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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 Many of LPC’s submission points have been resolved, but matters 
remaining outstanding at the time of evidence preparation were:  

3.1 The wording of the rule on construction noise;  

3.2 Industrial Zone noise limits; and 

3.3 Lighting and glare provisions.  

4 CCC’s rebuttal evidence has satisfactorily resolved the first of these 
matters. 

5 LPC is calling evidence on the two outstanding matters from : 

5.1 Mr Andrew Purves (planning, with a focus on the lighting 
and glare provisions); and 

5.2 Mr Nevil Hegley (noise). 

6 LPC is hopeful, however, that agreement will be able to be reached 
with CCC on at least some of the lighting and glare issues before 
that topic is heard.  

SUBMISSIONS 

Noise 
7 LPC has sought an increase in the noise limits applying to the 

Industrial General and Industrial Heavy Zones: 

7.1 From 65dB LAeq to 70dB LAeq in Industrial General zones; and 

7.2 From 65dB LAeq to 75dB LAeq in Industrial Heavy Zones.  

8 In LPC’s submission, the changes provide appropriately for: 
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8.1 The purpose of Industrial Zones; 

8.2 Realistic noise levels emitted by industry; 

8.3 Industry operating within Industrial Zones at night time as a 
permitted activity; and 

8.4 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2(a) that seeks to minimise 
transaction costs and reliance on resource consents.   

9 LPC submits that protection is still afforded to residential amenity 
through rules providing for noise limits at zone boundaries.  

10 Mr Hegley supports this position, with reference to AS/NZS2107 
and the practical effect on LPC’s CityDepot operation. He will discuss 
this further in his evidence. 

Lighting and Glare 
11 As outlined above, LPC is hopeful that agreement can be reached 

with CCC on lighting and glare issues before evidence is presented.  

12 LPC considers that any agreement reached would result in 
provisions more similar to those in the notified version of Chapter 6 
than the provisions adopted by CCC in the revised versions.  

13 This would resolve LPC’s concern that the revised lighting and glare 
provisions are significantly different from that notified, and that the 
changes have been made without the scope to do so.  

14 Should agreement not be reached, however, LPC submits: 

14.1 The suite of numerical standards now included in the 
provisions are a significant departure from the notified 
provisions; 

14.2 Persons reading the notified rules (particularly 6.3.2.2.1 (P1) 
and 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) would not have anticipated the changes 
that have now been made by CCC; and 

14.3 Such significant changes made in such a short period of time 
suggests there has been limited evaluation of the limits and 
the impact they may have on industry; and 

14.4 No submitter has sought the change from activity specific 
standards to numerical standards for glare.  

15 LPC will update the Panel on the position reached prior to the 
presentation of Mr Purves’ evidence.  
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CONCLUSION 

16 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.   

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

 

Dated:  11 March 2016 

 

 

_______________________________ 
JM Appleyard  
Counsel for Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

 


