
 

 
BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS 
AJLBEATSON/ NJ GARVAN 
AUCKLAND LEVEL 22, VERO CENTRE, 48 SHORTLAND STREET 
PO BOX 4199, AUCKLAND 1140, DX CP20509, NEW ZEALAND 
TEL 64 9 916 8800  FAX 64 9 916 8801   

 

BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

 
Under the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury Earthquake 
(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

  
 
 
 

In the matter of 

The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 
Proposal 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage (excluding 9.3 
Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) and Proposal 
11 – Utilities and Energy (part) (Stage 3) 

And 

Transpower New Zealand Limited (Submitter 3494 and 
Further Submittter 5014) 

Submitter 

 

Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod 
on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 

dated 10 December 2015 

 
      



 

18882833_1    
Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 
dated 10 December 2015 

1 

Executive Summary 

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

Proposal 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage (excluding 9.3 Historic 

Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) and Proposal 11: Utilities and 

Energy (part) (Stage 3) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) generally seeks a clear and 

consistent approach to the provisions that address the relationship 

between the National Grid and the various Natural and Cultural 

Heritage overlays, established by Proposal 9, in a manner that gives 

effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 

2008 (“NPSET”). 

2. My evidence addresses the relief sought in Transpower’s 

submission on Proposal 9 (9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and 

Ecosystems and 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, 

Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural 

Character in the Coastal Environment) and the related portions of 

Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3) by reference to the suite of revised 

provisions (“Revised Proposals”) attached to the statements of 

evidence of various planning witnesses, filed by Christchurch City 

Council (“Council”).1 

3. My evidence confirms that the Revised Proposals generally achieve 

the relief sought by Transpower, subject to further amendments 

supported in my evidence, in terms of “content” of the provisions and 

as such give effect to the NPSET, the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (“CRPS”), implement 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 achieve the purpose of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”). 

4. My evidence further concludes, in terms of “form” of the provisions, 

that the Revised Proposals would benefit from further refinement to 

                                                
1 Statements of evidence of D Hogan (Appendix 1), S Ferguson (Appendix 1 and 2) and S Jenkin 
(Attachment B) respectively, dated 2 December 2015. 
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provide for a clear and consistent approach in the provisions that 

address the relationship between the National Grid and the relevant 

Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays in a manner that is consistent 

with the Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 (“Statement of Expectations”) and implements Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision.  These refinements 

include: 

(a) the addition of further cross-referencing between Proposal 9 

and Proposal 11, including specific cross references to the 

relevant Proposal 11 Policies in Proposal 9; 

(b) amendments to the commentary in 11.2 ‘How to use the rules’ 

to set out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless 

specifically directed; 

(c) the reduction in duplication of the content of Policies through 

the addition of notes to the Policies that direct where specific 

policies apply; 

(d) the consolidation of rules for utilities in Sites of Ecological 

Significance in one place; 

(e) the addition of notes or cross-references in the rules in 

Proposal 11 to specifically direct where rules in Proposal 9 are 

relevant; 

(f) the deletion of reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f); 

(g) the revision of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 (undertaken as 

part of the Proposal 11(Stage 2) hearing in the first instance; 

and 

(h) the consolidation of the assessment matters that may apply to 

activities within Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays in a 

single location. 
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Introduction 

5. 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.  This is the seventeenth statement of evidence 

prepared by me and filed by Transpower in relation to the 

Replacement Plan. 

6. My qualifications and relevant experience have been set out in my 

first statement of evidence.2  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. 

7. In the context of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 (Stage 3), I have had a 

number of discussions with officers of the Council in relation to the 

form and content of the provisions that are the subject of 

Transpower’s submission.  I have also had discussions with 

representatives of Orion New Zealand Limited (“Orion”) and the 

Utilities Group.3  I attended formal mediation on 24 November 2015 

in relation to the relevant portions of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11.  

Scope of Evidence 

8. My evidence addresses Transpower’s submission on Proposal 9 

(9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems and 9.2 Outstanding 

Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and 

Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal 

Environment) and the related portions of Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 

3) with particular reference to the statements of evidence of Ms 

Hogan, Ms Ferguson and Ms Jenkin including the Revised 

Proposals appended to these statements of evidence.  

                                                
2 Statement of evidence of A McLeod, Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes, 25 November 2014, 
Paragraphs 7-12, pages 2 and 3. 
3 The Utilities Group is made up of Vodafone New Zealand, Spark New Zealand Trading Limited, Two 
Degrees Mobile Limited, Enable Networks Limited and Chorus New Zealand Limited. 
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9. 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.4  

My evidence should also be read in conjunction with my earlier 

evidence.  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.5  Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my 

evidence are listed in Attachment B. 

10. My evidence does not address Transpower’s submission or further 

submissions on Proposal 9 (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant 

Trees) and the related portions of Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3).  

These topics will be addressed in a later statement of evidence in 

accordance with the Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 27 

November 2015.  

11. My consideration is made in the context of the decisions made by 

the Hearings Panel; the statutory framework for decisions on the 

Replacement Plan set out in the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, its qualifications of and 

modifications to, the RMA provisions, and the on-going guidance 

provided by the modified, and recently refined Long Bay test.6  This 

statutory framework is summarised in the Strategic Directions 

decision and I will not repeat it here. 

12. The amendments suggested in, and supported by, my evidence are 

appended as Attachment C.  Attachment D includes a summary of 

the relief sought by Transpower alongside the Council’s response to 

Transpower’s submission (as reflected in the Revised Proposal) and 

reference to where Transpower’s relief has been achieved or where 

                                                
4 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. 
5 My earlier statements of evidence can be accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/ 
and http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/. 
6 Long Bay – Okura Great Park Society v North Shore City Council EnvC Auckland A078/2008, 16 July 
2008, at [34], High Country Rosehip Orchards Ltd v Mackenzie District Council [2011] NZEnvC 387 and 
Colonial Vineyard Ltd v Marlborough District Council [2014] NZEnvC 55. 

http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://www.chchihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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further amendments are sought to the Revised Proposals in 

evidence. 

Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems 

Objectives and Policies 

13. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to 

clarify how the Policy provides for utilities and strategic infrastructure 

and how it relates to Proposal 11.  The submission seeks 

amendments to the Policy to: 

(a) give effect to the NPSET by recognising that indigenous 

vegetation clearance can be necessary for the protection of 

strategic infrastructure; and  

(b) to distinguish, and align with, relevant matters in section 6 of 

the RMA including by referring to “significant” indigenous 

vegetation and “significant” habitats of indigenous fauna. 

14. In her evidence, Ms Hogan notes that 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 has been 

substantially amended in response to submissions in a manner that 

clarifies the matters raised in Transpower’s submission.7  In this 

regard I note that the Revised Proposal includes a new clause (d) as 

follows:8 

“d. Provide for small-scale, low impact indigenous vegetation 
clearance where it will enable continued use of land and 
maintenance of existing infrastructure that will not result in adverse 
effects on indigenous biodiversity values such as: 

a. maintaining existing tracks, fencing, water tanks and fire 
ponds; 

c. grazing;  
d. protecting and providing access to electricity infrastructure; 
e. creating new access tracks or erecting new fencing where it 

will promote the management or protection of the indigenous 
biodiversity values; and  

f. park management; 

                                                
7 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 12.24 and 12.25. 
8 As included in the Revised Proposal and shown as a “clean’ version. 
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g. maintenance, replacement and minor upgrading of existing 
utilities.” 

15. I consider that the new clause (d) addresses the relief sought by 

Transpower to the extent that 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 now clearly provides 

for vegetation clearance associated with existing electricity 

infrastructure and the maintenance replacement and minor 

upgrading of existing utilities.  However, 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 does not 

contemplate the clearance of indigenous vegetation associated with 

new electricity infrastructure or upgrades of utilities that are more 

extensive than minor upgrading.  Instead, clause (a) of the Policy 

requires the avoidance of the removal of indigenous vegetation and 

disturbance of habitats that result in any adverse effects on 

indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystem functions within Sites 

of Ecological Significance. 

16. Having regard to the linear nature and locational requirements of the 

National Grid, alongside the location of identified Sites of Ecological 

Significance, I consider that achieving “avoidance”, as required by 

9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2, has the potential to prevent development of the 

National Grid in a manner that is inconsistent with the NPSET.  This 

is because of the high likelihood that new components of the 

National Grid would need to traverse a Site of Ecological 

Significance and because the Policy uses the term “avoid” in an 

absolute sense.   

17. For instance, given the extent of SES/LP/13 (Waimakariri River 

Braided River), it may not be possible (or at least viable) to develop 

a new transmission line exiting the Islington Substation and 

supplying electricity to the northern South Island in a manner that 

avoids indigenous vegetation clearance within SES/LP/13.  By way 

of example, the works, including the construction of new stopbanks, 

that are currently being undertaken by Environment Canterbury as 

part of the Waimakariri Flood Protection Project will require the 

relocation of Transpower’s assets.  This relocation will require 

resource consents, potentially including consent for vegetation 

removal. 
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18. On this basis it is my opinion that the following further clause should 

be added to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to provide for indigenous vegetation 

clearance associated with the development of the National Grid and 

in order to give effect to the NPSET: 

“e. Provide for the locational, operational and technical 

requirements of new, or upgrades to (except minor upgrades), 

strategic infrastructure or utilities by managing any associated 

removal of significant indigenous vegetation and significant 

habitats of indigenous fauna to remedy or mitigate the adverse 

effects on indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystem 

functions.” 

19. Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 11 (Stage 3) seeks 

amendments to Policy 11.1.2.1 to appropriately reflect section 6 of 

the RMA and give effect to Policy 8 of the NPSET.  The Table in 

Attachment D confirms that the Revised Proposal achieves the relief 

sought by Transpower in relation to Policy 11.1.2.1. 

20. In terms of the relationship between 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 and Policy 

11.1.2.1, in her evidence, Ms Hogan generally addresses the 

integration of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 and concludes that the 

overarching policy framework and amended rules provide greater 

clarity and do not give rise to any conflicts.9  I agree and, having 

compared 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 (as amended by paragraph 18 above) 

with Policy 11.1.2.1, I do not consider that there is conflict between 

these Policies insofar as they address the National Grid in relation to 

indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.  That said, I also consider 

that there remains some opportunity for further refinement to 

achieve greater clarity and consistency between the Revised 

Proposals.  This could be achieved by additional cross-referencing 

between the Proposals (including as notes to the Policies in a similar 

manner as the notes alongside Objectives and Policies in Proposal 

14: Residential) accompanied by the reduction of duplication 

between the Policies and possibly also within Proposal 9. 

