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May it please the Panel: 
 

1. Transpower New Zealand Ltd (Transpower) has reached agreement 

with the Council and Z Energy Limited, Mobil Oil NZ Limited, BP Oil NZ 

Limited (Oil Companies) in relation to Proposal 12: Hazardous 

Substances and Contaminated Land of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan). 

2. The Oil Companies have confirmed (by way of e-mail from the Oil 

Companies’ solicitor on Friday 9 October) that the wording of the 

proposed rules, as set out in Attachment A to Ainsley McLeod’s rebuttal 

evidence, is acceptable and that there is no opposition from the Oil 

Companies to the inclusion of those rules in the Replacement Plan.  

3. On this basis Transpower withdraws its notice to cross-examine Jennifer 

Polich and David le Marquand. 

4. The Council has also confirmed it is comfortable with the amendments 

suggested in Attachment A to Ms McLeod's rebuttal evidence. 

5. From Transpower’s perspective the only outstanding issue in relation to 

Proposal 12 is a point raised by Andrew Purves (Lyttelton Port 

Company) who states in his evidence in chief: “Although it seems 

unnecessary, reference to strategic infrastructure or more specifically to 

Transpower infrastructure could be added to the clauses of Policy 

12.1.1.1.1 set out below [emphasis added].”1  

6. The Lyttelton Port Company did not lodge a further submission in 

opposition to Transpower’s submission on this policy. Mr Purves has not 

had the benefit of the evidence filed by Transpower, and has not 

referred to Transpower’s earlier technical or planning evidence for other 

proposals. Given this context we have not sought to cross-examine Mr 

Purves on such a minor issue and do not consider it necessary to 

trouble the Panel with comments from Ms McLeod on this point.  

                                                 
1 Statement of Evidence of Andrew Purves dated 30 September 2015, para 29 
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7. On the basis that there is now agreement with the Council and the Oil 

Companies on the relevant rules, Transpower does not intend to present 

legal submissions on this topic. Transpower also seeks leave from the 

Panel for Ms McLeod and Mr Renton to be excused from attending the 

hearing on Proposal 12, although they will of course be available if the 

Panel has questions for them. 

 

 

______________________________ 
 
AJL Beatson/ N J Garvan 
Counsel for Transpower New Zealand Limited 
 
12 October 2015 
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