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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My name is Fiona Katrine Mackenzie.  I am a Senior Policy Advisor, employed by 

Federated Farmers, based in Christchurch. 

2. I hold an LLB from Otago University and a Post-Grad Diploma in Business & 

Administration from Massey University.  I have previously worked as a resource 

management lawyer and currently I am a member of Federated Farmers’ Regional 

Policy team.  

Chapter 8 process to date 

3. I have prepared Federated Farmers submission (2288) and further submission 

(2788) on Stage 2 proposals, and have attended a single earthworks rules mediation 

on Thursday 8 October. Federated Farmers was not permitted to attend the 

mediation referred to in Mr Long’s evidence of 5 October 2015 (page 18, par 7.32) as 

we did not have a planning expert to bring with us.  

4. We therefore disagree that ‘agreement was reached between the parties’. We regard 

this as a discussion between selected parties, not a mediation. Given that both 

Transpower and Orion requests directly affect landowners, and especially in Orion’s 

case, a large cohort of Banks Peninsula farmers, we find it inexplicable that we were 

prevented from attending. 

5. By the time we attended the only ‘open’ mediation on 8 October, the new Orion 

provisions appeared to have been cemented in and Mr Long was unwilling to 

consider other views. Nonetheless, Transpower reiterated its opposition to those 

Orion provisions which go beyond what is required by the NZECP and the NPS. 

6. The Panel will be aware that Federated Farmers did not submit on earlier chapters 
14, 15 and 16 as Residential, Commercial and Industrial matters are not matters 
within our usual sphere of interest. We are becoming concerned that continuing 
requests from Orion for corridor provisions are being adopted by Council without 
question in all chapter revisions subsequent to chapters 14,15 and 16, on the basis 
that corridor rules ‘have already been included in earlier proposals’, and that they 
need to be ‘consistent’ (even if consistently wrong) with those earlier proposals. 
 

7.  We find that Council has little interest in re-visiting its reasons for including corridors 
in the first place, and this is hardly surprising, given the pace of the process. It is 
possible there may have been early confusion about whether Orion lines are 
‘strategic infrastructure’, which flowed into subsequent assumptions. We believe the 
Panel should reserve its decision on requests for corridors sought in earlier proposals 
until they have heard from all parties in subsequent proposals.  
 

Federated Farmers position 
 

8. Recommendations for Rule 8.8.2 P4 and P5, and Rule 8.8.7 2(b). 

 Delete P5; 

 P4 will cover all earthworks in the vicinity of any electricity distribution line 66kv 

and below; activity standard simply refers to compliance with NZECP 

34:2001.(This provides a wealth of specific information for different situations, 
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which is not easily wrapped into a rule. The NZECP exists so that Councils do not 

have to grapple with this.) 

 

 Adjust RD10 and RD11 accordingly as per (now) P3 and P4 

 

 In 8.8.7, delete Orion from matters for discretion, for the reasons given below. 

 

9. Federated Farmers view is that including reference to relevant national guideline 

documents (NZECP), rather than attempting to duplicate or interpret their contents, is 

the most appropriate and efficient way for Council to meet its responsibilities and 

achieve the objectives of its plan. 

 

Misunderstanding of requirement to ‘manage’ distribution lines 

10. Orion and the Council rely on the evidence presented earlier in proposals 14, 15 and 
16, and in particular that of Laura Buttimore and Shane Watson for the Residential 
proposal back in March 2015. 
 

11. NPS: At par 28 of her evidence, Ms Buttimore acknowledges that the Council must 
give effect to the NPS on Electricity Transmission, and that this does not include 
distribution lines companies, but rather the National Grid. 
 

12. Canterbury Regional Policy Statement:: Ms Buttimore at her par 38 says  that 

Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS obliges the CCC to “include objectives, policies and rules in 

district plans to manage reverse sensitivity effects between strategic infrastructure 

and subdivision, use and development, including for  residential and rural – 

residential activities.” 

 

13. However Orion is not included in the definition of strategic infrastructure for Greater 

Christchurch in the CRPS.  We therefore disagree with Ms Buttimore that this policy 

indicates corridor provisions should be included for Orion’s lines. This is not 

contemplated by the CRPS chapter 6, and that is because adequate protection has 

long been provided (since 2001) by the NZ Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical 

Safe Distances  (NZECP 34:2001).  

 

14. We attach a copy of the NCPET to our evidence so that the Panel can see the 

comprehensive protection already provided, nationally, to both transmission and 

other electricity lines companies.  

 

15. Thus we disagree with Ms Buttimore’s par 39. There is no requirement for the 

proposed City Plan (Policy 6.3.5) to include rules to manage reverse sensitivity 

between a lines company (Orion) and other land uses, as Orion’s assets are not 

‘strategic infrastructure’  in the context of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

 

16. Strategic Directions: We find Ms Buttimore’s arguments at par 42 to be weak and in 

our view the Strategic Direction decision implicitly excludes Orion’s lines, and 

reinforces this by explicitly including Transpower.  
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17. Temporary Activities Decision: We are pleased that the Panel, in its Temporary  

Activities decision 26 February 2015,  is alert to the distinction between the National 

Grid and the myriad of lines companies that criss-cross much of New Zealand’s 

privately owned productive land, and also to the difficulties caused by parties 

entering the City Plan review process at different times. 

