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CLOSING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF ORION NEW 
ZEALAND LIMITED 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf of Orion New 
Zealand Limited (Orion), submitter 2340. 

2 These submissions will address matters that arose during the 
Chapter 11: Utilities, Energy and Infrastructure hearing in the 
course of the evidence given by Ms Jenkins, Ms McLeod, and Ms 
Mackenzie.  In particular, they will address the following: 

2.1 the inclusion of explicit reference to Orion in Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12; 

2.2 scope for the inclusion of corridor protection for Orion’s 
strategic electricity distribution lines;  

2.3 drafting of Policy 11.1.1.6; and 

2.4 the definition of ‘electricity distribution corridor’. 

3 Orion supports the revised Chapter 11 proposal filed on 18th 
December 2015 following the hearing.  However, it seeks some 
amendments to the revised definitions consequential to the 
amendment sought to Strategic Objective 3.3.12.  

THE INCLUSION OF EXPLICIT REFERENCE TO ORION IN 
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3.3.12 AND STRATEGIC 
INFRASTRUCTURE DEFINITION 

4 The Panel has queried whether it might be helpful in terms of the 
overall coherence of the Plan if the Strategic Directions directly 
reference that part of the electricity distribution network that is 
considered to be of strategic importance.1  

5 The issue of whether or not Orion’s identified 66kV, 33kV and 
Heathcote to Lyttelton 11kV distribution lines are strategic 
infrastructure has arisen at a number of hearings.  It has been the 
subject of extensive evidence and legal submission by Orion,2 and 
has also been the subject of other submitters’ evidence.  

6 In particular, a dispute has arisen directly between Orion and 
Federated Farmers as to whether or not Orion’s identified 

                                            
1  Chapter 11 Hearing Transcript, 2 December 2015, page 16.  
2  At the Stage 1 chapter 14 and 15/16 hearings; at the Stage 2 chapter 8, 17, and 

11 hearings.  
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distribution network is included in the definition of ‘strategic 
infrastructure’.3  Orion submits that in light of this disagreement as 
to whether or not Orion falls within the definition of ‘strategic 
infrastructure’, it would be consistent with the Statement of 
Expectations for the Panel to clarify this interpretation issue at this 
juncture.4  The Statement of Expectations requires that the plan 
uses clear, concise language and is easy to use.5  It also requires 
that the Plan clearly state the outcomes intended for the 
Christchurch district.6  Clarification of the interpretation issue which 
has arisen around Orion’s infrastructure within the Strategic 
Directions chapter would be in accordance with these directives.  

7 Orion notes that the Panel has now issued the Residential Stage 1 
decision, which confirms the Panel’s views that:7 

We accept that Orion’s 66kV, 33kV and the 11kV Lyttelton 
distribution lines are strategic infrastructure, and that their role and 
function should be protected by avoiding adverse effects from 
incompatible activities, including reverse sensitivity effects. 

8 In light of the disagreement between some parties and Orion which 
arose prior to the issuing of the Panel’s decision on the Stage 1 
residential chapter, Orion considers that this positive confirmation of 
the status of Orion’s strategic distribution lines should be brought 
through into the text of the plan so as to avoid any similar future 
confusion or uncertainty that may arise.  

9 Orion notes the Panel’s questions of Ms Jenkin and Ms Jenkin’s 
comments at the hearing that including explicit reference to Orion in 
the Strategic Objective may ‘open the floodgates’ and require the 
Panel to insert reference to other infrastructure (such as bulk fuel 
systems or radio communications) into the Strategic Objective.8  
However, Orion submits that this does not necessarily follow.  
Orion:  

9.1 has attended the hearing;  

                                            
3  Chapter 8 Hearing Transcript, 2 November 2015, page 95, line 40 to page 98, line 

45; Chapter 17 Hearing Transcript, 17 November 2015, page 263, line 20 to page 
265, line 10.  

4  Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, 
Schedule 4, clause (b) and (i).  

