttelton Terminals in order to determine the extent of risk from the facilities on a more 

site specific basis. There is potential that the extent of potential risk from the facilities may be 

reduced (or increased) through QRA work and therefore the provisions, as currently 

proposed, could affect more people and impose unnecessary costs. As identified in section 4 

above, however, the current proposals are considered to be low cost and represent a 

                                                           
8
 In particular in relation to the Wiri Oil Terminal in Auckland, as well as the Mt Maunganui and Seaview, Lower 

Hutt Terminals. 
9
 E.g. New South Wales Hazardous Industries Planning Advisory Papers; and WorkSafe Victoria 

WSV1331/01/03.10 Major hazard facilities Land use planning near a major hazard facility. 
10

 UK HSE Land use planning advice around large scale petrol storage sites SPC/TECH/GENERAL/43 
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prudent approach to management of risk and reverse sensitivity issues. Even taking into 

account QRA work, it is anticipated that similar rules are likely to result (as this has been the 

experience in other parts of the country). Overlay provisions, if included now, will avoid the 

significant costs that could occur from interim encroachment. 

QRA work is unlikely to be completed prior to the decision making timeframes for the 

pCRDP and so the risk of delaying the consideration of emergency management provisions 

is that no rules will be introduced and there would there be no certainty around the 

introduction of overlays in future in terms of the timing or mechanism for introduction.  

A delay in the introduction of the emergency management overlay provisions would also 

leave the Terminals vulnerable to encroaching activities in the interim. In this respect, the 

proposed overlays represent a precautionary approach to protect against the encroachment 

of sensitive activities before this occurs. Once a sensitive activity is in place it is very difficult 

to reverse that situation.  

At Lyttelton there is a key issue around constrained access and egress to the area in the 

event of an emergency and the need for parties in that area to be informed and prepared. It 

is incumbent on council to ensure the pCRDP establishes a framework to formalise 

emergency planning within the area that can be potentially affected and that land use 

changes in the area are compatible with the regionally significant facilities, such that it can 

continue to meet the increasing regional fuel demand on an ongoing basis. 

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

The proposal is to manage development within a reasonable proximity to both the Woolston 

and Lyttelton Terminals in order to manage risks from the Terminals and to avoid future land 

use conflicts that could compromise the ability of the Terminals to provide for Christchurch’s 

existing and ongoing future fuel demands. This will be achieved through two new overlays: 

 Building Design Area  – new and altered buildings will be required to incorporate 

design measures to mitigate risk;  

 Emergency Management Area – sensitive activities will be non-complying (thereby 

sending a strong signal) and all activities will be required to implement site 

emergency management plans.  

The overlays will be accompanied by an objective and policies that provide specific guidance 

on the intended outcomes and give effect to the broader planning framework for regionally 

significant infrastructure, and which will ensure: 

 There is no encroachment of risk sensitive land uses that would unduly compromise 

either terminal’s ability to provide for the existing and ongoing future fuel demands of 

Christchurch and the broader region, including by creating lower threshold of 

acceptable risk in the receiving environment and generating reverse sensitivity 

effects; 

 That building design mitigation has been considered when developing and altering 

buildings that are in close proximity to the Terminals; 
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 That activities operating within the wider proximity are aware of the risks at these 

locations and are suitably prepared, including through the development of 

appropriate emergency management plans. 

Benefits of this approach outweigh the costs, and include: 

 Increased awareness of the nature of activities undertaken at the Terminals and the 

associated costs and of appropriate means of managing those risks including pre 

incident readiness and response; 

 The avoidance of risk and amenity effects from the Terminals to sensitive activities 

by excluding sensitive activities from the Emergency Management Areas; 

 The provisions are least cost in that they are anticipated to be achieved through 

compliance with the permitted activity conditions.  For building design, apart from a 

statement of consideration, any building mitigation costs are elective. In terms of 

Emergency Management Planning the costs involved relate to ensuring an 

appropriately qualified person prepares a Site Emergency Management Plan in 

accordance with the template. The EMP is submitted to Council and terminal but no 

evaluation is required to be undertaken by Council. There is no liability for Council.    

 A comprehensive approach to managing risk and reverse sensitivity effects 

associated with both the Woolston and Lyttelton Terminals, which supports their role 

as regionally significant infrastructure and ensures their ability to meet the existing 

and future fuel needs of Christchurch and the broader region; 

 Development within the Emergency Management Areas will be compatible with the 

Terminals and able to respond to an emergency scenario, through emergency 

management planning and, where appropriate, by building design elements to 

mitigate effects of an incident. 

Overall, the proposed provisions are considered to result in the sustainable management 

of these significant regional resources. 
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Appendix 1 – Canterbury Regional Policy Statement – Relevant Objectives and 

Policies 

Chapter 5 Land Use and Infrastructure 

Objective 5.2.1 – Location, design and function of development (Entire Region)  

Development is located and designed so that it functions in a way that:  

(1) achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and around existing 

urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth; and  

(2) enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety; and which:  

(a) maintains, and where appropriate, enhances the overall quality of the natural 

environment of the Canterbury region, including its coastal environment, 

outstanding natural features and landscapes, and natural values;  

(b) provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s housing needs;  

(c) encourages sustainable economic development by enabling business 

activities in appropriate locations;  

(d) minimises energy use and/or improves energy efficiency;  

(e) enables rural activities that support the rural environment including primary 

production;  

(f) is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, efficient and effective 

use of regionally significant infrastructure;  

(g) avoids adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources including 

regionally significant infrastructure, and where avoidance is impracticable, 

remedies or mitigates those effects on those resources and infrastructure;  

(h) facilitates the establishment of papakāinga and marae; and  

(i) avoids conflicts between incompatible activities. 

