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Introduction 

1. The Crown relies on its opening submissions.  Its key conclusions in those 

submissions have not been altered over the course of the hearing.  The 

Crown supports the version of the Industrial and Commercial Proposals 

appended to the evidence in chief of Mr Stevenson with two exceptions: 

(a) deletion of the resource efficiency provisions;1 and 

(b) amendments to address landscaping around Harewood school, as set 

out in the mediation agreement.2 

2. These closing submissions address key topics during the hearing, namely: 

(a) proposed rezonings within the Greenfield Industrial (Avonhead) area; 

(b) proposed rezonings outside identified priority areas; 

(c) Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road); 

(d) integration with Stage 1 provisions; and 

(e) resource and efficiency standards. 

Proposed rezonings within Greenfield Industrial (Avonhead) area 

3. In the Greenfield Industrial (Avonhead) Area, the Crown opposes: 

(a) submission 22783 which seeks rezoning from the notified Rural Urban 

Fringe to an Industrial Zone for land between Russley Road and 

Hawthornden Road ("Area 3 West"); and 

(b) submission 21834 which seeks a rezoning of notified Rural Urban 

Fringe to Industrial General (or similar) for land adjacent to 

Hawthornden Road ("Area 3 East"). 

Relevant objective and policies  

4. The Crown submits that these proposed rezonings do not give effect to 

relevant transport-related objective and policies in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement ("RPS"), as detailed below. 

                                                
1
 Namely 15.7.1 and 16.8 in Proposals 15 and 16. 

2
 Mediation agreement dated 24 September 2015 between the Crown, the Council and the Board of Trustees of 

Harewood School. See also paragraph 13 of the Crown's opening submissions. 
3
 LH Hsiu-Ying and Hsi-Chang, DG and SE Wilson, J and T Martin. 

4
 Equus Trust. 
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5. Objective 6.2.4 Integration of transport infrastructure and land use provides: 

Prioritise the planning of transport infrastructure …. while: 

(1) managing network congestion; 

(2) reducing dependence on private motor vehicles;… 

(4) promoting the use of active and public transport modes; … 

(6) enhancing transport safety. 

6. Policy 6.3.4 Transport effectiveness provides: 

Ensure that an efficient and effective transport network that supports 
business and residential recovery is restored…by: 

(1) avoiding development that will overload strategic freight routes; 

(2) providing patterns of development that optimise use of existing 
network capacity and ensuring that, where possible, new building 
projects support increased uptake of active and public transport, 
and provide opportunities for modal choice; 

(3) providing opportunities for travel demand management; 

(4) requiring integrated transport assessment for substantial 
developments; and 

(5) improving road user safety. 

7. Policy 6.3.5 Integration of land use and infrastructure provides: 

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the integration of 
land use development with infrastructure by:… 

(2) Ensuring that the nature, timing and sequencing of new 
development are co-ordinated with the development, funding, 
implementation and operation of transport and other 
infrastructure in order to: 

(a) optimise the efficient and affordable provision of both the 
development and the infrastructure; 

(d) ensure new development does not occur until provision for 
appropriate infrastructure is in place; 

(3) Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of 
infrastructure, including transport corridors, is maintained, and the 
ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is retained… 

8. The above objective and policies require that the effects of the land use or 

development permitted by the proposed rezonings be considered in terms of 

safety, their effect on the effective functioning of transport corridors/managing 

network congestion, and the extent to which dependence on private motor 

vehicles is reduced.  Each of these topics is discussed below. 
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Safety 

9. The evidence shows that road user safety is not improved by the proposed 

rezonings (Policy 6.3.4 (5)). 

10. Mr Clark's opinion is that, even though there is technical compliance with the 

AustRoads guide, it has not been demonstrated that safe access can be 

provided to the Area 3 West site from the Southern Airport Access 

interchange Loop Road, which is currently under construction.5  Mr Clark 

expressed this concern as follows:6 

My concern is that a driver coming off an 80 km per hour limit, 
decelerating around the tight turn, may not have time to safely adjust to 
conditions of this unusual expressway off-ramp layout, including an 
intersection as they finish going around the bend. 

