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Executive Summary 

1. This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to the following 

evidence in relation to Proposal 11: Utilities and Energy (part) of the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) 

insofar as that evidence is relevant to the relief sought in the 

submission made by Transpower New Zealand Limited 

(“Transpower”): 

(a) Ms Penelope Lemon filed on behalf of Orion New Zealand 

Limited (“Orion”); and 

(b) Ms Fiona Mackenzie filed on behalf of the Combined 

Canterbury Provinces of Federated Farmers of New Zealand 

(“Federated Farmers”). 

2. In their evidence Ms Lemon seeks the addition of a further standard 

in Rule 11.3.1.1(P9) to provide for the minor upgrading of towers, 

while Ms Mackenzie seeks an additional clause in Policy 

11.1.1.6(1)(d) to recognise existing uses and the deletion of 

Standard 2 in Rule 11.3.1.1(P14) that relates to irrigation structures. 

3. I continue to support the post mediation redline version of Proposal 

11 (“Revised Proposal”)1 subject to a further amendment to Rule 

11.3.1.1(P9) that achieves the relief sought in the evidence of Ms 

Lemon.  It is my conclusion that the further amendment to Rule 

11.3.1.1(P9) results in Proposal 11 better giving effect to the 

National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 

(“NPSET) and Policy 16.3.4 of the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement 2013 (“CRPS”); and appropriately implementing Policies 

11.1.1.2 and 11.1.1.6 of the Replacement Plan. 

Introduction 

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

Technical Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in 

Christchurch.  My qualifications, experience and my involvement in 

                                                
1 Provided by email from Ms Jenkin on 16 November 2015. 
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the Replacement Plan process on behalf of Transpower are set out 

in my earlier statement of evidence in relation to Proposal 3: 

Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes.2 

5. I repeat the confirmation given in my primary statement of evidence 

on Proposal 11 that I have read, and agree to comply with, the code 

of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the Environment 

Court’s Practice Note 2014, including paragraph 4.16 that sets out 

the appropriate scope for rebuttal evidence. 

6. My evidence should be read in conjunction with my earlier evidence, 

chiefly in relation to Proposals 3, 6, 14, 16 and 17.3 

7. I rely upon the evidence of Mr Roy Noble, Mr Andrew Renton, Mr 
Michael Copeland and Mr Dougall Campbell filed by Transpower 

in relation to earlier hearings, where relevant to do so.4 

Scope of Evidence 

8. This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to matters raised in 

the evidence of the following insofar as their evidence relates to the 

relief sought in Transpower’s submission: 

(a) Ms Penelope Lemon filed on behalf of Orion; and 

(b) Ms Fiona Mackenzie filed on behalf of Federated Farmers. 

Response to Ms Lemon’s Evidence 

9. In her evidence, Ms Lemon has identified the need for the 

replacement of electricity transmission and distribution towers in the 

minor upgrading Rule 11.3.1.1(P9).  Ms Lemon has promoted an 

amendment to Rule 11.3.1.1(P9) to provide for the replacement of 

                                                
2 Statement of evidence of A McLeod dated 25 November 2014, Paragraphs 7-12 pages 2 and 3. 
3 My earlier statements of evidence can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ 
and http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant Proposal heading. 
4 These statements of evidence can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and 
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant Proposal heading. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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an electricity transmission or distribution tower with a tower of the 

same height and dimensions.5 

10. I agree with Ms Lemon to the extent that the replacement of 

electricity transmission and distribution towers should be provided 

for in the minor upgrading Rule 11.3.1.1(P9), but I am concerned 

that the amendment proposed is constrained to an exact 

replacement (providing for no more than existing use rights) and 

does not genuinely provide for “minor upgrading” where any 

adverse effects on the environment would be minor, for instance the 

replacement of a tower with an altered cross-arm configuration; or 

the replacement of a tower that may have a limited increase in 

height, but smaller footprint (and vice versa). 

11. I have also identified the need for the replacement of towers to be 

clearly provided for in Rule 11.3.1.1(P9), albeit through amendment 

to the definition of “utility structure”, in my primary statement of 

evidence, paragraphs 31 to 34. 

12. I have discussed the relief sought by Ms Lemon and myself with 

Ms Jenkin and Ms Lemon.  As a result of these discussions, I 

understand that Ms Jenkin will promote a new clause in Rule 

11.3.1.1(P9) to provide for the minor upgrading (via replacement) of 

electricity transmission and distribution towers with the extent of any 

height and footprint increase being regulated in a manner that is 

generally consistent with the approach taken in regulation 14 of the 

Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (“NESETA”), 

whereby size increases are limited to a maximum percentage. 

