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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Kevin Michael Bligh.   

1.2 I am a Senior Planner at Golder Associates (NZ) Limited (Golder), a ground 

engineering and environmental consultancy firm.  I have been employed in this role 

since May 2012. 

1.3 My qualifications, experience and involvement providing planning advice to Gelita (NZ) 

Limited (Gelita) in relation to an application being processed by the Canterbury 

Regional Council and with submissions on the proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (CRDP) were outlined in my earlier set of evidence prepared for this 

Hearings Panel.  I have not provided this information again within this evidence. 

1.4 Whilst this is a Council Hearing, I acknowledge that I have read and am familiar with the 

Environment Court's Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the 

Environment Court updated Practice Note 2014, and agree to comply with it.  My 

qualifications as an expert are set out above.  Other than where I state that I am relying 

on the advice of another person, I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 

evidence are within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 Gelita’s submission was generally supportive of the industrial provisions, and 

associated zoning proposal, contained in Chapter 16 of the CRDP.  However, in order 

to ensure that the City’s future resource management approach for industrial land uses 

continues to appropriately provide for such activities, Gelita requested a number of 

amendments to the CRDP.  In preparing the submission, Gelita also sought to ensure 

that industrial activities were permitted in industrial zones that reflected the past extent 

of the Business 5 zone.   

2.2 Gelita’s submission has generally been rejected with a couple of exceptions.  These 

include retaining the IH zoning of the Gelita site, and in the IH zone amending the 

activity status of heavy industrial activities to permitted, while retaining non-complying 

activity status for activities not specifically accommodated by rules in the zone.  These 

provisions, as amended, are supported. 

2.3 There are still a number of changes that I consider need to be made to the industrial 

provisions of the CRDP, particularly following the amendments that have arisen as a 

result of other submissions.  I consider that the current proposed amendments are too 
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restrictive on industrial activities and too accommodating for other activities.  This 

should not be the case within industrial zones. 

2.4 My proposed amendments to Chapter 16 of the CRDP are outlined in Sections 6 and 7 

of my evidence.  The key changes I propose are as follows: 

(a) Policies 1, 3 and 4 – additions to recognise non-industrial activities which may 

compromise industrial activities should be avoided within the zone, particularly 

the IH zone (paragraphs 7.3 to 7.5). 

(b) Objective 2 and Policy 6 – the exemption whereby brownfield development 

should not have to be considered within the broader policy framework of 

Chapter 16 should be removed, and additional changes to the objective and 

policy are also warranted (paragraphs 7.6 to 7.11). 

(c) Objective 3 – recognising potential reverse sensitivity issues, acknowledgement 

that amenity in adjoining zones should not be adversely affected by new 

industry (rather than lawfully established existing industry) (paragraph 7.12). 

(d) IG zone rules – gymnasium should not be permitted activities; food and 

beverage outlets should be subject to the conditions; residential, retail and 

office activities on brownfield sites should not be exempt from public 

notification; activities not provided specifically by other rules should be non-

complying rather than discretionary; and, heavy industrial activities should be 

discretionary activities (or restricted discretionary) rather than non-complying 

(paragraphs 7.13 to 7.15). 

(e) IH zone rules – Trade and industry training facilities, service stations, public 

transport facilities, food and beverage outlets and gymnasiums should not be 

permitted activities in this zone; and, discretionary activity status is appropriate 

for commercial services but an exception should not be provided whereby such 

applications can be processed on a non-notified basis without any written 

approvals (paragraphs 7.16 to 7.18). 

 

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 My evidence addresses Gelita’s submissions and further submissions relating to the 

industrial provisions of the CRDP (Chapter 16), including matters associated with 

related definitions and zoning.  Gelita did not prepare submissions in relation to the 

commercial provisions of the CRDP. 
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3.2 In preparing this evidence, I have reviewed and considered the following documents: 

(f) The Section 32 Industrial Chapter as publically notified on 27 August 2014 

(Section 32 Report). 

(g) The revised Christchurch City Council (CCC) proposal, provided as a tracked 

changes version of Chapter 16 – Industrial (part) of the CRDP, dated 8 April 

2015. 

(h) Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence, dated 13 April 2015, and associated 

attachments.  

3.3 The focus of my evidence continues to be on ensuring that the CRDP contains resource 

management provisions that appropriately provide for industrial activities, including 

heavy industrial activities such as those carried out by Gelita, within an appropriate 

resource management framework.  That centres on ensuring that such activities occur 

within an appropriately zoned area where the industrial activity is permitted, while also 

ensuring other activities that have the potential to constrain the nature of zone 

operations are not able to occur within and around the zone.   

3.4 My evidence specifically addresses the following matters: 

(a) An overview, based on my opinion, on the purpose of the industrial zones and 

associated planning provisions, and whether or not the provisions of the CRDP 

appropriately provide for industrial activities such as those carried out by Gelita 

(Section 4 of my evidence). 

(b) Gelita’s submissions and further submissions in relation to: 

a. Zoning (and associated planning maps) of industrial areas in Woolston 

(Section 5). 

b. Definitions (Section 6). 

c. The provisions of Chapter 16, namely the policy framework and rules 

that apply to the Industrial General (IG) and Industrial Heavy (IH) 

zones. 

3.5 Except for the matters specifically addressed in Sections 4 to 7 of my evidence, I have 

not made any comment on submission points where:  
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(a) A provision was supported and no significant change has been recommended 

(16.1.1 Objective 1
1
; 16.1.1.4 Policy 5

2
); retaining permitted activity status, 

subject to conditions, for ancillary office and retail activities in the IG zone 

(16.2.2.1 P6 and P13)
3
; retaining permitted activity status for industrial activities 

in the IH Zone (16.3.2.1 P1)
4
; retaining non-complying activity status in the IH 

zone for activities not provided for by other IH zone rules (16.3.2.5 Rule NC1); 

and, IH zoning of the Gelita site itself. 

