
 

 
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 (9.3 Historic 
Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) 

And 

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

Submitter 

 

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

dated 13 January 2016 

 
      



 

18966352_1 
 
Statement of Supplementary Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited  
13 January 2016 

1 

Executive Summary 

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

Proposal 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage (9.3 Historic Heritage and 

9.4 Significant Trees) 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 (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant 

Trees) by reference to the suite of revised provisions (“Revised 
Proposal”) attached to the statement of evidence of Ms Caroline 

Rachlin, filed by Christchurch City Council (“Council”).1 

3. While the Revised Proposals generally achieve the relief sought by 

Transpower, my evidence supports further refinements to provide for 

a clear and consistent approach to the relationship between the 

National Grid and the provisions that address Historic Heritage and 

Significant Trees.  It is my conclusion that, subject to these 

amendments, the Revised Proposal better gives effect to the NPSET 

and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (“CRPS”); better 

implements Objective 3.3.12 included in the decision of the Hearings 

Panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant 

Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 (“Strategic Directions 
decision”); and achieves the purpose of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (“RMA”). 

Introduction and Scope of Evidence 

4. My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod. I hold the position of 

Technical Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in 

Christchurch.  My qualifications, experience and my involvement in 

the Replacement Plan process on behalf of Transpower are set out, 

                                                
1 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015. 
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and referenced, in my primary statement of evidence on Proposal 9 

and Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3).2  I repeat the confirmation given in 

this primary statement of evidence that I have read, and agree to 

comply with, the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained 

in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014. 

5. For the purposes of my evidence I continue to rely upon my earlier 

evidence and 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.3  Other documents I have 

reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment A. 

6. In the context of Proposal 9, and specifically 9.3 Historic Heritage 

and 9.4 Significant Trees, I participated in discussions with officers 

of the Council on 20 October 20154 in relation to the relief sought by 

Transpower.  I also attended formal mediation on 19 

November 2015.  I have also had further discussions with Ms 

Rachlin, for the Council, and Ms Lemon, for Orion New Zealand 

Limited (“Orion”). 

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

(9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) with particular 

reference to the statements of evidence of Ms Rachlin, Mr Graham 

and Ms Jenkin including the Revised Proposals appended to these 

statements of evidence.  Attachment B includes a summary of the 

relief sought in Transpower’s submission alongside the Council’s 

response to the 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. 

                                                
2 Statement of evidence of A McLeod dated 10 December 2015, paragraphs 5-7. 
3 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. 
4 Also attended by representatives of Orion. 

http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/past-hearings/
http://chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings/
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Historic Heritage and the relationship between Proposal 9 and 
Proposal 11 

8. Transpower’s submission opposes the rules in 9.3.3 to the extent 

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

that address listed heritage items and heritage settings of high 

significance, 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 9.3.3 do not apply to 

utilities. 

9. In her evidence Ms Rachlin states: 

“I am of the opinion that a cross reference to the utilities chapter 
would also be of benefit in the ‘How to use the Rules’ section and 
have inserted this accordingly.”5 

10. The cross reference included in clause 9.3.3.1.6 in the Revised 

Proposal confirms that the rules in both Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 

would apply to utilities on heritage items and within heritage settings.  

I consider that this approach results in unnecessary duplication and 

potential inconsistencies in regulation given that Proposal 11 

includes rules for utilities within or on heritage items and heritage 

settings.  On this basis I do not agree with the amendment 

supported by Ms Rachlin. 

11. Ms Rachlin further considers the relationship between Proposal 9 

and Proposal 11 in relation to assessment matters only as follows: 

“I have considered the submissions relating to the interaction 
between Chapter 9 and Chapter 11 (Utilities and Energy) and I 
am informed by the evidence of Ms Sarah Jenkin (paragraph 
18.7) with respect to the need to address assessment matters in 
Chapter 9 relating to utilities.  I consider it is appropriate to 
include a matter of discretion within the historic heritage 
provisions and have included one under Rule 9.3.5.”6 

12. Ms Jenkin more specifically addresses the relationship between 

Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 in her rebuttal evidence in relation to 9.1 

Indigenous Biodiversity and 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and 

                                                
5 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 13.44. 
6 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 14.3. 
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Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of 

Natural Character in the Coastal Environment as follows: 

“Given the amendments now proposed in Chapters 9.1 and 9.2, I 
agree with the evidence of Ms Lemon (paragraph 28), Ms 
McLeod (paragraph 53) and Mr McCullum-Clark (paragraph 4.3) 
that an amendment to Rule 11.3(1) is appropriate.  Having 
considered the evidence of these witnesses, I am of the view that 
the addition of text at the end of Rule 11.3.1 as suggested by Ms 
McLeod (paragraph 4(b)) stating that “with the exception of 
Chapter 9 which does not apply unless otherwise specified” 
would be appropriate to recognise the relationship between 
Chapter 11 and 9.1 and 9.2.  I have amended the proposal in 
Attachment A to reflect this.  Further amendments may be 
warranted following filing of Ms Rachlin’s evidence in chief for the 
Council in relation to Chapters 9.3 and 9.4.”7 

