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Executive Summary 

1. Ms MacKenzie has sought to clarify “Transpower’s Farm Building 

activity standard” relating to irrigation structures. Transpower seeks 

to avoid certain irrigation structures from establishing within the 

National Grid corridor (within 12 metres of the centre line of 

transmission lines) primarily on the basis they make it difficult to 

access and maintain the National Grid. This avoidance includes 

irrigation structures such as dams and canals, but excludes pivots 

and RotoRainers.  

2. Ms MacKenzie also suggests it is better to simply refer plan users to 

the NZECP34:2001 (the Code).1 Transpower has numerous 

examples of where the Code has been breached, even by entities 

that are aware the Code exists. The details of the Code are not well 

known, even when referenced requires a degree of engineering 

knowledge to understand complexities (e.g. effects of conductor 

operating temperatures). This is why Transpower supports the 

inclusion of the content of, or reference to, relevant sections of the 

Code in the rules of the Replacement Plan. 

3. Rule 17.2.3.5 NCX (and similar rules) is designed to give effect to 

Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET (as addressed in Ainsley McLeod’s 

evidence). I set out the reasons for National Grid corridors in my 

evidence for the residential topic.2 These reasons apply equally to a 

rural context. 

Introduction 

4. 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 is included in Attachment A. I am 

authorised to give this evidence on Transpower’s behalf. 

                                                
1 Statement of Evidence of Fiona MacKenzie, 29 October 2015, para 30 
2 Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble for residential topic dated 20 March 2015, para 24-51 
3 Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble for Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, 25 
November 2014, para 4-8 
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Scope of Evidence 

5. In my evidence I address one matter raised by Tim Ensor’s evidence 

for Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group about the level of 

compatibility between quarrying and the National Grid. I respond to 

two points raised in Fiona MacKenzie’s evidence for Federated 

Farmers of New Zealand. The first relates to Transpower’s concern 

about structures associated with irrigation infrastructure establishing 

within the National Grid corridor (within 12 metres of the centre line 

of transmission lines and within 12m of the outer edge of the support 

structures). The second relates to the adequacy of the Code in 

managing effects on the National Grid. 

Quarrying 

6. Mr Ensor has stated in his evidence: “Where there may be a level of 

compatibility between strategic infrastructure and a land use, my 

view is the Replacement Plan should not foreclose the option to 

remedy or mitigate effects.”4  

7. Quarrying activities may compromise the National Grid including 

through undermining support structures, dust build-up on 

conductors, damage from blasting debris, subsidence of foundations 

leading to structure failure, breaches of conductor to ground 

clearances through stockpiling, damage through machinery 

contacts, and restricting safe access to the lines and support 

structures. Quarry operations limit access to the transmission line 

structures and conductors, which does not ensure the operation, 

maintenance, development and upgrade of the National Grid. Shown 

in Photo 1 below is an example of an uncontrolled quarry operation 

in the Christchurch District.

                                                
4 Statement of Evidence of  Tim Ensor, 29 October 2015, para 39 
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Photo 1 – Uncontrolled quarry operation and impacts on National Grid 

Irrigation Equipment 

8. Ms MacKenzie has sought to clarify “Transpower’s Farm Building 

activity standard”. She noted that based on her discussions with 

Transpower the phrase ‘structures associated with irrigation 

infrastructure’ (as at 17.5.2.1 P2) is not intended to capture pivots 

and RotoRainers, which are already covered by Section 5 of the 

Code.5 I confirm this is correct. 

9. Transpower seeks to avoid certain irrigation structures from 

establishing within the National Grid corridor (within 12 metres of the 

centre line of transmission lines and within 12m of the outer edge of 

support structures) on the basis they make it difficult to access and 

maintain the National Grid. This includes irrigation structures such 

as dams, and canals. 

10. Smaller scale irrigation equipment, such as pivot irrigators can be 

relocated when Transpower needs to carry out maintenance work on 

its lines.  This ability to relocate, means that pivot irrigators and 

similar structures are unlikely to compromise Transpower’s ability to 

operate and maintain National Grid lines.  However, more 

permanent structures (which I understand are classified as network 

utilities) can compromise the operation and maintenance of the 

National Grid, including by preventing access. 

                                                
5 Statement of Evidence of Fiona MacKenzie, 29 October 2015, para 8 
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Adequacy of NZECP34:2001 

11. Ms MacKenzie has opposed rule 17.2.2.5 NCX on the basis it is 

confusing, unnecessary, and inconsistent with the Code, and “as 

such is actually unsafe”.6  While this rule relates to distribution lines, 

a similar rule is provided for National Grid transmission lines, for 

example rule 17.3.2.5 NCX (albeit the distances are different). 

Therefore it is necessary for me to address Ms MacKenzie ‘s 

position. 

The Code 

12. The Code prescribes minimum safe distances for the construction of 

buildings and structures and for excavation near transmission line 

support structures and overhead lines. 

13. Clause 2.4.1 of the Code states that:  

“Except with the prior written consent of the overhead electric line 
owner, no building or similar structure shall be erected closer to a high 
voltage overhead electric line support structure than the distances 
specified in Table 1.”  

