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Executive Summary 

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

Proposal 17: Rural (part) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) seeks limited amendments to 

policies; the inclusion of new corridor protection rules in order to give 

effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 

(“NPSET”); and an amendment to the definition of ‘intensive 

farming’. 

2. A suite of revised provisions, including the establishment of 

protective corridors for the National Grid, has been developed 

through discussions with further submitters and the Council and 

agreed at mediation.  These revised provisions are included in the 

revised version of Proposal 17 included as Attachment 1 to the 

evidence of Ms Deborah Hogan, filed by the Council (“Revised 
Proposal”).1 

3. My evidence supports the relevant provisions included in the 

Revised Proposal, subject to limited suggested amendments.  I 

conclude that compared to the notified version, 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”). 

Introduction 

4. 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.  I attended a planners’ workshop on 2 September 2015 

                                                
1 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015. 
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and formal mediation on 6 and 7 October 2015.  I have also had 

further discussions with officers of Christchurch City Council 

(“Council”) and representatives of Federated Farmers of New 

Zealand (“Federated Farmers”) and Horticulture New Zealand 

(“Hort NZ”)(further submitters).  This is the thirteenth statement of 

evidence prepared by me and filed by Transpower, in relation to the 

Replacement Plan.2 

5. 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 

6. My evidence addresses Transpower’s submission on Proposal 17, 

and the statements of evidence of Ms Deborah Hogan and Ms Adele 

Radburnd filed on behalf of the Council (including the Revised 

Proposal attached to the evidence of Ms Hogan) where relevant to 

Transpower’s submission.4 

7. 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 

evidence5.  I continue to hold the views I expressed in my earlier 

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

is relevant to Proposal 17.  Other documents I have reviewed in 

preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment B. 

                                                
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 For completeness I note that Transpower made a further submission opposing the submission of Orion 
New Zealand Limited (“Orion”) (submitter ref: 2340) on the basis that the necessity of corridor protection 
for Orion’s assets is a matter before the hearings panel and because the extent of regulation proposed by 
Orion is greater than that sought by Transpower. 
5 Also accessed at http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ and http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/ 
under the relevant Proposal heading. 

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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8. The further amendments to the Revised Proposal suggested in, and 

supported by, my evidence are appended as Attachment C. 

Objectives and Policies 

9. Transpower’s submission: 

(a) generally supports 17.1.1.1 Policy 1 to the extent that the 

Policy recognises activities that have a functional need for a 

rural location, and seeks the inclusion of similar recognition for 

technical and operational needs;6 

(b) generally supports the intent of 17.1.1.9 Policy 9 to the extent 

that it introduces the concept of reverse sensitivity, and seeks 

amendments to the Policy to better give effect to the NPSET 

and implement Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions 

decision;7 and 

(c) opposes 17.1.1.11 Policy 11 because the Policy does not 

address the potential effects of quarrying activities on the 

National Grid in a manner that gives effect to the NPSET.8 

10. The Revised Proposal addresses the relief sought by Transpower 

by: 

(a) amending 17.1.1.1 Policy 1(a)(ii) to include reference to a 

“technical or operational” need for a rural location; 

(b) amending 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c) to include a specific clause 

directing that activities that may compromise the National Grid 

will be avoided; and 

                                                
6 This submission is supported by the further submissions of Orion (further submitter ref: 2797) and Tegel 
Foods Limited (“Tegel”) (further submitter ref: 2774). 
7 This submission is supported by the further submissions of Orion (further submitter ref: 2797) and Radio 
New Zealand Limited (further submitter ref: 2767) and opposed by the further submissions of Federated 
Farmers (further submitter ref: 2788), Fulton Hogan Limited (further submitter ref: 2819) and Canterbury 
Aggregate Producers’ Group (“CAPG”) (further submitter ref: 2755). 
8 This submission is supported in part by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 2797) and 
opposed by the further submissions of Federated Farmers (further submitter ref: 2788), Fulton Hogan 
Limited (further submitter ref: 2819) and CPAG (further submitter ref: 2755). 
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(c) amending 17.1.1.11 Policy 11(a)(ii) to include a new clause 

(H) that addresses adverse effects of new quarrying activities 

on strategic infrastructure outside of the Rural Quarry Zone. 