                                                
9 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraph 23.1. 
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Related Rules 

21. Transpower’s submission opposes Rules 9.1.2.2.1(P1), (P2) and 

(P3) because they do not provide for the management of indigenous 

vegetation in the vicinity of the National Grid, and seeks the 

inclusion of a further clause to provide for the clearance of 

indigenous vegetation for the purposes of the protection of, and 

access to, electricity infrastructure.   

22. The Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower 

through the inclusion of an exemption in 9.1.2.1.6 from the Rules in 

9.1.2 for “the removal for the purposes of the protection of, and 

access to, electricity infrastructure” and “replacement, repair, 

maintenance and minor upgrading of existing utilities”.  This 

approach is consistent with, or aligned to, the approach taken in 

Rule 11.3.1.1(P3) and (P9). 

23. It is my understanding that the exemption for electricity infrastructure 

in 9.1.2.1.6 is intended to relate to existing electricity infrastructure 

only, and on that basis the rules in 9.1.2 would apply to the 

clearance of indigenous vegetation associated with new electricity 

infrastructure, or upgrades of utilities that are more extensive than 

minor upgrading, requiring either: 

(a) resource consent for a discretionary activity (when not within a 

Site of Ecological Significance(Rule 9.1.2.2.4(D1)); or 

(b) resource consent for a non-complying activity (when within a 

Site of Ecological Significance (Rule 9.1.2.2.1(NC1)).10 

24. As described in paragraph 16 above, the linear nature and location 

of the National Grid means that any more than a minor upgrade or 

new development is unlikely to be able to avoid traversing a Site of 

Ecological Significance, and would likely require a resource consent 

                                                
10 This assumes that the future development of the National Grid is highly unlikely to be located on Banks 
Peninsula or the Port Hills. 
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for a non-complying activity and be subject to the statutory test set 

out in section 104D of the RMA. 

25. Given the proposed “avoidance” approach in 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 

(Revised Proposal) I consider that it is possible that a more than 

minor upgrade to, or new development of, the National Grid that 

traverses a Site of Ecological Significance where indigenous 

vegetation clearance is required may fail the section 104D threshold 

test and therefore not secure resource consent.  Given this scenario 

it is my opinion that the rule framework in 9.1.2 does not give effect 

to the NPSET. 

26. On this basis, I support the inclusion of the following additional rule 

in 9.1.2.2.3 to provide for indigenous vegetation clearance 

associated with new or upgrades (excluding minor upgrades) to 

strategic infrastructure or utilities, along with limited amendments to 

the associated Matter for Discretion in 9.1.3: 

“Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

RD3 Indigenous vegetation 
clearance (within and 
outside of Sites of 
Ecological Significance) 
for the purposes of new, 
or upgrades to 
(excluding minor 
upgrades), strategic 
infrastructure or utilities. 

a. 9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity 
and ecosystems“ 

“9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 

a. The extent to which the nature, scale, intensity and location of 
the proposed activity will adversely affect indigenous 
vegetation, including the loss of, taking into account: 

i. the overall natural character of an area; 

ii. landscape values of an area; 

iii. indigenous ecosystem integrity and function; 

iv. cultural values; and 

v. natural character associated with a water body; 

b. The effects of the proposal on indigenous vegetation and 
habitats of indigenous fauna, wetlands, ecological corridors 
and linkages; 
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c. Any benefits derived from the proposed activity including Tthe 
extent to which the activityies may protect, maintain or 
enhance any ecosystems or indigenous biodiversity, including 
through the use of covenants and/or restoration and 
enhancement; 

d. The risk of the increase in weed and pest species, and 
proposed management of pests; and 

e. Any relevant objectives and policies of Chapter 9 Natural and 
Cultural Heritage.; 

f. The practicality of the activity avoiding indigenous vegetation, 
including alternative routes, sites or methods; and 

g. Any locational, technical or operational requirements of the 
proposed activity.” 

27. In terms of restricted discretionary activity status, I acknowledge the 

comments in Ms Hogan’s evidence in relation to the application of 

non-complying activity status in a general sense 11 and accept that 

Policy 9.3.1 of the CRPS, along with the Objectives and Policies in 

9.1 of the Revised Proposal, are consistent with section 6(c) in 

seeking “protection” of significant natural areas across the District.   

28. Dr Shadbolt has noted in his evidence that the Low Plains Ecological 

District is an Acutely Threatened Land Environment where less than 

10% of the original indigenous vegetation cover remains.12  Dr 

Shadbolt agrees with the assessment that it is necessary to have 

strong policies and rules to protect those sites which are not yet 

identified in the Replacement Plan as ”significant”.13  While his 

evidence is particularly in relation to Banks Peninsula, Mr Hoosen 

identifies that a “case-by-case assessment of the ecological 

significance of areas of indigenous vegetation that are subject to the 

general vegetation rules is crucial to ensure that the Council is giving 

effect to CRPS Policy 9.3.1 – Protecting Significant Natural Areas 

and the objectives and policies in Chapter 9.1.1 of the pRDP”.14 

29. In the specific circumstance of the National Grid, I consider that the 

protection of significant natural areas as a matter of national 

                                                
11 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 13.30 to 13.33. 
12 Statement of evidence of A Shadbolt dated 2 December 2012, paragraph 8.2. 
13 Statement of evidence of A Shadbolt dated 2 December 2012, paragraph 8.4. 
14 Statement of evidence of S Hoosen dated 2 December 2015, paragraph 15.14. 



 

18882833_1    
Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 
dated 10 December 2015 

11 

importance must be balanced against the need to operate, maintain, 

develop and upgrade the National Grid that is also a matter of 

national significance, as set out in Part 4 of the NPSET.  In my 

opinion this balance is achieved in Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS (that is 

specific to the National Grid) whereby the development of the 

National Grid is enabled where the adverse effects on significant 

natural and physical resources may be remedied or mitigated (where 

avoidance is not practicable) (clause (3)(a)).  I consider restricted 

discretionary activity status (supported by appropriate matters of 

discretion) better gives effect to Policy 16.3.4 because non-

complying activity status has the potential to prevent the 

development of the National Grid.  I also support restricted 

discretionary activity status because it is: 

(a) consistent with the “default” activity status for new electricity 

transmission lines located in Natural and Cultural Heritage 

overlays in Proposal 11 (Rules 11.3.2.1(P1) and 

11.3.2.2(RD1); 

(b) consistent with the most stringent activity status that applies to 

vegetation removal in  a “natural area”15 in the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity 

Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (“NESETA”); 

(c) more closely aligned to the permissive approach to vegetation 

clearance for utilities in the Canterbury Land and Water 

Regional Plan 2015 (“CLWRP”) whereby the definition of 

“vegetation clearance” in the CLWRP specifically excludes 

“clearance for the establishment or maintenance of utilities” so 

that vegetation clearance associated with new utilities would 

have status as a permitted activity (as a result of not being 

subject to the vegetation clearance rules); 

                                                
15 Defined by the NESETA as including significant vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 
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(d) still enables a case-by-case assessment of the ecological 

significance of areas of indigenous vegetation as sought by Mr 

Hoosen; and 

(e) enables explicit and clear direction as to the matters that must 

be considered when assessing any application for resource 

consent through the Matters of Discretion in 9.1.3.2, noting 

that these matters are comprehensive and I consider that they 

would enable the consideration of all conceivable effects of 

vegetation clearance. 

30. Having regard to the matters set out above, and in terms of section 

32 of the RMA, it is my opinion that the proposed additional 

restricted discretionary activity rule is the most appropriate approach 

to implementing the relevant Objectives of the Replacement Plan 

(including balancing Objectives 3.3.12 and 9.1.1.1) in a manner that 

gives effect to the CRPS and NPSET (particularly Policies 2, 3, 4 

and 8) and achieves the purpose of the RMA. 

31. Transpower’s submission on Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) insofar as it applies 

to Sites of Ecological Significance generally seeks greater clarity in 

terms of the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, 

including through the inclusion of further guidance in 11.2 to clearly 

set out the relationship between the provisions in Proposal 9 and 

Proposal 11 by stating the situations where rules in Proposal 9 

apply.  Transpower’s submission also seeks substantial redrafting of 

the rules in 11.3.2.1, relating to electricity utilities, to remove buffers 

in Standard 2 and to better respond to section 6 of the RMA and the 

NPSET.  

32. The Revised Proposal version of Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) deletes the 

buffer in Standard 2 and lists Sites of Ecological Significance as 

being areas where electricity utilities shall not be located as a 

permitted activity.  Therefore any new electricity transmission line 

(including associated structures or equipment) that traverses a Site 

of Ecological Significance would require resource consent for a 

discretionary restricted activity under Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1).   
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33. In my opinion the blanket approach to restricting new electricity 

transmission lines in Sites of Ecological Significance is inconsistent 

with Proposal 9.  This is because Proposal 9 only regulates 

indigenous vegetation clearance in Sites of Ecological Significance, 

while any activity associated with a new transmission line is 

restricted by Rule 11.3.2.1(P1).  This could include conductors being 

strung above a Site of Ecological Significance where there are no 

structures located within the Site (and therefore likely no vegetation 

clearance).   

34. In my opinion the new Rule proposed in paragraph 26 above 

provides a more consistent approach to the regulation of activities 

within Sites of Ecological Significance (by only regulating indigenous 

vegetation clearance) and negates the need for the Standard in 

Proposal 11.  That said, and in terms of usability, I consider that a 

cross reference to the new rule in Rule 9.1.2.2.3 would be beneficial 

to plan users.  

35. For completeness, I also acknowledge that Rule 11.3.1.1(P3) 

provides for “maintenance of a utility and associated temporary 

structures, including vegetation trimming and removal” and consider 

that it may be appropriate to include a cross reference or advice 

note to confirm that the rules in 9.1.2 apply to the clearance of 

indigenous vegetation and the rules in 9.4 apply to the trimming and 

removal of significant trees. 

36. Transpower’s submission also seeks the inclusion of an advice note 

in Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4) that refers to the Electricity (Hazards from 

Trees) Regulations 2003.  In her evidence, Ms Hogan agrees that 

this advice note is appropriate and the advice note is included in the 

Revised Proposal.16  I agree with Ms Hogan and support the 

inclusion of the advice note because it serves to mitigate the 

potential adverse effects of inappropriate planting on the National 

Grid. 

                                                
16 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015 paragraph 16.2. 
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Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features 
and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal 
Environment – Objectives and Policies 

Objectives and Policies 

37. Transpower’s submission is generally supportive of the Objectives 

and Policies that relate to Outstanding Natural Features and 

Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment (“protected 
landscapes”) in Section 9.2 of Proposal 9 subject to limited 

amendments to clarify the specific identified areas that are subject to 

the Proposal 9 provisions.  Transpower’s submission also supports 

the succinct policy approach to utilities and strategic infrastructure 

through the inclusion of cross-referencing in Policies 9.2.2.1 to 

9.2.2.4 and 9.2.2.5 to 9.2.2.7(f). 