13. In my opinion the amendment to 11.3.1 ‘How to use these rules’ 

promoted in Ms Jenkin’s rebuttal evidence improves clarity and 

reduces the potential for duplication and inconsistency in a way that 

better achieves the Statement of Expectations and implements 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision.  I also agree 

with Ms Jenkin that further amendments are warranted in relation to 

9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees such that the 

approach to the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 is 

set out consistently.  For example, alongside the amendments to 

11.3.1, supported by Ms Jenkin, clause 9.2.3.1.4 includes the 

following: 

“The rules that relate to utilities in landscape and natural 
character in the coastal environment overlay areas can be found 
in Chapter 11.  The rules in 9.2.3 do not apply to utilities.”8 

14. I therefore support the following amendments to 9.3.3 and 11.3.1 

(shown in red): 

“9.3.3.1.6 Rules contained in zone chapters and district wide 
chapters, including the utilities chapter [including other 
sections of the Natural and Cultural Heritage chapter’ also apply 
to activities within heritage items, heritage settings and silent file 
areas. The rules that relate to utilities within heritage items 
and heritage settings can be found in Chapter 11.  The rules 
in 9.3.3 do not apply to utilities.” 

                                                
7 Statement of rebuttal evidence of S Jenkin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 5.1. 
8 Statement of rebuttal evidence of S Ferguson dated 18 December 2015, Revised Proposal included as 
Appendix 1. 
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“11.3 Rules 

How to use these rules 

1. Rules in Zone chapters (13 – 21) do not apply to utilities unless 
specified or referenced in this chapter. Rules in Chapters 5-8 and 
10 -12 do apply.  Chapter 5 (Natural hazards) includes specific 
rules in relation to utilities in areas subject to hazards.  Chapter 9 
rules do not apply unless otherwise specified  

1aa Refer to Rule 9.1.2.2 RD3 for construction of utilities 
involving indigenous vegetation clearance.   

1ab Refer to Rule 9.1.2.1.6(i) and (xiii) for an exemption for 
maintenance and minor upgrading of utilities involving indigenous 
vegetation clearance. 

1ac Refer to the Rule 9.4.3 for the pruning, felling, 
maintenance or remedial work/treatment to significant trees 
and trees in the public realm undertaken by network utility 
operators or in the vicinity of electricity lines.”9 

15. In promoting the amendments set out in paragraph 14 above, I am 

mindful of the potential need for consequential amendments to the 

assessment matters in 11.4.1.  This could be achieved by adding a 

cross reference to Proposal 9 assessment matters as proposed by 

Ms Jenkin10 in relation to the other Natural and Cultural Heritage 

Overlays, subject to the retention of reference to the functional 

needs of utilities (including 9.3.4.2(p)).11 

16. Similarly, I acknowledge the specific exemption afforded to Orion’s 

assets in 9.3.3.1.712 and consider that, given the amendment to 

9.3.3.1.6 that I support, it may be appropriate to relocate this 

exemption or include a permitted activity rule in Proposal 11. 

Significant Trees 

Policies 

17. Transpower’s submission seeks: 

                                                
9 Amendments are suggested to the Revised Proposal 11 included as Attachment A to the rebuttal 
evidence of S Jenkin dated 18 December 2015. 
10 Statement of rebuttal evidence of S Jenkin dated 18 December 2015 
11 Supported in the statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 14.3. 
12 Supported in the statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraphs 13.29 – 
13.21. 
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(a) minor amendments to Policy 9.4.2.213 to ensure that the 

trimming of trees to provide for utilities/strategic infrastructure 

is explicitly enabled; and 

(b) the inclusion of an advice note in Policy 9.4.2.314 seeking that 

trees planted in the vicinity of electricity infrastructure are 

selected and managed to ensure they do not breach the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

18. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin agrees that the minor amendments 

sought by Transpower to Policy 9.4.2.215 will better meet the 

Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 in terms of the use of 

clear and concise language.16  I agree with Ms Rachlin and also 

support Policy 9.4.2.3, as included in the Revised Proposal, on the 

basis that it more clearly implements Objective 3.3.12 of the 

Strategic Directions decision and gives effect to the NPSET by 

appropriately providing for the effective operation and maintenance 

of the National Grid. 

19. Ms Rachlin also agrees that it is appropriate to include reference to 

the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003, but considers 

it more appropriate for an advice note to be added to 9.4.3.1.4 as 

follows: 

“c. Activities may need to be undertaken in accordance with the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.”17 