5  Clause (i).  
6  Clause (b).  
7  Independent Hearings Panel, Decision on Chapter 14 Residential Stage 1, 10 

December 2015, at [269].  
8  Chapter 11 Hearing Transcript, 2 December 2015, page 16. 
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9.2 has led evidence on the matter of its status as strategic 
infrastructure; and  

9.3 as set out above, this matter is disputed directly and is 
something that the Panel has been expressly requested to 
determine and clarify.   

10 In addition, the fact that other infrastructure providers whose 
infrastructure would also satisfy the definition of ‘strategic 
infrastructure’ did not seek clarification of this status or explicit 
reference in the definition or Objective does not prevent 
consideration of this matter in regards to Orion.  The Strategic 
Objective and definition explicitly name other strategic 
infrastructure such as Christchurch International Airport and 
Lyttelton Port, so this is also not a case where no infrastructure is 
specifically identified. Orion’s identified distribution lines are no less 
strategic than this other specifically-referenced infrastructure. Orion 
is also therefore not the only party seeking specific reference within 
the Strategic Objective and ‘strategic infrastructure’ definition.  

11 Appendix A to these submissions sets out the amendments that 
Orion considers appropriate in order to include a direct reference to 
its strategic electricity distribution lines in the Plan.  This involves: 

11.1 amendment of the definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’ to 
include a new clause referencing ‘strategic electricity 
distribution lines’; 

11.2 a consequential new definition of ‘strategic electricity 
distribution lines’ which specifies that it is Orion’s 66kV, 33kV 
and Heathcote to Lyttelton 11kV lines which are considered to 
be strategic, rather than simply all electricity distribution 
lines; and 

11.3 amendment of Strategic Objective 3.3.12 to include specific 
reference to Orion’s strategic electricity distribution lines.  

Jurisdiction  
12 The Panel is empowered under Clause 13(5) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (the Order) to:  

…reconsider any decision it has already made on another proposal if 
it considers it is necessary or desirable to do so to ensure that the 
replacement district plan is coherent and consistent.  

13 If the Panel considers that such a change is needed, the Panel may:  

13.1 direct the Council to make changes of no more than minor 
effect, or  
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13.2 require the preparation and notification of a new proposal.9  

14 As outlined above, Orion submits that a change to the Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12 and amendment of the definition of ‘strategic 
infrastructure’ is necessary to ensure that the Plan is coherent and 
consistent.  The Panel does not need to find scope for such a change 
within the proposal or within a submitter’s submission on that 
proposal.  The key test is whether the Panel considers such a 
change necessary or desirable.  

Is the proposed change ‘of no more than minor effect’? 
15 There is no guidance as to what constitutes a ‘more than minor’ 

change in the context of Clause 13(6) of the Order.   

16 Orion submits that relevant guidance can be found in cases on 
Resource Management Act 1991 Schedule 1, Clause 16.   This 
provision is similar to clause 13(6) of the Order in that it allows a 
Council to make minor amendments to a proposed policy statement 
or plan without notification of a new proposal.  Clause 16(2) 
provides that: 

A local authority may make an amendment, without using the 
process in this schedule, to its proposed policy statement or plan to 
alter any information, where such an alteration is of minor effect, 
or may correct any minor errors 

17 Clause 16(2) RMA was first considered by the Courts in a test case 
brought in 1996.10  The Environment Court found that:11  

…in dealing with this part of the power to amend it is clear that we 
are concerned not with mere drafting errors but with matters of 
substance. Given the care with which Parliament has protected the 
rights of public participation it is inconceivable that it intended by 
Clause 16 to take away that right by allowing the Council to make 
belated changes to the information contained in the plan, including 
something which had it been present in the proposed plan might 
have drawn a submission. Or by deleting something which had it not 
have been present might also have resulted in some submission. 

In deciding what might or might not have drawn a submission I 
consider the touchstone should be; does the amendment affect 
(prejudicially or beneficially) the rights of some member of the 
public, or is it merely neutral. If neutral it is a permitted amendment 

                                            
9  Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, 

Clause 13(6).  
10  Re an application by Christchurch City Council W177/96, Environment Court, 

Christchurch, 11 December 1996.  
11  Re an application by Christchurch City Council, above n 9, Page 10-11.  
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under Clause 16, if not so then the amendment cannot be made 
pursuant to Clause 16.   