13. In my opinion the approach discussed with Ms Jenkin, achieves the 

relief sought in Ms Lemon’s and my primary statements of evidence 

and appropriately provides for limited increases in tower height and 

footprint in a manner that better gives effect to the NPSET; gives 

effect to Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS; and appropriately implements 

Policies 11.1.1.2 and 11.1.1.6 of the Replacement Plan. 

                                                
5 Statement of evidence of P Lemon dated 17 November 2015, paragraph 14. 
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Response to Ms Mackenzie 

Policy 11.1.1.6(1)(d) 

14. In her evidence, Ms Mackenzie seeks that clause 1(d) of Policy 

11.1.1.6 (in the Revised Proposal) is amended to recognise existing 

lawful activities as follows: 

“d. having regard to the route, site and method selection when 
considering the effects of new infrastructure and major upgrades, 
including any alternative routes, sites and methods that might 
lessen the impact of proposed work on existing lawful activities;” 

15. Clause 1(d) gives effect to the NPSET by including a policy direction 

that directly reflects Policy 4 of the NPSET.  Policy 4 does not make 

direct reference to the impacts on existing lawful activities; rather it 

requires a broad consideration of “environmental effects of new 

transmission infrastructure or major upgrades”.  In my opinion 

clause 1(d), as currently drafted, is intended to provide the same 

broad consideration of potential adverse effects without qualification 

or emphasis in a manner that would necessarily include adverse 

effects on existing farming activities.  On this basis, I do not 

consider that the amendment proposed in the evidence of Ms 

Mackenzie is necessary.  

16. I also note that clause (1) of Policy 11.1.1.6 only applies to the 

National Grid and, through my experience undertaking route 

selection investigations for new Transpower infrastructure, I can 

confirm that it is standard practice to consider impacts on existing 

activities, including farming activities.  This approach is also 

demonstrated in the Report and Decision of the Board of Inquiry into 

Transpower’s Upper North Island Grid Upgrade Project as follows: 

“The Board accepts that an adequate consideration of alternative 
routes might reasonably include consideration of effects on 
farming, at least at a broad level. Plainly Transpower and its 
independent consultants shared that view. Ms Allan’s October 
2004 report contains this passage: 

Effects on dwellings are one of the most important aspects of 
route selection, along with individual farming operation 
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considerations, so this remained an important evaluation 
consideration at Route stage.”6 

Rule 11.3.1.1(P14) Standard (2) 

17. In her evidence, Ms Mackenzie seeks the deletion of Standard (2) in 

Rule 11.3.1.1(P14), which has the effect of restricting the 

development of utilities for the reticulation or storage of water for 

irrigation purposes within the National Grid corridor on the basis that 

the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe 

Distances (“NZECP34:2001”) provides for safe distances from 

mobile plant and water. 

18. The inclusion of restrictions on the location of structures associated 

with irrigation in the vicinity of the National Grid is a matter that has 

been considered in the Proposal 17: Rural (Stage 2) hearing and I 

note that: 

(a) the Proposal 17 rebuttal evidence of Mr Noble confirms that 

such infrastructure can significantly compromise the operation 

and maintenance of the National Grid, primarily by preventing 

access and that NZECP34:2001 does not provide adequate 

protection;7 

(b) Ms Mackenzie has suggested that the National Grid need only 

be protected in relation to sensitive activities under the 

NPSET,8 but Policy 10 goes beyond this and seeks to manage 

activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the National 

Grid where the National Grid may be compromised in a 

broader sense; 

                                                
6 Report and Decision of the Board of Inquiry into the Upper North Island Grid Upgrade Project, 
September 2009, http://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/transpower-final-report-decision.pdf. 
7 Statement of rebuttal evidence of R Noble dated 6 November 2015. 
8 Statement of evidence of F Mackenzie dated 18 November 2015, paragraph14. 

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/transpower-final-report-decision.pdf
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(c) I have concluded, in relation to Proposal 17, that it is 

appropriate to require resource consent of irrigation structures 

in order to give effect to Policy 10;9 and 

(d) Ms Mackenzie did not oppose the need for resource consent 

for structures associated with irrigation (as set out in Proposal 

17), rather her concern was in relation to the clarity of the 

proposed provisions and whether they excluded mobile 

irrigators.10 

19. In my opinion a similar, and consistent, approach should be included in 

Proposal 11 because the definition of “utility” includes reticulated 

water for irrigation and I therefore consider it appropriate to retain 

Standard (2) in Rule 11.3.1.1(P14). 

 
                                     
Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
23 November 2015 

                                                
9 Statement of rebuttal evidence of A McLeod dated 6 November 2015, paragraph 6. 
10 Statement of evidence of F Mackenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 8. 
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