30 October 2026
Centre for Sustainable Finance
Via email: taxonomy@sustainablefinance.nz 

Re: Submission on the Aotearoa New Zealand Sustainable Finance Taxonomy (NZ Taxonomy): Construction and Buildings criteria
1. Introduction
1.1 [Insert business/organisation name] welcomes the opportunity to submit on the Aotearoa New Zealand Sustainable Finance Taxonomy (NZ Taxonomy): Construction and Buildings criteria (“the draft criteria”).
1.2 [Optional: Insert context about who/what your organisation is]
1.3 [Insert business/organisation name] supports the intent of the Taxonomy to direct capital towards credible, climate-aligned activities. However, we have concerns that the draft criteria is currently too technical and prescriptive, and needs to be simpler, more practical and better aligned with local market conditions to encourage voluntary uptake.
2. Recommendations
2.1 [Insert business/organisation name] recommends that the draft criteria: 
· Is made clearer, simpler and outcome-focused;
· Ensure thresholds reflect New Zealand market conditions;
· Recognise the challenges of existing buildings and the transition pathway;
· Make evidence and compliance requirements proportionate; and
· Provide certainty for long-term property decisions.
3. Make the criteria clearer, simpler and outcome-focused
3.1 The draft criteria set technical requirements for buildings and construction activities to demonstrate alignment with the Taxonomy’s environmental objectives. These include performance thresholds, assessment methods and additional evidence requirements.
3.2 Some requirements may be more prescriptive or complex than necessary to demonstrate the intended environmental outcomes. This could increase assessment costs and administrative burden, particularly where existing industry tools, certifications or established practices already provide relevant evidence.
3.3 The criteria should focus on measurable environmental outcomes and allow flexibility in how these are demonstrated. Established rating tools and certification schemes, including Green Star, should be recognised where they provide equivalent evidence of environmental performance. This would reduce duplicated assessments, costs and administrative burden.
3.4 Additional assessments and reporting should only be required where they provide meaningful evidence beyond what existing tools and processes already capture. Requirements such as EV charging should respond to building type and intended use, rather than being mandatory for every building regardless of need or practicality.
4. Ensure thresholds reflect New Zealand market conditions
4.1 The draft criteria should take a clearer, more outcome-focused approach, concentrating on the environmental outcomes the Taxonomy is intended to support rather than prescribing requirements that may not be appropriate or achievable in every circumstance. Requirements should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the activity, recognising differences between building types, project sizes and locations. They should also reflect New Zealand’s market conditions, available data, infrastructure and industry readiness. 
4.2 The Taxonomy’s performance thresholds and technical requirements need to reflect New Zealand’s building stock, available data, infrastructure and industry readiness. While overseas benchmarks can provide a useful starting point, they should be tested against local conditions before being adopted. Requirements that are too ambitious or difficult to meet with currently available technologies and services could exclude otherwise credible activities and discourage uptake.
4.3 This is particularly important where the draft sets specific performance thresholds or technical requirements:
· Energy performance: The proposed 5.5-star NABERSNZ threshold for existing office buildings should initially be reduced to 5 stars, with a clear pathway to increase the threshold over time as building performance improves and the market develops.
· Embodied carbon: Assessment requirements should be proportionate to project size and cost, with applicability thresholds informed by New Zealand data. Existing assessment processes should be recognised where they provide equivalent evidence.
· Refrigerants: Limits should reflect the availability, cost, safety and practical suitability of lower-global-warming-potential alternatives in New Zealand. Fixed limits should not be introduced before suitable alternatives are commercially and technically viable.
· Construction and demolition waste: Diversion requirements should reflect regional recovery infrastructure and capacity. Targets should not disadvantage projects in areas where suitable facilities are unavailable.
· [These are only a few examples. You can add any other examples of performance thresholds or technical requirements that may be impractical or inappropriate for your organisation, explaining why and suggesting changes to better reflect New Zealand market conditions.]

4.4 More broadly, thresholds should be evidence-based, proportionate to the scale and nature of the activity, and reviewed as the market develops. Where data or market readiness is limited, a staged approach should be adopted, with requirements strengthened over time as capability and infrastructure improve.
5. Recognise the challenges of existing buildings and the transition pathway
5.1 The draft criteria establish requirements for both new developments and existing buildings, including energy performance requirements and measures intended to support emissions reductions.
5.2 Existing buildings face different constraints from new developments. Upgrades can involve significant cost, technical limitations, tenant disruption and dependencies on infrastructure or available technologies. Requirements that do not account for these differences could make it harder to improve existing buildings or access transition finance.
5.3 The criteria should distinguish between new and existing buildings where appropriate and provide credible, achievable pathways for improving performance over time.
5.4 The criteria should allow existing buildings to improve performance progressively, recognising equipment replacement cycles, tenant disruption, infrastructure constraints and the cost of major upgrades. They should also allow for building-specific and location-specific climate risk assessments, rather than relying on a prescriptive adaptation and resilience whitelist that may not reflect the risks facing every building or location.
6. Make evidence and compliance requirements proportionate
6.1 The draft criteria include technical, reporting, verification and environmental safeguards covering areas such as embodied carbon, refrigerants, construction and demolition waste, and material sourcing.
6.2 The cost and availability of information, verification and supporting infrastructure vary across projects and regions. Applying the same level of detail or compliance burden to every activity may be disproportionate, particularly for smaller projects or where reliable data and practical alternatives are not yet readily available.
6.3 Requirements should be proportionate to the scale and impact of the activity, the quality of available evidence and the maturity of the market. The criteria should recognise equivalent evidence and existing processes where appropriate.
6.4 Clear and consistent guidance should specify acceptable evidence, assessment methods and verification requirements. Existing evidence should be accepted where it demonstrates equivalent outcomes, avoiding unnecessary assessment costs.
7. Provide certainty for long-term property decisions
7.1 Property development, investment and financing decisions often span several years. Uncertainty about which criteria apply, when requirements take effect or how changes will affect projects already underway could create additional costs and make investment decisions more difficult.
7.2 The final Taxonomy should clearly define which version of the criteria applies and the date at which compliance is assessed. Transitional arrangements should recognise projects that have already made significant investment, financing, procurement or consent decisions in reliance on the applicable criteria.
7.3 Changes to thresholds and technical requirements should be evidence-based, announced well in advance and phased in over a reasonable period. Requirements should not be applied retrospectively to decisions already made in good faith under an earlier version of the Taxonomy.
7.4 Conclusion
7.5 [Insert business/organisation name] thanks the Centre for Sustainable Finance for the opportunity to submit on the Aotearoa New Zealand Sustainable Finance Taxonomy (NZ Taxonomy): Construction and Buildings criteria. 
7.6 The Taxonomy has the potential to support credible sustainable and transition finance for New Zealand’s property and construction sector. To realise this potential, the final criteria needs to balance environmental ambition with practical application.
7.7 We recommend that the draft criteria be refined to be clearer, more outcome-focused, proportionate and responsive to New Zealand market conditions. Recognising established practices, allowing achievable transition pathways and providing certainty will help encourage uptake while maintaining the credibility of the Taxonomy.

Yours sincerely,

[Name]
[Role, Insert business/organisation name]