(b) Gelita’s requested change has generally been supported by Staff (within the IH 

zone making heavy industrial activities a permitted activity, rather than 

discretionary activity (16.3.2.1 P2 and 16.3.2.4)
5
). 

(c) In relation to matters raised in the submission Gelita is willing to accept the 

provisions as now proposed (16.1.3.2 Policy 8 (previously Policy 10)
6
, 

permitted activity status (16.3.2.1 Rule P7) for ancillary retail activities in the IH 

zone). 

3.6 I note that at the time of preparing my evidence I had attended mediation in relation to 

the brownfields objective and policy (Objective 2 and Policy 6).  Although the 

discussions that took place were constructive and have informed my approach to this 

evidence, agreement had not been reached at the time of finalising this evidence. 

 

4. PURPOSE OF THE INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

4.1 In this section of my evidence I take the opportunity to reiterate what I consider the 

purpose of industrial zones, and associated planning provisions, should be.  I then 

outline my concerns about the direction that the CRDP seems to be taking.  In doing so, 

I have had regard to the Section 32 Report prepared for Chapter 16.    

4.2 I acknowledge that the CRDP aims to establish the future resource management 

approach for land use activities in the City, particularly given the impact of the 

Christchurch earthquakes.  However, it is also important that the context and reasons 

for past zoning structures, as reflected within the operative City Plan, are 

recognised.  The City Plan’s zoning, and associated planning provisions, have identified 

where it is appropriate for certain land use activities to occur (or not occur). 

                                           
1
  Submission 1014.23 – p.32 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 

2
  Submission 1014.27 – p.33 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 

3
  Submission `1014.31 – p.98 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence.. 

4
  Submission 1014.35 – p.192 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 

5
  Combination of Submissions 1014.35 and 1014.38 – pp.192 to 193 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 

6
  Submission 1014.30 – p. 33 of Attachment G of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
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4.3 Given the focus of my evidence, it is important to consider the purpose of the Business 

5 zone in the operative City Plan (noting Gelita is located within this zone).  The 

Business 5 zone description and purpose
7
 is: 

“The Business 5 (General Industrial) Zone includes large areas in the Hornby, 

Middleton, Sockburn, Woolston and Bromley areas, and smaller areas at 

Belfast and Papanui.  It is characterised by a wide range of both light and 

heavy industry, processing and warehousing.  …  There is some smaller scale 

industry and retail activity in association with industry, but there is a distinct 

presence of "heavy" industries which, in comparison with other business zones, 

have significant impacts in terms of noise, traffic, building scale, and also 

emissions in some areas.  A lower level of environmental outcomes is 

anticipated within parts of the zone in reflection of its location and character.  In 

most (but not all) locations, the zone is buffered from living zones by Business 

4 Zones.  …  

Environmental results anticipated  

(a)  A diverse range of industrial and service activities.  

(b)  A zone environment with high building density and scale, and large 

outdoor storage areas.  

(c)  Relatively high levels of both light and heavy vehicle generation, and 

rail freight operations associated with parts of the zone.  

(d) Relatively high levels of noise outcomes, particularly in contrast to the 

other zones in the city.  

(e)  A distinctly "industrial" visual environment, dominated by buildings and 

storage, but with provision to gradually improve and enhance street 

scene character upon development or redevelopment, with frontage 

landscaping to mitigate building scale and storage areas.  

(f)  Residential occupation confined to on-site management or security in 

reflection of the higher level of impacts from the dominant industrial 

activities, and which is limited in scale and amenity to protect the extent 

and operation of business activities.  

(g)  A presence of activities requiring storage and use of significant 

amounts of hazardous substances, in reflection of the variety and scale 

of industrial activities.  

(h)   … 

(i)  Retailing activity and its effects limited to the sale of goods produced 

on site in order to avoid the reverse sensitivity effects of incompatible 

activities.  

                                           
7
  Section 1.11 in Part 3, Volume 3 of the City Plan. 
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(j)  …” 

4.4 As noted in Gelita’s submission, the Business 5 zone provides for the heaviest 

industrial activities in the City, including the Gelita site and the majority of surrounding 

business land.  While it is acknowledged that some activities on nearby sites do not 

constitute ‘heavy industry’, the Woolston Business 5 zoning is one of the few areas 

within Christchurch which provides for heavy industrial activities, together with the 

supporting infrastructure required for these activities.   

4.5 Accordingly, I consider it is important that the CRDP continues to provide a planning 

framework that protects industrial areas, particularly heavy industrial areas, and 

provides for industrial activities to establish in these areas.  This includes ensuring that 

land available for a range of industrial development is not unduly restricted, whether by 

the actual reduction of the available land area through rezoning or by providing 

mechanisms whereby activities which cannot sit comfortably alongside heavy industrial 

activities are able to establish in an area.  This principle, in relation to the Woolston 

area generally and Gelita’s operations specifically, underpinned the preparation of 

Gelita’s submission and the matters addressed within my evidence. 

4.6 Given the above context, I now move onto a discussion of the industrial zoning 

provisions in the CRDP generally. 

4.7 The context, including the purpose and scope, of the CRDP’s Industrial chapter is 

described in Section 1 of the Section 32 Report.  Section 1.1 states: 

“A well-functioning and growing industrial sector is fundamental to 

Christchurch’s recovery, and the long-term economic development of the 

Canterbury Region.  The role of the Christchurch District Plan is to assist this 

recovery and ongoing development to occur within an efficient regulatory 

environment …  A parallel role is to ensure that environmental quality is 

maintained and where possible enhanced …”
8
 

4.8 Section 1.2(1) of the Section 32 Report, identifies that the purpose of Chapter 16 is to: 

“a. provide a streamlined, focused and updated framework and process for 

the use and development of industrial areas and the location of new 

industrial activities;  

b. provide certainty and clarity around the rules and standards that apply 

to industrial activities; 

                                           
8
  Section 1.1, paragraph (1), of the section 32 Report. 
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c. provide economic and employment opportunities generated by 

industrial development, and maintaining the city’s natural assets and 

amenity;  

d. match the rate of development with the availability of sewer, water, 

transport and other infrastructure; and 

e. ensure that there is a sufficient supply of suitably located and serviced 

land for a range of industrial uses, including through redevelopment of 

existing industrial areas.” 