18 Re an application by Christchurch City Council has since been 
followed by the Environment Court in Power v Whakatane District 
Council and most recently in Mawhinney v Auckland Council.12  

19 It is submitted that amendment of Strategic Objective 3.3.12 and 
the definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’, as well as the proposed 
additional definitions, is a ‘neutral’ amendment and therefore is not 
more than minor for the purposes of clause 13(6) of the Order for 
the following reasons:  

19.1 it does not provide Orion with additional protection that was 
not sought and not already provided for, it merely explicitly 
confirms that such protection is appropriate in the face of 
subsequent confusion as to interpretation.  Orion has 
requested and drawn submissions on corridor protection for 
its assets via the relevant zone rules of the proposed District 
Plan.  Discussion of that corridor protection in Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12 merely reiterates the corridor protection that 
Orion seeks, and which has been accepted by the Panel and 
the Council as appropriate; 

19.2 consistent with the above, Orion’s 66kV, 33kV and 11kV 
Heathcote to Lyttelton distribution assets have been 
confirmed by the Panel to fall within the definition of ‘strategic 
infrastructure’ and so amendment of the definition to include 
specific reference to Orion does not alter Orion’s status, it 
merely clarifies and makes explicit what is already established 
by applying the definition.  Including Orion’s identified assets 
in the definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’  rather than 
drafting the more general clause of that definition in such a 
way to include Orion’s assets would not have drawn a 
submission, nor affected the rights of some member of the 
public; and 

19.3 the two additional definitions are also ‘neutral’ amendments 
and therefore will have no more than minor effect.  Orion has 
proposed those definitions in order to suggest a more 
streamlined and easy-to-use drafting for its proposed 
inclusion in Strategic Objective 3.3.12 and definition of 
‘strategic infrastructure’.    

20 In the alternative, Orion submits that none of the above suggested 
amendments would affect a member of the public either beneficially 

                                            
12  Power v Whakatane District Council W007/08, Environment Court, Christchurch, 
 19 February 2008, at page 5; Mawhinney v Auckland Council [2011] NZEnvC 33, 
 at [7] and [17]-[19].   
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or prejudicially.  The amendments will merely confirm that Orion’s 
identified assets are considered to be strategic infrastructure, and 
reflect the protection already afforded to that strategic 
infrastructure in the body of the Plan.  It is submitted that this 
makes them ‘neutral’ amendments that would not be likely to draw 
any additional submission from a member of the public.  

SCOPE FOR CORRIDOR PROTECTION PROVISIONS FOR 
ORION IN CHAPTER 11 

21 There has been a query as to whether or not the Panel has scope to 
include corridor protection provisions for Orion’s strategic electricity 
distribution lines in Chapter 11.  

22 As stated in opening submissions, Orion did not make a submission 
on Chapter 11 expressly seeking corridor protection provisions for 
its strategic lines be included in chapter 11.   

23 However, Orion did make a primary submission on the proposed 
corridor protection rule itself (notified rule 11.3.2.1 P2).13  In that 
primary submission, Orion sought clarification as to the application 
of the rule and sought that corridor protection provisions be located 
in the relevant zone rules and chapter 8, and not in chapter 11.  
Through mediation and informal discussions with interested parties, 
rule 11.3.2.1 was developed further, and Orion’s position also 
developed.  Orion’s position at hearing is now supportive of the 
inclusion of a corridor protection rule in chapter 11 as drafted in the 
revised proposal dated 18th December 2015.  

24 This is different than the scope issues which arose in the Residential 
stage 1 chapter. In that case, while Orion had included the 11kV 
Heathcote to Lyttelton line in the maps attached to its stage 1 
submission, it had not referenced corridor protection for the 11kV 
line in the text of its submission.  The Panel considered that this 
omission was material and resulted in a lack of scope.14  In this 
instance, Orion did have a primary submission point on the rule at 
issue, and has also requested corridor protection for its strategic 
distribution lines more generally throughout the stage 2 proposals.    
Orion therefore submits that there is scope for the Panel to include 
corridor protection for Orion’s strategic distribution lines within 
chapter 11.   