11. Mr Penny agreed with Mr Clark's concerns about safety.
7
  Mr Penny was 

not 100 percent convinced that the appropriate guidelines and standards had 

been met yet, as the final detailed design has not been done - I'm not 

convinced they are at the moment but they could possibly be.8  Mr Penny 

explained this qualification by noting that the solid median served to possibly 

prevent vehicles entering the other side of the loop road due to the tight 

bend.9  The design would have to be modified to move the barrier further to 

the east because that barrier is in the deceleration lane for the right turn lane.  

This would involve moving the intersection outside the designation.10 

12. Mr Carr said this was the only expressway off-ramp layout of this 

configuration that he knew of.11 

13. As confirmed by Mr Carr under re-examination, Mr Carr's proposed design 

has sight lines which require areas to be kept clear beyond the designated 

boundary:12 

MR ALLEN:  Just again – and you made it clear with your figure 3 and 

figure 4 – those sight lines require areas to be kept clear beyond the 

designated boundary. Is that correct? 

                                                
5
 Mr Clark evidence in chief paragraphs 7.3-7.12 and rebuttal evidence, section 5.  See also transcript p 183. 

6
 Transcript p 184.  

7
 Transcript p 428: I consider that the immediate access intersection, while it could probably be constructed to 

design standards, is out of context on an expressway loop ramp. Perhaps I could just add there my concern in that 
issue is in relation to safety rather than efficiency. There won’t be any capacity problems but it is a safety issue. 
8
 Transcript p 440. 

9
 In cross examination Mr Carr also said that a purpose for the median would be to avoid "crossover accidents" 

Transcript p 250/1-5. 
10

 Transcript p 441/5-15. 
11

 Transcript p 252/10-15 (cross examination of Mr Carr). 
12

 Transcript p 258/40-45.  See also cross examination of Mr Carr: Transcript p 251/20-25. 
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MR CARR:  Yes, beyond the proposed designation, yes. 

14. Mr Carr conceded that although there is room for one 20 m truck in the right-

turn lane, if a second vehicle is queuing it might tail back into the traffic 

lane.13  He also explained how no safety audit had been undertaken of the 

intersection proposed in his rebuttal evidence.14  

Effective functioning of transport corridors / managing network congestion 

15. The proposed rezonings do not integrate land use and infrastructure (Policy 

6.3.5) or manage network congestion (Objective 6.2.4). 

16. Both proposed rezonings may, in combination with other developments in the 

area (notably Area 2 and the MAIL site), create adverse effects on the 

Western Corridor and, in particular, the Russley Road / Memorial Avenue 

interchange.15  Mr Clark explained how the rezoning of Area 3 West had 

greater effects proportionally on the State highway than industrial zoning 

elsewhere of a similar size and use, as all vehicles leaving the site have to 

use the State highway.16   

17. Under cross examination Mr Milne accepted that: 

(a) key intersections along the Western Corridor, such as Yaldhurst and 

Harewood, are predicted to be under strain by 2026;17 

(b) with Areas 2 and 3, the modelling shows the rezoning proposals would 

increase capacity issues, especially in Area 2;18 and 

(c) for these proposed rezonings the only cumulative modelling has 

assumed a through route across Area 3, and such a through route is 

not supported by any of the experts.19  

18. Mr Clark's evidence is that the Memorial Avenue interchange is predicted to 

be approaching practical capacity by 202620 and he is concerned that 

congestion may develop at that interchange.  Following completion of the 

                                                
13

 Transcript p 259. 
14

 Transcript p 248/15-20. 
15

 Mr Clark evidence in chief paragraphs 7.3-7.12 (in respect of submission 2278); 7.13-7.17 (in respect of 
submission 2183); and rebuttal evidence, section 4. 
16

 Transcript p 185. This point is agreed by all expert witnesses (see eg third and fourth bullet points in the Expert 
Conferencing statement of conferencing that occurred on 24 September 2015).   If, despite the Crown's 
submission, the Panel allows the rezonings the Crown submits that it should be subject to a rule that there is no 
through road from the SAA loop road, in accordance with the agreed position of the traffic experts (see third bullet 
point in the Expert Conferencing statement of conferencing that occurred on 24 September 2015. Mr Milne would 
support a rule that would prevent the creation of such a through road: Transcript p 78.  
17