20. I agree with Ms Rachlin to the extent that it is appropriate for such 

an advice note to be included alongside similar advisory information 

in 9.4.3.1 ‘How to use the rules’.  However, I understand that the 

purpose of the advice note, and the reason for Transpower 

suggesting that it be located in Policy 9.4.2.318 (that addresses the 

planting of trees in the public realm), is to provide some direction in 

                                                
13 Renumbered in the Revised Proposal as Policy 9.4.2.3. 
14 Renumbered in the Revised Proposal as Policy 9.4.2.4. 
15 Renumbered in the Revised Proposal as Policy 9.4.2.3. 
16 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 22.11. 
17 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 22.12. 
18 Renumbered as Policy 9.4.2.4. 
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relation to tree planting in the vicinity of the National Grid.  This is 

similar to the advice notes that have been included in the zone 

chapter provisions, for instance in the notes that accompany Rule 

14.2.2.5 (NC6).19   

21. I do not consider that the current advice note captures the direction 

intended by Transpower’s submission in a manner that is consistent 

with the approach taken elsewhere in the Replacement Plan 

(including in Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4)).  I therefore support the following 

amendments to the advice note and consider that the amendments 

better set out the role of the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 

Regulations 2003 in terms of both planting and works in the vicinity 

of electricity lines (shown in red): 

“c. Trees planted in the vicinity of electricity infrastructure 
should be selected and/or managed to ensure that they do 
not breach Activities may need to be undertaken in 
accordance with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 
Regulations 2003. These Regulations also establish a 
regulatory framework for the management of vegetation and 
trees in the vicinity electricity lines.”20 

Rules 

22. Transpower’s submission generally supports Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) 

and (P3) subject to the limited amendments to enable Transpower, 

and its contractors, to fell or prune trees where they have the 

potential to damage or threaten the operation of the National Grid, 

including activities that Transpower undertakes under the Electricity 

Act 1992.21  The amendments sought are as follows: 

(a) amendments to Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 

9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3) to enable the felling or pruning of trees 

in the public realm to by undertaken by contractors other than 

those engaged by the Council; and 

                                                
19 Schedule 1 to Decision 10 of the hearings panel on Residential (part) and Relevant Definitions and 
Associated Planning Maps, dated 10 December 2015. 
20 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 22.12. 
21 Such as the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001) and 
the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 



 

18966352_1 
 
Statement of Supplementary Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited  
13 January 2016 

8 

(b) amendment to the exemption for tree felling in Activity Specific 

Standard (c)22 in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2) to provide for the pre-

emptive felling of a tree where it is threatening to damage the 

National Grid, rather only when the damage has occurred. 

23. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Orion 

that seeks the inclusion of reference to the Electricity (Hazards from 

Trees) Regulations 2003 in Rule 9.4.3.2.1. 

24. By way of background, it is acknowledged that the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity 

Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (“NESETA”) (Regulations 

30 to 32) sets out where consent is required for the trimming, felling 

and removing of trees and vegetation in relation to National Grid 

transmission lines existing at 14 January 2010, but not new 

transmission lines constructed after that date.23  The activity status 

established by the Regulations is dependent on, amongst other 

matters, whether a rule in a District Plan prohibits or restricts 

trimming, felling or removal. 

25. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin has agreed that limiting the ability to 

undertake works on trees in the public realm to Council and its 

contractors is “too restrictive” and has supported the following 

amendment to Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) 

and (P3): 

“a. Activities shall be undertaken by or under the supervision of a 
suitably qualified arborist employed or contracted by the Council 
or network utilities operators and its tree maintenance 
contractors.”24 

26. Mr Graham, for the Council, has expressed reservations in relation 

to defining who might be “suitably qualified” to undertake works on 

trees in the public realm when this work is not undertaken by Council 

contractors. 25  I understand that the reference to a suitably qualified 

                                                
22 Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2) Activity Standard (c)(v)(C) 
23 As set out be Regulation 3 of the NESETA. 
24 Statement of evidence of C Rachin dated 18 December 2015, paragraphs 24.6 to 24.9. 
25 Statement of evidence of R Graham dated 3 December 2015, paragraph 8.5 and statement of rebuttal 
evidence of R Graham dated 18 December paragraph 6.23. 
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arborist addresses this matter.  Similarly, it is my understanding that 

Council’s contractors may not be adequately qualified to undertake 

tree trimming works in proximity to high voltage transmission lines 

under New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe 

Distances (“NZECP34:2001”). 

27. In my opinion the Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 

9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3), as amended in the Revised Proposal, 

adequately defines who may undertake works on public realm trees, 

including works that may be necessary under the Electricity 

(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.  I consider that the 

amended Standard appropriately enables the protection, operation 

and maintenance of the National Grid, thus giving effect to the 

NPSET and implementing Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic 

Directions decision. 

28. In terms of the exemption for tree felling in Activity Specific Standard 

(c)(v)(C) in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2), Ms Rachlin has noted: 

“While I understand the sentiment of the submission in respect of 
taking pre-emptive action in relation to potential damage I am 
concerned that the wording “threatening to damage” is somewhat 
open and needs better definition.  Accordingly, at present I am 
opposed to the submission but further clarification from the 
submitter in evidence may assist in narrowing the issue to 
potentially make a change to the proposal.”26 

29. It is my understanding that the outcome Transpower is seeking is 

the ability to fell a tree in the public realm in circumstances where 

the tree is threatening to damage the National Grid, which in turn 

has the potential to result in significant outages27, prior to the 

damage occurring (as is currently provided for in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2)). 