11. In her evidence, Ms Hogan confirms that wording of Policy 1 was 

agreed though mediation and resolves Transpower’s submission in 

this regard.9  Ms Hogan also acknowledges that the approach to 

strategic infrastructure in Policy 9 was a matter for further discussion 

between a group of planning witnesses, including myself, and 

concludes that Transpower’s relief can be accepted.10  Similarly, Ms 

Radburnd confirms her agreement, in part, with Transpower’s 

submission in terms of “avoidance” of effects on the National Grid 

being appropriate in new clause (H) in Policy 11.11 

12. The Revised Proposal generally achieves the relief sought by 

Transpower in relation to the Objectives and Policies in Proposal 17, 

except in relation to the potential effects of new quarrying activities 

on the National Grid that may be undertaken in the Rural Quarry 

Zone. 

13. In my opinion there is a ‘policy gap’ whereby 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c) 

does not refer to quarrying activities and 17.1.1.11 Policy 11 only 

addresses the effects of quarrying activities on the National Grid 

when they occur outside of the Rural Quarry Zone.  This means that 

there is no clear policy direction in relation to the National Grid within 

the Rural Quarry Zone and therefore there is an insufficient policy 

platform for the National Grid corridor protection rules that apply in 

the Rural Quarry Zone.12 

14. I consider that this ‘policy gap’ can be addressed through further 

refinement to 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b) as follows (shown in red): 

                                                
9 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 10.27. 
10 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 10.97. 
11 Statement of evidence of Ms Radburnd dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 10.8. 
12 The Rural Quarry Zone is traversed by many of National Grid transmission lines including Roxburgh – 

Islington A (ROX-ISL A) 220kV transmission line; Benmore – Islington A (BEN-ISL A) 220kV 
transmission line; Islington – Kikawa A (ISL-KIK A) 220kV transmission line; Islington – Kikawa B (ISL-
KIK B) 220kV transmission line; Hororata – Islington E (HOR-ISL E) 110kV transmission line; Islington 
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“b. avoiding buildings, structures, new quarrying activities, 
and sensitive activities on rural land that may 
compromise the National Grid within an identified buffer 
corridor; …” 

15. Subject to the amendment to Policy 9 set out in paragraph 14 above, 

I support the policies in the Revised Proposal, insofar as they relate 

to the relief sought by Transpower, because the amended Policies 1, 

9 and 11: 

(a) better give effect to the NPSET; 

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

(c) better implement Objectives 3.3.12 and 3.3.14 of the Strategic 

Directions decision;  

(d) are more strongly aligned with the subsequent regulatory 

framework included in the rules in Proposal 17 by clearly 

directing that the National Grid will be separated from 

incompatible activities through an identified buffer corridor; and 

(e) better achieves the clarity and conciseness sought by the 

Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014 (“Statement of Expectations”). 

Rules 

16. Transpower’s submission seeks the inclusion of a new non-

complying activity rule in the Zones traversed by the National Grid13 

that have the effect of regulating activities within an identified 

National Grid corridor. 14 

                                                                                                                          
Deviation A (ISL Deviation A) 66kV transmission line; and Islington – Southbrook A (ISL-SBK A) 66kV 
transmission line. 

13 Rural Urban Fringe, Rural Waimakariri, Rural Port Hills, Rural Quarry and Rural Templeton Zones. 
14 The rule framework promoted in Transpower’s submission is opposed by the further submission of 
Federated Farmers (further submission ref: 2788) and opposed, in relation to the Rural Quarry Zone only 
by further submissions of CPAG (further submitter ref: 2755) and Fulton Hogan Limited (further submitter 
ref: 2819). 



 

18686798_1    
Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 
dated 29 October 2015 

6 

17. The Revised Proposal includes a suite of provisions that apply to the 

relevant Zones and have been developed through discussions with 

Federated Farmers and Hort NZ and agreed with Council at 

mediation.  These provisions introduce: 

(a) new Activity Specific Standards that apply to permitted farming 

and farm buildings activities;15 

(b) new non-complying activity rules that applies to: 

(i) buildings and horticultural structures (that are not 

permitted in accordance the new Activity Specific 

Standards) within a specified corridor; 

(ii) sensitive activities within a specified corridor; and 

(iii) fences within 5 metres of a transmission line support 

structure foundation (subject to an exception where the 

requirements of clause 2.3.3 of the New Zealand 

Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(“NZECP34:2001”) are met).16 

18. In their evidence, Ms Hogan and Ms Radburnd confirm their support 

for the agreed provisions on the basis that the provisions give effect 

to the NPSET and implement Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic 