 Transcript p 76-77. Note the transcript incorrectly refers to Hazelwood. 
18

 Transcript p 77/35-40. 
19

 Transcript p 77-78. 
20

 Transcript, p 189/8-21. 
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Russley Road Project, the signalised intersections within the interchange will 

represent the largest interchange in Christchurch and it is difficult to think of 

any further works that could be delivered in the future to mitigate and adverse 

effects from the proposed rezonings at this intersection, that is unless we 

create a new bypass route.  In other words the interchange will be about as 

big as it gets.21 

19. It is submitted that the proposed rezonings add pressure to intersections, and 

a wider network, already under significant strain.  No mitigation is proffered 

by the rezoning proponents to address this, despite these traffic concerns 

being clearly signalled in the Crown’s submission.  Rather, the approach is to 

leave it to the road controlling authorities (the Transport Agency for the State 

highway; the Council for local roads) to pay for any necessary mitigation.  

This is insufficient to ensure that appropriate infrastructure is in place before 

new development occurs (Policy 6.3.5(2)(d)). 

20. In respect of the State highway, Mr Clark said that little weight could be given 

to the strategic business case.22  Mr Milne agreed that the strategic business 

case is a broad scale first step of potential new development of the western 

corridor, and 

(a) is followed by: 

(1) a programme business case, then  

(2) an indicative business case at which point an assessment is 

made against the National Land Transport Plan and the Regional 

Land Transport Plan and funding may or may not be approved; 

then 

(3) a designation and consenting processes; and 

(b) even after those processes, funding decisions can change.23 

21. As indicated by Mr Clark in the quote in paragraph 18 above, potential 

mitigation for Memorial Avenue interchange would be significant and the 

traffic volumes may require a whole new bypass section of the State highway 

to be built. 

                                                
21

 Transcript p 182-183. 
22

 Transcript p 182/25-20 where Mr Clark said that because future investment is yet to be confirmed, limited weight 
can be given to the strategic business case. 
23

 Transcript p 79-80. 
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Dependence on private motor vehicles be reduced  

22. The proposed rezonings do not reduce dependence on private motor 

vehicles (Objective 6.2.4(2)). 

23. Mr Clark is concerned that the site would be fairly inaccessible for walking, 

cycling and public transport modes.24  Under cross examination, Mr Carr 

acknowledged that:25 

(a) if public transport was to access the Area 3 West site it would use the 

expressway and the State highway; and 

(b) it would be very difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to access the Area 

3 West site unless there was some sort of easement across the land 

towards the east. 

Inconsistency with Policy 6.3.3 

24. The primary issue with the rezoning proposed by submissions 2278 and 

2183 is the lack of an ODP for the whole greenfields priority area.  

Ms Whyte's evidence explained her concern that the lack of an outline 

development plan ("ODP") for the whole greenfield priority area (Greenfield 

Industrial (Avonhead)) meant that the proposed rezonings do not give effect 

to Policy 6.3.3 of the RPS.26 

25. The correct interpretation of Policy 6.3.3, in particular the sequence of events 

and scope for an ODP, was explored at length in the hearing.  

26. The Crown submits that the RPS requires the following sequence of events 

for areas that are identified as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business. 

27. First, the Council makes a decision to rezone land Industrial.  The Crown 

agrees with the Council that land should not automatically be zoned Industrial 

simply because it has been identified as a Greenfield Priority Area - 

Business.27  The decision to rezone must take into account whether such 

rezoning gives effect to other provisions in the RPS including whether the 

rezoning gives effect to Objective 6.2.2(4) of the RPS requiring the rezoning 

of a Greenfield Priority Area - Business to occur at a rate and in locations that 

meet anticipated demand and enables the efficient provision and use of 

                                                
24

 Mr Clark evidence in chief paragraph 7.11. Confirmed under cross examination by Mr Cleary, transcript p 197. 
25

 Transcript p 247-248. 
26

 Ms Whyte evidence in chief paragraphs 5.27 to 5.34.  Ms Harte, in her rebuttal statement of evidence dated 1 
October 2015, provided an ODP which only covers part of the site and in Ms Whyte's opinion lacks key details 
(see Transcript p 216/1-10). 
27