30. Such emergency tree felling is anticipated by clause 14(1) of the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 as follows: 

“(1) A works owner must, without delay, undertake any work in 
relation to a tree (including the roots of that tree) if the works 

                                                
26 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 24.19. 
27 In terms of duration and the number of electricity users affected. 
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owner becomes aware that there is immediate danger to 
persons or property from a conductor because –  

(a) The tree has come into contact with or constitutes a serious 
hazard to, that conductor; or …” [emphasis added] 

31. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin has supported the inclusion of a further 

permitted activity rule (Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5) in the Revised Proposal) 

that provides for works undertaken under clause 14(1) of the 

Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.28  On this basis, I 

consider that the felling of a tree that may be threatening the 

National Grid is provided for by this new Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5) and 

further amendment to Activity Specific Standard (c)(v)(C) in Rule 

9.4.3.2.1(P2) is unnecessary. 

32. In regard to the inclusion of new Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5), Ms Rachlin is of 

the opinion that “it is appropriate to provide more explicit protection 

for these types of utilities”.29 It is my understanding that this Rule is 

intended to be limited to emergency situations where works are 

required on a tree in the vicinity of an electricity line. 

33. On this basis, any other works undertaken to provide for the 

protection, operation, maintenance and development of the National 

Grid, including under the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 

Regulations 2003 (for instance in relation to the ‘growth limit zone’ 

and ‘notice zone’ as defined under these Regulations30) are 

generally provided for by the rules as set out in the following table: 

Significant and 
Other Trees 

Activity/Relevant Rule 
Minor Pruning Pruning Felling 

Significant tree 
listed in Appendix 
9.4.5 (not listed as 
having exceptional 
values) 

P1 (no standards 
apply) 

RD1 RD6 

Significant tree 
listed in Appendix 

D1 D1 

                                                
28 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraphs 24.1 to 24.4. 
29 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraph 24.2. 
30 Section 4 of the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 includes the following definitions: 

“growth limit zone, in relation to the space surrounding a conductor, means the space that extends no 
more than the distance from the conductor as specified for that conductor in the Schedule” 

“notice zone, in relation to the growth limit zone, means the space that extends no more than 1 metre 
beyond the growth limit zone.” 
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9.4.5 (listed as 
having exceptional 
values) 
Public realm trees P3 (must be 

supervised by a 
suitably qualified 
arborist) 

P3 (must be 
supervised by a 
suitably qualified 
arborist) 

P2 (where the tree 
is within the 
tolerance zone for 
overhead electrical 
conductors and 
continued pruning is 
detrimental…) 
(must be supervised 
by a suitably 
qualified arborist) 

 

34. I consider that these rules do not achieve the explicit protection 

referred to by Ms Rachlin, particularly in relation to significant trees 

listed in Appendix 9.4.5 and I support the inclusion of the following 

new restricted discretionary activity rule in 9.4.3.2.2 as follows: 

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

RDx Any pruning (other than minor 
pruning), or felling of a 
significant tree listed in 
Appendix 9.4.5 associated with 
the maintenance, operation or 
development of strategic 
infrastructure or utilities, 
including as required by the 
Electricity (Hazards from 
Trees) Regulations 2003 

9.4.4 Maters of Discretion – Trees 
a – n.” 

 

35. My support for a new restricted discretionary activity rule that is 

explicit to utilities and strategic infrastructure is on the basis that the 

approach and activity status: 

(a) is consistent with the approach to indigenous vegetation 

clearance supported by the rebuttal evidence of Ms Hogan;31 

(b) is 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);  

                                                
31 Statement of rebuttal evidence of D Hogan dated 18 December 2015, Rule 9.1.2.2.3(RD3) in 
Attachment A and paragraphs 5.1 to 5.3. 
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(c) is consistent with the most stringent activity status that applies 

to the trimming, felling or removal of any tree or vegetation 

Regulation 32 of the NESETA; 

(d) continues to enable a case-by-case assessment against a 

comprehensive suite of Matters of Discretion in 9.4.4; and 

(e) better gives effect to the NPSET by providing for the operation, 

maintenance and development of the National Grid. 

Definitions – Minor Pruning 

36. Transpower’s submission supports the definition of ‘minor pruning’ to 

the extent that it takes into account the Electricity (Hazards from 

Trees) Regulations 2003 and seeks its retention. 

37. The Revised Proposal includes amendments to the definition of 

‘minor pruning’ to align the minor pruning works that may be 

undertaken by network utilities operators with those that may be 

undertaken by Council and to delete a reference to the Electricity 

(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. 

38. I understand, based on Ms Rachlin’s evidence, that these 

amendments to the definition are primarily as a consequence of 

amendments made to the Rules in 9.4.3.2.1.32 

39. The Revised Proposal continues to achieve the relief sought in 

Transpower’s submission through recognition of minor pruning 

specifically undertaken by network utilities operators and on this 

basis I consider that the Revised Proposal, in this regard, better 

gives effect to the NPSET, and particularly Policy 2, by giving 

specific recognition to the pruning activities that are undertaken by 

Transpower, including under the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 

Regulations 2003. 

