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Executive Summary 

1. Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (“Transpower”) submission, on 

Proposal 18 – Open Space of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) seeks 

amendments to the policies and rules in Proposal 18 in order to give 

effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 

2008 (“NPSET”). 

2. In the most part the redline version of Proposal 18 included as 

Attachment C to the evidence of Ms Janice Carter (“Revised 
Proposal”)1, filed by the Christchurch City Council (“Council”), 
achieves the relief sought by Transpower. 

3. My evidence supports further amendments to the policies included in 

the Revised Proposal to: 

(a) recognise that the National Grid may have technical, 

operational and locational needs that necessitate its location in 

Open Space zones; and  

(b) to acknowledge that the Open Space zones provide an 

opportunity to protect the National Grid. 

4. My evidence also confirms the further amendments to the rules that 

establish a protective corridor for the National Grid are necessary in 

order to achieve the agreement reached at mediation.   

5. Subject to the limited amendments suggested in, and supported by, 

my evidence, I conclude that the Revised Proposal better gives 

effect to the NPSET, better gives effect to the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (“CRPS”), better implements Objective 3.3.12 

included in the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 

26 February 2015 (“Strategic Directions decision”), and achieves 

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

                                                
1 Statement of evidence of J Carter dated 19 January 2016. 
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Introduction 

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

Technical Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in 

Christchurch.  I am engaged by Transpower to provide planning 

advice in relation to the Replacement Plan and have assisted with 

the preparation of Transpower’s submission and further 

submissions. 

7. In the context of Proposal 18, I have had discussions with Council 

officers and I attended formal mediation on 17 December 2015. 

8. This is the twenty-first statement of evidence prepared by me and 

filed by Transpower, in relation to the Replacement Plan.2 

9. My qualifications and relevant experience have been set out in my 

first statement of evidence.3  My agreement to comply with the Code 

of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court’s 2014 Practice Note is included in Attachment A. 

Scope of Evidence 

10. My evidence addresses Transpower’s submission on Proposal 18, 

with reference to the statement of evidence of Ms Janice Carter filed 

on behalf of the Council (including the Revised Proposal included as 

Attachment C to her evidence) where relevant to Transpower’s 

submission. 

11. For the purposes of my evidence I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy 
Noble, Mr Michael Copeland and Mr Dougall Campbell filed by 

Transpower in relation to earlier hearings where relevant to do so.  

My evidence should also be read in conjunction with my earlier 

evidence. 4  I continue to hold the views I expressed in my earlier 

evidence and, to avoid repetition, I rely on that evidence insofar as it 

                                                
2 My earlier statements of evidence can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ 
and http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/. 
3 A McLeod, Statement of Evidence, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, 25 November 2014, 
Paragraphs 7-12, pages 2 and 3. 
4 Also accessed at http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ 
under the relevant Proposal heading. 
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is relevant to Proposal 18.  Other documents I have reviewed in 

preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment B. 

Objectives and Policies 18.1 

12. Transpower’s submission opposes the Objectives and Policies in 

Proposal 18 and seeks the following additional clause in 18.1.8 

Policy 5 – Environmental Effects in order to provide for, and protect, 

the National Grid specifically in the context of the Open Space 

zones: 

“x. Provide for the National Grid by: 

i.  Recognising that the National Grid may have technical or 
operational needs that necessitate its location in open space; 

ii  Avoiding adverse effects (including reverse sensitivity effects) 
on the National Grid; and 

iii  Recognising that new open space provides an opportunity to 
protect the National Grid.” 

13. The Revised Proposal includes the following additional clause in 

18.1.8 Policy 5: 

“d. Protect strategic infrastructure by avoiding buildings, 
structures and sensitive activities in the Open Space zones 
that may compromise the National Grid within the identified 
buffer corridor.” 

14. In her evidence, Ms Carter recommends that Transpower’s 

submission in relation to the Objectives and Policies be accepted in 

part on the basis of the inclusion of new clause (d), set out above.5 

15. I consider that clause (d) achieves one ‘arm’ of the relief sought by 

Transpower (clause (ii)) and specifically gives effect to Policies 10 

and 11 of the NPSET.  However, I consider that clause (e) could be 

re-worded to provide greater clarity as follows (shown in red): 

“d. Protect the National Grid strategic infrastructure by 
avoiding buildings, structures and sensitive activities in the 

                                                
5 Statement of evidence of J Carter dated 19 January 2016, paragraph 7.49. 
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Open Space zones that may compromise the National Grid 
within an the identified buffer corridor.” 

16. Ms Carter does not specifically address clauses (i) and (iii) of the 

relief sought by Transpower. 