 Council's opening submissions in the Industrial and Commercial hearing, paragraph 2.2 and 2.3. 
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network infrastructure.  Ms Whyte's evidence was that it would be consistent 

with the Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP") to zone business priority areas over time as infrastructure is 

available.28 

28. The Council must prepare an ODP prior to, or at the same time as, rezoning 

the land.29 

29. The ODP must be prepared as a single plan for the whole of the greenfield 

priority area.30 

30. The ODP can allow for staged subdivision and development31 but, to the 

extent relevant, must show principal through roads, connections with 

surrounding road networks.32  The ODP must also: 

(a) document the infrastructure required;33 

(b) demonstrate how effective provision is made for a range of transport 

options;34 and 

(c) show how other potential adverse effects on and/or from nearby 

existing or designated strategic infrastructure will be avoided, remedied 

or appropriately mitigated.35 

31. These transport considerations are of sufficient importance that they cannot 

be 'left until later' and solutions must be shown (to the degree specified in 

Policy 6.3.3) in the ODP. 

32. Once an ODP is incorporated into a district plan, subdivision can occur.36 

33. In the Crown's submission an ODP has not, and cannot at this late stage in 

the process, be prepared in a way that gives effect to Policy 6.3.3 

requirements.  The ODP does not show how proposed land uses will avoid, 

remedy or appropriately mitigate adverse effects on the State highway (being 

designated strategic infrastructure) as required by Policy 6.3.3(9) and no 

mitigation is proposed. 

                                                
28

 Transcript p 223/20-30. 
29

 Policy 6.3.3, Method 1. 
30

 Policy 6.3.3(1)(a).  The Crown agrees with Mr Bonis' interpretation that this reference to "priority area" means 
"greenfield priority area" (Transcript p 468-469). 
31

 Policy 6.3.3(4) and (7). 
32

 Policy 6.3.3(3)(a). 
33

 Policy 6.3.3 (4). 
34

 Policy 6.3.3 (8). 
35

 Policy 6.3.3(9). 
36

 Policy 6.3.3. 
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Proposed rezonings outside identified priority areas 

34. With the exception of submission 2014, the submissions discussed in this 

section all seek industrial zoning of land that lies outside the urban area that 

are not identified as a Greenfield Priority Area - Business.  The Crown 

submits that greenfield priority areas are the areas identified in the RPS for 

future development.37  Ms Whyte's evidence was that it would be difficult to 

find support in Chapter 6 for urban development outside the urban 

boundary.38   

35. While the LURP is currently under review (decisions on the review expected 

prior to Christmas 2015)for the reasons set out in the Crown's opening 

submissions in the Stage 2 Residential Proposal,39 there is no certainty that 

following the review, changes will be made to the appropriate documents 

before the Hearings Panel is required to make its decisions pursuant to the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014.  The Crown agrees with the view expressed by Judge Hassan in this 

hearing that:
40

 

… regardless of how a person perceives whether a Regional Policy 
Statement will be changed through a review to the LURP or not, [the 
current RPS] is the statutory document that is before us that we must 
give effect to and it would be an error of law for us to give it a different 
weighting or not give effect to it or ignore it in part on the basis of a 
potential for it to change through a later process. 

36. Moreover, these submissions seeking new industrial land outside the urban 

area have not been shown to give effect to the provisions of the RPS which 

require the integration of infrastructure and development.41  

Submissions 2014 and 2440 

37. The Crown opposes the increased provision of commercial uses in the 

Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road) as sought by Greg and Kathryn 

Corston (submission 2440).42  Mr Corston spoke to his submission,43 but did 

not: 

(a) explain how the provision of non-ancillary retail is consistent with the 

policy direction as expressed in Proposal 16 and the framework 

                                                
37

 RPS Policy 6.3.1 is clear that there is not to be any expansion of urban activities outside of the extent of urban 
development identified on Map A to the RPS. 
38

 Transcript pp 219-220. 
39

 See further the Crown's opening submissions in the Stage 2 residential proposal, paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17. 
40

 Transcript p 324/15-25. 
41

 See Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 of the RPS. 
42

 Corston submission 2440. 
43

 Transcript pages 473-478. 
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provided within Proposal 15 for enabling commercial activities in 

identified centres; or 

(b) explain the transport effects of such zoning on the Western Corridor; or 

(c) provide any section 32 analysis.  

38. Further, as set out in Mr Clark’s evidence, there is a risk that development in 

the Industrial Park Zone (Wairakei Road) generally, and potentially 

exacerbated by the further proposed rezoning, assumes that uncommitted 

future works along the Western Corridor will come forward at the appropriate 

time.44  This is relevant to the consideration of the cumulative effects of this 

and any other rezonings proposed along the Western Corridor. 