25 In the notified version of the utilities chapter, a corridor protection 
rule was included for transmission lines (notified Rule 11.3.2.1 P2). 
Orion’s original submission on that rule expressed confusion as to 

                                            
13  Orion New Zealand Limited Stage 2 submission, submitter number 2340, page 
32.   
14  Decision 10 Residential (part), 10 December 2015, at [263].  
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the application of that rule and consequently sought that it should 
be deleted in favour of reliance on corridor protection rules in the 
relevant zone, subdivision and earthworks chapters. 

26 The application of the rule has since been clarified and Orion now 
understands it to apply only to the activities of other network 
utilities.  Agreement as to the drafting of corridor protection 
provisions within Chapter 11 was reached through mediation. 

27 Orion notes that it has now made submissions as a part of stage 3 
seeking corridor protection for its strategic electricity distribution 
lines across all zones in the proposed District Plan.  Accordingly, 
while it omitted to provide a direct primary submission on stage 2 
seeking corridor protection for electricity distribution lines in the 
Chapter 11 rules, there is still an underlying submission at play 
seeking corridor protection for Orion’s strategic assets.  Prior to 
turning to that underlying stage 3 submission, these submissions 
briefly address the issue of scope generally. 

Legal principles 
28 Clause 13(2) of the Order 2014 provides that: 

(2)  In making a decision on a proposal, the hearings panel— 
(a) may make any changes to the proposal that it considers 
appropriate; 
(b) is not limited to making changes within the scope of the 
submissions made on the proposal. 
 

29 The Panel outlines the application of this clause in the Residential 
Stage 1 decision.15  The Panel may make any change it considers 
appropriate, regardless of whether or not the change was the 
subject of a submission.  However, any change would still need to 
be within the scope of the proposal as notified. 

30 The issue of scope in the context of RMA plan preparation was 
considered by the High Court in Palmerston North City Council v 
Motor Machinists Ltd.16  While in a different context to the present 
issue (in the sense that Motor Machinists addressed the issue of 
whether a submission was within scope of a proposed plan change 
rather than a submission), the case provides useful guidance on 
principles relating to when something is within scope of a notified 

                                            
15  Decision 10 Residential (part), 10 December 2015, at [264].  
16  [2013] NZHC 1290.  Considered and applied previous case law on this issue 

including Clearwater Resort Ltd v Christchurch City Council AP34/02, 14 March 
2003; Halswater Holdings Ltd v Selwyn District Council (1999) 5 ELRNZ 192 
(EnvC); Option 5 Inc v Marlborough District Council  CIV-2009-4060144, 28 
September 2009.  Affirmed by the Panel in its minute dated 8 December 2015, at 
[14] and [15].  
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proposal or not. However, in terms of discussing Motor Machinists it 
is also appropriate to emphasise that the Hearing Panel’s powers 
under clause 13(2) are broader than those of a ‘conventional’ RMA 
planning process.    

31 In Motor Machinists the High Court considered factors that might 
assist in determining whether something was within scope:17 

31.1 Whether the [change] is merely consequential or incidental;  

31.2 Whether the issue was addressed in the section 32 evaluation 
and report; 

31.3 How much the [change] alters the status quo brought about 
in the notified proposal; and 

31.4 Whether those directly affected are adequately informed of 
what is proposed and therefore have had the chance to 
participate in the process on the basis of the change.    

Application to Orion’s submissions and requested relief 
32 While Orion acknowledges that the current Chapter 11 proposal as 

notified did not directly include consideration of corridor protection 
for Orion’s electricity distribution assets: 

32.1 it did include a submission from Orion on Rule 11.3.2.1 P2;  

32.2 it did directly include consideration of corridor protection for 
Transpower’s assets; and 

32.3 Orion’s primary submission also sought corridor protection for 
its strategic distribution lines into various other Stage 2 zone 
chapters.  