38. The amendments to Section 9.2 in Proposal 9 sought by 

Transpower are summarised in the table included in Attachment D 
alongside the Council’s response to Transpower’s submission as 

reflected in the Revised Proposal.  The table in Attachment D 

confirms that, without exception, the Revised Proposal achieves the 

relief sought by Transpower in relation to section 9.2. 

39. Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 11 (Stage 3) seeks 

amendments to the approach to outstanding natural landscapes and 

features and areas of outstanding or high natural character in 

Policy 11.1.2.1.  The table in Attachment D also confirms that the 

Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower in 

relation to Policy 11.1.2.1. 

40. I consider that the Revised Proposal therefore gives effect to the 

NPSET, and is generally consistent with Policies 3 and 8, 

particularly by acknowledging that blanket avoidance of protected 

landscapes will not always be possible for linear infrastructure such 

as the National Grid.  For instance, it is necessary for the National 

Grid to traverse the Waimakariri River, identified as ONF 33.0 in 

order to deliver electricity to the upper South Island. 
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41. I acknowledge that the relief sought by Transpower in relation to the 

policy approach to protected landscapes is achieved in the Revised 

Proposals, however, I consider that, when compared against each 

other17, the policies that address the relationship between the 

National Grid (and utilities in general) and protected landscapes 

would benefit from greater consistency and clarity. 

42. The following table compares the portions of Policies 9.2.2.7, 

11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 that specifically address the relationship 

between protected landscapes and the National Grid (noting that 

these clauses sit in the context of a broader policy approach) and 

demonstrates a range in approaches in these Policies from 

maintaining the qualities of the landscapes as far as practicable 

through to seeking to avoid adverse effects. 

Policy 9.2.2.7(f) Policy 11.1.1.6(1)(e) Policy 11.1.2.1(1) 
f. Strategic Infrastructure, 

utilities and natural 
hazard mitigation works 
i. Ensuring, strategic 

infrastructure, utilities 
and natural hazard 
mitigation works are 
appropriately 
designed and located 
to maintain as far as 
practicable the 
qualities of the 
landscape, 
naturalness and 
natural character 
having regard to their 
locational, technical 
and operational 
requirements. 

e) seeking to avoid 
adverse effects on 
outstanding natural 
landscapes, areas of 
high natural character 
and areas of high 
recreation value and 
amenity and existing 
sensitive activities. 

1. To ensure that, where 
reasonably practicable, 
new or upgraded 
utilities: 
a. do not result in a 

significant reduction in 
the values of 
outstanding natural 
landscapes and 
features, Sites of 
Ecological 
Significance, Sites of 
Ngai Tahu Cultural 
Significance, 
significant indigenous 
flora and habitats of 
significant indigenous 
fauna, and areas of 
outstanding or high 
natural character 

… 
having regard to the 
benefits of utilities and 
their technical and 
operational needs. 

Relates to: all strategic 
infrastructure and utilities 
Located in: outstanding 

Relates to: the National 
Grid 
Located in: outstanding 

Relates to: new or 
upgraded utilities only 
Located in: outstanding 

                                                
17 Including Policy 11.1.1.6 that was considered as part of Proposal 11: Utilities (Stage 2) and was the 
subject of questions from the Hearings Panel specifically in relation to the variations in approach to 
protected landscapes (and other protected areas). 
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natural features and 
landscapes, significant 
features, rural amenity 
landscapes and areas of 
natural character in the 
coastal environment. 
Policy approach: the 
maintenance of, as far as 
practicable, the qualities 
of the landscape, 
naturalness and natural 
character. 

natural landscapes and 
areas of high natural 
character and areas of 
high recreation value and 
amenity. 
Policy approach: seeks 
to avoid adverse effects 

natural landscapes and 
features and areas of 
outstanding or high 
natural character 
Policy approach: do not 
result in a significant 
reduction of values. 

43. In order to achieve a greater degree of consistency and clarity in the 

policy approach to protected landscapes insofar as they relate to 

utilities I consider that amendments could be made to the Policies in 

Proposal 9 to: 

(a) expand the cross-referencing to Policy 9.2.2.7 in Policies 

9.2.2.1, 9.2.2.2, 9.2.2.3, 9.2.2.4 and 9.2.2.5 to also refer to the 

relevant Policies in Proposal 11; and 

(b) delete reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f).18 

44. I also acknowledge that Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 would benefit 

from further refinement and note that this was a matter that was 

traversed in the context of the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing in 

response to a Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 1 December 2015 

that identified, amongst other matters, consistency issues in the 

drafting of these Policies. 

45. Since the conclusion of the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing I have 

had discussions with Ms Jenkin and Ms Lemon (the planning 

witness for Orion) in relation to the drafting of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 

11.1.2.1.  These discussions continue and I anticipate that the 

outcome of this dialogue (being a further revision of Proposal 11 

(Stage 2))19 will inform the refinement of these Policies in terms of 

the consistency and clarity of the provisions that address the 

                                                
18 These amendments are set out in detail in Attachment C. 
19 To be filed with the Hearings Panel on 18 December 2015.  
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relationship between utilities and protected landscapes in Proposal 9 

and Proposal 11 (Stage 3). 

46. In this regard, and by reference to the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing 

transcript,20 I note that the Policies in Proposal 11 are generally to 

implement and give effect (respectively) to Objectives 3.3.12, 11.1.1 

and 11.1.2 and the relevant RPS Policies, while Policy 11.1.1.6(1) is 

also to specifically give effect to the NPSET and Policy 16.3.4 of the 

CRPS.  Policy 11.1.1.6(1) is therefore drafted in a manner that 

directly reflects the intent of the NPSET, including through the use of 

consistent terminology such as “seeking to avoid”.  Other Policies in 

Proposal 11, however, are not constrained by the NPSET and I 

consider this has the potential to result in a somewhat perverse 

outcome whereby the nationally significant National Grid is subject 

to greater policy constraints than other, perhaps regionally 

significant, utilities that may have the same or similar effects. 

Related Rules 

47. Transpower’s submission opposes the rules in 9.2.3 to the extent 

that the relationship between rules in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, 

that address protected landscapes, is not clear and may result in 

duplication and consistency issues.  Transpower’s submission seeks 

the inclusion of an advice note to confirm that the rules in 9.2.3 do 

not apply to utilities. 

48. An advice note confirming that the relevant rules are in Chapter 11 is 

included in 9.2.3.1.4 of the Revised Proposal.  

49. Transpower’s submission in relation to the protected landscape rules 

in Proposal 11 generally seeks greater clarity in terms of the 

relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, including through 

the inclusion of further guidance in 11.2 to clearly set out the 

relationship between the provisions in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 

by stating the situations where rules in Proposal 9 apply.  

                                                
20 Chapter 11: Utilites, Energy and Infrastructure (Stage 2) Transcript of Proceedings line 40 page 28 to 
line 26 page 29. 
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Transpower’s submission also seeks substantial redrafting of the 

Rules in 11.3.2.1, relating to electricity utilities, to remove buffers in 

Standard 2 and to better respond to section 6 of the RMA and the 

NPSET. 

50. Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) in the Revised Proposal version of deletes the 

buffer in Standard 2 and revises the terminology in Standard 1 

clauses (a), (b), (c) and (e) to set out the protected landscapes 

where new electricity transmission lines are not permitted.  These 

amendments achieve the relief sought by Transpower in relation to 

this Rule. 

51. Where new electricity transmission lines are located in protected 

landscapes, resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity is 

required under Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1) with the Council’s discretion 

being limited to the matters in 11.4(2), (3) and (4).  I have confirmed 

with Ms Jenkin that the Matter for Discretion in 11.4(1), which 

specifically addresses Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays, 

should also apply to Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1).  This amendment is 

included in Attachment C. 

52. Subject to the limited amendment set out above, I support the 

Revised Proposal on the basis that it: 

(a) gives effect to the NPSET; 

(b) gives effect to Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS;  

(c) better implements Objective 3.3.12; and 

(d) achieves the purpose of the RMA. 

53. That said, and consistent with the relief sought by Transpower, I 

consider that the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 

could be further clarified by the inclusion of clear explanatory text in 

the “How to use the rules” commentary in section 11.2 of Proposal 

11 that sets out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless 

specifically directed. 



 

18882833_1    
Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 
dated 10 December 2015 

19 

Access Tracks 

54. Transpower’s submission expresses concern that Rule 11.3.1.1(P1) 

that provides for the construction or extension of any access tracks 

to utilities may be inconsistent with the approach taken to access 

tracks for other activities in Proposal 9 and seeks amendments to 

ensure consistency. 

55. In this regard the expert landscape witnesses have agreed that 

consistency is required in terms of triggers for activity status 

thresholds since landscape outcomes would be comparable 

independent of the purpose of an access track.21 

56. In her evidence, Ms Jenkin supports a number of amendments to 

the relevant provisions including:22 

(a) the inclusion of an exemption for earthworks associated with 

the maintenance (but not upgrade) of an access track to a 

utility in Proposal 8 (8.8.5) and an associated Matter for 

Discretion in 8.8.7; and 

(b) the deletion of a number of Standards in Rule 11.3.1.1 that 

would otherwise trigger the need for resource consent for the 

construction or extension of any access tracks to utilities in 

protected landscapes and Sites of Ecological Significance.   

57. Ms Ferguson also addresses access tracks for all activities in 

protected landscapes in her evidence and recommends the inclusion 

of a new Matter of Discretion in 9.2.4.1, 9.2.4.2 and 9.2.4.323 that 

refers to the “extent to which the proposal has technical or 

operational needs for its location”. 

58. The revisions suggested in the evidence of Ms Jenkin and Ms 

Ferguson generally achieve the relief sought by Transpower to the 

                                                
21 Expert Conferencing Statement, Tope 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant 
Features and Landscapes, and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment, dated 9 November 
2015. 
22 Statement of evidence of S Jenkin dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 12.1 to 12.12. 
23 Statement of evidence of S Ferguson dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 6.44 to 6.48. 
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extent that the potential for inconsistencies in the provisions that 

apply to access tracks in Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays is 

reduced.  However, I consider that the clarity and usability of these 

provisions could be further improved by: 

(a) the inclusion of a cross reference or advice note in Rule 

11.3.1.1 to confirm which rules apply in which circumstances 

(for example “Rule 9.2.3.2.1 applies to all access tracks within 

Outstanding Landscape Overlay Rules”, and “the Rules in 

Chapter 9 do not apply to the maintenance or upgrade of 

existing access tracks for utilities”24); 

(b) the further rationalisation of the Matters of Discretion such that 

the consistent approach suggested by the landscape 

witnesses is achieved; or 

(c) further rationalisation of the provisions such that all Rules that 

relate to access tracks for utilities are consolidated in 

Proposal 11. 

