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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod.  I hold the position of Technical 

Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch.  I have been in 

my current position since January 2009. 

1.2 This is the seventh statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) in relation to 

planning matters of interest to the New Zealand Fire Service Commission 

(“Commission”).  My first statement of evidence was provided for the 

Strategic Directions hearing, and my second and third statements were 

provided for the Residential hearing.  My fourth statement of evidence was 

provided for the Commercial and Industrial hearing.  My fifth and sixth 

statements of evidence were provided for the Subdivision and Transport 

hearings respectively.1  I continue to hold the views I expressed in my 

earlier evidence. To avoid repetition, I will adopt that evidence for the 

purpose of this seventh statement of evidence. 

1.3 A summary of my qualifications, my relevant past experience, and my 

involvement in the Replacement Plan process on behalf of the Commission 

is provided in my first statement of evidence.2 

1.4 My evidence builds on the evidence I have previously given and specifically 

addresses planning matters on behalf of the Commission in respect of 

Proposal 12 – Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land of the 

Replacement Plan. 

1.5 In the context of Proposal 12, I have had discussions with Christchurch City 

Council (“Council”) in relation to how Proposal 12 may address the relief 

sought in the Crown’s submission insofar as it relates to the Commission’s 

operational and property needs.  

1.6 I also attended mediation on behalf of the Commission in relation to the 

appropriateness of various amendments to Proposal 12 (Issues 7 – 11 and 

14) on 25 September 2015.  

1.7 I note at the outset that I understand that as of the afternoon of 29 

September 2015 the Crown and the Council have agreed that Rule 

                                                
1
 My statements of evidence (respectively dated 25 November 2014, 20 March, 25 March, 24 April, 8 June and 10 

June 2015) can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and 
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant Proposal heading. 
2
 See paragraph 1.2 and Attachment 1 of my first statement of evidence dated 25 November 2014. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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12.1.2.2.1(P7) of Proposal 12 should be amended in the manner I propose 

in paragraph 7.8 of my evidence below, so that fire fighting substances and 

substances required for emergency response purposes both on fire engines 

and also (crucially) at emergency services facilities are exempt from any 

requirement for resource consent.  This amendment if accepted by the 

hearings panel would address the issues I have raised in my evidence (as 

well as those raised in the evidence of Mr Mark Thomas for the Crown). 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

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

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence addresses the elements of Part B of the Crown’s submission 

that are of particular interest to the Commission as they relate to Proposal 

12.  My evidence: 

(a) summarises the Commission’s particular interests in Proposal 12; and 

(b) considers these matters in relation to the Council’s evidence, 

including the 15 September red-line version of Proposal 12 (“red-line 

version”). 

3.2 My evidence is focussed on the provision for hazardous substances for 

emergency response and firefighting purposes. I do not comment on the 

more broad submission made by the Crown. 

3.3 Throughout my evidence I refer to the Commission’s position in relation to 

particular provisions of the Replacement Plan.  This should be understood 

to be within the context of the Crown’s submission. 
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3.4 For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Mark 

Thomas filed by the Crown in relation to Proposal 12.  I also rely upon the 

earlier evidence of Mr Alan Merry for the Crown in respect of Proposals 3 

and 14 (Stage 1) that details the Commission’s role, responsibilities and 

interests in the Replacement Plan.3 

3.5 I have read the evidence on behalf of the Crown by Ms Nardia Yozin, Mr 

Mark St Clair and Dr Peter Dawson.  I have also read the evidence of Mr 

Adam Scott Blair and Mr Norbert Schaffoener filed by the Council on 15 

September 2015 insofar as these statements of evidence related to the 

Commission’s interests. 

3.6 I have read the expert witness conferencing statement that presents the 

outcomes of expert conferencing that was held on 9 September 2015. 

3.7 Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in 

Attachment AJM1. 

3.8 The consideration included in my evidence is made in the context of the 

statutory framework for decisions on the Replacement Plan set out in the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“OIC”), its 

qualifications of, and modifications to, the RMA provisions, and the on-

going guidance provided by the modified Long Bay test.4  This statutory 

framework is summarised in the decision of the hearings panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 

February 2015 (“Strategic Directions decision”) and I will not repeat it 

here.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The matters of particular interest to the Commission regarding the 

Replacement Plan are derived from its responsibility to provide an efficient 

and effective emergency service.  In this regard, the Crown’s submission 

seeks the inclusion of provisions that enable the carriage, storage and use 

of hazardous substances in association with firefighting, firefighting training 

and emergency response. 