33 In addition, Orion submits that the substantive issue of protection of 
important or high voltage electricity assets naturally derives from 
the inclusion of that corridor protection rule for the National Grid 
transmission lines.   

34 Accordingly, amending the proposal to include a rule protecting 
Orion’s assets in this proposal (as well as Transpower’s assets) – or 
accepting a submission or further submission in respect of the same 
does not, Orion submits, constitute a change that is substantially 
out of scope of what was notified.      

35 The section 32 report prepared as part of this proposal contains 
some discussion of the importance of electricity distribution lines 

                                            
17  Paragraphs [76] to [83].  
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and notes that Orion owns some important electricity assets.18  The 
Section 32 report does not however address the appropriateness of 
rules, but focuses just on policies and objectives.  Accordingly, the 
section 32 report does not provide a great deal of assistance in 
respect of this scope issue – although it is respectfully submitted 
that is as much as anything a reflection of with wider District Plan 
review process (where only relatively limited section 32’s are being 
provided). 

36 Orion further notes that its primary submission sought the insertion 
of setbacks into various other stage 2 zone chapters.19  In respect of 
the Chapter 11 utilities proposal, Orion respectfully submits that it is 
unlikely that any party has been denied the chance to participate in 
the process by virtue of either: 

36.1 the fact that corridor protection setbacks for Orion’s 
infrastructure were not included in the notified chapter 11 
Utilities stage 2 proposal; or  

36.2 the fact they were not the subject of submissions made by 
Orion on Chapter 11.   

37 In particular, Orion notes that the scope of parties potentially 
affected by the rule is confined just to other utilities operators, 
rather than the wider public.  Orion notes also that other interested 
parties - namely Horticulture New Zealand and Federated Farmers – 
who have noted opposition to corridor protection provisions in the 
past have participated in the chapter 11 hearing.   

38 Given the lack of prejudice and limited class of parties potentially 
affected, Orion considers that the Panel can reasonably use its 
powers under clause 13(2) to include setbacks for Orion’s assets in 
chapter 11.   

39 For completeness it is further noted that the Hearing Panel’s 
decision on the Temporary Activities and Residential hearings 
indicated that it does not consider there to be scope to introduce 
setbacks for Orion’s electricity distribution lines in the context where 
Orion did not make an original submission on the point but instead 
introduced the requested relief via further submission.  The Panel’s 
reasoning for this was that the change requested would be more 
than minor because there is a reasonable prospect that the setbacks 
could have attracted submissions.  These submissions outline above 
the difference in this Chapter 11 context.  

                                            
18  Section 32 report, page 9.  
19  Submission number 1604.  
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40 Orion notes that the Panel has stated that it is not concerned in 
principle with the concept of provisions that give corridor protection 
to Orion’s assets; it is concerned to ensure that such provisions are 
properly notified so that the public has a chance to make 
submissions on such provisions.20  

41 In this regard, it is submitted that Orion’s submissions on the stage 
3 proposal have effectively remedied any ‘defect’ (if there was one) 
as to the previous notification and submission process.   

Orion’s Stage 3 submission 
42 Orion made a general submission as part of its stage 3 submission 

which seeks the inclusion of a suite of rules across all relevant zones 
and overlays to provide corridor protection for Orion’s strategic 
electricity distribution lines.21  Orion’s aim in making this general 
submission was to make it clear for submitters that it is seeking 
corridor protection across all zones in which its strategic electricity 
distribution lines are present.   Orion considers that this general 
submission gives sufficient notification of the relief that Orion is 
seeking across all relevant zones and that it will remedy any scope 
issues that may have arisen through the stage 1 and 2 submission 
process.  

43 Orion maintains its view that corridor protection for its electricity 
distribution lines in the Utilities Chapter is necessary and 
appropriate and can be provided for via the use of the Panel’s power 
in clause 13(2) of the Order in Council.  However, it acknowledges 
that should the Panel not accept the argument above, this issue 
may need to be resolved during the stage 3 hearings in the context 
of Orion’s general submission point.  

