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MAY IT PLEASE THE HEARINGS PANEL 

1. These closing submissions are filed on behalf of Liquigas Limited (Liquigas), in 

response to the Hearings Panel’s minute of 1 December 2015 inviting closing 

submissions by submitters on the Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land 

chapter (Chapter 12) of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(Replacement Plan).  

2. As previously highlighted for the Hearings Panel, Liquigas generally supports the 

Christchurch City Council’s revised proposal for Chapter 12 in so far as it 

recognises and provides for the management of risk and reverse sensitivity effects 

associated with major hazard facilities.  Liquigas does not, however, support the 

proposed sunset clause at Rule 12.1.2.2.4 NC2 (sunset clause).  For the 

following reasons Liquigas seeks that the Risk Management overlay be maintained 

and the sunset clause be deleted entirely.  In the alternative, an exclusion should 

be provided in the rule that recognises the Risk Management Area for the 

Woolston Depot is based on an existing, valid Quality Risk Assessment (QRA) and 

no future plan change is required for the rule to remain valid in respect of Liquigas’ 

site.    

Maintain the Risk Management Area overlay   

3. As previously explained to the Panel, Liquigas supports the inclusion of a Risk 

Management Area overlay in the Replacement Plan to identify the key areas of risk 

associated with major hazard facilities such as its Woolston Depot, and to avoid 

sensitive activities from locating within those areas of risk.  As described in the 

evidence of Mr Phillis, it is important that land use management for such facilities 

adequately manage the inherent risks associated with them. 

4. The importance of managing this risk is recognised in the existing legal and 

planning framework, as outlined in Liquigas’ opening legal submissions.  It has 

been further recognised in the Strategic Directions chapter of this Replacement 

Plan which provides for the avoidance of adverse effects on strategic 

infrastructure, and the need to avoid conflicts between incompatible activities 

where there may be significant adverse effects on health and safety.  It is 

submitted that in this context, the proposed Risk Management Area overlay is 

entirely appropriate.       

Delete the sunset clause 

5. It is submitted that the sunset clause in the Replacement Plan is inappropriate as it 

does not provide sufficient certainty that the risks associated with major hazard 
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facilities are to be appropriately managed into the future.  As drafted, it has the 

potential to result in a vacuum in the Replacement Plan that fails to address these 

risks if the major hazard facilities fail to obtain QRAs and effect a plan change in 

time.  As submitted previously, this matter concerns the health and safety of 

people within the Christchurch region.  The consequences of failing to adequately 

address these risks are potentially great.  

Alternatively provision an exclusion to the sunset clause for Liquigas’ benefit 

6. The sunset clause is particularly inappropriate from Liquigas’ perspective given 

that Liquigas has an existing QRA for its Woolston Depot.  This QRA was 

undertaken in 2008 as part of a resource consent application for a storage upgrade 

at the depot.  As Mr Phillis described in his evidence, in terms of representing the 

risk contours of the Liquigas site the QRA remains valid as no modifications have 

been carried out that would change the results of this QRA.  Given the QRA 

remains valid, there is no need for Liquigas to undertake a further QRA, or 

participate in a future plan change for the rule to remain.     

7. Given this situation at the Liquigas site (which differs to other sites) it is submitted 

that neither a vacuum or a plan change is necessary.  Therefore it is submitted that 

it is appropriate, as an alternative to removing the sunset clause, that there be an 

exclusion to the sunset clause for Liquigas’ benefit. 

Dated at Auckland this 4
h
 day of December 2015 
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