Cultural Values and Sites of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance 

59. The Revised Proposal introduces reference to Sites of Ngai Tahu 

Cultural Significance in the Policies and Rules in Proposal 11 in 

response to the submission made by Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu.  

60. While Transpower has not made a submission, or further 

submission, in relation to the inclusion of reference to Sites of Ngai 

Tahu Cultural Significance or cultural values in a more general 

sense, I reiterate my support for the inclusion of references to Sites 

of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance insofar as such references relate 

to the provisions that address the National Grid.  This support is on 

                                                
24 In this regard I note that, in her evidence, Ms Jenkin draws a distinction between maintenance and 
upgrading (outside of the track footprint) in some circumstances, however, this distinction is not clearly 
stated in the relevant provisions.  
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the basis that adverse effects on cultural values is a matter 

contemplated by Policy 16.3.4.25 

Planning Maps 

61. Transpower’s submission seeks that the National Grid is correctly 

shown on all planning maps (including the Stage 3 Planning Maps) 

in a manner that distinguishes the National Grid from distribution 

lines and in a manner that correctly identifies the correct line 

voltages.  In her evidence, Ms Jenkin has indicated that the Planning 

Maps are currently being updated to achieve this.26 

Summary and Conclusions 

62. Subject to limited further amendments to the “content” of the 

Revised Proposals to provide for indigenous vegetation clearance 

associated with new, or more than minor upgrades to, National Grid 

infrastructure, the Revised Proposals generally achieve the relief 

sought by Transpower in terms of “content” of the provisions.   

63. It is my conclusion that the Revised Proposal, incorporating the 

suggested amendments to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2, Rule 9.1.2.2.3 and 

Matter of Discretion 9.1.3.2:  

(a) gives effect to the NPSET and the CRPS; 

(b) implements Objective 3.3.12 in the Strategic Directions 

decision; and 

(c) achieves the purpose of the RMA by providing for the National 

Grid, as a matter of national significance while providing for 

the appropriate protection of the similarly nationally important 

Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays. 

                                                
25 Chapter 11: Utilites, Energy and Infrastructure (Stage 2) Transcript of Proceedings lines 28 to 34 

page 29. 

26 Statement of evidence of S Jenkin dated 2 December 2015, paragraph 8.9. 
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64. My evidence further concludes, in terms of “form” of the provisions, 

that the Revised Proposals would benefit from further refinement to 

provide for a clear and consistent approach in the provisions that 

address the relationship between the National Grid and the relevant 

Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays in a manner that conforms 

with the Statement of Expectations and implements Objective 3.3.2 

of the Strategic Directions decision.  These refinements include: 

(a) the addition of further cross-referencing between Proposal 9 

and Proposal 11, including specific cross references to the 

relevant Proposal 11 Policies in Proposal 9; 

(b) amendments to the commentary in 11.2 “How to use the rules” 

to set out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless 

specifically directed; 

(c) the reduction in duplication of the content of Policies through 

the addition of notes to the Policies that direct where specific 

policies apply; 

(d) the consolidation of rules for utilities in Sites of Ecological 

Significance in one place; 

(e) the addition of notes or cross-references in the rules in 

Proposal 11 to specifically direct where rules in Proposal 9 are 

relevant; 

(f) the deletion of reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f); 

(g) the revision of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 (undertaken as 

part of the Proposal 11(Stage 2) hearing in the first instance; 

and 

 

 



 

18882833_1    
Statement of Evidence in Chief of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited 
dated 10 December 2015 

23 

(h) the consolidation of the assessment matters that may apply to 

activities within Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays in a 

single location. 

 
                                     
Ainsley Jean McLeod 
 
10 December 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) Evidence filed by the Council in relation to Proposal 9 – Natural and 

Cultural Heritage (excluding 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant 

Trees) and Proposal 11 – Utilities and Energy (part) (Stage 3) dated 

2 December 2015 insofar as it is relevant to the relief sought by 

Transpower; 

(b) 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; 

(c) Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 

Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009; 

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013; 

(e) New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances 

(NZECP34:2001); 

(f) Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003; 

(g) Submissions made by a number of parties in relation to Proposals 9 

and Proposal 11 (Stage 3) and further submissions in relation to 

Transpower’s primary submission; 

(h) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions) dated 26 February 2015; 

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

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014;  

(j) Expert Conferencing Statement, Tope 9.2 Outstanding Natural 

Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes, and 

Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment, dated 9 

November 2015. 

(k) Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015. 
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Attachment C: Suggested Amendments to Proposals 9 and 11 

These amendments (shown in red) are proposed to the 2 December 2015 

Revised Proposals: 

Amend 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to include the following additional clause: 

“e. Provide for the locational, operational and technical requirements of 
new, or upgrades to (except minor upgrades), strategic infrastructure 
or utilities by managing any associated removal of significant 
indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna 
to remedy or mitigate the adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity 
values and ecosystem functions.” 

 

Amend Rule 9.1.2.2.3 to include the following additional activity: 

“Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

RD3 Indigenous vegetation 
clearance (within and 
outside of Sites of 
Ecological 
Significance) for the 
purposes of new, or 
upgrades to (except 
minor upgrades), 
strategic infrastructure 
or utilities. 

a. 9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity 
and ecosystems“ 

 

Amend the Matter of Discretion 9.1.3.2 as follows: 

“9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems 
a. The extent to which the nature, scale, intensity and location of the 

proposed activity will adversely affect indigenous vegetation, 
including the loss of, taking into account: 
i. the overall natural character of an area; 
ii. landscape values of an area; 
iii. indigenous ecosystem integrity and function; 
iv. cultural values; and 
v. natural character associated with a water body; 

b. The effects of the proposal on indigenous vegetation and habitats of 
indigenous fauna, wetlands, ecological corridors and linkages; 
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c. Any benefits derived from the proposed activity including Tthe extent 
to which the activityies may protect, maintain or enhance any 
ecosystems or indigenous biodiversity, including through the use of 
covenants and/or restoration and enhancement; 

d. The risk of the increase in weed and pest species, and proposed 
management of pests; and 

e. Any relevant objectives and policies of Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural 
Heritage.; 

f. The practicality of the activity avoiding indigenous vegetation, 
including alternative routes, sites or methods; and 

g. Any locational, technical or operational requirements of the 
proposed activity. 

 

Amend Standard 1 in Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) as follows: 

“1. Utilities shall not be located within: 

… 

f. a Site of Ecological Significance; …” 

 

Amend Policies 9.2.2.1(b)(vi), 9.2.2.2(b)(iv), 9.2.2.3(b)(ix), 9.2.2.4(b)(vi) and 

9.2.2.5(c)(xiii) as follows: 

“Managing or avoiding specific activities and adverse effects as set out in 

policy 9.2.2.7 and Policy 11.1.2.1.” 

 

Amend Policy 9.2.2.7(f) as follows: 

“f. Strategic Infrastructure, Utilities and natural hazard mitigation works 

i. ensuring strategic infrastructure utilities and natural hazard mitigation 

works are appropriately designed and located to maintain as far as 

practicable the qualities of the landscape, naturalness and natural 

character having regard to their locational, technical and operational 
requirements.” 

 

Amend the listed matters of discretion that apply to Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1) as 

follows: 

“11.4 (1), (2), (3) and (4)” 
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Attachment D: Summary of Submission and Revised Proposal 

Replacement 
Plan Provision 

Summary of Submission Response in Council Evidence and Revised Proposal Summary of Conclusion in 
Evidence 

9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems 
9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 Opposes Policy 9.1.1.1.2 for the following reasons: 

- It is not clear how Policy 9.1.1.1.2 relates to Policy 11.1.2.1 
in respect of utilities and particularly strategic infrastructure; 
- the relationship between Policy 9.1.1.1.2 and Policy 
9.1.1.1.5 (Offsetting) is not obvious; 
- the policy does not appear to directly distinguish section 6 
matters from other matters; 
- the policy may compromise the manner in which the 
Replacement Plan gives effect to Policy 8 of the NPSET; 
and seeks the following amendments: 

“a. Avoid Manage subdivision, use and development in sites 
of ecological significance where removal of significant 
indigenous vegetation and disturbance of significant 
habitats indigenous fauna results in a loss of indigenous 
biodiversity and values and ecosystem functions of the 
site. 

b. Enable the clearance of identified indigenous vegetation 
types and habitats outside of Sites of Ecological 
Significance only where: 
i. an ecological assessment for significance has been 

undertaken in accordance with the criteria in Policy 9.3.1 
and Appendix 3 of the Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement; 

ii. any significant values are protected and adverse effects 
on these values are avoided; and  

iii. indigenous biodiversity in the coastal environment and 
cultural values can be maintained and enhanced.; or 

iv. the clearance is necessary to protect, and provide access 
to, significant infrastructure.”27 

Amends 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 as follows: 
“a. In Sites of Ecological Significance, Avoid avoid 
subdivision, use and development in sites of ecological 
significance where removal of indigenous vegetation and 
disturbance of habitats that results in a net loss of adverse 
effects on indigenous biodiversity and values and ecosystem 
functions within of the site. 
b. Outside Sites of Ecological Significance, manage Enable 
the clearance of identified indigenous vegetation types and 
habitats of indigenous fauna outside of Sites of Ecological 
Significance only where to ensure: 
i. an ecological assessment for significance has been 
undertaken in accordance with the criteria in Canterbury 
Regional Policy Statement Policy 9.3.1 and Appendix 3 of 
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement;  
ii. any significant indigenous biodiversity values and 
ecosystem functions are protected and adverse effects 
adverse effects net loss of on on these values are can be are 
avoided; and 
iii. significant adverse effects on remaining indigenous 
biodiversity values and ecosystem functions and cultural 
Ngai Tahu values can be maintained and enhanced are 
avoided, and other adverse effects are avoided, while 
remedied or mitigated. 
c. … 
iii. clearance of indigenous vegetation to maintain tracks, 
fencing and improved pasture, and park management. 
d. Recognise that where Sites of Ecological Significance and 
other areas of indigenous biodiversity are located on land 
that is managed for rural productive activities or recreation 
activities and provide Provide for small-scale, low impact a 

Does not achieve the relief 
sought by Transpower.  The 
inclusion of a further clause 
that addresses indigenous 
vegetation clearance for 
upgrades that are more than 
minor and new strategic 
infrastructure and utilities is 
supported in evidence 
(paragraphs 15 to 18).   