                                                
32 Statement of evidence of C Rachlin dated 18 December 2015, paragraphs 24.4 and 24.9. 
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Attachment A: 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 and Proposal 11 – Utilities and Energy (part) 

(Stage 3) dated 2 December and 18 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) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – 

Decision 1 Residential (Part) (and Relevant Definitions and Planning 

Maps) dated 10 December 2015; and 

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

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. 
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Attachment B: Summary of Submission and Revised Proposal 

Replacement 
Plan Provision 

Summary of Submission Response in Council Evidence and Revised 
Proposal 

Summary of Conclusion in Evidence 

9.3 Historic Heritage 
9.3.3 Rules Opposes the Rules in 9.3.3 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 and that the Rules in 
9.3.3 do not apply through the inclusion of the following:  
 “9.3.3.1.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 9.3.3 do not apply to utilities.”33 

Not specifically addressed in Council evidence. Does not achieve the relief sought 
by Transpower.  Evidence, at 
paragraphs 8 to 16, supports further 
amendments to Proposal 9 and 11 
to achieve clarity and consistency 
between, and within, the Chapters. 

 
9.4 Significant Trees 
Policy 9.4.2.2 Generally supports the intent of Policy 9.4.2.2 to provide for 

tree maintenance, but seeks minor amendments to ensure that 
the trimming of trees to provide for utilities is explicitly provided 
for as follows:  
“a. To enable the maintenance and management of significant 
trees and trees in the road corridor, parks, public open space 
and reserves which are beneficial to the health and structural 
integrity of the tree or group of trees and minimise risk to the 
public and essential strategic infrastructure including the 
National Grid.” 

Amends Policy 9.4.2.3 (renumbered) to include the 
amendments sought. 

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

Policy 9.4.2.3 Generally supports Policy 9.4.2.3, but seeks that the Policy is 
accompanied by a note seeking that trees planted in the 
vicinity of electricity infrastructure are selected and managed to 
ensure that they will not result in vegetation breaching the 
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.34  

Includes an additional advice note in 9.4.3.1.4. Does not achieve the relief sought 
by Transpower.  Evidence, at 
paragraphs 17 to 21, supports 
further revisions to the wording of 
the advice note to achieve the intent 
of Transpower’s relief.  

Rules 
9.4.3.2.1(P2) and 

Supports Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3) to the extent that permit 
the felling of trees in parks and public open spaces subject to 

Amends Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3) as follows: 
“Activities shall be undertaken by or under the 

Does not achieve the relief sought 
by Transpower in relation to the 

                                                
33 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). 
34 This submission is supported by the further submission of Orion (further submitter ref: 5049). 



 

18966352_1 
 
Statement of Supplementary Evidence of Ainsley Jean McLeod on behalf of Transpower New Zealand Limited  
13 January 2016 

2 

Replacement 
Plan Provision 

Summary of Submission Response in Council Evidence and Revised 
Proposal 

Summary of Conclusion in Evidence 

(P3) listed standards, but is concerned that the requirement for 
such activities to only be undertaken by Council contractors 
could be contrary to the Electricity Act Regulations, including 
NZECP34, in situations where felling is in the vicinity of 
electricity lines and seeks the following amendment: 
“a. Activities shall be undertaken by suitably qualifiedthe 
Council and its tree maintenance contractors and/or linesmen.” 
Supports Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2)(b) as it takes into account 
situations when a tree is within tolerance zones for overhead 
electrical conductors and continued pruning is detrimental to 
the ongoing health or structural integrity or landscape value of 
the tree. 
Supports Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2)(c)(v)(C) to the extent that it takes 
into account if a tree is damaging utilities and further damage 
cannot be reasonably avoided except by removing the tree but 
seeks limited amendments order to enable the prevention of 
damage as follows: 
“the tree is damaging (or threatening to damage) buildings, 
utilities, or property and further such damages cannot be 
reasonable avoided except by removing the tree; …”35 

supervision of a suitably qualified arborist employed 
or contracted by the Council or network utilities 
operators and its tree maintenance contractors.” 
 
Includes the following new Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5): 

“Activity Activity Specific 
Standard 

P5 Any pruning, minor 
pruning or remedial 
work/treatment to 
any tree required 
under clause 14(1) 
to the Electricity 
(Hazards from 
Trees) Regulations 
2003. 

a. Activities shall be 
undertaken by or 
under the 
supervision of a 
suitably qualified 
arborist employed 
or contracted by the 
network utility 
operator.” 

 

pruning and felling of significant 
trees listed in Appendix 9.4.5.  
Evidence at paragraphs 34 and 35 
supports an additional restricted 
discretionary activity rule. 

 
Definitions 
‘Minor Pruning’ Supports the definition of ‘minor pruning’ to the extent that it 

takes into account the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) 
Regulations 2003 and seeks its retention. 