                                                
3
 Mr Merry’s statement of evidence (dated 25 November 2014 and 20 March 2015) can be accessed at 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant 
Proposal heading. 
4
 Long Bay – Okura Great Park Society v North Shore City Council EnvC Auckland A078/2008, 16 July 2008, at 

[34], High Country Rosehip Orchards Ltd v Mackenzie District Council [2011] NZEnvC 387 and Colonial Vineyard 
Ltd v Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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4.2 It is my conclusion that further amendments to the red-line version are 

necessary to appropriately enable the storage and use of hazardous 

substances in association with emergency services, and in order to be 

consistent with and implement Objective 3.3.13 included in the Strategic 

Directions decision.  The further amendments to the red-line version 

achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”) by 

enabling people and communities to provide for their health, safety and 

well-being. 

5. THE COMMISSION’S PARTICULAR INTERESTS IN PROPOSAL 12 

5.1 In the context of Proposal 12, and in order to meet the Commission’s 

responsibilities for providing an efficient and effective emergency service, 

the Crown’s submission seeks amendments to Proposal 12 to: 

(a) provide an exemption for the carriage of medical oxygen and 

compressed air on fire engines (alongside the carriage of firefighting 

substances); and 

(b) provide an exemption for fire stations and New Zealand Fire Service 

training facilities from the need for consent as a result of the storage, 

use and disposal of hazardous substances that are necessary for 

emergency response and training. 

5.2 I am not aware of any further submissions that are relevant to the relief 

sought by the Crown in this regard. 

6. HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ON FIRE APPLIANCES (RULE 12.1.2.2.1) 

6.1 The Crown’s submission supports Rule 12.1.2.2.1(P7) that provides for 

firefighting substances on emergency service vehicles as a permitted 

activity but seeks an amendment to the Rule to clarify that the carriage of 

medical oxygen and compressed air on fire appliances is also provided for 

as a permitted activity. 
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6.2 The red-line version includes the following amendment to Rule 

12.1.2.2.1(P7): 

Activity Activity Specific 
Standards 

P7 Fire-fighting substances, and substances 
required for emergency response purposes on 
emergency service vehicles. 

a.  Nil 

6.3 In his evidence, Mr Blair states that he considers this amendment to be a 

“necessary clarifying amendment”.5 

6.4 I agree that this amendment provides further clarity and I consider that Rule 

12.1.2.2.1(P7), as included in the red-line version:  

(a) better implements Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions 

decision; 

(b) provides further clarity in a manner that is consistent with the 

Statement of Expectations; and  

(c) better achieves the purpose of the RMA by providing for the health, 

safety and well-being of people and communities. 

7. HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT FIRE STATIONS AND TRAINING 

FACILITIES 

7.1 The Crown’s submission seeks an exemption from the need for fire stations 

and New Zealand Fire Service Training facilities to obtain resource consent 

for the storage and use of hazardous substances that are associated with 

the provision of emergency services, and associated training. 

7.2 The relief sought by the Crown is not addressed in the evidence filed by 

Council and is not included in the red-line version.  However, the expert 

witness conferencing statement records discussions in this regard whereby 

Mr Schaffoener “does not see that the council wants to require fire stations 

and trucks to get a resource consent for hazardous substances”.6 

7.3 The evidence of Mr Thomas details the likely type, classification and 

quantity of hazardous substances typically stored at fire stations and used 

for firefighting and emergency response purposes.  Mr Thomas concludes 

                                                
5
 Statement of evidence of Mr Blair dated 15 September 2015, paragraph 10.23. 

6
 Expert witness conferencing statement, 9 September 2015, Issue 7, page 9.  It is not entirely clear whether this 

position also applies to training facilities, or whether Mr Schaffoener considers fire service training facilities should 
not be exempt from resource consent requirements. 
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that the quantity and type of hazardous substances, along with the manner 

in which they are stored at fire stations (and training facility sites), manages 

any risks associated with the hazardous substances to an acceptable 

level.7  Mr Thomas also acknowledges that, based on the current volumes 

of hazardous substances at existing fire stations, it is likely that resource 

consent would be triggered by the provisions of the Replacement Plan at 

two sites, being the Woolston Fire Station and Training Centre and the 

Central Fire Station.8 

7.4 That said, the earlier evidence of Mr Merry details the rebuild and 

reconfiguration of fire stations in Christchurch, following the earthquakes.  

Mr Merry confirmed that the Commission is at the land acquisition stage of 

its redevelopment project and that, in order to create a future-proofed fire 

station network of stations, the Commission seeks certainty and flexibility.9  

I consider that the certainty and flexibility referred to by Mr Merry extends to 

the provisions of the Replacement Plan that relate to hazardous substances 

at fire station sites. 

