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Statement of Professional Qualifications and Experience 

 

1. My name is Chris Horne.  I am a principal planner and director of the resource and 

environmental management consulting company Incite (Auckland) Limited.    

 

2. I have been engaged by Chorus New Zealand Limited (Chorus), Spark New Zealand 

Trading Limited (Spark) and One New Zealand Group Limited (One NZ), referred to in 

this evidence as “the Companies”, to provide evidence as an independent planner in 

regard to their submission on the Subdivision topic.   

 
3. In preparing my evidence I have read and where relevant rely on the Corporate 

Evidence prepared on behalf of the Companies in regard to telecommunications 

networks and connections. 

 
4. My relevant experience and qualifications, and statement on the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note, are set out in my 

statement of evidence in relation to Hearing Topic 4 dated 22 July 2024. 

 
 

Evidence Outline 

 

5. I have been assisting a wider joint telecommunications submitter group also including 

tower companies Connexa Limited and Fortysouth Group LP to other sections of the 

Proposed Plan (Joint Submitter 282).  However, in specific regard to the subdivision 

chapter, Chorus (Submitter 278) and Spark and Vodafone New Zealand Limited 

(since rebranded to One NZ) (Joint Submitter 517) have lodged separate 

submissions. 

 

6. The submission by Chorus and Spark/One NZ are focussed on telecommunications 

connections to subdivisions but differ in the specific relief sought due to the different 

interests of these companies in fibre networks and wireless mobile networks 

respectively.  They have since agreed a joint position for the purposes of this hearing.  

However, in any case the s42A Report recommendation from Mr Kenton Baxter is to 

completely remove the current standard requiring telecommunications connections to 

new lots (SUB-S6).   
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7. Accordingly, my evidence addresses both why in my opinion it is appropriate to have 

a requirement in the Proposed Plan for new lots to connect to telecommunications 

networks, as well as the specific relief sought by the Companies. 

 
8. My evidence considers both the s42A report of Mr Baxter in regard to the Hearing 16 

Subdivision Topic, and Ms Sarah Trinder in regard to Urban Zones from Hearing 14 

which also addresses telecommunications connections. 

 

Telecommunication company submissions 

 

9. The Chorus submission (S278.001) addressed SUB-S6 only and sought the inclusion 

on one additional zone (Rural Lifestyle Zone) to the coverage of the connections rule 

plus reference in the rule to “open access fibre networks” which would prevent one 

network providing fibre and then forcing end users to only be able to use that supplier. 

 

10. The mobile network operators (Spark and One NZ) sought that the connections rule 

apply to all zones, include a provision for connection to wireless services (mobile or 

satellite) where fibre is not available, a requirement to provide written confirmation 

connection can be made by a network operator, and provision of any necessary land 

in subdivision of more than 15 lots to accommodate any necessary equipment to 

serve the lots (S517.003). 

 
11. The Companies have now reached an agreed position that jointly addresses the 

matters raised in both submissions. The agreed position is recorded in the Corporate 

Evidence. 

 
12. Submissions S517.001 and S517.002 also supported SUB-P6 and SUB-P11 as 

notified.  I can confirm that Spark and One NZ support the recommend versions of 

these policies in the s42A report. 

 

Policy framework supporting telecommunications connections   

 

13. As set out in the Corporate Evidence, telecommunications connections are more than 

just traditional phone connections and now also support internet/broadband 

connections that are part of everyday life for social interaction, business and 

education.  These services are very much a part of modern life.  As was put into focus 

during the COVID 19 pandemic, telecommunications (by either fixed line or wireless 

services) supported remote work solutions during social distancing and continues to 
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support modern working methods such as work from home which has its own benefits 

in terms of reducing travel demand on road networks and use of fossil fuels. These 

networks also fulfil an important civil defence function and support emergency 

services communications and 111 emergency calls. 

 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) 

14. I understand from Ms Trinder’s evidence on Topic 14 that the Waipapa-Kerikeri 

Structure Plan Area meets the criteria for being considered a Tier 3 Urban 

Environment for the purposes of the NPS-UD.  The NPS-UD differentiates between 

“Development Infrastructure”, which includes 3-waters and land transport 

infrastructure, and “Additional Infrastructure” which includes:  

 

 

 

15. Telecommunications networks (which include fixed line such as fibre as well as 

wireless services), are covered by Clause (e) of the definition.  I also note that 

electricity networks, for which the s42A report recommends retention within the rule 

requiring a connection for new lots to such networks in SUB-S6, is covered by Clause 

(f). 