39. Submissions 2014 and 2440 both seek rezoning of land that adjoins 

Harewood Road.  If the Hearings Panel confirms the rezonings sought by 

submissions 2014 and 2440 on Harewood Road, the Crown submits that the 

rule restricting access to Harewood Rood as proposed in the notified 

proposal must be retained to avoid or mitigate adverse effects on the State 

highway.45 

Submissions 2234 and 2459 

40. Submissions 2234 (West Prestons Group) and 2459 (McLauchlin) seek that 

Marshlands Road be rezoned from the notified Rural Urban Fringe zoning to 

a 'Business' zoning.46  As explained in the Crown's opening submissions, the 

Crown considers that the proposed business zoning is inconsistent with the 

current policy direction as expressed in Proposal 16 and the centres 

approach which is the framework provided within Proposal 15.47  No 

evidence was provided on behalf of these submitters.  

Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) 

41. The Crown supports the Industrial Heavy Zone (Springs Road) proposed 

rules.  In particular, the Crown supports access from the site onto Springs 

Road being restricted to the Southern edge of the site, as explained in Mr 

                                                
44

 Mr Clark evidence in chief paragraphs 6.4 to 6.8. 
45

 See further the Crown's opening submissions, paragraph 16.  This point was also explained by Ms Whyte in the 
hearing: Transcript p 208/35-40. 
46

 Specifically, submission 2234 sought that the two northern most blocks with frontage to Marshlands Road be 
rezoned; submission 2459 was in respect of 458 Marshlands Road.  
47

 See paragraph 23 of the Crown's opening submissions.  Mr Stevenson's evidence in chief (paragraph 18.6) also 
notes the absence of any evidence to support the need for an additional commercial area 
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Clark's evidence and now shown in Appendix 16.3.3 Industrial Heavy zone 

(Springs Road) Outline Development Plan.48  

Integration with Stage 1 provisions 

42. The Council and the Crown seek that consistency with Stage 1 provisions be 

achieved by adopting the provisions attached to the Council's closing 

submissions in the Stage 1 Industrial and Commercial hearing.49  No 

evidence was presented over the course of the hearing against this 

submission. 

Resource and energy efficiency standards 

43. The Crown seeks the removal of Resource and Energy Efficiency Standards 

(provisions 15.7.1 and 16.8) from Proposals 15 and 16, for the reasons given 

by Mr Klein50 and Ms Whyte.51  Numerous submitters also support the 

removal of these provisions.52  The Council's own planner, Mr Stevenson, 

supports their removal.53  Mr Phillips, planner for Scentre (New Zealand) 

Limited and NPT Limited, also gave evidence seeking the removal of these 

provisions.54  

44. Only Generation Zero provided (non-expert) evidence seeking the retention 

of these provisions.  Generation Zero seeks additional provisions with 

respect to heating, ventilation and air conditioning standards.55  

45. Section 18 of the Building Act 2004 stipulates that building work is not 

required to achieve performance criteria that are additional to, or more 

restrictive than the Building Code, unless there is an express provision to the 

contrary in another Act.  Mr Klein's evidence explained how the proposed 

standards are additional to or more restrictive than the Building Code.56 

                                                
48

 Mr Clark evidence in chief paragraph 9.3.  
49

 Ms Whyte evidence in chief paragraphs 5.3-5.6; Mr Stevenson evidence in chief section 9. 
50

 Mr Klein's evidence in chief draws upon his previous statement of evidence dated 20 March 2015 in Stage 1 
Residential Hearing: Life stage and water and efficiency standards and consenting issues. 
51

 No party cross examined either witness on this point. 
52

 For example, Lyttleton Port Company, Christchurch International Airport Limited, Z Energy Limited, BP Oil 
Limited and Mobil Oil NZ Limited, Bunnings, Progressives, Kiwi Property Group Limited and Kiwi Property 
Holdings Limited. 
53

 Evidence in chief of Mr Stevenson paragraph 10.1. 
54

 Evidence in chief of Mr Phillips (planning) on behalf of Scentre (New Zealand) Limited and NPT Limited dated 
17 September 2015.  
55

