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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My full name is Mason John Scheele.   

 

2. I am a Consultant Planner with Resource Management Group Ltd (RMG), an 

urban and environmental planning consultancy, based in Christchurch. 

 

3. I hold a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University and am an 

Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have over ten 

years’ experience in resource management planning in Christchurch, 

comprising two years at Christchurch City Council and eight years at RMG.  

Since joining RMG, I have undertaken a variety of work for public sector and 

private sector clients, including the provision of various planning services to 

Orion New Zealand Limited (Orion) and Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of 

Technology (CPIT).   

 

4. I have been asked to provide planning evidence on behalf of Orion, CPIT and 

the University of Canterbury (UC) in relation to Chapter 12 Hazardous 

Substances, of Stage 2 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (pCRDP).  

 

5. The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing my statement of evidence are: 

(a) the evidence in chief of Adam Scott Blair, Norbert Schaffoener and 

Davina McNickel for the Christchurch City Council, dated 15 

September 2015; 

(b) the Hearing Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter; and  

(c) the notified Stage 2 Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and 

Contaminated Land Chapter of the pCRDP.  

 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

6. I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the 

practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence.  

 



 

   
 

7. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my 

area of expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

 
 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
8. My evidence relates to Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances and Contaminated 

Land of the pCRDP.  It is limited to those matters of Orion, UC and CPIT’s 

submissions which remain in contention following the mediation which took 

place on 25 September 2015. 

 

9. The matters which remain in contention are: 

 
Orion  

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 9 

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 10 

UC 

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 5 

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 12 

 

CPIT 

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 5 

 Rule 12.1.2.3 Note 12 

   

THE USE AND STORAGE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES  

 

10. Orion uses and stores hazardous substances at its substation sites.  The 

purpose of storing and using hazardous substances for Orion is set out in the 

evidence of Shane Watson and enables Orion to undertake maintenance and 

respond to urgent matters in an efficient manner.  Orion’s storage and use of 

hazardous substances complies with the relevant Hazardous Substances and 

New Organisms Act (HSNO) (1996), and relevant licensing requirements. 

 

11. UC and CPIT use and store hazardous substances as a part of tertiary 

education and research activities undertaken at their respective sites.  The 

quantities are often large and vary in nature. UC and CPIT store and use 



 

   
 

hazardous substances in accordance with the relevant HSNO and licensing 

requirements. 

 

 

EVIDENCE 

Orion New Zealand Limited (#2340, F-2797) 

 

12. The relief sought by Orion has largely been adopted by Council (in full or part) 

in the evidence of Mr Blair dated 15 September 2015.1  I adopt Mr Blair’s 

evidence in relation to those matters.  While Orion’s concerns have been 

adequately addressed in the evidence of Mr Blair, I consider that this does not 

erode the original relief sought by Orion.  

13. Where Council has adopted Orion’s relief in part, I consider this does not 

undermine Orion’s original relief.   

 

14. The only relief sought by Orion not adopted in the revised version of the 

proposal attached to Mr Blair’s evidence relates to the notes accompanying 

rule 12.1.2.32.  This was resolved during mediation on 25 September 2015 

where all parties agreed to the deletion of Note 9 (b) and Note 10(r).  On the 

basis that the deletion is adopted by the Hearings Panel, I consider this 

adequately addresses all of Orion’s concerns raised in their submission in 

relation to Chapter 12.   

 

15. Orion also made a further submission seeking that the setbacks sought by 

Transpower New Zealand Limited for hazardous facilities within the National 

Grid corridor be also extended to Orion’s assets.  I understand there is an 

issue of scope which will be addressed via legal submissions.  However I 

consider that, if the Panel finds that there is scope to accept this relief, it would 

be appropriate to include corridor protection for Orion’s assets to maintain 

consistency.  Setbacks for Orion’s strategic electricity distribution lines should, 

if accepted as appropriate by the Panel in other hearings, be extended to 

protection of all parts of these strategic lines.   

 

                                                
1
 Evidence in Chief of Adam Scott Blair, 15 September 2015, paragraphs 7.1 to 7.16, and 

10.22. 
2
 Hazardous Facilities Activity Status Table  



 

   
 

University of Canterbury (#2464, F-2822) and Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of 

Technology (#2269, F-2769) 

 

16. The submissions of UC and CPIT seek the same relief in relation to Chapter 

12.  The relief sought by UC and CPIT has largely been adopted by Council in 

their evidence of Mr Blair dated 15 September 2015.  I adopt Mr Blair’s 

evidence in relation to those matters.  Again, while UC’s and CPIT’s concerns 

have been adequately addressed in the evidence of Mr Blair, I consider that 

this does not erode the original relief sought by those parties. 

 

17. The only relief sought by UC and CPIT not adopted in the revised version of 

the proposal attached to Mr Blair’s evidence relates to notes accompanying 

rule 12.1.2.3 (Notes 5 and 12).  Note 5 sets out that the quantities in the 

Hazardous Facilities Activity Status Table are the combined quantities of 

hazardous substances used and stored for each hazard category.  The term 

Hazardous Facility relates to any site involving hazardous substances.  The 

nature of tertiary education and research activities mean that hazardous 

substances are often stored within various faculties spread throughout the 

campus.  The interpretation could result in constraining both the UC and CPIT 

to a single hazardous facility per site.  During mediation, Council agreed that 

this was not the intent of the rule in terms of either the UC or CPIT sites.   