Undermines NZECP, unwanted precedent 

18. We believe that agreeing to requests by Orion to ‘piggy back’ on Transpower’s  

specific National Grid status will undermine the well-established differentiation 

between National Grid and lines companies. And we believe it is likely that other 

districts (such as the Hurunui, now reviewing its district plan), will reject similar 

attempts, because landowners cannot afford to lose productive land to unnecessary 

additional setbacks. And many of their constituents are opposed to additional 

unwarranted compliance requirements, such as having to consult with Orion, as well 

as the Council, on earthworks matters. 

 

Why does Orion seek additional earthworks corridors? 

19. Over the last several years, Federated Farmers has had significant involvement 

across New Zealand in Council hearings, designation processes, Environment Court 

appeals and mediation in relation to electricity transmission and distribution. 

20. It is Federated Farmers position that buffer zones are needed for only one of two 

reasons –either for the safety ofPlan users or for lines companies’ ease of 

maintenance.  

Safety concerns 

21. The primary document for safety guidance is the New Zealand Electrical Code of 

Practice for Electrical Safe Distances.  The Code sets minimum safe electrical 

distance requirements, primarily to protect persons, property, vehicles and mobile 

plant from harm from electrical hazards. There has been no suggestion that the Code 

is inadequate. 

22. Federated Farmers does not accept that any additional buffer distances over and 

above those within the Code are necessary for reasons of safety.  

23. We consider it adequate for Council to simply make reference within plan provisions 

to compliance with the Code of Practice.   

24. Reference to external documents within council plans and proposed plans is 

provided for under the Resource Management Act’s Schedule 1, Part 3.  Clause 30 

of Part 3 provides for written material, such as Codes of Practice, to be incorporated 

by reference within a plan or proposed plan.  Under Clause 30(3) it is stated that any 

material incorporated by reference in a plan has legal effect as part of the plan itself.  

25.  This process has worked successfully in relation to hazardous substances, where 

rather than duplicating HSNO requirements, councils simply make reference to 

compliance with specified HSNO documents, guidelines or Codes of Practice. 
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26. Problems occur where councils instead opt to duplicate Code of Practice contents, 

rather than simply making a reference to compliance with that Code.  

27. Codes of Practice can be updated at any time as required, and in the event of such 

an update (for example to setback provisions), Council would either have an out-of-

date Plan or would need to go through a costly change. But where a simple reference 

to compliance with the code is made, no such change is necessary. 

28. As part of Code of Practice obligations, landowners are already subject to a detailed 

process when it comes to activities within relevant buffer zones. There is no need to 

repeat the process in District Plan provisions, adding time and cost.   

 

29. Council will also face increased costs and responsibilities by taking on these 

additional consenting requirements and policing buffer zones.  Any such Council cost 

increases will flow on to ratepayers in general. 

 

30. Federated Farmers considers these costs and issues can be appropriately 

addressed and avoided through simply making references to compliance with the 

Code of Practice as part of the plan’s permitted activity rules.  

 

31. On-farm safety is a matter landowners take very seriously. Landowners hosting 

Transpower and Orion assets are already very familiar with the contents of NZECP 

34:2001.   

 

32. We have heard from Orion that they do not think people are aware of the NZECP. 

We disagree, and believe that anyone in the business of earthworks is well aware of 

this practical guide to electrical safe distances, which has been around since 2001. 

However given that Orion’s well-paid management team is supported by a Comms 

team, this is something that could easily be addressed. 

  

Orion’s maintenance concerns 

 

33. As safety concerns are adequately addressed within the Code of Practice, we 

understand the remaining issue for Orion is the ease of carrying out maintenance on 

its distribution lines.   

34. Maintenance is already adequately addressed in the Code and we do not consider it 

appropriate for Council to become involved in restricting activities on a landowner’s 

land simply to make another business’s activities easier.  

35. While Orion might find occasional line maintenance easier if land was left vacant’ 

beneath them, this comes at significant economic cost to the landowner and the 

District. 

Summary and conclusion 

36. We do not support a piecemeal (Christchurch) extension of the NPS Transmission 

corridor protection to lines company Orion for the following reasons: 
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a) The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(NZECP 34:2001) already provides complete protection for distribution (and 

Transmission) lines for earthwork activities. We have suggested that NZCEP 

34:2001 should be noted up front, ahead of the above rules in the Plan. This 

would be a clear and simple reminder of the requirements that exist 

nationally, outside of the Plan, and right throughout the country. 

 

b) Orion does not fit within the Plan definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’ in either 
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement or the proposed Plan (Strategic 
Directions decision) and there is no requirement for the Council to do 
anything other than ‘manage’ activities to avoid adverse effects. This is 
sensible, as any adverse effects are already explicitly and comprehensively 
covered by the NZECP, consistently across the country.  

 

c) Meddling at district plan level adds confusion for anyone involved in 
earthworks, and creates complexity which Strategic Directions objective 
3.3.12 is trying to avoid.  

 

d) Councils are required to give effect to the NPS Electricity Transmission, but 

only for electricity transmission assets (National Grid). Central Government 

made a clear decision to limit the NPS to transmission assets, rather than 

extending it to all distribution lines.  

 

e) Policy 11 of the NPSET provides for corridors for ‘sensitive activities’ only, 
which are specifically defined; it is not a catch-all for all activities such as 
farming, and under the RMA it is not appropriate to elevate distribution lines 
above other land uses in the manner proposed.  

 

ENDs.  

 

 

  