 As set out in the evidence in chief of Mr Muir on behalf of Generation Zero (undated) section 2, proposed 
changes to Rule 16.8.1.2 Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning.  The Crown acknowledges that those 
additional provisions do not apply to industrial activity, warehousing and distribution activities or service industry. 
However, its broader arguments in opposition to the resource efficiency standards apply equally to the additional 
changes sought by Generation Zero.  
56

 Mr Klein evidence in chief, 17 September 2015, section 7. 
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46. Notwithstanding section 18, caselaw shows that there may be limited 

instances allowing the Building Code to be exceeded when resource 

management considerations justify such a departure.  Whether a provision is 

within the remit of a consent authority, or should be dealt with under the 

Building Act, turns on whether the provision is for Building Act purpose or is 

for a resource management purpose.57  As stated by the High Court in 

Christchurch International Airport v Christchurch City Council:58 

The Council, under the guise of resource management control, may not 

impose a requirement affecting the structure unless such requirement 

is appropriate and necessary for resource management purposes. 

47. During Mr Muir's (non-expert) evidence for Generation Zero Judge Hassen 

asked whether the proposed provisions were within the scope and purpose 

and design of the Building Act.59  Mr Muir's response was equivocal.60 

48. The Crown submits that the purposes of the Building Act are sufficiently 

broad to encompass the issues sought to be addressed by the proposed 

standards.  The Building Act has two purposes which are relevant to the 

proposed standards: 

Building have attributes that contribute appropriately to the health, 

physical independence, and well-being of the people who use them 

(section 3(a)(ii)) 

Buildings are designed, constructed, and able to be used in ways that 

promote sustainable development (section 3(a)(iv)).61 

49. According to the section 32 analysis the proposed standards seek to address 

two issues, namely: 62 

1. The quality of commercial buildings in industrial zones 

Poorly designed and constructed buildings are inefficient to 

operate, create unhealthy working environments and may adversely 

affect the amenity of the site and its surroundings. (Emphasis 

added.) 
                                                
57

 As referenced in paragraphs 36 to 52 of the opening submissions for Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Nga Rūnanga 
and Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd on the Stage 1 Residential Proposal. The Crown adopts those submissions, insofar as 
they are relevant to the proposed standards in these proceedings. 
58

 Christchurch International Airport v Christchurch City Council [1997] 1 NZLR 573 at 576 (per Tipping J). 
59

 Transcript, p 390/30-40 and p 391/1-20. 
60

 Transcript p 391. 
61

 "Sustainable development" is not defined in the Building Act (or any Act) and should be given a wide and 
ordinary meaning. 
62

 Chapter 16 Industrial Zones section 32 analysis, p 35 (there is equivalent provision in the Commercial Zones 
section 32 analysis). 
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2. Environmental impacts of commercial and industrial buildings/space 

Existing and new buildings can be designed and constructed in a 

manner that requires more energy and water to operate and may 

result in additional waste than is necessary… 

50. The first issue is clearly within the section 3(a)(ii) purpose of the Building Act.  

The second issue is within the sustainable development section 3(a)(iv) 

purpose.  If the Government wishes to increase the building standards to 

promote resource efficiency, the purpose of the Building Act is sufficiently 

broad to enable that. 

51. In the alternative, if the standards are found to be imposed, instead, for a 

legitimate resource management purpose, the standards have not been 

shown to be appropriate and necessary to justify a departure from the 

Building Code.  Neither Generation Zero nor the Council have provided a 

robust section 32 analysis.  Concrete cost benefit analysis of the proposed 

changes is required to meet section 32 requirements. 

52. To the contrary, evidence from submitters explained how the standards 

would be likely to be onerous to administer and would add an unnecessary 

and unreasonable layer of complexity, delay, cost and uncertainty to the 

process of undertaking development.  

53. Ms Whyte, Mr Phillips and Mr Stevenson highlighted inconsistencies between 

the standards and Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.5 and 3.3.11 of the Statement 

of Expectations.63  It is submitted that the standards do not meet the 

applicable statutory and planning tests. 

 
DATED 20 October 2015 
 

  

David Allen / Julia White 
Counsel for the Crown  

                                                
63

 See, eg, evidence in chief of Mr Phillips (planning) on behalf of Scentre (New Zealand) Limited and NPT Limited 
dated 17 September 2015, paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3. 