 
14. Table 1 states:  

MINIMUM SAFE DISTANCES BETWEEN BUILDINGS AND OVERHEAD 
ELECTRIC LINE SUPPORT STRUCTURES  

 
 

 
 

15. Therefore, in respect of circuits exceeding 66kV, the Code requires 

that buildings must be at least 8m from a pole and 12m from a 

tower.  

16. The distances in Table 1 are measured from the closest visible edge 

of the overhead electric line support foundation, and the nearest part 

of the outermost part of the building.  

                                                
6 Statement of Evidence of Fiona MacKenzie, 29 October 2015, para 15 

Circuit Voltage  Pole  Tower (pylon)  
11V to 33kV  2m  6m  
Exceeding 33kV to 66kV  6m  9m  
Exceeding 66kV  8m  12m  
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17. The Code also specifies minimum safe distances between 

conductors and buildings or other structures. These distances differ 

depending on the voltage of the line, and the length of the span 

between support structures.  The Code does not prevent buildings 

(of any type) being constructed under lines, provided they are a 

sufficient distance below the conductors. 

Limitations of the Code 

18. While the Code may adequately provide for safe distances for 

smaller buildings and structures and some activities around 

transmission lines, it does not prevent underbuild and does not 

ensure the operation, maintenance, development and upgrade of the 

National Grid is not compromised.  

19. Minimum safety requirements in the Code do not seek to protect the 

integrity of the National Grid from the effects of third parties. Nor 

does it provide for all access, work space, step and touch hazards 

where activities or infrastructure cause restrictions or create unsafe 

situations, especially during work activities on either Transpower’s 

assets or works by a member of the public under or near a line.  

20. For these reasons Transpower seeks other corridor protection rules, 

in addition to the inclusion of the content of parts of the Code in the 

rules. 

Consistency with the Code? 

21. Rule 17.2.3.5 NCX (and similar rules) is designed to give effect to 

Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET (as addressed in Ainsley McLeod’s 

evidence). I do not agree with Ms Mackenzie the Code “already 

provides complete protection for…transmission… lines, including 

safe distances for earthworks, fences and buildings in the vicinity of 

lines”.7 I set out the reasons for National Grid corridors in my 

                                                
7 Statement of Evidence of Fiona MacKenzie, 29 October 2015, para 43(a) 
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evidence for the residential topic.8 These reasons apply equally to a 

rural context. 

22. Intensive use buildings and commercial operations and structures 

should not be located in the 12m corridor, even if they comply with 

the Code. Intensive use buildings and commercial operations pose a 

risk to the operation of the line, compromise Transpower’s ability to 

maintain the line, and are a risk from electrical hazards. This 

includes buildings such as dairy sheds, piggeries, poultry farms, 

commercial greenhouses, and factories. These buildings and 

activities either are at greater risk of effects from the transmission 

lines, or put the line itself at greater risk.  

23. For example, highly intensive buildings such as milking sheds would 

need to be either vacated during reconductoring operations or 

protected by the construction of high cost scaffolding and nets as 

shown in Photo 1. The scaffolding and netting constructed below to 

protect an undercrossing line cost in excess of $350,000 to construct 

and dismantle. 

 

Photo 2 - Scaffolding protection structure for stringing conductor.  

                                                
8 Statement of Evidence of Roy Noble for residential topic dated 20 March 2015, para 24-51 
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Cross-referencing? 

24. Ms MacKenzie also suggests it is “far better to simply refer plan 

users to the NZECP34:2001. It is very clearly set out, and a safer 

and more efficient way for the Council to manage reverse 

sensitivity.”9  

25. Transpower has numerous examples of where the Code has been 

breached, even by entities that are aware the Code exists. For 

example, on the Transmission Gully project the experienced New 

Zealand Transport Agency breached the Code, as illustrated in the 

photos below. 

26. Photo’s 2 and 3 below show the building up of ground levels creating 

unsafe clearances given the increased mobile plant below the lines, 

the creation of pooling around structures that will lead to foundation 

instability and the installation of fences and structures within the 

mandatory distances to the poles. 

               
                                                
9 Statement of Evidence of Fiona MacKenzie, 29 October 2015, para 30 
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Photos 3 and 4 - Lanes Flat - Installation of site off and laydown materials in 
close vicinity of poles for 110kV PKK-TKR-A line.   

 

27. Another example is at 2 Blair Place, Onehunga  where a dwelling 

was constructed prior to obtaining resource consent and without 

Transpower’s involvement. The dwelling had to be redesigned and a 

corner of the house removed so it complied with NZECP34:2001. 

The details of the Code are not well known or understood and this is 
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why Transpower supports the inclusion of the content of, or 

reference to, relevant sections of the Code in the rules of the 

Replacement Plan. 

28. I note Ms MacKenzie is not seeking a change to 17.3.2.1 P1 on the 

basis it refers correctly to the Code. 

 
 

 
 
 
                                    ____________________ 
Roy Noble 
 
6 November 2015
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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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