4.9 The Section 32 Report further states that the above purpose is not dissimilar to those of 

the operative City Plan, although there are a number of changes identified to assist with 

Canterbury’s recovery.  These are identified as: a refocussing of the objectives and 

policies to specifically recognise and respond to recovery issues and identify 

opportunities to remove unnecessary regulation; update provisions to reflect the 

direction provided for by the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS); and, to streamline provisions
9
.   

4.10 In my opinion, matters (a) to (d) and the initial part of (e), outlined above in paragraph 

4.8, generally reflect the purpose of the industrial provisions of the operative City Plan.  

However, the changes that arise to the industrial provisions of the CRDP in response to 

providing for Canterbury’s recovery (and from submissions) now provide for a range of 

non-industrial development at the potential expense of industrial activities. 

4.11 This is in contrast to the overarching drivers for the industrial chapter of the CRDP, as 

reflected in the Section 32 Report and the objectives and policies of the Chapter 16.  It 

also seems to be in contrast to the relevant policy framework of the CRPS (as 

discussed below) which already reflects recovery needs and drivers as directed by the 

LURP. 

4.12 The CRPS objectives and policies relevant to industrial activities (existing and new 

developments) are attached to my evidence (Attachment A).   

4.13 In relation to land use and infrastructure (Chapter 5), the CRPS’s policy framework 

seeks to provide for sustainable economic development by ensuring that business 

activities, including industrial activities, are located appropriately while ensuring that the 

quality of the environment is maintained or enhanced, that conflict between 

incompatible activities is avoided (Objective 5.2.1) and that the adverse effects of 

development are avoided, remedied or mitigated (Policy 5.3.2).   

                                           
9
  Section 1.2, paragraph 2, of the Section 32 Report. 
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4.14 The specific recovery and rebuild provisions of the CRPS (Chapter 6), seek to ensure, 

with the exception of brownfield areas, that “existing industrial activities are to be used 

primarily for that purposes, rather than as a location for new commercial activities” 

(Objective 6.2.6(2)) and that new commercial activities (not industrial activities) are 

“directed to the City Centre, key Activity Centres and neighbouring centres” (Objective 

6.2.6(3)).  The existing Woolston industrial area (Business 5 zone in the operative City 

Plan) is not identified in LURP as a centre for commercial activities.   

4.15 Objective 6.2.6 is supported by Policy 6.3.6.  Part (6) of this policy identifies that 

existing business zones, namely those in the operative City Plan, provide for a range of 

business activities that depend on the “desired amenity” of the business area (and 

surrounds).  I have previously outlined the purpose and characteristic of the Business 5 

zone (paragraph 4.3).  In addition, Part (8) of this policy seeks to ensure that “reverse 

sensitivity effects and conflicts with incompatible activities are identified and avoided or 

mitigated against”.  To me this includes ensuring that planning provisions, including 

zoning, achieves this (i.e., not just being determined through the resource consent 

process).   

4.16 Policy 6.3.8 outlines the requirements for the regeneration of brownfield land throughout 

the region.  The aim is to encourage and provide for the potential regeneration and 

recovery of existing brownfield areas with residential, mixed-use or business 

development, provided that three descriptive criteria are met.  These criteria require that 

the transport network continues to function in a safe and efficient manner, that there are 

not significant adverse effects on the centres that have been identified as being the 

focus of commercial activities, and that such development does not give rise to 

significant reverse sensitivity effects.  Brownfield redevelopment is therefore not 

something that should occur as of right and at the expense of certain other valid land 

use activities.  This is consistent with the other provisions of the CRPS that more 

generally aim to protect or accommodate existing land use activities. 

4.17 In summary, generally I think that the CRDP, as currently drafted, is inconsistent with 

the relevant objectives and policies of the CRPS (and thus the LURP).  Additionally, it 

does not reflect the reality around the current nature of development in the Woolston 

area, and the purpose of the Business 5 zone as an area for continued industrial 

development.  Rather, it has established a framework whereby land use activities that 

are sensitive and incompatible with industrial activities, particularly heavy industrial 

activities, can establish in the IG and IH zone, potentially at the eventual expense of 

industrial activities - both existing, or those which may seek to appropriately locate 

within these zones in the future.   

4.18 For the above reasons, I consider that a number of changes still need to be made to 

Chapter 16.  These are required to ensure that the CRDP continues to provide for 
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industrial activities which have a functional need to locate within industrial zone.  

Industrial zones should accommodate other activities only where these can occur 

without adversely affecting the ongoing operation and development of industrial 

activities in the zone.  In order to achieve this, specific amendments to the industrial 

provisions of the CRDP are outlined in Sections 6 and 7 below. 

 

5. ZONING (AND PLANNING MAPS) 

Woolston Area – Rezoning IG to IH (Planning Maps 39, 40, 46 and 47) 

5.1 Gelita requested that the IG zone in the Woolston area be rezoned to IH (Planning 

Maps 39, 40, 46 and 47).  This request is recommended for rejection by Mr 

Stevenson
10

.  

5.2 Objective 1 and Policies 1 to 3, in Section 16.1 of the notified version of the CRDP, 

outline the philosophy for zoning land for industrial purposes.  This includes ensuring 

that the “recovery and economic growth of the district’s industry are supported and 

strengthened in existing and new greenfield industrial zones” (16.1.1 Objective 1 – 

emphasis added).  To achieve this, a sufficient supply of industrial land is to be 

maintained while recognising different types of industry and avoiding the need to locate 

industrial activities in non-industrial zones (16.1.1.1 Policy 1).  In addition, the 

redevelopment of existing industrial zones (for example, the Business 5 zone in the 

operative City Plan) for industrial activities is to be encouraged (16.1.1.2 Policy 2).  