Directions decision respectively.17  

19. In the context of the Rural Quarry Zone, it is my understanding that 

Ms Radburnd’s intention is to include provisions for farming and farm 

buildings in the Rural Quarry Zone that are the same, or similar, to 

those in other Rural Zones.  The Revised Proposal currently achieve 

this by applying the Built Form Standards Rule (P1) and (P2) in the 

Rural Urban Fringe Zone to Rule 17.6.2.1(P3) and (P4).  I do not 

consider that this approach would achieve the National Grid corridor 

                                                
15 Rules 17.3.2.1(P1) and (P2), 17.2.4.1(P1) and (P2), 17.5.2.1(P1) and (P2) and 17.7.2.1(P1). 
16 Rules 17.3.2.5(NCX), 17.4.2.4(NCX), 17.5.2.5(NC4), 17.6.2.5(NCX) and 17.7.2.5(NC8). 
17 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015, paragraphs 13.8 to 13.10 and statement of 
evidence of Ms Radburnd dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 10.133. 
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protection sought by Transpower because the corridor is established 

by Activity Specific Standards, rather than Built Form Standards.  In 

my opinion it would be appropriate to amend Rule 17.6.2.1(P3) and 

(P4) to ensure the National Grid corridor is provided for in a 

consistent manner across all Rural Zones that are traversed by the 

National Grid as follows (shown in red): 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P3 Farming a. Any Farming activity and/or Farm building 
shall comply with the Activity Specific 
Standards and Built Form Standards for 
P1(Farming) and P2 (Farm building) of the 
Rural Urban Fringe Zone set out in Rules 
17.3.2.1 and 17.3.3 …. 

P4 Farm building 

 

20. Ms Hogan acknowledges that the agreed provisions differ from the 

National Grid corridor protection provisions for other zone chapters, 

and concludes that this approach enables plan users for the Rural 

Zones to establish what activities are permitted within the corridor in 

the first instance.18  I agree with Ms Hogan.  While I acknowledge 

questions from the hearings panel in the context of Proposal 14 

(Stage 1) as to whether a permitted activity rule19 for the National 

Grid corridor is a ‘Clayton’s’ permitted activity rule, I consider that 

the provisions that apply in a rural context are not ‘Clayton’s’ Activity 

Specific Standards (in this instance) on the basis that farm buildings 

(with exceptions) and farm activities are generally permitted within 

the National Grid corridor. 

21. In my opinion, the agreed rule framework is consistent with a shift in 

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

types of activities generally anticipated in a rural context as opposed 

to a residential zone.  That is, Policy 11 addresses sensitive 

activities (being the predominant activity in residential zones) within 

the National Grid protection corridor, while Policy 10 seeks the 

                                                
18 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 13.10. 
19 Proposed to apply in the Residential Zones. 
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management of activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects to 

ensure the National Grid is not compromised. 

22. It is my conclusion that the National Grid corridor protection 

provisions included in the Revised Proposal: 

(a) give effect to the NPSET and CRPS20; 

(b) implement Objectives 3.3.12 and 3.3.14 of the Strategic 

Directions decisions and 17.1.1.9 Policy 9; 

(c) are appropriately aligned with NZECP34:2001; 

(d) reduce the extent of regulation and better achieve the 

Statement of Expectations compared to the notified proposal; 

and 

(e) are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the 

RMA by providing for the on-going use, development and 

protection of the National Grid in a manner that enables 

people and communities to provide for their social and 

economic well-being, health and safety.21 

Definitions 

23. Transpower’s submission supports the definition of ‘intensive 

farming’ subject to an amendment to including ‘wintering barn’ within 

the list of activities specifically included within the definition.22 

24. In her evidence, Ms Hogan states: 

“Transpower seek the addition of ‘wintering barns’ on the basis 
that it relates to the restrictions on the National Grid provisions 
in the Rural Zones.  The provisions included in the revised 
Proposal for the National Grid do not refer to intensive farming 

                                                
20 Specifically the Objective and Policies 2, 10 and 11 of the NPSET and Policies 6.3.5 and 16.3.4(2) of 
the CRPS. 
21 Refer to paragraphs 20 and 21 above, alongside the section 32 consideration included as Attachment C 
to my statement of evidence dated 24 April 2015 and in the statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 
October 2015, paragraphs 13.8 and 13.9. 
22 This submission is opposed by the further submission of Federated Farmers of New Zealand (further 
submission ref: 2788). 
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or associated buildings.  In my opinion it is not necessary to 
amend the definition as sought.”23 

25. The agreed National Grid corridor protection rules are dependent on 

the associated definitions in the Replacement Plan to appropriately 

manage activities that may compromise the National Grid.  In 

Proposal 17 these provisions rely on the definition of ‘farming’ and 

‘farm building’.  ‘Farming’ specifically excludes ‘intensive farming’ 

that is, in turn, also defined in the Replacement Plan. 