17. In terms of clause (i) of Transpower’s relief, I consider that the 

concept is partially captured, albeit negatively framed, in Policy 

18.1.4 Policy 1 – The Role of Open Space and Recreation Facilities 

at clause (b) as follows: 

“b. Avoid activities that do not have a practical or functional need 
to be located within open space and/or recreation facilities.” 

18. While 18.1.4 Policy 1(b), as set out above, ensures that activities, 

including nationally significant infrastructure such as the National 

Grid, are not ‘avoided’ in the context of Open Space zones, I do not 

consider that the Policy achieves a recognition that such 

infrastructure has technical, operational and locational needs that 

may require such infrastructure to be located in and traverse Open 

Space zones.  Such a concept has been generally agreed between 

parties most recently in the context of Proposal 9 – Natural and 

Cultural Heritage that addresses generally more sensitive receiving 

environments and gives effect to Policy 3 of the NPSET. 

19. On this basis I support the following amendment to 18.1.4 Policy 

1(b) (shown in red): 

“b. Avoid activities that do not have a practical or functional need 
to be located within open space and/or recreation facilities and 
recognise that strategic infrastructure may have a 
locational, operational or technical requirement to be 
located within open space.” 

20. In terms of clause (iii) of Transpower’s relief, I understand that the 

proposed clause is intended to provide a policy signal that, in the 

case of new developments, the Open Space zones may be more 

appropriate in the vicinity of the National Grid, when compared to 

other zones, such as those that generally accommodate sensitive 

activities such as residential zones or the Specific Purpose (School) 

Zone.   
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21. I have discussed this matter with Council officers and I understand 

that there is some concern that the proposed clause implies that it is 

the role of open space to protect the National Grid.  It is my 

understanding that this is not the intent of the proposed clause (iii) 

and I agree with the Council that it is not the role of the Open Space 

zone to protect the National Grid. 

22. That said, I consider that the proposed clause (iii) has some value in 

recognising that Open Space zones are more appropriate than other 

zones when development occurs in the vicinity of the National Grid.  

In my opinion such recognition is better achieved in the context of 

18.1.4 Policy 1 and with more specific direction to alleviate the 

concerns expressed by Council officers.  I also note that there are a 

number of examples where the outcome sought by this policy has 

occurred in Christchurch.  These examples are well illustrated on the 

South Masham and Awatea Outline Development Plans that form 

part of Council’s evidence for the New Neighbourhood hearing.  In 

all, I consider such a policy approach is a positive way of ensuring 

that reverse sensitivity issues do not arise in the future and as such 

gives effect to the NPSET. 

23. I therefore support the inclusion of the following additional clause in 

18.1.4 Policy 1 (shown in red): 

“x. New open space that is provided as part of 
comprehensive developments may also achieve the 
protection of the National Grid in situations where 
transmission lines traverse the site.” 

National Grid Corridor Protection Rules 

24. Transpower’s submission sought the inclusion of a National Grid 

protective corridor in the relevant Open Space zones.  At mediation 

it was agreed that the provisions that should apply are those that are 

included in the Hearings Panel’s decision on Residential Stage 1 as 

they apply to both Orion New Zealand Limited high voltage assets 

and the National Grid.  The parties also confirmed at mediation that 

this agreement would be reflected in a joint memorandum. 
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25. The Revised Proposed does not reflect this agreement, however, 

through discussions with Ms Carter, I have confirmed that the 

Residential decision version is agreed and I understand that a joint 

memorandum of counsel is being prepared to reflect this. 

26. As a final matter, I note that Ms Carter has suggested that the 

National Grid corridor protection provisions may be relocated to 

Chapter 6.6  I attended mediation on this matter on 21 January 2016 

and it was agreed in this forum that these provisions will be retained 

in the relevant zone chapter rather than being relocated to 

Chapter 6. 

 
                                     
Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
27 January 2016

                                                
6 Statement of evidence of J Carter dated 19 January 2016, paragraphs 15.7 to 15.9. 
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Attachment A: Code of Conduct 

1. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court’s 2014 Practice Note.  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. I confirm that the issues addressed in my evidence are within my area 

of expertise.  The data, information, facts and assumptions I have 

considered in forming my opinion are set out in my evidence.  The 

reasons for the opinions I express are also set out in the evidence to 

follow.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions I express.   
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Attachment B: Documents Reviewed in Preparing this Evidence 

In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following: 

(a) the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008, 

including the 2007 Board of Inquiry Report to the Minister for the 

Environment in relation to this Policy Statement; 

(b) the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009; 

(c) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(d) the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe 

Distances (NZECP34:2001); 

(e) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions) dated 26 February 2015; 

(f) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 10 Residential (Part) (and Relevant Definitions and 

Associated Planning Maps) dated 10 December 2015; and 

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

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014
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