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

 

 

                                                
35 This submission is supported by the further submissions of 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). 


	1. Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (“Transpower”) submission on Proposal 9: Natural and Cultural Heritage (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) 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 (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) by reference to the suite of revised provisions (“Revised Proposal”) attached to the statement of evidence of Ms Caroline Rachlin, filed by Christchurch City Council (“Council”).
	3. While the Revised Proposals generally achieve the relief sought by Transpower, my evidence supports further refinements to provide for a clear and consistent approach to the relationship between the National Grid and the provisions that address Historic Heritage and Significant Trees.  It is my conclusion that, subject to these amendments, the Revised Proposal better gives effect to the NPSET and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (“CRPS”); better implements Objective 3.3.12 included in the decision of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 (“Strategic Directions decision”); and achieves the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”).
	4. My full name is Ainsley Jean McLeod. I hold the position of Technical Director – Planning at Beca Limited, based in Christchurch.  My qualifications, experience and my involvement in the Replacement Plan process on behalf of Transpower are set out, and referenced, in my primary statement of evidence on Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 (part) (Stage 3).  I repeat the confirmation given in this primary statement of evidence that I have read, and agree to comply with, the code of conduct for expert witnesses as contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.
	5. For the purposes of my evidence I continue to rely upon my earlier evidence and 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.  Other documents I have reviewed in preparing my evidence are listed in Attachment A.
	6. In the context of Proposal 9, and specifically 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees, I participated in discussions with officers of the Council on 20 October 2015 in relation to the relief sought by Transpower.  I also attended formal mediation on 19 November 2015.  I have also had further discussions with Ms Rachlin, for the Council, and Ms Lemon, for Orion New Zealand Limited (“Orion”).
	7. My evidence addresses Transpower’s submission on Proposal 9 (9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees) with particular reference to the statements of evidence of Ms Rachlin, Mr Graham and Ms Jenkin including the Revised Proposals appended to these statements of evidence.  Attachment B includes a summary of the relief sought in Transpower’s submission alongside the Council’s response to the 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.
	8. Transpower’s submission opposes the rules in 9.3.3 to the extent that the relationship between rules in Proposal 9 and Proposal 11, that address listed heritage items and heritage settings of high significance, 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 9.3.3 do not apply to utilities.
	9. In her evidence Ms Rachlin states:
	“I am of the opinion that a cross reference to the utilities chapter would also be of benefit in the ‘How to use the Rules’ section and have inserted this accordingly.”
	10. The cross reference included in clause 9.3.3.1.6 in the Revised Proposal confirms that the rules in both Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 would apply to utilities on heritage items and within heritage settings.  I consider that this approach results in unnecessary duplication and potential inconsistencies in regulation given that Proposal 11 includes rules for utilities within or on heritage items and heritage settings.  On this basis I do not agree with the amendment supported by Ms Rachlin.
	11. Ms Rachlin further considers the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 in relation to assessment matters only as follows:
	“I have considered the submissions relating to the interaction between Chapter 9 and Chapter 11 (Utilities and Energy) and I am informed by the evidence of Ms Sarah Jenkin (paragraph 18.7) with respect to the need to address assessment matters in Chapter 9 relating to utilities.  I consider it is appropriate to include a matter of discretion within the historic heritage provisions and have included one under Rule 9.3.5.”
	12. Ms Jenkin more specifically addresses the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 in her rebuttal evidence in relation to 9.1 Indigenous Biodiversity and 9.2 Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, Significant Features and Landscapes and Areas of Natural Character in the Coastal Environment as follows:
	“Given the amendments now proposed in Chapters 9.1 and 9.2, I agree with the evidence of Ms Lemon (paragraph 28), Ms McLeod (paragraph 53) and Mr McCullum-Clark (paragraph 4.3) that an amendment to Rule 11.3(1) is appropriate.  Having considered the evidence of these witnesses, I am of the view that the addition of text at the end of Rule 11.3.1 as suggested by Ms McLeod (paragraph 4(b)) stating that “with the exception of Chapter 9 which does not apply unless otherwise specified” would be appropriate to recognise the relationship between Chapter 11 and 9.1 and 9.2.  I have amended the proposal in Attachment A to reflect this.  Further amendments may be warranted following filing of Ms Rachlin’s evidence in chief for the Council in relation to Chapters 9.3 and 9.4.”
	13. In my opinion the amendment to 11.3.1 ‘How to use these rules’ promoted in Ms Jenkin’s rebuttal evidence improves clarity and reduces the potential for duplication and inconsistency in a way that better achieves the Statement of Expectations and implements Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions decision.  I also agree with Ms Jenkin that further amendments are warranted in relation to 9.3 Historic Heritage and 9.4 Significant Trees such that the approach to the relationship between Proposal 9 and Proposal 11 is set out consistently.  For example, alongside the amendments to 11.3.1, supported by Ms Jenkin, clause 9.2.3.1.4 includes the following:
	“The rules that relate to utilities in landscape and natural character in the coastal environment overlay areas can be found in Chapter 11.  The rules in 9.2.3 do not apply to utilities.”
	14. I therefore support the following amendments to 9.3.3 and 11.3.1 (shown in red):
	“9.3.3.1.6 Rules contained in zone chapters and district wide chapters, including the utilities chapter [including other sections of the Natural and Cultural Heritage chapter’ also apply to activities within heritage items, heritage settings and silent file areas. The rules that relate to utilities within heritage items and heritage settings can be found in Chapter 11.  The rules in 9.3.3 do not apply to utilities.”
	“11.3 Rules
	How to use these rules
	1. Rules in Zone chapters (13 – 21) do not apply to utilities unless specified or referenced in this chapter. Rules in Chapters 5-8 and 10 -12 do apply.  Chapter 5 (Natural hazards) includes specific rules in relation to utilities in areas subject to hazards.  Chapter 9 rules do not apply unless otherwise specified 
	1aa Refer to Rule 9.1.2.2 RD3 for construction of utilities involving indigenous vegetation clearance.  
	1ab Refer to Rule 9.1.2.1.6(i) and (xiii) for an exemption for maintenance and minor upgrading of utilities involving indigenous vegetation clearance.
	1ac Refer to the Rule 9.4.3 for the pruning, felling, maintenance or remedial work/treatment to significant trees and trees in the public realm undertaken by network utility operators or in the vicinity of electricity lines.”
	15. In promoting the amendments set out in paragraph 14 above, I am mindful of the potential need for consequential amendments to the assessment matters in 11.4.1.  This could be achieved by adding a cross reference to Proposal 9 assessment matters as proposed by Ms Jenkin in relation to the other Natural and Cultural Heritage Overlays, subject to the retention of reference to the functional needs of utilities (including 9.3.4.2(p)).
	16. Similarly, I acknowledge the specific exemption afforded to Orion’s assets in 9.3.3.1.7 and consider that, given the amendment to 9.3.3.1.6 that I support, it may be appropriate to relocate this exemption or include a permitted activity rule in Proposal 11.
	Significant Trees