 

Objective 5.2.2 – Integration of land-use and regionally significant infrastructure 

(Wider Region) 

 In relation to the integration of land use and regionally significant infrastructure:  

(1) To recognise the benefits of enabling people and communities to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety and to provide for 

infrastructure that is regionally significant to the extent that it promotes sustainable 

management in accordance with the RMA.  

(2) To achieve patterns and sequencing of land-use with regionally significant 

infrastructure in the wider region so that:  

(a) development does not result in adverse effects on the operation, use and 

development of regionally significant infrastructure.  

(b) adverse effects resulting from the development or operation of regionally 

significant infrastructure are avoided, remedied or mitigated as fully as 

practicable.  

(c) there is increased sustainability, efficiency and liveability. 
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Policy 5.3.2 – Development conditions (Wider Region) 

 To enable development including regionally significant infrastructure which:  

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

these would compromise or foreclose:  

(a) existing or consented regionally significant infrastructure;  

(b) options for accommodating the consolidated growth and development of 

existing urban areas;  

(c) the productivity of the region’s soil resources, without regard to the need 

to make appropriate use of soil which is valued for existing or foreseeable 

future primary production, or through further fragmentation of rural land;  

(d) the protection of sources of water for community supplies;  

(e) significant natural and physical resources;  

(2) avoid or mitigate:  

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

increases in the frequency and / or severity of hazards;  

(b) reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible activities, 

including identified mineral extraction areas;  

and  

(3) integrate with:  

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

infrastructure; and  

(b) transport networks, connections and modes so as to provide for the 

sustainable and efficient movement of people, goods and services, and a 

logical, permeable and safe transport system. 

 

Policy 5.3.9 – Regionally significant infrastructure (Wider Region) 

In relation to regionally significant infrastructure (including transport hubs):  

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

developed and used without time or other operational constraints that may arise 

from adverse effects relating to reverse sensitivity or safety;  

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

and operation, without prejudice to any future decision that may be required for 

the ongoing operation or expansion of that infrastructure; and  

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

infrastructure, while: 

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

infrastructure and any need to locate activities where a natural or 

physical resource base exists;  

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

resources and cultural values and where this is not practicable, 
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remedying or mitigating them, and appropriately controlling other adverse 

effects on the environment; and  

(c) when determining any proposal within a sensitive environment (including 

any environment the subject of section 6 of the RMA), requiring that 

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

associated structures are considered so that the proposal satisfies 

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

Chapter 8 – The Coastal Environment 

Policy 8.3.6 – Regionally significant infrastructure 

In relation to regionally significant infrastructure in the coastal environment: 

(1) provide for its efficient and effective development, operation, maintenance and 

upgrade; 

(2) provide for a range of associated activities that have an operational requirement 

to be located in that environment; 

(3) recognise the potential of renewable resources in the coastal environment, such 

as energy from wind, waves, current and tides; and 

(4) avoid development that may result in reverse sensitivity effects that constrain the 

ability of the infrastructure to be developed and used (because of the imposition 

of time or other operational constraints) 

Such provisions should avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects on that 

environment and take into account: 

(a) that the ports of Lyttelton and Timaru need to dredge and deposit spoil in the 

coastal marine area outside the port areas to remain operational. 

(b) that regionally significant infrastructure may need to be further developed in 

response to commercial opportunities and community needs. 

(c) that the operators of regionally significant infrastructure need to have their own 

controls over access to operational areas, and that public access to such areas is 

not always appropriate. 

(d) national port noise standards. 

(e) the effects of coastal erosion, climate change and sea level rise. 

Chapter 18 – Hazardous substances  

Policy 18.3.1 — Protection of sensitive areas and activities 

Avoid actual or potential adverse effects, resulting from the use, storage or disposal 

of hazardous substances, in the following locations:  

(1) High hazard areas 

(2) Within a community drinking water protection zone, or within such a distance 

from a community drinking water supply that there is a risk of contamination of 

that drinking water source 

(3) In areas of unconfined or semi-confined aquifer, where the depth to groundwater 

is such that there is a risk of contamination of that groundwater 

(4) Within the coastal marine area and in the beds of lakes and rivers 
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(5) Within any area identified by a district or regional plan as being sensitive to the 

potential effects of hazardous substances, which may include, but are not limited 

to, areas such as wāhi tapu, urupā, institutions and residential areas. 

Policy 18.3.5 — Emergency response 

 To encourage appropriate information to be made available to response agencies, 

including Local Authority Emergency Operations Centres, in the event of an 

emergency, so that adverse effects of hazardous substances may be prepared for, 

responded to, mitigated, and recovered from as effectively as practicably possible. 
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