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LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF LYTTELTON PORT COMPANY 

LIMITED 

May it please the Panel: 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf Lyttelton Port 

Company Limited (LPC). 

2 LPC is a submitter (2367) and further submitter (2808) on Stage 2 

of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (proposed 

District Plan). 

3 LPC is generally supportive of the proposed rule framework for the 

Industrial and Commercial chapters. Its submissions did, however, 

seek: 

3.1 Some minor amendments to Policy 16.1.1.8 regarding LPC’s 

City Depot, to provide more effectively for allowing the 

further development of City Depot and protect against 

reverse sensitivity effects; 

3.2 Deletion of the proposed resource efficiency rules.  

4 LPC’s further submission opposed amendments to Policy 16.1.1.8 

sought by Mahaanui Kurataio Limited and Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu.  

POLICY 16.1.1.8 – MEDIATED AGREEMENT 

5 LPC attended mediation with Christchurch City Council and the 

Crown (Parties) on the provisions referred to above.  

6 Mahaanui Kurataio Limited and Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu did not 

attend in support of the amendments they sought to Policy 16.1.1.8. 

7 The Parties agreed at that mediation that Policy 16.1.1.8 should be 

rewritten as follows: 

To enable regionally significant inland port infrastructure to 

operate and develop efficiently and safely through provisions 

that enable port activities while limiting avoiding the 

potential for reverse sensitivity effects associated with 

sensitive landuses.  

8 That position is supported by Mr Mark Stevenson at paragraph 14.8 

of his evidence, with a wider discussion of the issue occurring at 

paragraphs 14.1-14.9.  
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9 LPC supports and adopts that evidence, and will not be presenting 

further evidence on the issue.   

RESOURCE EFFICIENCY RULES 

10 LPC opposes the inclusion of the ‘resource efficiency rules’ in both 

the Industrial and Commercial chapters. LPC submits that the 

proposed rules: 

10.1 Do not serve a resource management purpose;  

10.2 Are contrary to Objective 3.3.2(a) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter and the Statement of Expectations; and 

10.3 The Building Act and Building Code are the appropriate place 

for such matters to be covered.  

11 LPC will not, however, be presenting evidence on this issue.  

CONCLUSION 

12 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 

chapter, it is considered critical that the proposed Plan provisions 

adequately safeguard LPC operations from reverse sensitivity 

effects, and provide for the further development of City Depot. 

13 LPC therefore requests the Hearing Panel accepts the relief sought 

in LPC’s submission and further submission. 

 

Dated:  8 October 2015 

 

 

_______________________________ 

JM Appleyard  

Counsel for Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

 


