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1 NPT Limited (#2369) and Carter Group Limited (#2330) (together 

referred to as the submitters) made submissions and further 

submissions on Stage 2 of the Proposed Replacement Christchurch 

District Plan.  

2 In respect of the Commercial and Industrial proposals the submitters 

concerns are focussed on the resource efficiency standards proposed 

to be included in both chapters.  

3 The submitters are well experienced owners and developers of 

commercially zoned land in Christchurch. They have serious concerns 

about the additional costs and complication that may result for any 

new development, or redevelopment, as a result of the inclusion of 

the resource efficiency standards as notified in the Replacement Plan.  

4 The use of provisions in the Replacement District Plan to control 

development over and above what is required by the Building Act 

2004 has been widely discussed throughout this process in relation 

to: the lifemark and homestar provisions in the Stage 1 Residential 

hearing; the lifestage and energy efficiency standards in the Stage 2 

Residential hearing; and now the resource efficiency standards for 

the Commercial and Industrial Proposals in Stage 2.  The Council’s 

approach to the provisions has been mixed at best, choosing on at 

least one occasion not to the provide any evidence to the panel to 

support the provisions.  

5 The submitters are firmly of the view that the resource efficiency 

standards will add a level of complexity and prescription directly 

contrary to the requirements of the Strategic Directions chapter and 

the Order in Council. The higher order documents seek the 

minimisation of transaction costs and the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls. The resource efficiency 

provisions fly in the face of this. 

6 As concluded by Mr Phillips in his evidence “The resource efficiency 

rules proposed are unnecessarily prescriptive and would trigger 

additional consenting requirements. They are inconsistent with the 

Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic 
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Directions Chapter and are not the most appropriate in terms of 

section 32 of the Act, and therefore should be deleted”1.  

7 This is echoed in Mr Klein’s evidence for the Crown “The inclusion of 

resource efficiency standards in Proposal 15 (Stage 2) and Proposal 

16 (Stage 2) will cause needless duplication and confusion, will entail 

administrative inefficiency raising the cost of regulation imposed by 

building construction and in addition will not facilitate commercial 

recovery (objective 15.1.1) nor support recovery and economic 

growth of the district's industry (objective 16.1.1), and should be 

deleted”2. 

8 In addition to resulting in unnecessary prescription it is submitted 

that section 18 of the Building Act 2014 is clear in its intent that 

building work is not required to achieve standards over and above 

those set out in the Building Code. In this respect we refer to and 

adopt the position set out in the Ngai Tahu Property opening legal 

submissions for the Stage 1 Residential Proposal3.  

9 The submitters seek that the resource efficiency provisions are 

removed from the Replacement Plan as being contrary to the higher 

order documents and considered to be ultra vires. 

 

DATED this 13th day of October 2015 

 

       

L J Semple 

Counsel for Carter Group Limited and NPT Limited  

                                       
1 Evidence in Chief of Jeremy Goodson Phillips Stage 2 Commercial Proposal, 17 September 
2015, paragraph 2.1 
2 Evidence in Chief of Bruce Trevor Klein, dated 17 September 2015, Paragraph 8.6 
3 Opening Legal Submissions of Ngai Tahu Property Limited for the Stage 1 Residential 
hearing, dated 8 April 2015, paragraphs 36 - 52 