 

16. To the extent that some of the urban parts of the Far North District are Urban 

Environments for the purposes of the NPS-UD, the following provisions are relevant: 

 

• Objective 1 –  New Zealand has well-functioning urban environments that 

enable all people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and 

cultural wellbeing, and for their health and safety, now and into the future. 
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• Policy 2 - Tier 1, 2, and 3 local authorities, at all times, provide at least 

sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for 

business land over the short term, medium term, and long term. 

• Implementation Clause 3.5 - Local authorities must be satisfied that the 

additional infrastructure to service the development capacity is likely to be 

available. 

 

17. Accordingly, as part of meeting its obligations for urban capacity at least in its Tier 3 

urban environments, the NPS-UD requires the Council to be satisfied that “additional 

infrastructure” to serve the development capacity, which includes telecommunications 

networks, is likely to be available.  In my opinion, in addition to requirements under 

the NPS-UD, it is good practice for the overall social, economic and cultural wellbeing 

of people and communities to have to same requirements for all urban environments 

in the District. 

 

18. The NPS-UD does not address non-urban environments.  However, the Proposed 

Plan itself via its policy framework for Strategic Directions and Subdivision addresses 

this on the District-Wide basis and provides a framework supporting 

telecommunications connectivity in urban and rural environments as I set out below.   

 
Northland Regional Policy Statement 

 

19. The Northland Regional Policy Statement recognises the role of good infrastructure 

services connections in regional form and supporting community wellbeing work 

solutions close to where people live.  Objective 3.11 is: 

 

 

 

20. The explanation to the Objective is: 
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Proposed Far North District Plan 

 

21. The relief sought by the Companies is internally consistent with the Proposed Plan 

including s42A recommendations on Strategic Directions and the Subdivision Chapter 

policy framework. 

 

22. In regard to urban zones, the Strategic Directions s42A report recommends Objective 

SD-UFD-O3 is amended as follows1: 

 

 

 

23. Of significance, the objective has been amended to include the term additional 

infrastructure in regard to the infrastructure that should be in place to support 

anticipated demand for housing and business activities.  As per the NPS-UD 

definition, additional infrastructure includes telecommunications networks.  The 

notified Proposed Plan does not have its own definition of additional infrastructure. I 

am unsure if any submission or s42A reports have recommended that the NPS-UD 

definition be added to the Proposed Plan.  

 

24. In the Subdivision Chapter, relevant provisions (as per the recommendations in the 

s42A report) are: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Para 183, Strategic Directions s42A Report 
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25. The provisions cover subdivision generally and are not specific to just urban areas. 

They promote services connections to infrastructure as well as specific reference to 

additional infrastructure, and in the case of SUB-P6, specific reference to 

telecommunications. 

 

26. Accordingly, in my opinion the policy framework supports the relief being sought by 

the Companies in regard to provision for suitable connections to telecommunications 

networks at the time of subdivision. 

 

Discussion on s42A recommendations 

 

27. The s42A report recommendation is to reject the submissions of the Companies to 

make amendments to the current connections rule, and further recommends the 

existing notified rule be completely removed2. 

 

28. The reporting planner considers that requiring telecommunications connections in all 

zones is overly onerous (para 464).  There is no recommendation to provide such 

connections in any zones.  The recommended amended rule in the s42A report is: 

 

 
2 Para 460-462, 464, 473 Subdivision s42A report 
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29. The recommendation appears to be based in part on providing consistency with 

recommendations in the Urban Zones s42A report prepared for Hearing 14 by Ms 

Trinder.  In that report the Ms Trinder considers that the Proposed Plan should not 

include rules in regard to connections to private infrastructure due to a number of 

risks involved as set out below3: 

 

 
3 Para 254, Urban Zones s274 Report 
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30. Dealing with the specific issue of private infrastructure, the core telecommunications 

networks were traditionally government provided services and later delivered via state 

owned enterprise Telecom New Zealand Limited. These are now privatised but in my 

view are still public good infrastructure services required by people and communities.  

Electricity distribution networks are provided by lines companies that have a mixed 

ownership model.  Whilst most are owned by consumer trust or local councils, some 

are fully private4. 

 

31. Electricity and telecommunications networks are public good services that the 

community relies on for modern living regardless of the ownership model.  SUB-S6 

has retained electricity connections even though there is no presumption that an 

electricity distribution network cannot be privately owned. 

 

 
4 Electricity Authority Website 
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32. The Corporate evidence addresses points (a) to (f) as set out above.   

 
33. Accordingly, I disagree that the ownership model for the core telecommunications 

network should disqualify telecommunications from SUB-S6 requiring a connection to 

new lots for subdivision. 

 
34. Provision of telecommunications to lot boundaries at the time of subdivision, 

particularly in urban areas, is in my opinion more effective and less disruptive than 

individual owners subsequently having to extend services such as underground fibre 

retrospectively after subdivision, including breaking up potentially newly constructed 

roads and footpaths. 

