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Executive Summary 

1. This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to the following 

evidence in relation to Proposal 17: Rural (part) of the Proposed 

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) Mr Timothy Ensor filed on behalf of the Canterbury Aggregate 

Producers Group (“CAPG”); 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, Mr Ensor seeks limited amendments to 17.1.1.11 

Policy 11 while Ms Mackenzie generally seeks greater reliance on 

the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe 

Distances (“NZECP34:2001”). 

3. I continue to support the Revised Proposal, without amendment, 

insofar as is relevant to the relief sought by Transpower on the 

basis that the relevant provisions of the Revised Proposal are the 

most appropriate way to give effect to the NPSET and achieve the 

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

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 

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.1 

                                                
1 Statement of Evidence of A McLeod dated 25th November 2014, Paragraphs 7-12, pages 2 and 3. 
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5. I repeat the confirmation given in my primary statement of 

evidence on Proposal 17 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 and 16, and my 

primary statement of evidence in respect of Proposal 17.2 

7. I continue to 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.3  I also rely 

upon the rebuttal evidence of Mr Roy Noble filed by Transpower in 

respect of Proposal 17. 

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) Mr Timothy Ensor filed on behalf of CAPG; 

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

Response to Mr Ensor’s Evidence 

9. In his evidence Mr Ensor does not support the inclusion of the 

following clause (H) of 17.1.1.11 Policy 11(a)(ii) in the revised 

version of Proposal 17 appended as Attachment 1 to the evidence 

of Ms Deborah Hogan (“Revised Proposal”):4 

“ii. Providing for new quarrying activities in rural zones other than 
the Rural Quarry Zone only where the activity: 

… 
                                                
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 These statements of evidence can be accessed at http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and 
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ under the relevant Proposal heading. 
4 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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H is managed to avoid adverse effects on strategic 
infrastructure.” 

10. Instead Mr Ensor suggests the following revised wording (Mr 

Ensor’s suggestions are shown in bold): 

“H is managed to avoid significant and remedy or mitigate 
other adverse effects on strategic infrastructure.” 

11. In recommending this amendment, Mr Ensor has relied on the 

initial portion of Policy 10 of the National Policy Statement on 

Electricity Transmission 2008 (“NPSET”) and concluded that 

“where it is not reasonably possible to avoid reverse sensitivity 

effects it may be possible to mitigate or remedy these effects and 

therefore the Plan should not be limited to avoidance only”.5 

12. I consider that the latter portion of Policy 10 (highlighted in bold 

below) is equally relevant as a high order policy directive that sets 

out how decision-makers must manage activities in relation to the 

National Grid. 

“Policy 10 
In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must to the 
extent reasonably possible manage activities to avoid reverse 
sensitivity effects on the electricity transmission network and to 
ensure that operation, maintenance, upgrading, and 
development of the electricity transmission network is not 
compromised.” 

13. In my opinion, Mr Ensor has given undue weight to the term 

“reasonably possible” in Policy 10 and has failed to consider how 

decision-makers might “ensure” that the National Grid is “not 

compromised” specifically in the context of clause (H) that relates 

only to new quarrying activities outside of the Rural Quarry Zone.  

In such situations I consider that achieving the avoidance of 

reverse sensitivity effects on the National Grid and ensuring that 

the National Grid is not compromised is likely to be possible, as 

compared to an existing quarrying situation.  In his rebuttal 

evidence, Mr Noble details the ways in which quarrying activities 

may compromise the National Grid including through undermining 

support structures, dust build-up on conductors, breaches of 

                                                
5 Statement of evidence of Mr Ensor dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 39. 
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conductor to ground clearances through stockpiling and restricting 

safe access to the lines and support structures.6  

14. Mr Ensor goes on to consider clause (H) in relation to Objective 

3.3.12(b) 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 suggests that, given the Objective seeks the 

avoidance of effects from incompatible activities, “where there may 

be a level of compatibility between strategic infrastructure and a 

land use … the Replacement Plan should not foreclose the option 

to remedy or mitigate effects”.7 

15. I do not agree with Mr Ensor in this regard on the basis that Mr 
Noble describes a number of potential effects of quarrying 

activities on the National Grid which would suggest that there is a 

significant degree of incompatibility, particularly in the context of 

new quarrying activities where the opportunity exists to achieve 

some separation.8  I note that Mr Ensor attended mediation in 

relation to the electricity transmission and distribution corridor 

protection provisions.  He has not opposed these provisions (for 

instance Rule 17.6.2.5(NCX) in the Revised Proposal) at mediation 

or in subsequent evidence. 

16. Mr Ensor’s suggested amendments to clause (H) are based on 

similar phrasing in 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 of Chapter 79.10  In this regard, I 

note that 7.1.1.2 Policy 2 relates to transport effects in a general 

sense, rather than effects on strategic infrastructure, or the 

National Grid in particular.  Policy 2 does not directly, or 

specifically, implement Objective 3.3.12, or give effect to the 

NPSET or Policies 16.3.4 and 6.3.5 of the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement 2013 (“CRPS”) and as such I do not consider that 

                                                
6 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble dated 6 November 2015, paragraph 9. 
7 Statement of evidence of Mr Ensor dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 40. 
8 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble dated 6 November 2015, paragraph 9. 
9 Decision of the Hearings Panel on Transport (part)(and Relevant Definitions) dated 7 August 2015. 
10 Statement of evidence of Mr Ensor dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 41. 
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the phrasing of Policy 2 in Chapter 7 should have any bearing on 

the policy approach to potential effects on the National Grid from 

new quarrying activities outside of the Rural Quarry Zone. 