26. It is my understanding that wintering barns can have reverse 

sensitivity effects and direct effects on the National Grid that may 

compromise the National Grid, including undertaking inspections 

and maintenance24 when located within the protective corridor.25  It 

is on this basis that Transpower’s submission seeks to include 

‘wintering barns’ in the definition of ‘intensive farming’ so that these 

structures are not provided for as permitted activities within the 

National Grid protective corridor. 

27. In my opinion it is appropriate to amend the provisions in 

Proposal 17 so that it is clear that wintering barns are not anticipated 

within the National Grid corridor in order to give effect to Policy 10 of 

the NPSET.  This outcome can be achieved by either: 

(a) amending the definition of ‘intensive farming’ to specifically 

include ‘wintering barns’; or  

(b) amending the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the 

‘farm building’ permitted activity rules as follows (amendment 

shown in red): 

“a. Farm buildings and horticultural structures, except 
where they are commercial greenhouses, wintering 
barns, produce packing facilities, milking/dairy 
sheds or structures associated with irrigation 
infrastructure, may be located within the following 
corridor: …” 

                                                
23 Statement of evidence of Ms Hogan dated 16 October 2015, paragraph 19.2. 
24 Policy 10 of the NPSET. 
25 Statement of evidence of Mr Noble dated 25 November 2014, paragraph 42. 
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28. I consider that the latter option, including wintering barns within the 

Activity Specific Standard, is the most appropriate way to restrict 

wintering barns within the National Grid protective corridor because 

this approach ensures that wintering barns are not unduly regulated 

(as intensive farming) when located in other areas (achieving the 

relief sought in the further submission made by Federated Farmers). 

 
                                     
Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
29 October 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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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) the further submissions made by a number of parties in relation to 

Transpower’s primary submission; 

(f) the Hearings Panel Decisions on priority matters, being the Strategic 

Directions decision and Decision 2: Temporary Activities Related to 

Earthquake Recovery;  

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

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(Statement of Expectations); and 

(h) the mediation report dated 22 October 2015. 
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Attachment C: Suggested Amendments to the Revised Proposal 

These amendments (shown in red) are proposed to the 16 October 2015 Revised 

Proposal: 

Amend 17.1.1.9 Policy 9(c)(b) as follows: 

“b. avoiding buildings, structures, new quarrying activities and sensitive 
activities on rural land that may compromise the National Grid within an 
identified buffer corridor; …” 

 

Amend Rule 17.6.2.1(P3) and (P4) as follows: 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P3 Farming b. Any Farming activity and/or Farm building shall comply 
with the Activity Specific Standards and Built Form 
Standards for P1(Farming) and P2 (Farm building) of 
the Rural Urban Fringe Zone set out in Rules 17.3.2.1 
and 17.3.3 …. 

P4 Farm building 

 

Amend the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the ‘farm building’ permitted activity 

rules 17.3.2.1(P2), 17.2.4.1(P2) and 17.5.2.1(P2) as follows: 

“a. Farm buildings and horticultural structures, except where they are 
commercial greenhouses, wintering barns, produce packing facilities, 
milking/dairy sheds or structures associated with irrigation infrastructure, 
may be located within the following corridor: …” 

 

Amend the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the ‘Templeton rural activity’ 

permitted activity Rule 17.7.2.1(P1) as follows: 

“…f. Within the National Grid Transmission Line corridor (shown on the ODP in 
Appendix 17.9.2) activities and buildings shall be limited to: 
i.  Farming; 
ii.  Farm buildings and horticultural structures that are: 

A. not commercial greenhouses, wintering barns, milking/dairy sheds, 
produce packing facilities or structures associated with irrigation 
infrastructure; …” 
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	(e) better achieves the clarity and conciseness sought by the Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“Statement of Expectations”).