Policy 3 (16.1.1.3) then identifies that industrial zones with different functions that cater 

for a range of industrial activities are to be recognised and provided for.   

5.3 Policy 3 identifies the proposed zones as IG, IH and the Industrial Park zone.  Within 

the policy, the IG and IH zones were described as: 

“i. Industrial General Zone 

A. Recognise and provide for industrial activities that can operate 

in close proximity to more sensitive zones due to the nature 

and limited effects of activities including noise, odour, and 

traffic. 

ii. Industrial Heavy Zone 

A. Recognise and provide for industrial activities that generate 

potentially significant effects, including relatively high levels of 

noise, odour, heavy traffic movements, and the presence of 

                                           
10

  Refer to pp. 160 and 161 of Attachment C of Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence.   
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significant amounts of hazardous substances, necessitating 

separation from more sensitive land use activities.” 

5.4 Gelita, in its submission, generally supported the planning approach outlined in 

Objective 1 and Policies 1 to 3 (subject to requested amendments in relation to avoiding 

reverse sensitivity effects on industrial activities).   

5.5 Mr Stevenson in his evidence (Attachment C
11

) rejects Gelita’s request to rezone the IG 

zone to IH on the basis that the IG zone is a buffer to the IH zone.  Mr Stevenson 

considers that extending the IH zone will erode the buffer, introduce the potential for 

more heavy industrial activity within the zone and thus create reverse sensitivity effects 

and other adverse effects inconsistent with the activities already established within the 

existing IG zone and the wider area, which includes residential zones.  Mr Stevenson 

also recommends in response to a submission by Annex Developments Limited (ADL), 

that the Tannery site be identified by a brownfield overlay.  I will discuss this in more 

detail below.  

5.6 Mr Stevenson appears to be of the view that the IG zone’s principle purpose is to act as 

a buffer between the IH zone and adjoining more sensitive zones.  To me, this ignores 

the drivers in Objective 1 and Policies 1 and 2 (16.1 of the CRDP), which aim to ensure 

that industry is able to locate within existing industrial zones (Business 5 in this case), 

that the industrial zoned land area is maintained and that industrial zoning provides for 

industrial activities.  Based on this planning framework (as well as the relevant 

objectives and policies of the CRPS), I do not consider that the primary purpose of the 

IG zone is to act as a buffer.  Its purpose is to provide for industrial activities, albeit 

those with potentially lesser effects than those associated with an IH zone. 

Furthermore, I do not consider that the Section 32 Report has adequately considered 

the implications of the proposed new zoning regime on Business 5 activities
12

.    

5.7 From a planning perspective, I consider that the industrial zoning approach, particularly 

for the Woolston area, does not reflect sound resource management practice in 

ensuring, on a City-wide basis the full range of potential and required land uses 

(including industry) are recognised and provided for.  Rather there seems to be a 

general erosion of industrial zones, with a range of additional constraints being applied 

to industrial activities while more incursions of potentially sensitive activities is being 

provided for into areas previously set aside predominantly for industrial land use 

activities. 

5.8 In this regard, whereas heavy industrial activities could previously locate across the 

whole of the Business 5 zone, they are now effectively restricted to only locating within 

                                           
11

  Refer to pp. 160 to 161 in Attachment C of Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence. 
12

 Section 5.0 of the Section 32 Report. 



12 

1378104258 

the IH zone, while heavy industrial activity within the IG zone is to be considered as a 

non-complying activity.  Furthermore, sites zoned for IH, at least in Woolston, seem to 

correspond with those already being used for this purpose, such as Gelita.  Any new 

heavy industrial activity (at least in Woolston) would therefore be limited to establishing 

within an area zoned IH when a current activity ceases, or would need to seek a 

resource consent as a non-complying activity.  

5.9 I consider this approach to be inappropriate in that it will not provide for future heavy 

industrial activities that may seek to locate within Christchurch, and in particular 

Woolston.  As I have noted above, I do not consider that the Section 32 Report has 

adequately considered the implications of the proposed rezoning in the CRDP, 

particularly on heavy industrial activities.   

5.10 In my experience, the key difference between heavy industrial activities and lighter 

(general) industrial activities is the level of effects they generate.  This is often reflected 

by heavy industry having discharges of contaminants to the environment, or through 

substantially increased noise and traffic effects.   

5.11 Where such a discharge exists, or effects such as traffic and noise exceed certain 

thresholds, there is often a need to obtain resource consent for a discretionary activity 

either under a regional plan, or other provisions within the district plan.    

5.12 Therefore, while I can in principle accept the approach to splitting the industrial zone 

into IG and IH, as a minimum I consider that heavy industrial activities should be 

provided for within the IG zone as a discretionary activity, or more preferably a 

restricted discretionary activity.   

 

Brownfield Overlays 

5.13 As noted above, in response to a submission
13

 from ADL Mr Stevenson has 

recommended that the Tannery site owned by ADL be identified with a brownfield 

overlay.  The Tannery development site is located within the IG zone in the Woolston 

area.   

5.14 In further submissions, Gelita opposed ADL’s submission on the basis that providing for 

unrestricted retailing, offices and food beverage outlets within the brownfield site 

associated with the Tannery means that potentially additional sensitive development, 

beyond those authorised by way of resource consent, could be established within the 

site.  Such additional development has the potential to compromise the viability of the 

                                           
13

  Paragraphs 7.18 to 7.20 of Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence and pp. 172 and 173 in Attachment C of Mr 
Stevenson’s planning evidence 
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surrounding industrial zone (as evident by ADL’s submission in opposition to an 

application by Gelita to change the conditions of Gelita’s resource consent to discharge 

contaminants to air from its site).  

5.15 Mr Stevenson recommends partly accepting the ADL submission by placing a 

brownfield overlay on the planning maps (as shown on the map attached to my 

evidence – Attachment B).  Mr Stevenson considers this is consistent with the 

requirements of Method 2 of Policy 6.3.8 of the CRPS which identifies that brownfield 

sites appropriate for redevelopment should be identified in district plans.  This approach 

means that the underlying IG zoning is retained while allowing provisions for specific 

‘brownfields developments’, in accordance with the relevant policy framework and any 

associated rules, to provide for development within these sites.   