17. For the reasons set out above I do not support the amendment to 

clause (H) in 17.1.1.11 Policy 11(a)(ii) promoted by Mr Ensor and I 

continue to support the Revised Proposal for the reasons set out in 

my primary statement of evidence.11 

Response to Ms Mackenzie’s Evidence 

Structures associated with irrigation infrastructure 

18. In her evidence, Ms Mackenzie confirms that Federated Farmers 

have “largely agreed” with Transpower in relation to the National 

Grid corridor protection provisions in Proposal 17.12  This 

agreement between Transpower, Horticulture New Zealand and 

Federated Farmers is confirmed in the report of formal mediation. 

19. That said, Ms Mackenzie notes that Federated Farmers is seeking 

further clarification of the phrase “structures associated with 

irrigation infrastructure” which is used in Activity Specific Standards 

that apply to farm buildings in the vicinity of the National Grid (for 

example in Rule 17.3.2.1(P2)).  Ms Mackenzie suggests these 

words are replaced with “dams, ponds and similar irrigation 

infrastructure”.13 

20. It is my understanding that the intention of the Activity Specific 

Standard is to ensure that mobile irrigators (such as centre pivot 

irrigators or Rotorainers) in the vicinity of the National Grid would 

not require a resource consent, subject to compliance with the 

NZECP34:2001, while larger scale structures associated with 

irrigation such as pumping facilities, canals or water races, and 

water storage facilities would require resource consent.   

                                                
11 Statement of evidence of Ms McLeod dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 15. 
12 Statement of evidence of Ms McKenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 7. 
13 Statement of evidence of Ms McKenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 8. 
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21. Mr Noble confirms that such infrastructure can significantly 

compromise the operation and maintenance of the National Grid, 

including by preventing access.14 

22. On this basis, I continue to consider it appropriate, in order to give 

effect to Policy 10 of the NPSET, to distinguish those irrigation 

structures that may compromise the National Grid in the Activity 

Specific Standards.  This is particularly the case because, while 

irrigators are not considered buildings under section 9 of the 

Building Act 2004, they may be captured by the definition of 

‘building’ in the Replacement Plan.  

23. In terms of how the Activity Specific Standard is expressed in 

relation to irrigation structures, I appreciate Ms Mackenzie’s 

concerns in relation to the clarity of the Standard, however, I 

continue to support the Revised Proposal version of the rules 

because I do not consider that Ms Mackenzie’s proposed 

amendments provide any greater clarity.   

NZECP34 and the NPSET 

24. In her evidence, Ms Mackenzie suggests that the NZECP34:2001 

“already provides a complete protection for distribution (and 

Transmission) lines, including safe distances for earthworks, 

fences and buildings in the vicinity of lines”.15  In this regard Mr 

Noble explains the limitations with NZECP34:2001 and confirms 

that further regulation by way of a corridor is necessary to 

adequately protect the National Grid.16   

25. Ms Mackenzie has also concluded that paraphrasing the 

NZECP34:2001 in a district plan adds confusion and creates 

complexity “which objective 3.3.12 is trying to avoid”.17   

26. I do not agree with Ms Mackenzie following reasons: 

                                                
14 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble dated 6 November 2015, paragraph 9. 
15 Statement of evidence of Ms McKenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 43(a). 
16 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble dated 6 November 2015, paragraphs 18-23. 
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(a) The National Grid corridor protection provisions included in 

Proposal 17 do not seek to paraphrase or mirror the 

NZECP34:2001, rather they seek to be consistent, where 

appropriate, with the NZECP34:2001while: 

(i) implementing Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12; 

(ii) implementing 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b); 

(iii) giving effect to Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET; and 

(iv) giving effect to Policies 16.3.4 and 6.3.5 of the CRPS. 

(b) The NZECP34:2001 can be succinctly reflected in the provisions 

of the Replacement Plan in such a way as to provide a more 

accessible and easier to understand approach to the 

management of activities in the vicinity of the National Grid when 

compared to a single reference to relatively obscure regulations. 

This is reinforced by the examples included in Mr Noble’s 

evidence of breaches of NZECP34:2001. The details of the Code 

are not well known so it is useful to incorporate these into the 

Replacement Plan. 

(c) Objective 3.3.12 does not provide any direction in relation to 

complexity, but it does clearly anticipate that adverse effects on 

the National Grid will be avoided through the establishment of a 

buffer corridor. 

27. In her evidence, Ms McKenzie states that Policy 11 of the NPSET 

provides for corridors for sensitive activities only and that it is not a 

“catch-all” for all activities such as farm buildings.18  While I 

acknowledge that Policy 11 of the NPSET is the only Policy that 

provides direct reference to a buffer corridor, I consider that the 

corridor provides a useful regulatory mechanism within which 

activities can be managed in a manner that gives effect to, and 

implements, the relevant policies listed in paragraph 26(a) above.  

                                                                                                                               
17 Statement of evidence of Ms McKenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 43(c). 
18 Statement of evidence of Ms Mackenzie dated 29 October 2015, paragraph 43(e). 
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As stated in my primary statement of evidence, the rules that apply 

within the National Grid protection corridor represent a shift in 

weight from Policy 11 to Policy 10 of the NPSET to align with the 

type of activities generally anticipated in a rural context. 

Conclusion 

28. In conclusion, I continue to support the Revised Proposal insofar 

as it relates to the relief sought by Transpower on the basis that 

the relevant provisions of Proposal 17 are the most appropriate 

way to: 

(a) implement the Objective of the NPSET; 

(b) give effect to Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET;  

(c) give effect to Policies 6.3.5 and 16.3.4 of the CRPS; and  

(d) implement Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision.  

 
                                     
Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
6 November 2015 
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