 
35. I acknowledge that people may chose not to have a telecommunications service to 

their site.  However, as ownership and tenancies change over time, in my opinion 

there should be a requirement for a connection at the time of subdivision, with a 

consent process followed where other solutions such as a consent notice making it 

clear on a title that there is no suitable connection, so buyers of land are aware of any 

constraints. People then have a choice and awareness, whether they want to connect 

to a service or not.  

 
36. The proposed rule agreed by Chorus and Spark/One NZ also provides an alternative 

to a fibre connection where this is not available, such as wireless or satellite. The 

Corporate evidence addresses what a suitable wireless service would entail in regard 

to determining compliance or otherwise with the rule. 

 
37. Given that new lots in non-urban zones may be intended for commercial or business 

activity, and other zones may be introduced to the Proposed Plan over time, in my 

opinion it is better to apply the rule to all zones rather than listing specific zones.  If 

there are any particular zones the Commissioners don’t consider would justify 

requiring a telecommunication connection, these can be listed as exceptions in the 

rule. 

 

Proposed Relief 

38. I generally support the rule agreed between Chorus and Spark/One but with removal 

of the clause regarding copper/VDSL which is old technology that Chorus advises will 

not be provided to customers in the future in areas they serve.  I have also suggested 

some general editorial changes to the Spark/One NZ submission version of the rule. 
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39. I recommend the following amendments to SUB-S6: 

 

SUB-S6 Telecommunications and power supply 

All zones and all 
Special Purpose 
Zones 
General 
Residential zone 
Kororāreka Russell 
Township zone 
Mixed Use zone 
Light Industrial 
zone 
Heavy Industrial 
zone 
Settlement zone 
Rural Residential 
zone 
Horticulture 
Processing Facility 
zone 

Connections shall be provided at the boundary of the site area of the allotment for: 
1. telecommunications 

i. Through an open access fibre network where it is reasonably 

practicable to do so; Fibre where it is available; or 

ii. Where connection to an open access fibre network is not reasonably 

practicable available Mobile/Wireless, which includes satellite; or 

and 

iii. The applicant shall provide with any subdivision consent application 

of written confirmation from a telecommunication network operator 

confirming that a suitable connection can be made; and 

iv. At the time of subdivision, sufficient land for telecommunications, 

transformers and any associated ancillary services must be set 

aside. For a subdivision that creates more than 15 lots, proof of 

consultation with the telecommunications network utility operators 

may will be required. 

2. Electricity supply through the local electricity distribution network.  

 Note: This standard does not apply to allotments for a utility, road, reserve or for 
access purposes. 

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 
  

a. alternative provision of 

telecommunication and electricity 

supply. 

b. Consent notice on title where service 

is not reasonably able to be provided 

 

Green = wording from Chorus submission 

Red = wording from Spark/submission 

Blue – Chris Horne additional suggestions   

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/6379/0/64
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/6379/0/64
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/6379/0/64
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/6379/0/64
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/6379/0/64
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s32AA Assessment 

 
40. No changes are proposed to any objectives and policies, so only changes to SUB-S6 

require consideration.   

 

41. The relevant provisions in the NPS-UD. Regional Policy Statement and relevant 

sections of the Proposed Far North District Plan in regard to infrastructure 

connections in urban and non-urban areas as set out in this evidence support the 

relief sought. 

 
42. In terms of Part 2 of the RMA, the proposal supports the well-being and health and 

safety of people and communities.  The proposal also supports work solutions near 

where people live and reduces the need to travel.  Physical effects of infrastructure 

are addressed through the network utilities rules in the Proposed Plan. 

 
43. The risk of acting is some additional costs to applicants or buyers in the subdivision 

process, but noting these costs may simply be borne later by owners if there are no 

available services to lots.  The risk of not acting (and adopting the s42A 

recommendation) is less connected communities and poor alignment with policy 

directions. 

 
44. The proposal is considered to be effective in delivering the directions of the policy 

framework which support providing telecommunications infrastructure connections to 

new lots which is not delivered by the s42A recommendation.  There will be some 

costs in applicants needing to liaise with network providers and where open access 

fibre is available costs of providing these connections which would likely be passed 

on in the lot values. There are possible additional legal costs of implementing consent 

notices where there are no available services (noting there are already legal costs 

associated with creation of new titles). These costs are considered marginal to the 

overall subdivision process costs. 

 
45.  However, there are benefits to providing well connected communities and in the case 

to fixed line fibre serves avoiding needing to retrofit these into newly developed 

streets after titles are created.  Overall, the proposal is considered to be more efficient 

in achieving the policy direction of the relevant planning documents and achieving the 

purpose of the Act than the recommended s42A version of SUB-S6. 

 
 