POLICY 11.1.1.6  

44 Counsel notes that the wording of Policy 11.1.1.6 was the subject of 
further discussions between the planning experts for various 
submitters, including Ms Lemon.  Orion now confirms that it 
supports the drafting of Policy 11.1.1.6 contained in the revised 
Chapter 11 proposal submitted on 18 December 2015.  

DEFINITIONS 

45 In its original submission, Orion sought definitions be inserted for 
the following terms: 

45.1 Electricity distribution; 

                                            
20  Decision 9 Temporary Activities 6A, 6B and 6C, 3 September 2015, at [28] and 

[30].  See also Decision 10 Residential, 10 December 2015, at [263] and [269].  
21  Stage 3 submission number 3720. 
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45.2 Electricity distribution line; and 

45.3 Electricity distribution line corridor.  

46 In evidence, Ms Buttimore noted that she did not consider that a 
definition of ‘electricity distribution line corridor’ was necessary, as 
there was no reference to this term within the plan.  Therefore at 
the time of giving evidence Ms Buttimore and Orion considered 
that the definition could be deleted.  However, Orion’s position has 
now changed.  

47 Orion considers that a definition of ‘electricity distribution line 
corridor’ is necessary.  This is in light of the fact that the term may 
be used in Chapter 6, which has yet to come to hearing.22  In 
addition, Orion now considers that a definition of ‘electricity 
distribution corridor’ would also be useful in light of the changes it 
proposes to the strategic infrastructure definition and Strategic 
Objective 3.3.12.   

48 Orion considers that the drafting of the definition of ‘electricity 
distribution line corridor’ could be improved from that contained in 
the revised proposal and in Orion’s original submission.  Orion 
considers that the term would be more appropriately referred to as 
‘strategic electricity distribution line corridor’ (as this differentiates 
the strategic lines identified for protection from all distribution 
lines).  Orion also submits that a more precise drafting of the rule, 
referencing the buffer distances for its strategic lines would be more 
appropriate.  

49 In light of the amendments proposed to the definition of ‘electricity 
distribution line corridor’, Orion considers that the drafting of the 
corridor protection rules which it seeks throughout the plan could be 
significantly simplified.  An example of this simplified drafting is also 
included in Appendix A.  

50 Orion submits that the amendment of the definition of ‘electricity 
distribution line corridor’ to ‘strategic electricity distribution line 
corridor’, and the amended wording of that definition improves 
clarity and will improve the usability of the proposed Plan.  

51 As noted above, Orion considers that a definition of ‘strategic 
electricity distribution lines’ would also be necessary as a 
consequence of including direct reference to Orion’s strategic 
distribution lines in the definition of ‘strategic infrastructure’ and in 
Strategic Objective 3.3.12.  This definition will differentiate the 

                                            
22  As was outlined in the evidence of Ainsley McLeod for Transpower, 18 November 
2015, at [28].  
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strategic distribution lines from all other electricity distribution lines 
and will make it clear which lines are covered by the Plan provisions.  

CONCLUSION  

52 As outlined above, Orion supports the 18 December 2015 revised 
proposal for Chapter 11.  However, Orion seeks that amendment is 
made to the Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.12 (and 
consequential amendment to relevant definitions) to provide 
certainty that Orion’s strategic 66kV, 33kV and 11kV Heathcote-to-
Lyttelton lines are expressly confirmed as strategic infrastructure.  
Orion also seeks that the Panel include corridor protection provisions 
for these lines in Chapter 11.  

53 Orion seeks that the Panel accept its relief as stated in its 
submissions and amended through evidence and legal submissions 
during this hearing.  