7.5 On the basis of the evidence of Mr Thomas and Mr Merry, I consider that it 

is appropriate to further amend the provisions of the red line version of 

Proposal 12 to ensure that resource consent is not required for the storage 

and use of hazardous substances at emergency service facilities for the 

following reasons: 

(a) it was agreed by Council’s expert witness that requiring resource 

consents for fire stations is not an outcome sought by Council; 

(b) rule 12.1.2.2.1(P7) enables the carriage of firefighting and 

emergency response substances as a permitted activity and it would 

be consistent to similarly provide for such substances at fire station 

(and training) sites, albeit potentially in greater quantities; 

(c) such an amendment to Proposal 12 would not compromise the 

management of risks associated with the relevant hazardous 

substances (to an acceptable level) and is therefore consistent with 

Objective 12.1.1.1 (and the associated Policies); 

                                                
7
 Statement of evidence of Mr Thomas, dated 30 September 2015. 

8
 Statement of evidence of Mr Thomas, dated 30 September 2015, para 5.15. 

9
 Statement of evidence of Mr Merry, for the Strategic Directions hearing, dated 25 November 2014, paras 6.1 – 

6.10. 
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(d) ensuring that no resource consent is required recognises the 

benefits of emergency services facilities in a manner that 

implements the red line version of Objective 12.1.1.1; 

(e) providing for emergency service facilities in this manner better 

implements Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions 

decision by enabling the meeting of community needs and providing 

for comprehensive emergency services throughout the city; 

(f) such an amendment achieves the purpose of the RMA by enabling 

people and communities to provide for their health, safety and 

wellbeing. 

7.6 In order to achieve the relief sought by Crown, I have identified the following 

options: 

(a) listing emergency service facilities (and associated firefighting and 

emergency response hazards substances) as a specific exemption 

to 12.1.2.3 Hazardous Facilities Activity Status Table; 

(b) including a new permitted activity rule in Rule 12.1.2.2.1 for 

emergency service facilities; 

(c) expanding Rule 12.1.2.2.1(P7) to include emergency service 

facilities; 

(d) including an exemption for emergency service facilities in Rule 

12.1.2.2.2(RD1); or 

(e) including an exemption for emergency service facilities in the 

definition of ‘hazardous facility’. 

7.7 An exemption to the definition of ‘hazardous facility’ is consistent with the 

Crown’s further submission made on the submission of Christchurch 

International Airport Limited that seeks the refinement of the definition of 

hazardous facility to include appropriate exemptions.10  I note that in her 

evidence Ms Yozin seeks such an exemption in her proposed amendment 

to the definition of 'hazardous facility'.  In general terms I am comfortable 

with this approach and would support the amendment proposed by Ms 

Yozin.  This amendment is not included in the 28 September revision of the 

definition provided by Mr Blair for the Council. 

                                                
10

 Submission of Christchurch International Airport Limited (Submitter Ref:2348), dated 15 June 2015, Page 54. 
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7.8 As an alternative, another appropriate approach to achieving the relief 

sought by the Crown and implementing the relevant Objectives and Policies 

set out in paragraph 7.5 above would be to amend Rule 12.1.2.2.1(P7) as 

follows (my amendment is shown in red): 

Activity Activity Specific 
Standards 

P7 Fire-fighting substances, and substances 
required for emergency response purposes on 
emergency service vehicles and at emergency 
service facilities. 

a.  Nil 

 

7.9 In my opinion either of the options set out in paragraphs 7.7 and 7.8 are 

consistent with the Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 of the 

Strategic Directions decision. 

7.10 As noted above, it is my understanding that the Crown and the Council 

have as of 29 September agreed that the amendment to Rule 

12.1.2.2.1(P7) set out in red in paragraph 7.8 above should be made. 

8. DEFINITIONS 

8.1 The Crown’s submission supports the definition of 'emergency services' as 

notified because the definition correctly identifies the relevant services by 

reference to section 4 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 

2002. 

8.2 The red-line version retains the definition of 'emergency services' without 

modification. 

8.3 I support the inclusion of, and content of, the definition of 'emergency 

services' because the definition sets out precisely the services to which the 

Replacement Plan provisions apply (including Objective 3.3.13 of the 

Strategic Directions decision) in a manner that contributes to the clarity and 

ease of use of the Replacement Plan.  As such, the inclusion of the 

definition is consistent with the Statement of Expectations. 

9. CONCLUSION 

9.1 The Crown’s submission, insofar as it relates to the Commission’s interests, 

seeks the inclusion of provisions that enable the carriage, storage and use 
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of hazardous substances in association with firefighting, firefighting training 

and emergency response. 

9.2 In my opinion either an exemption for fire stations and facilities as sought by 

Ms Yozin in her proposed amendment to the definition of the term 

'hazardous facility'; or an amendment to Rule 12.1.2.2.1(P7) (set out in 

paragraph 7.8 above and now agreed to by the Council) would achieve the 

outcomes sought by the Commission and as such implement Objective 

3.3.13 and better achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

 

Ainsley Jean McLeod 

30 September 2015 
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ATTACHMENT AJM1: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED IN PREPARING THIS 

EVIDENCE 

(a) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(b) Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014; 

(c) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions);   

(d) The submissions of a number of parties, including the submission of 

Christchurch International Airport Limited (submitter ref: 2348); and 

(e) The Council's revised section 32 evaluation included as Attachment B to 

the evidence of Mr Blair. 