5.16 Alongside the inclusion of the brownfield overlay, changes are proposed to provide for 

residential, retailing and office activities within brownfield areas within the IH zone as a 

discretionary activity, and that retailing in accordance with the limits of resource 

consents held by ADL be provided for on the Tannery site as a permitted activity.   

5.17 While I do not consider the brownfield overlay to be strictly necessary for the Tannery 

site, considering it is already consented, I accept that it may provide a degree of further 

clarity for resource users.   

5.18 However, the implications of the overlay, in terms of what it means for potential land 

use development activities continues to be a concern as there is the potential that 

further sensitive activities, beyond already consented retailing, may be able to establish 

in relatively close proximity to industrial activities, thus leading to reverse sensitivity 

effects. I discuss these matters further in Section 7 of my evidence.  

 

6. DEFINITIONS 

Introduction 

6.1 This section of my evidence discusses amendments requested by Gelita in relation to 

the definitions for ‘ancillary office activity’, ‘noxious or offensive activity’ and ‘sensitive 

activities’.  I presented evidence at the Strategic Outcomes and Strategic Directions 

hearing in relation to the definitions for ‘brownfield’, ‘industrial activity’ and ‘reverse 

sensitivity’ and therefore these definitions are not assessed further.   

6.2 With respect to Gelita’s submission points, I consider that it is not necessary to continue 

to seek the change originally sought with respect to sensitive activities owing to 



14 

1378104258 

changes recommended by Chapter 16.  However, I would like to briefly comment on the 

other two definitions.   

Ancillary and Ancillary Office Activity 

6.3 Gelita submitted in support of the definition of ‘ancillary office activity’ on the basis that it 

appropriately provided for offices associated with ‘authorised’ activities at a site and 

requested its retention subject to an amendment.  The requested amendment was to 

replace “permitted or consented”, with “lawfully established activity” as many activities 

occurring at sites within the industrial zones pre-date the Resource Management Act 

1991 (RMA) coming into force.    

6.4 Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence
14

 (Attachment E), in response to other submitters, 

has recommended that a definition for ‘ancillary’, replace the proposed definition for 

‘ancillary office activity’ (and also ‘ancillary retail activity’).  However, the definition still 

fails to recognise ‘lawfully established activity’ referring only to permitted or consented.  

While Gelita is now permitted on its site under other amendments, I consider the 

inclusion of ‘lawfully established activity’ to the new definition would still be appropriate, 

and therefore the definition of ‘ancillary’ should be amended as follows: 

“means any … activity that is incidental to a permitted or consented lawfully 

established activity on the same site”.   

Heavy Industrial Activity / Noxious or Offensive Activity 

6.5 Gelita’s submission sought the deletion of the ‘noxious or offensive activity’ definition 

and an associated change to the definition of ‘industrial activity’ whereby the noxious or 

offensive activity was not excluded from being an industrial activity.   

6.6 Mr Stevenson rejects Gelita’s submission in relation to the deletion of noxious and 

offensive activities
15

.  However, as a result of other submissions, it is proposed that 

while the definition remains effectively the same (subject to some amendments that are 

not of concern to Gelita), it is proposed that the term ‘heavy industrial activity’ replace 

‘noxious or offensive activity’.  In light of this change, together with the proposed 

amendment to provide for heavy industrial activities as a permitted activity within the IH 

zone, I consider these changes to be more acceptable than notified version of the 

CRDP.   

 

 

                                           
14

  pp.14 and 15 of Attachment E of Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence. 
15

  pp.30 to 33 of Attachment E of Mr Stevenson’s planning evidence. 
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7. CHAPTER 16 - INDUSTRIAL  

Introduction 

7.1 As I have outlined earlier in my evidence, in requesting amendments to Chapter 16 of 

the CRDP (as outlined below), I am endeavouring to ensure that the resource 

management provisions of the CRDP support and provide for industrial activities, 

particularly heavy industrial activities, while ensuring that the adverse effects of such 

activities do not unreasonably extend beyond the zone.  Furthermore, it is important 

that other activities that have the potential to constrain the nature of zone operations 

are not able to occur within the zone.   

7.2 The proposed amendments are generally consistent with Gelita’s submission (and 

relevant further submissions).   

Policy Framework - Section 16.1 of CRDP 

7.3 Gelita, in its submission, sought amendments to both Policies 1 and 3 (16.1.1.1 and 

16.1.1.3 respectively) in order to provide a policy directive whereby reverse sensitivity 

effects that may arise from incompatible or sensitive activities, are to be avoided.  

Gelita’s submissions have not been accepted.  Changes have been made to Policy 3 

providing scope for not only industrial activities, but other ‘compatible activities’, to be 

located in the IG and IH zones.  Amendments have also been made to the policy 

outlining that the IG zone is a buffer between residential areas and the IH zone.  For the 

reasons I have outlined earlier and throughout my evidence, I do not support the 

proposed changes to Policy 3 and in my opinion the amendment originally sought by 

Gelita to these policies remains appropriate.  Accordingly, I consider that the policies 

should be as follows (tracked changes shown are on the notified version of the 

policies): 

“16.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Sufficient land supply. 

Maintain a sufficient supply of industrial zoned land to meet future demand up 

to 2028, having regard to the requirements of different industries, and to. Avoid 

the need for industrial activities to locate in non-industrial zones and avoid 

industrial zones being compromised through the establishment of non-industrial 

activities within them. 