                                                
27 This submission is supported by the further submissions of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049) and Federated Farmers of New Zealand (“Federated Farmers”) (further submitter ref: 5000). 
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Replacement 
Plan Provision 

Summary of Submission Response in Council Evidence and Revised Proposal Summary of Conclusion in 
Evidence 

limited amount of indigenous vegetation clearance where it 
will enable continued use of land and maintenance of 
existing infrastructure that will not result in adverse effects on 
indigenous biodiversity values to such as: 
a. maintaining existing tracks, fencing, water tanks and fire 
ponds; 
b. improved pasture; 
c. grazing;  
d. protecting and providing access to electricity infrastructure; 
e. creating new access tracks or erecting new fencing where 
it will promote the management or protection of the 
indigenous biodiversity values; and  
f. park management; 
g. maintenance, replacement and minor upgrading of existing 
utilities. 
where it will not lead to loss of significant indigenous 
biodiversity values.” 

Rules 
9.1.2.2.1(P1), (P2) 
and (P3) 

Opposes Rules 9.1.2.2.1(P1), (P2) and (P3) to the extent 
that the rules do not provide for the management of 
indigenous vegetation in the vicinity of the National Grid and 
seeks that the standards that apply to Rules 9.1.2.2.1(P1), 
(P2) and (P3) to include the following: 
“Any indigenous vegetation clearance shall be limited to: 
x. removal for the purposes of the protection of, and access 
to, electricity infrastructure.”28 

Amends 9.1.2 to include the following exemption: 
“9.1.2.1.6 The following activities are exempt from Rule 9.1.2 
for the purpose of indigenous vegetation clearance: 
… 
xii. removal for the purposes of the protection of, and access 
to electricity infrastructure. 
xiii. replacement, repair, maintenance and minor upgrading 
of existing utilities.”29 

Does not achieve the relief 
sought by Transpower to the 
extent that the provisions do 
not provide for indigenous 
vegetation clearance for 
new, or upgrades that are 
more than minor, to the 
National Grid.  The inclusion 
of a further restricted 
discretionary activity rule is 
supported in evidence 
(paragraphs 26 to 30). 

Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4) Supports in part and seeks the inclusion of the following note 
in the standards that apply to Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4): 
“Note: Vegetation to be planted in the vicinity of electricity 
infrastructure should be selected and/or managed to ensure 

Amends Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4) to include the advice note 
sought.31 

Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

                                                
28 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). 
29 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 13.11 to 13.14. 
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Replacement 
Plan Provision 

Summary of Submission Response in Council Evidence and Revised Proposal Summary of Conclusion in 
Evidence 

that it will not result in that vegetation breaching the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.”30 

Rule 9.1.2.2.4(D2) Supports in part and seeks that Rule 9.1.2.2.4(D2) be 
amended to provide for the management of indigenous 
vegetation in the vicinity of the National Grid as follows: 
“Except where the clearance is for the purposes of the 
protection of, and access to, electricity infrastructure”.32 

Amends 9.1.2 to include the suggested exemption in 
9.1.2.1.6 (as set out above).33 

Does not achieve the relief 
sought by Transpower to the 
extent that the provisions do 
not provide for indigenous 
vegetation clearance for 
new, or upgrades that are 
more than minor, to the 
National Grid.  The inclusion 
of a further restricted 
discretionary activity rule is 
supported in evidence 
(paragraphs 26 to 30). 

 
9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment 
Objective 9.2.1.1 Supports Objective 9.2.1.1 subject the following amendment 

that confirms that the outstanding natural features and 
landscapes that are protected are clearly identified: 
“a. The district’s following outstanding natural landscapes are 
protected, including the following identified features: …” 

Amends Objective 9.2.1.1 to include the deletion sought. Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

Objective 9.2.1.2 Supports Objective 9.2.1.2 subject to the following 
amendment that confirms the significant features and 
significant landscapes are clearly identified: 
 “a. The following district’s significant features are maintained 
and enhanced, including the following identified features: …” 
“b. The following district’s significant landscapes are 
maintained and enhanced, including the identified 
landscapes on: 
i. identified landscapes on Banks Peninsula/Te Pataka o 
Rakaihautu 

Amends Objective 9.2.1.2 to include the deletion sought. Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
31 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraph 16.2. 
30 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). 
32 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). 
33 Statement of evidence of D Hogan dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 13.11 to 13.14. 
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ii. identified landscapes on The Port Hills/Nga Kohatu 
Whakarakaraka o Tamatea Pokai Whenua.” 

9.2.2 Policies Supports the approach taken in Policies 9.2.2.1, 9.2.2.2, 
9.2.2.3, 9.2.2.4 and 9.2.2.5 insofar as each Policy includes 
the following cross-reference: 
“Managing or avoiding specific activities and adverse effects 
as set out in Policy 9.2.2.7”. 

Retains cross-referencing to Policy 9.2.2.7. Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

9.2.2.2(iv) Policy Seeks a correction to Policy 9.2.2.2(iv) as follows: 
“iv. Managing or avoiding specific activities and adverse 
effects as set out in policy 9.2.3.7 9.2.2.7.” 

Amends Policy 9.2.2.2(iv) to correct the reference. Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

9.2.2.7(f) Policy Supports in part Policy 9.2.2.7(f) and seeks limited 
amendments to include reference to strategic infrastructure 
and technical and operational requirements as follows: 
“f. Utilities and natural hazard mitigation works 
i. Ensuring, strategic infrastructure, utilities and natural 
hazard mitigation works are appropriately designed and 
located to maintain as far as practicable the qualities of the 
landscape, naturalness and natural character having regard 
to their locational, technical and operational requirements.” 

Amends Policy 9.2.2.7(f) as follows: 
“f. Strategic Infrastructure, Utilities and natural hazard 
mitigation works 
i. Ensuring, strategic infrastructure, utilities and natural 
hazard mitigation works are appropriately designed and 
located to maintain as far as practicable the qualities of the 
landscape, naturalness and natural character having regard 
to their locational, technical and operational requirements.” 

Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  However, 
further refinement is sought 
to the policy approach to 
protected landscapes and 
utilities as addressed in 
evidence.  (paragraphs 41 to 
46). 

9.2.3 Rules Opposes the Rules in 9.2.3 to the extent that it is not clear 
how the rules apply to utilities and seeks clear direction that 
the provisions of Chapter 11 apply to utilities within the 
various overlays and that the Rules in 9.2.3 do not apply 
through the inclusion of the following:  
 “9.2.3.1.x Advice note: The rules that relate to utilities in 
landscape and natural character overlay areas can be found 
in Chapter 11.  The rules in 9.2.3 do not apply to utilities.”34 

Amends 9.2.3.1 to include the advice note sought. Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  The Revised 
Proposal is supported. 

 
Proposal 11: Utilities and Energy (part) 
11.1.2.1 Policy Seeks (subject to relief sought in Stage 2) that Stage 3 

elements of Policy 11.1.2.1 be amended to reflect section 6 
of the RMA and give effect to Policy 8 of the NPSET through 
the following amendments: 

Amends Policy 11.1.2.1 as follows (stage 3 amendments 
only shown): 
“11.1.2.1 Policy: Adverse effects from utilities 

Generally achieves the relief 
sought by Transpower.  
However, further refinement 
is sought to the policy 

                                                
34 This submission is supported by the further submissions of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049), Vodafone New Zealand (further submitter ref: 5031), Spark New Zealand Trading Limited (further 
submission ref 5043), Two Degrees Mobile Limited (further submission ref 5054), Enable Networks Limited (further submission ref 5032) and Chorus New Zealand Limited (further submission ref 
5005). 
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 “a. do not result in a significant reduction in the values of 
outstanding natural landscapes and features; sites of 
ecological significance and areas of outstanding or at least 
high natural character,features, important ridgelines, Sites of 
Ecological Significance and conservation reserves; 
b. do not result in a significant reduction in the heritage value 
of heritage items or settings, or a reduction in the health, 
structural integrity or values of significant trees.”35 

1. To ensure that, where reasonably practicable, new or 
upgraded utilities: 
a. do not result in a significant reduction in the values of 
outstanding natural landscapes and features, important 
ridgelines, Sites of Ecological Significance, Sites of Ngai 
Tahu Cultural Significance, significant indigenous flora and 
habitats of significant indigenous fauna, and areas of 
outstanding or high natural character and conservation 
reserves; 
b. do not result in a significant reduction in the heritage value 
of heritage items or settings, or a significant reduction in the 
health, structural integrity or values of significant trees; 
c. are located and designed in a way that minimises adverse 
effects, having regard to their economic benefits and 
technical and operational needs; and 
d. avoid, remedy or mitigate the potential for adverse effects 
of noise from wind turbines.” 

approach to protected 
landscapes and utilities as 
addressed in evidence.  
(paragraphs 41 to 46). 

11.2 Application of 
these Rules 

Seeks amendment to 11.2 to clearly confirm the relationship 
between Proposals 11 and 9 as follows: 
“1. Rules in Zone chapters (13-21) do not apply to utilities 
unless specified or reference.  Rules in Chapters 5-12 do 
apply, with the exception of Chapter 9 that does not apply 
unless otherwise specified.  …”36 

No amendment is proposed to 11.2. Does not achieve the relief 
sought by Transpower.  
Evidence supports further 
refinement of Proposals 9 
and 11 to achieve greater 
clarity and consistency 
between the two chapters. 

Rule 11.3.1.1(P1) Considers that Rule 11.3.1.1(P1) may be inconsistent with 
the approach to access tracks generally in Proposal 9 and 
seeks that Rule 11.3.1.1(P1) be amended to ensure that the 
rule is consistent with the approach taken to access for other 
activities in Proposal 9. 

Amends Proposal 8 (8.8.5) to provide an exemption for 
earthworks associated with the maintenance of an access 
track to a utility and deletes a number of Standards in Rule 
11.3.1.1 that would otherwise trigger the need for a resource 
consent.37 

Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  However, 
further refinement to the 
rules for access tracks is 
sought in evidence to 
improve their clarity and 
usability.  (paragraph 58). 

Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) Opposes Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) and seeks substantial redrafting 
to 

Amends the Standard 1 that applies to Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) as 
follows: 

Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower.  However, as a 

                                                
35 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). [need to add some evidence references] 
36 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). 
37 Statement of evidence of S Jenkin dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 12.1 to 12.12 and statement of evidence of S Ferguson dated 2 December 2015, paragraphs 6.44 to 6.48. 
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- better define the activities to which the rule applies 
(incorporating lattice towers, underground lines and 
associated structures); 
- appropriately respond to section 6 of the RMA and the 
NPSET; and 
- to delete the “buffer” in Standard 2. 

“1. Utilities shall not be located within: 
a. an Outstanding Natural Landscape; 
b. Outstanding Natural Feature; 
c. Significant feature or Rural Amenity Landscape significant 
landscape; 
d. Important Ridgeline; 
e. Area of Outstanding, Very Highor at least High Natural 
Character in the Coastal Environment; 
f. a Site of Ecological Significance; 
g. the dripline of a significant tree, unless they are located 
underground; 
h. 20m of a heritage item, or setting; or 
i. a Residential Character Area; or 
j. Sites of Ngāi Tahu Cultural Significance” 

consequence of 
amendments to the rules that 
apply to indigenous 
vegetation clearance in 
Proposal 9 the deletion of 
“Sites of Ecological 
Signficance” is now 
supported in evidence.  
(paragraphs 33 and 34) 

 
Planning Maps 
Planning Maps Seeks that the National Grid is correctly shown on all 

planning maps in a manner that distinguishes the National 
Grid form distribution lines, correctly identify the voltages of 
all lines. 