	16. Transpower’s submission seeks the inclusion of a new non-complying activity rule in the Zones traversed by the National Grid that have the effect of regulating activities within an identified National Grid corridor. 
	17. The Revised Proposal includes a suite of provisions that apply to the relevant Zones and have been developed through discussions with Federated Farmers and Hort NZ and agreed with Council at mediation.  These provisions introduce:
	(a) new Activity Specific Standards that apply to permitted farming and farm buildings activities;
	(b) new non-complying activity rules that applies to:
	(i) buildings and horticultural structures (that are not permitted in accordance the new Activity Specific Standards) within a specified corridor;
	(ii) sensitive activities within a specified corridor; and
	(iii) fences within 5 metres of a transmission line support structure foundation (subject to an exception where the requirements of clause 2.3.3 of the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (“NZECP34:2001”) are met).


	18. In their evidence, Ms Hogan and Ms Radburnd confirm their support for the agreed provisions on the basis that the provisions give effect to the NPSET and implement Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision respectively. 
	19. In the context of the Rural Quarry Zone, it is my understanding that Ms Radburnd’s intention is to include provisions for farming and farm buildings in the Rural Quarry Zone that are the same, or similar, to those in other Rural Zones.  The Revised Proposal currently achieve this by applying the Built Form Standards Rule (P1) and (P2) in the Rural Urban Fringe Zone to Rule 17.6.2.1(P3) and (P4).  I do not consider that this approach would achieve the National Grid corridor protection sought by Transpower because the corridor is established by Activity Specific Standards, rather than Built Form Standards.  In my opinion it would be appropriate to amend Rule 17.6.2.1(P3) and (P4) to ensure the National Grid corridor is provided for in a consistent manner across all Rural Zones that are traversed by the National Grid as follows (shown in red):
	Activity
	Activity Specific Standards
	P3
	Farming
	a. Any Farming activity and/or Farm building shall comply with the Activity Specific Standards and Built Form Standards for P1(Farming) and P2 (Farm building) of the Rural Urban Fringe Zone set out in Rules 17.3.2.1 and 17.3.3 ….
	P4
	Farm building
	(a) give effect to the NPSET and CRPS;
	(b) implement Objectives 3.3.12 and 3.3.14 of the Strategic Directions decisions and 17.1.1.9 Policy 9;
	(c) are appropriately aligned with NZECP34:2001;
	(d) reduce the extent of regulation and better achieve the Statement of Expectations compared to the notified proposal; and
	(e) are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA by providing for the on-going use, development and protection of the National Grid in a manner that enables people and communities to provide for their social and economic well-being, health and safety.
	(a) amending the definition of ‘intensive farming’ to specifically include ‘wintering barns’; or 
	(b) amending the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the ‘farm building’ permitted activity rules as follows (amendment shown in red):
	“a. Farm buildings and horticultural structures, except where they are commercial greenhouses, wintering barns, produce packing facilities, milking/dairy sheds or structures associated with irrigation infrastructure, may be located within the following corridor: …”
	(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) the further submissions made by a number of parties in relation to Transpower’s primary submission;
	(f) the Hearings Panel Decisions on priority matters, being the Strategic Directions decision and Decision 2: Temporary Activities Related to Earthquake Recovery; 
	(g) the Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (Statement of Expectations); and
	(h) the mediation report dated 22 October 2015.

	Activity
	Activity Specific Standards
	P3
	Farming
	b. Any Farming activity and/or Farm building shall comply with the Activity Specific Standards and Built Form Standards for P1(Farming) and P2 (Farm building) of the Rural Urban Fringe Zone set out in Rules 17.3.2.1 and 17.3.3 ….
	P4
	Farm building
	Amend the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the ‘farm building’ permitted activity rules 17.3.2.1(P2), 17.2.4.1(P2) and 17.5.2.1(P2) as follows:
	“a. Farm buildings and horticultural structures, except where they are commercial greenhouses, wintering barns, produce packing facilities, milking/dairy sheds or structures associated with irrigation infrastructure, may be located within the following corridor: …”
	Amend the Activity Specific Standards that apply to the ‘Templeton rural activity’ permitted activity Rule 17.7.2.1(P1) as follows:
	“…f. Within the National Grid Transmission Line corridor (shown on the ODP in Appendix 17.9.2) activities and buildings shall be limited to:
	i.  Farming;
	ii.  Farm buildings and horticultural structures that are:
	A. not commercial greenhouses, wintering barns, milking/dairy sheds, produce packing facilities or structures associated with irrigation infrastructure; …”