16.1.1.3 Policy 3 – Range of industrial areas 

a.  Recognise and provide for industrial zones with different functions that 

cater for a range of industrial activities depending on their needs and 

effects as follows:  

i. Industrial General Zone  
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A. Recognise and provide for industrial activities that can 

operate in close proximity to more sensitive zones due 

to the nature and limited effects of activities including 

noise, odour, and traffic.  Avoid the establishment of 

sensitive activities within this zone which could 

compromise other activities within the zone and on 

nearby sites zoned Industrial Heavy. 

ii.  Industrial Heavy Zone 

A. Recognise and provide for industrial activities that 

generate …” 

7.4 Policy 4 (16.1.1.4) outlines a range of non-industrial activities that may be 

accommodated within the industrial zones provided that the function of the industrial 

zones are maintained and supported, activities in industrial zones are not hindered or 

constrained, and the role of the centres within the City are not adversely affected.  

Gelita, in its submission, supported the policy but sought an amendment whereby the 

identified non-industrial activities would be located within the IH zone on the basis that 

these activities are not necessarily compatible with heavy industrial activities.  Gelita’s 

submission has not been accepted on the basis that the policy framework of Chapter 16 

provides for a range of activities supporting industrial activities to occur within the 

industrial zones.  I generally agree with this approach, however, part (a)(vi) of this policy 

identifies specific activities that I consider are not compatible with heavy industrial 

activities and therefore the following amendment should be made to Policy 4(a)(vi): 

“support the needs of workers and businesses in the zone including, outside of 

the Industrial Heavy zone, food and beverages, commercial services, and the 

care of children. 

7.5 A number of other amendments have been made to Policy 4 in response to other 

submissions.  I am generally comfortable with those proposed changes.   

7.6 New Objective 2 (16.1.2) and amended Policy 6 (16.1.2.1 – previously Policy 7) relate 

to redevelopment of brownfield areas within the industrial zones.  Objective 2 aims to 

provide for recovery and economic growth by enabling redevelopment (including mixed-

use development) in appropriate brownfield areas.  Policy 6 outlines how this will be 

achieved, including but not limited to, ensuring that any reduction in industrial land 

supply does not result in industrial activities being unable to meet their location needs 

(part (a)(i)) and that residential or mixed-use development does not hinder or constrain 

industrial activities and strategic infrastructure (part (a)(ii)).  The CRDP also identifies 

that Objective 2 and Policy 6 are the only objective and policies to be considered for 

any residential or mixed use development of a brownfield site.   
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7.7 Gelita opposed Policy 6 and requested its deletion on the basis that it was not 

appropriate to provide for brownfield development in order to accommodate the 

proposed developments within industrial zones as it will have the effect of reducing the 

stock of industrial land within the City and / or result in reverse sensitivity issues on 

industrial activities.  In my opinion, this is still the case.  However, I acknowledge that 

the LURP and CRPS do provide for brownfield development, provided that a number of 

criteria are met (as outlined in Policy 6.3.8 of the CRPS – refer to paragraph 4.16 

above) and therefore I consider that it is appropriate for Objective 2 and Policy 6 to be 

retained.   

7.8 However, I oppose the provision whereby potential brownfield development is exempt 

from consideration of the broader policy framework of Chapter 16, and therefore I 

request deletion of the further explanatory material that has been added to the 

objective, at least in so far as it relates to brownfield sites which are yet to be identified.   

7.9 The industrial zones have been established to support and strengthen industrial 

activities in existing zones, while providing for other activities within the zones where 

they either support the industrial activities or where they are compatible and will not 

result in potential reverse sensitivity effects.  Residential developments and (dependent 

on the nature of the activity) mixed-use and commercial activities are unlikely to be 

compatible with industrial activities within the industrial zones, as is evident from the 

Tannery development which has been established within an industrial zone by way of 

consent.  Therefore, it is important that such activities cannot occur within the IG and IH 

zones as of right, and that any resource consent process for such activities is subject to 

an evaluation of the proposal against all of the relevant provisions of the CRDP and 

with the ability of affected parties, including industrial land users, to participate in the 

process.  It is for this reason I have requested various changes to the IG and IH zone 

rules (refer to paragraphs 7.14 to 7.19 of my evidence), and I seek the deletion of the 

following from Section 16.1.2 of the CRDP: 

“Objective 2 and Policy 6 are the only objective and policy to be considered for 

any proposal for residential or mixed use development of a brownfield site”. 

7.10 Should the Panel be of a mind to not make this amendment, an alternative would be for 

Objective 2 and Policy 6 to be expressed as a distinct exemption to normal 

development processes, where land cannot be redeveloped in accordance with 

ordinary means, and identification of land as brownfield is the only appropriate 

redevelopment mechanism.   

7.11 As I have alluded to above, I have been involved in mediation in respect of rewording 

Objective 2 and Policy 6.  I consider that both Objective 2 and Policy 6 could be 

improved to better address the potential for industrial areas to be compromised by 
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brownfield development.  In particular, recognition of the potential for residential and 

mixed use development to compromise such zones should be expressed through the 

policy.    

7.12 Objective 3 (16.1.3 - previously Objective 2) aims to ensure that the adverse effects of 

industrial activities and development are managed to support the anticipated outcomes 

for the zones and the level of amenity anticipated in adjoining zones.  While generally 

supporting the objective, Gelita requested an amendment to clarify that amenity, in 

adjoining zones is not be adversely affected by new industrial activities (rather than 

existing industrial activities).  The reason for this request was to clarify that existing 

industrial activities, located in appropriately zoned locations, are not affected by reverse 

sensitivity issues.  I consider that this is a valid resource management approach and 

therefore request the following amendment to Objective 3(a): 

“… and the level of amenity anticipated in the adjoining zone is not adversely 

affected by new industry.” 

7.13 Finally, a number of other amendments have been made to Objective 3 in response to 

other submissions.  I am generally comfortable with those proposed changes.   

