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OPENING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF LYTTELTON PORT 
COMPANY LIMITED

May it please the Hearings Panel:

INTRODUCTION

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf Lyttelton Port 
Company Limited (LPC).

2 LPC is a submitter (#915) and further submitter (#1444) on the 
proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (proposed District 
Plan).

3 LPC is generally supportive of the proposed rule framework to 
restrict sensitive activities within the Lyttelton Port Influences 
Overlay Area (LPOIA) and surrounding City Depot. LPC has, 
however, sought some minor amendments as detailed below.

4 LPC is calling evidence from:

4.1 Mr Andrew Purves on planning;

4.2 Mr Nevil Hegley on port noise;

4.3 Mr Mike Copeland on the economic impact of the 
amendments sought by LPC; and

4.4 Ms Kim Kelleher on LPC’s current approach to earthquake 
rebuilding and repairs, offices and custodial dwellings in the 
vicinity of City Depot.

LPC SUBMISSION

5 LPC submits that the revised Commercial and Industrial Rules are 
largely appropriate. It seeks the following minor amendments only: 

5.1 LPC submits that lists of non-complying activities should be 
reduced to one non-complying rule that just refers to 
sensitive activities generally. LPC submits that this will result 
in greater clarity, and is also consistent with the Residential 
and Industrial General Zone non-complying rules. The 
evidence of Andrew Purves covers this in more detail. 

5.2 LPC seeks that the external to internal noise reduction 
differentiation between bedrooms and other habitable spaces 
is carried through, in contrast to the amendments supported 
by Mark Stevenson for the Christchurch City Council (CCC).  
The Joint Statement of Stuart Camp and Nevil Hegley 
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outlines that 30 dB Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr for bedrooms and 25 dB 
Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr for other habitable spaces is appropriate. 

5.3 LPC submits that rebuilding its offices on its site on the corner 
of Norwich Quay and Dublin Street should be a permitted 
activity. While no firm decision has been made as to whether 
a future administration building will be located there or on 
other LPC land, LPC submits:

(a) The Industrial General Zone at Lyttelton is adjacent 
to the town centre, and office activities in the zone 
would support and reinforce the town centre by 
placing workers directly adjacent to shops and 
amenities; 

(b) Existing use rights are not sufficient to protect LPC’s 
position, being limiting in terms of character, 
intensity, scale and also in terms of the length of 
time between demolition and construction. LPC 
cannot yet commit to commencing construction at 
any particular point in time, given its large number of 
other repair and rebuild commitments; and

(c) Mark Stevenson for Christchurch City Council 
accepted in cross examination that office activities 
ancillary to the Port should be a permitted activity on 
the LPC owned site. 

The evidence of Andrew Purves discusses the issue in 
greater detail. 

5.4 LPC supports the revised provisions relating to managing 
reverse sensitivity at City Depot, on the basis that there will 
be a clear policy direction on the avoidance of sensitive 
activities as part of Phase 2. Mark Stevenson for CCC has 
indicated this will occur. 

5.5 LPC also supports the revised bulk and location standards in 
principle, while recognising that this is dependent on how City 
Depot is zoned during the Phase Two process. 

CONCLUSION

6 LPC has for many years adopted a stance that the most appropriate 
way to protect the operations of this nationally and regionally 
significant asset is by robust planning provisions in regional and 
district schemes which, in particular, discourage development in 
areas which will be affected by, or will adversely impact on, LPC 
operations.  In the context of the Industrial and Commercial 
chapters, it is considered critical that the proposed Plan provisions 
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adequately safeguard LPC operations from reverse sensitivity 
effects.

7 LPC therefore requests the Hearing Panel accepts the relief sought 
in LPC’s submission and further submission, including as amended 
through evidence.

Dated: 22 May 2015

JM Appleyard 
Counsel for Lyttelton Port Company 
Limited