	17. Transpower’s submission seeks:
	(a) minor amendments to Policy 9.4.2.2 to ensure that the trimming of trees to provide for utilities/strategic infrastructure is explicitly enabled; and
	(b) the inclusion of an advice note in Policy 9.4.2.3 seeking that trees planted in the vicinity of electricity infrastructure are selected and managed to ensure they do not breach the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.

	18. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin agrees that the minor amendments sought by Transpower to Policy 9.4.2.2 will better meet the Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 in terms of the use of clear and concise language.  I agree with Ms Rachlin and also support Policy 9.4.2.3, as included in the Revised Proposal, on the basis that it more clearly implements Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision and gives effect to the NPSET by appropriately providing for the effective operation and maintenance of the National Grid.
	19. Ms Rachlin also agrees that it is appropriate to include reference to the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003, but considers it more appropriate for an advice note to be added to 9.4.3.1.4 as follows:
	“c. Activities may need to be undertaken in accordance with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.”
	20. I agree with Ms Rachlin to the extent that it is appropriate for such an advice note to be included alongside similar advisory information in 9.4.3.1 ‘How to use the rules’.  However, I understand that the purpose of the advice note, and the reason for Transpower suggesting that it be located in Policy 9.4.2.3 (that addresses the planting of trees in the public realm), is to provide some direction in relation to tree planting in the vicinity of the National Grid.  This is similar to the advice notes that have been included in the zone chapter provisions, for instance in the notes that accompany Rule 14.2.2.5 (NC6).  
	21. I do not consider that the current advice note captures the direction intended by Transpower’s submission in a manner that is consistent with the approach taken elsewhere in the Replacement Plan (including in Rule 9.1.2.2.1(P4)).  I therefore support the following amendments to the advice note and consider that the amendments better set out the role of the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 in terms of both planting and works in the vicinity of electricity lines (shown in red):
	“c. Trees planted in the vicinity of electricity infrastructure should be selected and/or managed to ensure that they do not breach Activities may need to be undertaken in accordance with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. These Regulations also establish a regulatory framework for the management of vegetation and trees in the vicinity electricity lines.”
	Rules
	22. Transpower’s submission generally supports Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3) subject to the limited amendments to enable Transpower, and its contractors, to fell or prune trees where they have the potential to damage or threaten the operation of the National Grid, including activities that Transpower undertakes under the Electricity Act 1992.  The amendments sought are as follows:
	(a) amendments to Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3) to enable the felling or pruning of trees in the public realm to by undertaken by contractors other than those engaged by the Council; and
	(b) amendment to the exemption for tree felling in Activity Specific Standard (c) in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2) to provide for the pre-emptive felling of a tree where it is threatening to damage the National Grid, rather only when the damage has occurred.