Industrial General Rules (Section 16.2 of CRDP) 

7.14 To avoid applying permitted activity status to activities that I consider are not compatible 

with industrial activities within the IG zone, and which have the potential to result in 

reverse sensitivity effects, there a number of proposed permitted activities that I 

consider need to be amended or the activity status changed.  The requested changes 

to Section 16.2.2.1 of the CRDP are as follows: 

(a) ‘Food and beverage outlets’ (Rule P8), in the IG zone, were supported by 

Gelita in its submission, subject to the condition proposed (albeit that Gelita 

requested an amendment seeking to replace “tenancy” with “site”).  Permitted 

activity status within this zone, where the outlet supports those working in the 

area, is still considered appropriate.  However, as a result of submissions, the 

conditions attached to the permitted activity rule have been deleted.  Gelita 

oppose the proposed change on the basis that the conditions restricted the 

nature of such activities to relatively small operations only open for 12 hours 

generally during day time working hours for those in the area.  I consider that 

the conditions should be reinstated, and the change requested by Gelita made, 

in order to avoid a large range of food and beverage outlets being able to 

establish within the IG zone as of right.    
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(b) ‘Gymnasium’ (Rule P18) and ‘Pre-schools’ outside of a specific noise contour 

(Rule P19) should retain restricted discretionary activity status.  This was the 

activity status of these activities in the notified version of the CRDP.  

7.15 Consistent to the approach reflected in Gelita’s submission, and the approach I have 

adopted throughout this evidence, there are a number of amendments and / or changes 

to activity status that I consider need to be made to the discretionary activity rules within 

the IG zone.  The requested changes to Section 16.2.2.4 of the CRDP are as follows: 

(a) Rule D1 provides for any activity not provided for by other rules in the IG zone.  

As requested in Gelita’s submission, I consider that such activities should be a 

non-complying activity (not discretionary).  The intent of the industrial zones, 

including IG zone, is to support and strengthen industrial activities in industrial 

zones.  Other activities should only be able to establish in such areas if the 

effects are minor (i.e., including reverse sensitivity effects) and / or the activity 

is not contrary to the objectives and policies of Chapter 16.  These are the 

tests, under section 104D of the RMA, for non-complying activities.  

(b) Residential, retail and office activities on brownfield sites (Rules D2 to D4) have 

been introduced as a result of submissions.  These activities, irrespective of 

their location within brownfield sites, are potentially not compatible with a range 

of industrial activities (which the zone has been established to support) and 

have the potential to generate reverse sensitivity effects.   For future brownfield 

sites, consideration can be given to the appropriateness of locating a 

brownfield site within a specific location within an industrial zone.  Through that 

consideration, it can be considered whether the site is in fact appropriate for 

use as a residential, commercial or other activity constituting brownfield 

redevelopment.  However, this approach cannot be applied with respect to the 

Tannery site which Mr Stevenson is recommending be identified as a 

brownfield site through this process. Residential, retail and office activities are 

now a discretionary activity on the site, despite this site being located in the 

middle of the Woolston Industrial Zone (refer to the map in Attachment B).  I 

consider as a minimum, residential activity on the Tannery site should be 

identified as a non-complying activity to reflect the inappropriateness of locating 

such development in the middle of the industrial zone.  Having regard to the 

existing resource consents held by the Tannery, I do not recommend the same 

requirement apply to retail or office development on that site.  Accordingly I 

proposed the following new rule: 

“NCX - Residential Development on the Tannery site.“ 
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7.16 I generally consider the proposed non-complying activities within the IG zone are 

appropriate (16.2.2.5), except for heavy industrial activities (Rule NC3).  As I have 

discussed at length in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.12, the IG zone has been established as an 

area where it is appropriate for industrial activities to establish, albeit industrial activities 

that have less effects than those provided for within the IH zone (16.1.1.3 Policy 4).  

Given the intent of the IG zone, I consider that heavy industrial activities should be able 

to establish within the IG zone, subject to seeking a resource consent as a discretionary 

or preferably a restricted discretionary activity (rather than a non-complying activity) 

where the effects of the activity, including compliance with relevant development 

controls, can be considered.  This is important to allow for appropriate future heavy 

industrial development to establish within Christchurch and specifically Woolston, 

without being subject to having to seek resource consent for a non-complying activity.  

More importantly, I consider that heavy industrial activities within the IG zone are more 

appropriate than some of the activities that the CRDP, as currently drafted, provides for 

within the zone as permitted, restricted discretionary or discretionary activities (i.e., 

gymnasiums, pre-schools and some residential, retail and office activities).  As I have 

noted previously, I do not consider that the Section 32 Report has adequately 

considered the costs associated with limiting the opportunities for heavy industrial 

activities to establish under the proposed industrial zoning regime set out in the CRDP.  

Industrial Heavy Rules (Section 16.3 of CRDP) 

7.17 Consistent with my approach in relation to the IG zone, to avoid applying permitted 

activity status to activities that I consider are not compatible with heavy industrial 

activities within the IH zone, and which therefore have the potential to result in reverse 

sensitivity effects, there a number of proposed permitted activities that I consider should 

either be discretionary or non-complying (as outlined in Gelita’s submission).  The 

requested changes to Section 16.3.2.1 of the CRDP are as follows: 

(a) ‘Trade and Industry Training Facilities’ (Rule P6), ‘Service Stations’ (Rule P9) 

and ‘Public Transport Facilities (Rule P11) should be discretionary activities. 

(b) ‘Food and Beverage Outlets’ (Rule P8) should be a non-complying activity, 

such that a land use consent can only be granted if the either of the tests 

described in section 104D of the RMA are met (i.e., the effects are minor and / 

or the proposal is not contrary to relevant objectives and policies, particularly 

those of Chapter 16). 

(c) ‘Gymnasium’ (Rule P17) should be a non-complying activity.  In the notified 

version of the CRDP, gymnasiums in the IH zone were a discretionary activity 

(16.3.2.4 Rule D4).   
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7.18 I generally consider the proposed discretionary activities within the IH zone are 

appropriate, including ‘Commercial Services’ (16.3.2.4 Rule D1).  However, a proposed 

change, arising of submissions, has resulted in a note being added to the Commercial 

services rule stating that “any application arising out of non-compliance with this rule 

will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publically notified”.  