Ms Jenkin has indicated that the Planning Maps are being 
updated.38 

Achieves the relief sought by 
Transpower subject to the 
final maps being confirmed. 

 

 

                                                
38 Statement of evidence of S Jenkin dated 2 December 2015, paragraph 8.9. 


	1. Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (“Transpower”) submission on Proposal 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage (excluding 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) and Proposal 11: Utilities and Energy (part) (Stage 3) of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (“Replacement Plan”) generally seeks a clear and consistent approach to the provisions that address the relationship between the National Grid and the various Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays, established by Proposal 9, in a manner that gives effect to the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (“NPSET”).
	2. My evidence addresses the relief sought in Transpower’s submission on Proposal 9 (9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems and 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment) and the related portions of Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3) by reference to the suite of revised provisions (“Revised Proposals”) attached to the statements of evidence of various planning witnesses, filed by Christchurch City Council (“Council”).
	3. My evidence confirms that the Revised Proposals generally achieve the relief sought by Transpower, subject to further amendments supported in my evidence, in terms of “content” of the provisions and as such give effect to the NPSET, the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (“CRPS”), implement 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 achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”).
	4. My evidence further concludes, in terms of “form” of the provisions, that the Revised Proposals would benefit from further refinement to provide for a clear and consistent approach in the provisions that address the relationship between the National Grid and the relevant Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays in a manner that is consistent with the Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“Statement of Expectations”) and implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision.  These refinements include:
	(a) the addition of further cross-referencing between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, including specific cross references to the relevant Proposal 11 Policies in Proposal 9;
	(b) amendments to the commentary in 11.2 ‘How to use the rules’ to set out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless specifically directed;
	(c) the reduction in duplication of the content of Policies through the addition of notes to the Policies that direct where specific policies apply;
	(d) the consolidation of rules for utilities in Sites of Ecological Significance in one place;
	(e) the addition of notes or cross-references in the rules in Proposal 11 to specifically direct where rules in Proposal 9 are relevant;
	(f) the deletion of reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f);
	(g) the revision of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 (undertaken as part of the Proposal 11(Stage 2) hearing in the first instance; and
	(h) the consolidation of the assessment matters that may apply to activities within Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays in a single location.

	5. 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.  This is the seventeenth statement of evidence prepared by me and filed by Transpower in relation to the Replacement Plan.
	6. My qualifications and relevant experience have been set out in my first statement of evidence.  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.
	7. In the context of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 (Stage 3), I have had a number of discussions with officers of the Council in relation to the form and content of the provisions that are the subject of Transpower’s submission.  I have also had discussions with representatives of Orion New Zealand Limited (“Orion”) and the Utilities Group.  I attended formal mediation on 24 November 2015 in relation to the relevant portions of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11. 
	8. My evidence addresses Transpower’s submission on Proposal 9 (9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and Ecosystems and 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment) and the related portions of Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3) with particular reference to the statements of evidence of Ms Hogan, Ms Ferguson and Ms Jenkin including the Revised Proposals appended to these statements of evidence. 
	9. 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 evidence.  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.  Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment B.
	10. My evidence does not address Transpower’s submission or further submissions on Proposal 9 (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) and the related portions of Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3).  These topics will be addressed in a later statement of evidence in accordance with the Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 27 November 2015. 
	11. My consideration is made in the context of the decisions made by the Hearings Panel; the statutory framework for decisions on the Replacement Plan set out in the Canterbury Earthquake (Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, its qualifications of and modifications to, the RMA provisions, and the on-going guidance provided by the modified, and recently refined Long Bay test.  This statutory framework is summarised in the Strategic Directions decision and I will not repeat it here.
	12. The amendments suggested in, and supported by, my evidence are appended as Attachment C.  Attachment D includes a summary of the relief sought by Transpower alongside the Council’s response to Transpower’s submission (as reflected in the Revised Proposal) and reference to where Transpower’s relief has been achieved or where further amendments are sought to the Revised Proposals in evidence.
	Objectives and Policies
	13. Transpower’s submission seeks amendments to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to clarify how the Policy provides for utilities and strategic infrastructure and how it relates to Proposal 11.  The submission seeks amendments to the Policy to:
	(a) give effect to the NPSET by recognising that indigenous vegetation clearance can be necessary for the protection of strategic infrastructure; and 
	(b) to distinguish, and align with, relevant matters in section 6 of the RMA including by referring to “significant” indigenous vegetation and “significant” habitats of indigenous fauna.

	14. In her evidence, Ms Hogan notes that 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 has been substantially amended in response to submissions in a manner that clarifies the matters raised in Transpower’s submission.  In this regard I note that the Revised Proposal includes a new clause (d) as follows:
	“d. Provide for small-scale, low impact indigenous vegetation clearance where it will enable continued use of land and maintenance of existing infrastructure that will not result in adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values such as:
	a. maintaining existing tracks, fencing, water tanks and fire ponds;
	c. grazing; 
	d. protecting and providing access to electricity infrastructure;
	e. creating new access tracks or erecting new fencing where it will promote the management or protection of the indigenous biodiversity values; and 
	f. park management;
	g. maintenance, replacement and minor upgrading of existing utilities.”
	15. I consider that the new clause (d) addresses the relief sought by Transpower to the extent that 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 now clearly provides for vegetation clearance associated with existing electricity infrastructure and the maintenance replacement and minor upgrading of existing utilities.  However, 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 does not contemplate the clearance of indigenous vegetation associated with new electricity infrastructure or upgrades of utilities that are more extensive than minor upgrading.  Instead, clause (a) of the Policy requires the avoidance of the removal of indigenous vegetation and disturbance of habitats that result in any adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystem functions within Sites of Ecological Significance.
	16. Having regard to the linear nature and locational requirements of the National Grid, alongside the location of identified Sites of Ecological Significance, I consider that achieving “avoidance”, as required by 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2, has the potential to prevent development of the National Grid in a manner that is inconsistent with the NPSET.  This is because of the high likelihood that new components of the National Grid would need to traverse a Site of Ecological Significance and because the Policy uses the term “avoid” in an absolute sense.  
	17. For instance, given the extent of SES/LP/13 (Waimakariri River Braided River), it may not be possible (or at least viable) to develop a new transmission line exiting the Islington Substation and supplying electricity to the northern South Island in a manner that avoids indigenous vegetation clearance within SES/LP/13.  By way of example, the works, including the construction of new stopbanks, that are currently being undertaken by Environment Canterbury as part of the Waimakariri Flood Protection Project will require the relocation of Transpower’s assets.  This relocation will require resource consents, potentially including consent for vegetation removal.
	18. On this basis it is my opinion that the following further clause should be added to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to provide for indigenous vegetation clearance associated with the development of the National Grid and in order to give effect to the NPSET:
	“e. Provide for the locational, operational and technical requirements of new, or upgrades to (except minor upgrades), strategic infrastructure or utilities by managing any associated removal of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna to remedy or mitigate the adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystem functions.”
	19. Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 11 (Stage 3) seeks amendments to Policy 11.1.2.1 to appropriately reflect section 6 of the RMA and give effect to Policy 8 of the NPSET.  The Table in Attachment D confirms that the Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower in relation to Policy 11.1.2.1.
	20. In terms of the relationship between 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 and Policy 11.1.2.1, in her evidence, Ms Hogan generally addresses the integration of Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 and concludes that the overarching policy framework and amended rules provide greater clarity and do not give rise to any conflicts.  I agree and, having compared 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 (as amended by paragraph 18 above) with Policy 11.1.2.1, I do not consider that there is conflict between these Policies insofar as they address the National Grid in relation to indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems.  That said, I also consider that there remains some opportunity for further refinement to achieve greater clarity and consistency between the Revised Proposals.  This could be achieved by additional cross-referencing between the Proposals (including as notes to the Policies in a similar manner as the notes alongside Objectives and Policies in Proposal 14: Residential) accompanied by the reduction of duplication between the Policies and possibly also within Proposal 9.
	Related Rules
	21. Transpower’s submission opposes Rules 9.1.2.2.1(P1), (P2) and (P3) because they do not provide for the management of indigenous vegetation in the vicinity of the National Grid, and seeks the inclusion of a further clause to provide for the clearance of indigenous vegetation for the purposes of the protection of, and access to, electricity infrastructure.  
	22. The Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower through the inclusion of an exemption in 9.1.2.1.6 from the Rules in 9.1.2 for “the removal for the purposes of the protection of, and access to, electricity infrastructure” and “replacement, repair, maintenance and minor upgrading of existing utilities”.  This approach is consistent with, or aligned to, the approach taken in Rule 11.3.1.1(P3) and (P9).
	23. It is my understanding that the exemption for electricity infrastructure in 9.1.2.1.6 is intended to relate to existing electricity infrastructure only, and on that basis the rules in 9.1.2 would apply to the clearance of indigenous vegetation associated with new electricity infrastructure, or upgrades of utilities that are more extensive than minor upgrading, requiring either:
	(a) resource consent for a discretionary activity (when not within a Site of Ecological Significance(Rule 9.1.2.2.4(D1)); or
	(b) resource consent for a non-complying activity (when within a Site of Ecological Significance (Rule 9.1.2.2.1(NC1)).