 

18. Note 12 sets out that where the zoning of an application site is not the same 

as the adjoining site, the hazardous substances limits of the more sensitive 

zone shall apply to the application site.  Both UC and CPIT have sites 

adjoining Residential Zones which would apply a Group 3 threshold for 

hazardous substances upon both of the parties’ sites rather than the Specific 

Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone Group 1 thresholds.  This effectively 

renders the Group 1 threshold limit redundant to both UC and CPIT sites, and 

rather applies a more sensitive Group 3 threshold.   

 

19. During mediation, the Council agreed with the position of UC and CPIT in 

principle, to provide a 30m ‘buffer’ zone to the more sensitive activity.  

 

20. To address the above matters, it was agreed by all parties that UC and CPIT 

would proposed alternative wording for Notes 5 and 12.  This forms Appendix 



 

   
 

One of my evidence.  I consider that the amended wording will satisfy the 

concerns raised in the submission.   

 

Section 32 Analysis  

21. Section 31(1)(a) of the RMA requires an evaluation to the extent to which the 

objectives are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act.  In 

this case, the relevant objective relates to the health and safety of the district’s 

residents.  The following options have been considered  

 

Retain status quo – retain existing pCRDP provisions  

22. The provisions of the pCRDP do not adequately recognise the context in 

which UC and CPIT have established and operate.  The activities are 

characterised by numerous faculties operating independently upon a site 

contained within a single legal title.  In other similar situations, such facilities 

would exist on separate titles, and therefore be treated separately for the 

purpose of hazardous substances limits.  The single title also means that 

every part of the site will “adjoin” a residential zone.  

 

23. The provisions of the pCRDP will establish a situation in which UC and CPIT 

are unable to effectively operate without reliance upon multiple resource 

consents.  This would mean that:  

(a) the number of hazardous facilities would be limited to one only across 

the whole site; and  

(b) the group 3 threshold for the use and storage of hazardous substances 

for a residential zone would apply to the whole of the site as opposed 

to the group 1 thresholds anticipated for a tertiary education activity.  

 

24. This approach will result in the unnecessary burden of seeking numerous 

resource consents for the use and storage of hazardous substances for 

facilities that are effectively independent, and which are widely separated from 

each other and from residential boundaries.  This approach is inefficient, and 

therefore considered to not be the most appropriate way to achieve the 

purpose of the RMA.  

 

Adopt amendments to Rule 12.1.2.3 Notes 5 and 12 



 

   
 

25. The proposed amendments acknowledge the: 

(a) sensitivity of surrounding residential activities by creating a 30 metre 

buffer zone.  The separation is comparable to the width of a typical 

residential allotment, and provides an equivalent separation distance 

from hazardous facilities that would occur with a complying site. 

(b) large sites that accommodate tertiary education activities with multiple 

faculties operating independently.  The manner in which these faculties 

operate is comparable to an industrial zone containing various 

industrial activities upon separate allotments.   

 

26. This approach is considered the most efficient way of achieving the purpose of 

the RMA and reduces unnecessary reliance on multiple resource consents. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

27. My evidence is limited to the remaining matters of contention relating to Orion, 

UC and CPIT’s submissions on Chapter 12 Hazardous Substances of Stage 2 

of the pCRDP.  

 

28. In my view, I consider that agreement in principle has been reached by all 

parties.  The only outstanding matter of substance relates to wording for Rule 

12.1.2.3 Notes 5 and 12 in relation to providing an exemption for tertiary 

education activities.  Proposed alternative wording forms Appendix One of my 

evidence, and if adopted by Council (in full or part) this will adequately 

address all matters. 

 
 
 
Mason John Scheele  

30 September 2015 

  



 

   
 

APPENDIX ONE: Proposed alternative wording for Rule 12.1.2.3 Notes 5 and 12 

 

New wording underlined and deleted struck out. 

5. The Hazardous Substances Activity Status Table specifies the combined 

quantities of hazardous substances used and stored for each hazard category 

above for which the specified consent is required, except for the Special 

Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone where the limits identified in the 

Hazardous Substances Activity Status Table shall apply to each 

individual Hazardous Facility as opposed to the site as a whole. 

 

12. Where the zoning of the application site is not the same as the adjoining sites, 

the zoning shall be the more sensitive of whichever zonings apply to the 

subject site and adjoining land, except for the Special Purpose (Tertiary 

Education) Zone, where the Hazardous Facility is setback a minimum of 

30 metres from a more sensitive site.  The exception for Special Purpose 

(Tertiary Education) Zone does not apply to setbacks specified in the 

Hazardous Facilities Activity Status Table.  To avoid uncertainty, the zone 

groups in this character are specified in the order of the most sensitive to 

hazardous substances: 

 x. Group 3; 

 y. Group 2; and  

 z. Group 1. 
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