	23. Transpower’s further submission supports the submission of Orion that seeks the inclusion of reference to the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 in Rule 9.4.3.2.1.
	24. By way of background, it is acknowledged that the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (“NESETA”) (Regulations 30 to 32) sets out where consent is required for the trimming, felling and removing of trees and vegetation in relation to National Grid transmission lines existing at 14 January 2010, but not new transmission lines constructed after that date.  The activity status established by the Regulations is dependent on, amongst other matters, whether a rule in a District Plan prohibits or restricts trimming, felling or removal.
	25. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin has agreed that limiting the ability to undertake works on trees in the public realm to Council and its contractors is “too restrictive” and has supported the following amendment to Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3):
	“a. Activities shall be undertaken by or under the supervision of a suitably qualified arborist employed or contracted by the Council or network utilities operators and its tree maintenance contractors.”
	26. Mr Graham, for the Council, has expressed reservations in relation to defining who might be “suitably qualified” to undertake works on trees in the public realm when this work is not undertaken by Council contractors.   I understand that the reference to a suitably qualified arborist addresses this matter.  Similarly, it is my understanding that Council’s contractors may not be adequately qualified to undertake tree trimming works in proximity to high voltage transmission lines under New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (“NZECP34:2001”).
	27. In my opinion the Activity Specific Standard (a) in Rules 9.4.3.2.1(P2) and (P3), as amended in the Revised Proposal, adequately defines who may undertake works on public realm trees, including works that may be necessary under the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.  I consider that the amended Standard appropriately enables the protection, operation and maintenance of the National Grid, thus giving effect to the NPSET and implementing Objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions decision.
	28. In terms of the exemption for tree felling in Activity Specific Standard (c)(v)(C) in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2), Ms Rachlin has noted:
	“While I understand the sentiment of the submission in respect of taking pre-emptive action in relation to potential damage I am concerned that the wording “threatening to damage” is somewhat open and needs better definition.  Accordingly, at present I am opposed to the submission but further clarification from the submitter in evidence may assist in narrowing the issue to potentially make a change to the proposal.”
	29. It is my understanding that the outcome Transpower is seeking is the ability to fell a tree in the public realm in circumstances where the tree is threatening to damage the National Grid, which in turn has the potential to result in significant outages, prior to the damage occurring (as is currently provided for in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2)).
	30. Such emergency tree felling is anticipated by clause 14(1) of the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 as follows:
	“(1) A works owner must, without delay, undertake any work in relation to a tree (including the roots of that tree) if the works owner becomes aware that there is immediate danger to persons or property from a conductor because – 
	(a) The tree has come into contact with or constitutes a serious hazard to, that conductor; or …” [emphasis added]

	31. In her evidence, Ms Rachlin has supported the inclusion of a further permitted activity rule (Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5) in the Revised Proposal) that provides for works undertaken under clause 14(1) of the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.  On this basis, I consider that the felling of a tree that may be threatening the National Grid is provided for by this new Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5) and further amendment to Activity Specific Standard (c)(v)(C) in Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P2) is unnecessary.
	32. In regard to the inclusion of new Rule 9.4.3.2.1(P5), Ms Rachlin is of the opinion that “it is appropriate to provide more explicit protection for these types of utilities”. It is my understanding that this Rule is intended to be limited to emergency situations where works are required on a tree in the vicinity of an electricity line.
	33. On this basis, any other works undertaken to provide for the protection, operation, maintenance and development of the National Grid, including under the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 (for instance in relation to the ‘growth limit zone’ and ‘notice zone’ as defined under these Regulations) are generally provided for by the rules as set out in the following table:
	34. I consider that these rules do not achieve the explicit protection referred to by Ms Rachlin, particularly in relation to significant trees listed in Appendix 9.4.5 and I support the inclusion of the following new restricted discretionary activity rule in 9.4.3.2.2 as follows:
	35. My support for a new restricted discretionary activity rule that is explicit to utilities and strategic infrastructure is on the basis that the approach and activity status:
	(a) is consistent with the approach to indigenous vegetation clearance supported by the rebuttal evidence of Ms Hogan;
	(b) is 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); 
	(c) is consistent with the most stringent activity status that applies to the trimming, felling or removal of any tree or vegetation Regulation 32 of the NESETA;
	(d) continues to enable a case-by-case assessment against a comprehensive suite of Matters of Discretion in 9.4.4; and
	(e) better gives effect to the NPSET by providing for the operation, maintenance and development of the National Grid.
	Definitions – Minor Pruning

	36. Transpower’s submission supports the definition of ‘minor pruning’ to the extent that it takes into account the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 and seeks its retention.
	37. The Revised Proposal includes amendments to the definition of ‘minor pruning’ to align the minor pruning works that may be undertaken by network utilities operators with those that may be undertaken by Council and to delete a reference to the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.
	38. I understand, based on Ms Rachlin’s evidence, that these amendments to the definition are primarily as a consequence of amendments made to the Rules in 9.4.3.2.1.
	39. The Revised Proposal continues to achieve the relief sought in Transpower’s submission through recognition of minor pruning specifically undertaken by network utilities operators and on this basis I consider that the Revised Proposal, in this regard, better gives effect to the NPSET, and particularly Policy 2, by giving specific recognition to the pruning activities that are undertaken by Transpower, including under the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003.
	In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following:
	(a) Evidence filed by the Council in relation to Proposal 9 – Natural and Cultural Heritage and Proposal 11 – Utilities and Energy (part) (Stage 3) dated 2 December and 18 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) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan – Decision 1 Residential (Part) (and Relevant Definitions and Planning Maps) dated 10 December 2015; and
	(j) Statement of Expectations included in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014.


