
 

 

Statement of evidence of Kim Therese Kelleher  

 

Date:                24 April 2015 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REFERENCE: JM Appleyard (jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com)  

   

 

 

 

 

Before the Independent Hearings Panel 

at Christchurch 

 

under: the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 

in the matter of: submissions and further submissions in relation to the 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan  

and: Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

Submitter 915 / F-1444 



  1 

 

 

100101323/645210.4 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF KIM KELLEHER  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Kim Therese Kelleher.  

2 I am the Environmental Manager for Lyttelton Port of Christchurch 

Limited (LPC).  I have held this position since 2010. 

3 I hold a degree in Applied Science (Coastal Management).    

4 I am familiar with LPC’s infrastructure and operations and I am 

authorised to give evidence on its behalf.  

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

5 My evidence makes clear that while LPC is committed to mitigating 

and reducing noise where possible, standard port operations create 

noise that is in some cases unavoidable. I also outline that LPC: 

5.1 Will maintain its current reasonable approach to giving 

written approval to earthquake rebuilding and repairs; 

5.2 Wishes to retain the ability to establish offices at Lyttelton; 

and 

5.3 Has had issues with custodial dwellings in the vicinity of LPC’s 

inland port at Woolston (City Depot). 

6 The amendments sought to the proposed Commercial and Industrial 

chapters recognise this, and are therefore appropriate.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

7 In general terms, LPC has sought amendments to ensure that 

sensitive activities and reverse sensitivity effects do not adversely 

affect Lyttelton Port (Port). 

8 LPC differs from its submission and further submission to the extent 

that LPC now accepts: 

8.1 New sensitive activities should be non-complying (rather than 

discretionary), as outlined in the evidence of Nevil Hegley; 

and 

8.2 Offices within the Industrial General Zone at Lyttelton should 

be permitted only where Office Activities are ancillary to Port 

Activities. 
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9 My evidence: 

9.1 Outlines the approach that LPC has previously taken in 

respect of the development of sensitive activities; 

9.2 Addresses LPC’s wish to retain the ability to establish offices 

within the Industrial General Zone at Lyttelton; 

9.3 Discusses the issue of custodial dwellings in the vicinity of 

City Depot.   

10 I rely on and incorporate my earlier evidence on the Residential 

Chapter dated 20 March 2015, particularly paragraphs 23-29 

relating to complaints.  

LPC’S APPROACH TO SENSITIVE ACTIVITIES 

11 LPC’s submission sought that the establishment of apartments be 

considered a restricted discretionary activity in certain 

circumstances. As outlined above, however, LPC now accepts that 

all sensitive activities in the Commercial and Industrial Zones within 

the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay Area (LPIOA) should be non-

complying.  

12 In practice, however, LPC’s approach to the issue is likely to remain 

the same as at present. Two recent examples of LPC’s approach are 

as follows.  

Property 1 

13 LPC was contacted in late 2013 by a building owner affected by the 

earthquakes. While the building’s ground floor (containing a 

business) was able to be adequately repaired, the upstairs 

residential unit required a complete rebuild. This required written 

approval from LPC before it could proceed.  

14 LPC engaged Hegley Acoustic Consultants (HAC) to review the 

designs, and it was determined the panelling intended to be used 

did not meet the required acoustic standards.  

15 LPC and HAC then engaged with the property owner and made 

suggestions as to materials which would achieve the required 

standard. 

16 The property owner then revised their plans, HAC confirmed that the 

required standard would be met, and LPC gave written approval for 

the rebuild.  



  3 

 

 

100101323/645210.4 

Property 2 

17 LPC was contacted by another business owner, also in late 2013. 

The owner’s original building was destroyed in the earthquake, and 

he wanted to rebuild on a nearby site, and include a residential 

apartment upstairs.  

18 LPC was mindful of reverse sensitivity effects relating to intensified 

residential development, but also wanted to deal with the issue in a 

way that reflected LPC’s desire to see Lyttelton get back on its feet 

post-earthquake.  

19 LPC agreed to one small residential unit above the business, on the 

basis that acoustic design standards were met and a no-complaints 

covenant was signed. LPC did not want to restrict development 

unduly, and accordingly took a reasonable, not hard-line approach.  

OFFICES WITHIN THE INDUSTRIAL GENERAL ZONE 

20 The office previously occupied by LPC situated on the corner of 

Dublin Street and Norwich Quay, within the proposed Industrial 

General Zone. 

21 The building was severely damaged in the earthquake, and LPC now 

has temporary offices at City Depot. Long-term, LPC envisages 

returning its offices to Lyttelton.  

22 LPC is aware that it has existing use rights in respect of that 

building, but as outlined by Andrew Purves, LPC has not yet 

determined the location of or form that any new building will take.  

23 LPC has sought amendment to the Industrial chapter to preserve its 

position in that respect.  

CUSTODIAL DWELLINGS AND CITY DEPOT 

24 City Depot is located within the proposed Industrial General Zone. 

In the vicinity of City Depot are a small number of warehouses with 

custodial dwellings onsite.   

25 I understand that some of these custodial dwellings are periodically 

rented out to persons not associated with the businesses operating 

from the warehouses.  

26 At least one warehouse and custodial dwelling is used primarily for 

residential purposes, with the lessee/tenant using the warehouse for 

storage, occupying the custodial dwelling, and working elsewhere. 
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27 The custodial dwellings occupied by these people have been a 

regular source of complaint relating to the night-time operation of 

City Depot.  

28 LPC considers that the development of any further custodial 

dwellings should be limited in order to avoid any further reverse 

sensitivity effects.  

CONCLUSION 

29 My evidence makes clear that while LPC is committed to mitigating 

and reducing noise where possible, standard port operations create 

noise that is in some cases unavoidable. The amendments sought to 

the proposed Commercial and Industrial chapters recognise this, 

and are therefore appropriate.  

 

Dated: 24 April 2015 

 

_______________ 

Kim Therese Kelleher 

 

 

 

  