	24. As described in paragraph 16 above, the linear nature and location of the National Grid means that any more than a minor upgrade or new development is unlikely to be able to avoid traversing a Site of Ecological Significance, and would likely require a resource consent for a non-complying activity and be subject to the statutory test set out in section 104D of the RMA.
	25. Given the proposed “avoidance” approach in 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 (Revised Proposal) I consider that it is possible that a more than minor upgrade to, or new development of, the National Grid that traverses a Site of Ecological Significance where indigenous vegetation clearance is required may fail the section 104D threshold test and therefore not secure resource consent.  Given this scenario it is my opinion that the rule framework in 9.1.2 does not give effect to the NPSET.
	26. On this basis, I support the inclusion of the following additional rule in 9.1.2.2.3 to provide for indigenous vegetation clearance associated with new or upgrades (excluding minor upgrades) to strategic infrastructure or utilities, along with limited amendments to the associated Matter for Discretion in 9.1.3:
	“Activity
	The Council’s discretion shall be limited to the following matters:
	RD3
	Indigenous vegetation clearance (within and outside of Sites of Ecological Significance) for the purposes of new, or upgrades to (excluding minor upgrades), strategic infrastructure or utilities.
	“9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems
	a. The extent to which the nature, scale, intensity and location of the proposed activity will adversely affect indigenous vegetation, including the loss of, taking into account:
	i. the overall natural character of an area;
	ii. landscape values of an area;
	iii. indigenous ecosystem integrity and function;
	iv. cultural values; and
	v. natural character associated with a water body;
	b. The effects of the proposal on indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna, wetlands, ecological corridors and linkages;
	c. Any benefits derived from the proposed activity including Tthe extent to which the activityies may protect, maintain or enhance any ecosystems or indigenous biodiversity, including through the use of covenants and/or restoration and enhancement;
	d. The risk of the increase in weed and pest species, and proposed management of pests; and
	e. Any relevant objectives and policies of Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage.;
	f. The practicality of the activity avoiding indigenous vegetation, including alternative routes, sites or methods; and
	g. Any locational, technical or operational requirements of the proposed activity.”
	27. In terms of restricted discretionary activity status, I acknowledge the comments in Ms Hogan’s evidence in relation to the application of non-complying activity status in a general sense  and accept that Policy 9.3.1 of the CRPS, along with the Objectives and Policies in 9.1 of the Revised Proposal, are consistent with section 6(c) in seeking “protection” of significant natural areas across the District.  
	28. Dr Shadbolt has noted in his evidence that the Low Plains Ecological District is an Acutely Threatened Land Environment where less than 10% of the original indigenous vegetation cover remains.  Dr Shadbolt agrees with the assessment that it is necessary to have strong policies and rules to protect those sites which are not yet identified in the Replacement Plan as ”significant”.  While his evidence is particularly in relation to Banks Peninsula, Mr Hoosen identifies that a “case-by-case assessment of the ecological significance of areas of indigenous vegetation that are subject to the general vegetation rules is crucial to ensure that the Council is giving effect to CRPS Policy 9.3.1 – Protecting Significant Natural Areas and the objectives and policies in Chapter 9.1.1 of the pRDP”.
	29. In the specific circumstance of the National Grid, I consider that the protection of significant natural areas as a matter of national importance must be balanced against the need to operate, maintain, develop and upgrade the National Grid that is also a matter of national significance, as set out in Part 4 of the NPSET.  In my opinion this balance is achieved in Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS (that is specific to the National Grid) whereby the development of the National Grid is enabled where the adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources may be remedied or mitigated (where avoidance is not practicable) (clause (3)(a)).  I consider restricted discretionary activity status (supported by appropriate matters of discretion) better gives effect to Policy 16.3.4 because non-complying activity status has the potential to prevent the development of the National Grid.  I also support restricted discretionary activity status because it is:
	(a) consistent with the “default” activity status for new electricity transmission lines located in Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays in Proposal 11 (Rules 11.3.2.1(P1) and 11.3.2.2(RD1);
	(b) consistent with the most stringent activity status that applies to vegetation removal in  a “natural area” in the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (“NESETA”);
	(c) more closely aligned to the permissive approach to vegetation clearance for utilities in the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015 (“CLWRP”) whereby the definition of “vegetation clearance” in the CLWRP specifically excludes “clearance for the establishment or maintenance of utilities” so that vegetation clearance associated with new utilities would have status as a permitted activity (as a result of not being subject to the vegetation clearance rules);
	(d) still enables a case-by-case assessment of the ecological significance of areas of indigenous vegetation as sought by Mr Hoosen; and
	(e) enables explicit and clear direction as to the matters that must be considered when assessing any application for resource consent through the Matters of Discretion in 9.1.3.2, noting that these matters are comprehensive and I consider that they would enable the consideration of all conceivable effects of vegetation clearance.

	30. Having regard to the matters set out above, and in terms of section 32 of the RMA, it is my opinion that the proposed additional restricted discretionary activity rule is the most appropriate approach to implementing the relevant Objectives of the Replacement Plan (including balancing Objectives 3.3.12 and 9.1.1.1) in a manner that gives effect to the CRPS and NPSET (particularly Policies 2, 3, 4 and 8) and achieves the purpose of the RMA.
	31. Transpower’s submission on Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) insofar as it applies to Sites of Ecological Significance generally seeks greater clarity in terms of the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, including through the inclusion of further guidance in 11.2 to clearly set out the relationship between the provisions in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 by stating the situations where rules in Proposal 9 apply.  Transpower’s submission also seeks substantial redrafting of the rules in 11.3.2.1, relating to electricity utilities, to remove buffers in Standard 2 and to better respond to section 6 of the RMA and the NPSET. 
	32. The Revised Proposal version of Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) deletes the buffer in Standard 2 and lists Sites of Ecological Significance as being areas where electricity utilities shall not be located as a permitted activity.  Therefore any new electricity transmission line (including associated structures or equipment) that traverses a Site of Ecological Significance would require resource consent for a discretionary restricted activity under Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1).  
	33. In my opinion the blanket approach to restricting new electricity transmission lines in Sites of Ecological Significance is inconsistent with Proposal 9.  This is because Proposal 9 only regulates indigenous vegetation clearance in Sites of Ecological Significance, while any activity associated with a new transmission line is restricted by Rule 11.3.2.1(P1).  This could include conductors being strung above a Site of Ecological Significance where there are no structures located within the Site (and therefore likely no vegetation clearance).  
	34. In my opinion the new Rule proposed in paragraph 26 above provides a more consistent approach to the regulation of activities within Sites of Ecological Significance (by only regulating indigenous vegetation clearance) and negates the need for the Standard in Proposal 11.  That said, and in terms of usability, I consider that a cross reference to the new rule in Rule 9.1.2.2.3 would be beneficial to plan users. 
	35. For completeness, I also acknowledge that Rule 11.3.1.1(P3) provides for “maintenance of a utility and associated temporary structures, including vegetation trimming and removal” and consider that it may be appropriate to include a cross reference or advice note to confirm that the rules in 9.1.2 apply to the clearance of indigenous vegetation and the rules in 9.4 apply to the trimming and removal of significant trees.
	36. Transpower’s submission also seeks the inclusion of an advice note in Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4) that refers to the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.  In her evidence, Ms Hogan agrees that this advice note is appropriate and the advice note is included in the Revised Proposal.  I agree with Ms Hogan and support the inclusion of the advice note because it serves to mitigate the potential adverse effects of inappropriate planting on the National Grid.
	Objectives and Policies
	37. Transpower’s submission is generally supportive of the Objectives and Policies that relate to Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment (“protected landscapes”) in Section 9.2 of Proposal 9 subject to limited amendments to clarify the specific identified areas that are subject to the Proposal 9 provisions.  Transpower’s submission also supports the succinct policy approach to utilities and strategic infrastructure through the inclusion of cross-referencing in Policies 9.2.2.1 to 9.2.2.4 and 9.2.2.5 to 9.2.2.7(f).
	38. The amendments to Section 9.2 in Proposal 9 sought by Transpower are summarised in the table included in Attachment D alongside the Council’s response to Transpower’s submission as reflected in the Revised Proposal.  The table in Attachment D confirms that, without exception, the Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower in relation to section 9.2.
	39. Transpower’s submission in relation to Proposal 11 (Stage 3) seeks amendments to the approach to outstanding natural landscapes and features and areas of outstanding or high natural character in Policy 11.1.2.1.  The table in Attachment D also confirms that the Revised Proposal achieves the relief sought by Transpower in relation to Policy 11.1.2.1.
	40. I consider that the Revised Proposal therefore gives effect to the NPSET, and is generally consistent with Policies 3 and 8, particularly by acknowledging that blanket avoidance of protected landscapes will not always be possible for linear infrastructure such as the National Grid.  For instance, it is necessary for the National Grid to traverse the Waimakariri River, identified as ONF 33.0 in order to deliver electricity to the upper South Island.
	41. I acknowledge that the relief sought by Transpower in relation to the policy approach to protected landscapes is achieved in the Revised Proposals, however, I consider that, when compared against each other, the policies that address the relationship between the National Grid (and utilities in general) and protected landscapes would benefit from greater consistency and clarity.
	42. The following table compares the portions of Policies 9.2.2.7, 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 that specifically address the relationship between protected landscapes and the National Grid (noting that these clauses sit in the context of a broader policy approach) and demonstrates a range in approaches in these Policies from maintaining the qualities of the landscapes as far as practicable through to seeking to avoid adverse effects.
	Policy 9.2.2.7(f)
	Policy 11.1.1.6(1)(e)
	Policy 11.1.2.1(1)
	f. Strategic Infrastructure, utilities and natural hazard mitigation works
	i. Ensuring, strategic infrastructure, utilities and natural hazard mitigation works are appropriately designed and located to maintain as far as practicable the qualities of the landscape, naturalness and natural character having regard to their locational, technical and operational requirements.
	e) seeking to avoid adverse effects on outstanding natural landscapes, areas of high natural character and areas of high recreation value and amenity and existing sensitive activities.
	Relates to: all strategic infrastructure and utilities
	Located in: outstanding natural features and landscapes, significant features, rural amenity landscapes and areas of natural character in the coastal environment.
	Policy approach: the maintenance of, as far as practicable, the qualities of the landscape, naturalness and natural character.
	Relates to: the National Grid
	Located in: outstanding natural landscapes and areas of high natural character and areas of high recreation value and amenity.
	Policy approach: seeks to avoid adverse effects
	43. In order to achieve a greater degree of consistency and clarity in the policy approach to protected landscapes insofar as they relate to utilities I consider that amendments could be made to the Policies in Proposal 9 to:
	(a) expand the cross-referencing to Policy 9.2.2.7 in Policies 9.2.2.1, 9.2.2.2, 9.2.2.3, 9.2.2.4 and 9.2.2.5 to also refer to the relevant Policies in Proposal 11; and
	(b) delete reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f).