 

Dated:         19 January 2016 

 

_______________________________ 
JM Appleyard 
Counsel for Orion New Zealand Limited 
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APPENDIX A – AMENDMENTS SOUGHT TO STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE 3.3.12 AND CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS TO 
DEFINITIONS 

NB: Orion’s proposed changes are shown in red underlining and 
strikethrough  

 

Proposed amendment to Strategic Objective 3.3.12: 
 
Strategic Objective 3.3.12: (operative) 

a. The social, economic, environmental and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, are recognised and 

provided for, and its safe, efficient and effective development, 

upgrade, maintenance and operation is enabled; and 

b. Strategic infrastructure, including its role and function, is protected 

by avoiding adverse effects from incompatible activities, including 

reverse sensitivity effects, by, amongst other things:  

i. avoiding noise sensitive activities within the Lyttelton Port 

Influences Overlay area; and 

ii. managing activities to avoid adverse effects on the National 

Grid, including by identifying a buffer corridor within which 

sensitive activities will generally not be provided for; and 

iii. avoiding noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn 

noise contour for Christchurch International Airport, except:  

A. within an existing residentially zoned urban area; or  

B. within a Residential Greenfield Priority Area 

identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement Chapter 6, Map A; or 

C. for permitted activities within the Open Space 3D 

(Clearwater) Zone of the Christchurch City Plan, or 

activities authorised by a resource consent granted 

on or before 6 December 2013; and 

iv. managing the risk of bird strike to aircraft using 

Christchurch International Airport; and 
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v. managing activities to avoid adverse effects on strategic 

electricity distribution lines, including by identifying a buffer 

corridor within which buildings, excavations, and sensitive 

activities will generally not be provided for; and 

c. The adverse effects of infrastructure on the surrounding 

environment are managed, having regard to the economic benefits 

and technical and operational needs of infrastructure. 

 
 
Proposed consequential amendment to definition of Strategic 
Infrastructure: (Decisions version – Ch3) 
 
Strategic infrastructure  
means those necessary infrastructure facilities, services and installations 
which are of greater than local importance, and can includes infrastructure 
that is nationally significant. The following are examples of strategic 
infrastructure:  
 
Explanatory note  
The following are non-exclusive examples of strategic infrastructure:  
(a) strategic transport networks;  

(b) Christchurch International Airport;  

(c) Lyttelton Port of Christchurch;  

(d) bulk fuel supply and storage infrastructure including terminals, wharf 
lines and pipelines;  

(e) defence facilities;  

(f) strategic telecommunication and radiocommunication facilities;  

(g) the electricity transmission network National Grid 

(h) Strategic electricity distribution lines; and  

(h)(i) other strategic network untilitiespublic water supply, wastewater and 
stormwater networks and associated facilities.  
 

Proposed new definition of ‘strategic electricity distribution lines’: 

Strategic electricity distribution lines 
means the 66kV and 33kV electricity distribution lines, and the 
Heathcote to Lyttelton 11kV electricity distribution line, identified on 
the planning maps. 

Proposed new definition of ‘strategic electricity distribution line 
corridor’: 

Strategic electricity distribution line corridor 
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means a setback of the following distances: 

•         10m from the identified 66kv electricity distribution lines and 
support structures; and  

•         5m from the identified 33kV electricity distribution lines and 
support structures, and the identified Heathcote to Lyttelton 11kV 
electricity distribution line and support structures.   



  17

 

 

100165321/2482236.3 

Example – simplified drafting enabled by proposed amendments to 
strategic objective 3.3.12 and consequential proposed 
amendments to definitions: 

Below is an example of the simplified drafting that could be achieved for 
the corridor protection rules applicable to electricity distribution lines, 
should the Panel be minded to adopt Orion’s proposed amendments to 
Strategic Objective 3.3.12 and consequential amendments to relevant 
definitions.  

Rule 11.3.1.1 (Utilities and Energy) – Permitted Activities - General 

Activity  Activity Specific Standards  

 

P14 

 

 

Utilities within 12 
metres of the 
centre line of a 
110kV or a 220kV 
National Grid 
transmission line 
or within 10 
metres of the 
centre line of a 
66kV National 
Grid transmission 
line 

  

 

1. Where the utility complies with the New 
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 
Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP34:2001); and 

2.  Where the utility is not for the 
reticulation or storage of water for 
irrigation purposes.  

 

 

P15 Utilities within the 
strategic 
electricity 
distribution line 
corridor 

 

1. Where the utility complies with the New 
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 
Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP34:2001). 
 

 