	44. I also acknowledge that Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 would benefit from further refinement and note that this was a matter that was traversed in the context of the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing in response to a Minute of the Hearings Panel dated 1 December 2015 that identified, amongst other matters, consistency issues in the drafting of these Policies.
	45. Since the conclusion of the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing I have had discussions with Ms Jenkin and Ms Lemon (the planning witness for Orion) in relation to the drafting of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1.  These discussions continue and I anticipate that the outcome of this dialogue (being a further revision of Proposal 11 (Stage 2)) will inform the refinement of these Policies in terms of the consistency and clarity of the provisions that address the relationship between utilities and protected landscapes in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 (Stage 3).
	46. In this regard, and by reference to the Proposal 11 (Stage 2) hearing transcript, I note that the Policies in Proposal 11 are generally to implement and give effect (respectively) to Objectives 3.3.12, 11.1.1 and 11.1.2 and the relevant RPS Policies, while Policy 11.1.1.6(1) is also to specifically give effect to the NPSET and Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS.  Policy 11.1.1.6(1) is therefore drafted in a manner that directly reflects the intent of the NPSET, including through the use of consistent terminology such as “seeking to avoid”.  Other Policies in Proposal 11, however, are not constrained by the NPSET and I consider this has the potential to result in a somewhat perverse outcome whereby the nationally significant National Grid is subject to greater policy constraints than other, perhaps regionally significant, utilities that may have the same or similar effects.
	Related Rules
	47. Transpower’s submission opposes the rules in 9.2.3 to the extent that the relationship between rules in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, that address protected landscapes, is not clear and may result in duplication and consistency issues.  Transpower’s submission seeks the inclusion of an advice note to confirm that the rules in 9.2.3 do not apply to utilities.
	48. An advice note confirming that the relevant rules are in Chapter 11 is included in 9.2.3.1.4 of the Revised Proposal. 
	49. Transpower’s submission in relation to the protected landscape rules in Proposal 11 generally seeks greater clarity in terms of the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, including through the inclusion of further guidance in 11.2 to clearly set out the relationship between the provisions in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 by stating the situations where rules in Proposal 9 apply.  Transpower’s submission also seeks substantial redrafting of the Rules in 11.3.2.1, relating to electricity utilities, to remove buffers in Standard 2 and to better respond to section 6 of the RMA and the NPSET.
	50. Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) in the Revised Proposal version of deletes the buffer in Standard 2 and revises the terminology in Standard 1 clauses (a), (b), (c) and (e) to set out the protected landscapes where new electricity transmission lines are not permitted.  These amendments achieve the relief sought by Transpower in relation to this Rule.
	51. Where new electricity transmission lines are located in protected landscapes, resource consent for a restricted discretionary activity is required under Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1) with the Council’s discretion being limited to the matters in 11.4(2), (3) and (4).  I have confirmed with Ms Jenkin that the Matter for Discretion in 11.4(1), which specifically addresses Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays, should also apply to Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1).  This amendment is included in Attachment C.
	52. Subject to the limited amendment set out above, I support the Revised Proposal on the basis that it:
	(a) gives effect to the NPSET;
	(b) gives effect to Policy 16.3.4 of the CRPS; 
	(c) better implements Objective 3.3.12; and
	(d) achieves the purpose of the RMA.

	53. That said, and consistent with the relief sought by Transpower, I consider that the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 could be further clarified by the inclusion of clear explanatory text in the “How to use the rules” commentary in section 11.2 of Proposal 11 that sets out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless specifically directed.
	Access Tracks

	54. Transpower’s submission expresses concern that Rule 11.3.1.1(P1) that provides for the construction or extension of any access tracks to utilities may be inconsistent with the approach taken to access tracks for other activities in Proposal 9 and seeks amendments to ensure consistency.
	55. In this regard the expert landscape witnesses have agreed that consistency is required in terms of triggers for activity status thresholds since landscape outcomes would be comparable independent of the purpose of an access track.
	56. In her evidence, Ms Jenkin supports a number of amendments to the relevant provisions including:
	(a) the inclusion of an exemption for earthworks associated with the maintenance (but not upgrade) of an access track to a utility in Proposal 8 (8.8.5) and an associated Matter for Discretion in 8.8.7; and
	(b) the deletion of a number of Standards in Rule 11.3.1.1 that would otherwise trigger the need for resource consent for the construction or extension of any access tracks to utilities in protected landscapes and Sites of Ecological Significance.  

	57. Ms Ferguson also addresses access tracks for all activities in protected landscapes in her evidence and recommends the inclusion of a new Matter of Discretion in 9.2.4.1, 9.2.4.2 and 9.2.4.3 that refers to the “extent to which the proposal has technical or operational needs for its location”.
	58. The revisions suggested in the evidence of Ms Jenkin and Ms Ferguson generally achieve the relief sought by Transpower to the extent that the potential for inconsistencies in the provisions that apply to access tracks in Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays is reduced.  However, I consider that the clarity and usability of these provisions could be further improved by:
	(a) the inclusion of a cross reference or advice note in Rule 11.3.1.1 to confirm which rules apply in which circumstances (for example “Rule 9.2.3.2.1 applies to all access tracks within Outstanding Landscape Overlay Rules”, and “the Rules in Chapter 9 do not apply to the maintenance or upgrade of existing access tracks for utilities”);
	(b) the further rationalisation of the Matters of Discretion such that the consistent approach suggested by the landscape witnesses is achieved; or
	(c) further rationalisation of the provisions such that all Rules that relate to access tracks for utilities are consolidated in Proposal 11.
	Cultural Values and Sites of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance

	59. The Revised Proposal introduces reference to Sites of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance in the Policies and Rules in Proposal 11 in response to the submission made by Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu. 
	60. While Transpower has not made a submission, or further submission, in relation to the inclusion of reference to Sites of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance or cultural values in a more general sense, I reiterate my support for the inclusion of references to Sites of Ngai Tahu Cultural Significance insofar as such references relate to the provisions that address the National Grid.  This support is on the basis that adverse effects on cultural values is a matter contemplated by Policy 16.3.4.
	Planning Maps

	61. Transpower’s submission seeks that the National Grid is correctly shown on all planning maps (including the Stage 3 Planning Maps) in a manner that distinguishes the National Grid from distribution lines and in a manner that correctly identifies the correct line voltages.  In her evidence, Ms Jenkin has indicated that the Planning Maps are currently being updated to achieve this.
	Summary and Conclusions

	62. Subject to limited further amendments to the “content” of the Revised Proposals to provide for indigenous vegetation clearance associated with new, or more than minor upgrades to, National Grid infrastructure, the Revised Proposals generally achieve the relief sought by Transpower in terms of “content” of the provisions.  
	63. It is my conclusion that the Revised Proposal, incorporating the suggested amendments to 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2, Rule 9.1.2.2.3 and Matter of Discretion 9.1.3.2: 
	(a) gives effect to the NPSET and the CRPS;
	(b) implements Objective 3.3.12 in the Strategic Directions decision; and
	(c) achieves the purpose of the RMA by providing for the National Grid, as a matter of national significance while providing for the appropriate protection of the similarly nationally important Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays.

	64. My evidence further concludes, in terms of “form” of the provisions, that the Revised Proposals would benefit from further refinement to provide for a clear and consistent approach in the provisions that address the relationship between the National Grid and the relevant Natural and Cultural Heritage overlays in a manner that conforms with the Statement of Expectations and implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision.  These refinements include:
	(a) the addition of further cross-referencing between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, including specific cross references to the relevant Proposal 11 Policies in Proposal 9;
	(b) amendments to the commentary in 11.2 “How to use the rules” to set out that Proposal 11 is not subject to Proposal 9 unless specifically directed;
	(c) the reduction in duplication of the content of Policies through the addition of notes to the Policies that direct where specific policies apply;
	(d) the consolidation of rules for utilities in Sites of Ecological Significance in one place;
	(e) the addition of notes or cross-references in the rules in Proposal 11 to specifically direct where rules in Proposal 9 are relevant;
	(f) the deletion of reference to utilities in Policy 9.2.2.7(f);
	(g) the revision of Policies 11.1.1.6 and 11.1.2.1 (undertaken as part of the Proposal 11(Stage 2) hearing in the first instance; and
	(h) the consolidation of the assessment matters that may apply to activities within Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays in a single location.

	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.  
	Attachment B: Documents Reviewed in Preparing this Evidence
	In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following:
	(a) Evidence filed by the Council in relation to Proposal 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage (excluding 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) and Proposal 11 – Utilities and Energy (part) (Stage 3) dated 2 December 2015 insofar as it is relevant to the relief sought by Transpower;
	(b) 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;
	(c) Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009;
	(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013;
	(e) New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001);
	(f) Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003;
	(g) Submissions made by a number of parties in relation to Proposals 9 and Proposal 11 (Stage 3) and further submissions in relation to Transpower’s primary submission;
	(h) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015;
	(i) Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014; 
	(j) Expert Conferencing Statement, Tope 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes, and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment, dated 9 November 2015.
	(k) Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2015. 
	Attachment C: Suggested Amendments to Proposals 9 and 11

	These amendments (shown in red) are proposed to the 2 December 2015 Revised Proposals:
	Amend 9.1.1.1.2 Policy 2 to include the following additional clause:
	“e. Provide for the locational, operational and technical requirements of new, or upgrades to (except minor upgrades), strategic infrastructure or utilities by managing any associated removal of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna to remedy or mitigate the adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values and ecosystem functions.”
	Amend Rule 9.1.2.2.3 to include the following additional activity:
	“Activity
	The Council’s discretion shall be limited to the following matters:
	RD3
	Indigenous vegetation clearance (within and outside of Sites of Ecological Significance) for the purposes of new, or upgrades to (except minor upgrades), strategic infrastructure or utilities.
	Amend the Matter of Discretion 9.1.3.2 as follows:
	“9.1.3.2 Indigenous biodiversity and ecosystems
	a. The extent to which the nature, scale, intensity and location of the proposed activity will adversely affect indigenous vegetation, including the loss of, taking into account:
	i. the overall natural character of an area;
	ii. landscape values of an area;
	iii. indigenous ecosystem integrity and function;
	iv. cultural values; and
	v. natural character associated with a water body;
	b. The effects of the proposal on indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna, wetlands, ecological corridors and linkages;
	c. Any benefits derived from the proposed activity including Tthe extent to which the activityies may protect, maintain or enhance any ecosystems or indigenous biodiversity, including through the use of covenants and/or restoration and enhancement;
	d. The risk of the increase in weed and pest species, and proposed management of pests; and
	e. Any relevant objectives and policies of Chapter 9 Natural and Cultural Heritage.;
	f. The practicality of the activity avoiding indigenous vegetation, including alternative routes, sites or methods; and
	g. Any locational, technical or operational requirements of the proposed activity.
	Amend Standard 1 in Rule 11.3.2.1(P1) as follows:
	“1. Utilities shall not be located within:
	…
	f. a Site of Ecological Significance; …”
	Amend Policies 9.2.2.1(b)(vi), 9.2.2.2(b)(iv), 9.2.2.3(b)(ix), 9.2.2.4(b)(vi) and 9.2.2.5(c)(xiii) as follows:
	“Managing or avoiding specific activities and adverse effects as set out in policy 9.2.2.7 and Policy 11.1.2.1.”
	Amend Policy 9.2.2.7(f) as follows:
	“f. Strategic Infrastructure, Utilities and natural hazard mitigation works
	i. ensuring strategic infrastructure utilities and natural hazard mitigation works are appropriately designed and located to maintain as far as practicable the qualities of the landscape, naturalness and natural character having regard to their locational, technical and operational requirements.”
	Amend the listed matters of discretion that apply to Rule 11.3.2.2(RD1) as follows:
	“11.4 (1), (2), (3) and (4)”