Commercial services, depending on their nature and location, have the potential to be 

incompatible with heavy industry and to give rise to reverse sensitivity effects.  

Providing a mechanism whereby such applications could be processed on a non-

notified basis, without any written approvals, ignores the fact that there may be 

industrial activities within the zone that would be affected by the proposal and should 

have the opportunity to participate in any such resource consent process.  For this 

reason, I consider that the non-notification note needs to be removed from Rule D1 

(16.3.2.4).  

7.19 I also consider that the non-complying activity rules within the IH zone (16.3.2.5) are 

appropriate and should be retained.  Retention of Rule NC4, which relates to 

residential, health care facilities, education activities and guest accommodation, in 

particular is sought as these types of activities are not compatible with heavy industrial 

activities.   

 

8. SUMMARY 

8.1 Broadly speaking, I am supportive of the industrial provisions contained in Chapter 16 

of the CRDP.  They aim to provide a resource management framework whereby 

industrial zoned land is identified and provision made for the ongoing operation and 

development of industrial activities within these zones.   

8.2 However, irrespective of this broad level of support, there are a range of improvements 

and amendments that I consider need to be made so that industrial activities, 

particularly heavy industrial activities such as those carried out by Gelita at its site 

within the IH zone, can take place within an appropriate resource management context.   

8.3 In summary, in identifying proposed changes to the industrial provisions of the CRDP, I 

have endeavoured to ensure that industrial activities are provided for within 

appropriately zoned areas where the industrial activity is permitted, while also ensuring 

other activities that have the potential to constrain the nature of zone operations are not 

able to occur within the zone.   

 

KEVIN BLIGH 

24 APRIL 2015  
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ATTACHMENT A - CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 2013 – OBJECTIVES 

AND POLICIES OF RELEVANCE TO INDUSTRIAL LAND USE 

Chapter 5 – Land-use and Infrastructure 

Objective 5.2.1 – Location, design and function of development (Entire Region) 

Development is located and designed so that it functions in a way that: 

(1)  achieves consolidated, well designed and sustainable growth in and around existing 

urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth; and 

(2)  enables people and communities, including future generations, to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural well-being and health and safety; and which: 

(a)  maintains, and where appropriate, enhances the overall quality of the natural 

environment of the Canterbury region, including its coastal environment, 

outstanding natural features and landscapes, and natural values; 

(b)  provides sufficient housing choice to meet the region’s housing needs; 

(c)  encourages sustainable economic development by enabling business activities 

in appropriate locations; 

(d)  minimises energy use and/or improves energy efficiency; 

(e)  … 

(f)  … 

(g) … 

(h) … 

(i)  avoids conflicts between incompatible activities. 

Policy 5.3.1 – Regional growth (Wider Region) 

To provide, as the primary focus for meeting the wider region’s growth needs, sustainable 

development patterns that: 

(1)  ensure that any 

(a)  urban growth; and 

(b)  limited rural residential development occur in a form that concentrates, or is 

attached to, existing urban areas and promotes a coordinated pattern of 

development; 

(2)  encourage within urban areas, housing choice recreation and community facilities, and 

business opportunities of a character and form that supports urban consolidation; 

(3)  promote energy efficiency in urban forms, transport patterns, site location and 

subdivision layout; 

(4)  maintain and enhance the sense of identity and character of the region’s urban areas; 

and 

(5)  encourage high quality urban design, including the maintenance and enhancement of 

amenity values. 
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Policy 5.3.2 – Development conditions (Wider Region) 

To enable development including regionally significant infrastructure which: 

(1)  ensure that adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated, including where these 

would compromise or foreclose: 

(a)  … 

(b)  options for accommodating the consolidated growth and development of 

existing urban areas; 

(c)  … 

(d)  … 

(e)  significant natural and physical resources; 

(2)  avoid or mitigate: 

(a)  … 

(b)  reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible activities, 

including identified mineral extraction areas; and 

(3)  integrate with: 

(a)  the efficient and effective provision, maintenance or upgrade of infrastructure; 

and 

(b)  transport networks, connections and modes so as to provide for the sustainable 

and efficient movement of people, goods and services, and a logical, 

permeable and safe transport system. 

Chapter 6 – Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch 

Objective 6.2.6 – Business land development 

Identify and provide for Greater Christchurch’s land requirements for the recovery and growth of 

business activities in a manner that supports the settlement pattern brought about by Objective 

6.2.2, recognising that: 

(1)  The greenfield priority areas for business in Christchurch City provide primarily for the 

accommodation of new industrial activities; 

(2)  Except where identified for brownfield redevelopment, areas used for existing industrial 

activities are to be used primarily for that purpose, rather than as a location for new 

commercial activities; 

(3)  New commercial activities are primarily directed to the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres, and neighbourhood centres; 

(4)  A range of other business activities are provided for in appropriate locations; and 

(5)  Business development adopts appropriate urban design qualities in order to retain 

business, attract investment and provide for healthy working environments. 

  



24 

1378104258 

Policy 6.3.6 – Business land 

To ensure that provision, recovery and rebuilding of business land in Greater Christchurch 

maximises business retention, attracts investment, and provides for healthy working 

environments, business activities are to be provided for in a manner which: 

(1)  Promotes the utilisation and redevelopment of existing business land, and provides 

sufficient additional greenfield priority area land for business land through to 2028 as 

provided for in Map A; 

(2)  Recognises demand arising from the relocation of business activities as a result of 

earthquake-damaged land and buildings; 

(3)  Reinforces the role of the Central City, as the city’s primary commercial centre, and that 

of the Key Activity Centres; 

(4)  Recognises that new commercial activities are primarily to be directed to the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres where these activities reflect and 

support the function and role of those centres; or in circumstances where locating out of 

centre, will not give rise to significant adverse distributional or urban form effects; 

(5)  Recognises that new greenfield priority areas for business in Christchurch City are 

primarily for industrial activities, and that commercial use in these areas is restricted; 

(6)  Recognises that existing business zones provide for a range of business activities 

depending on: 

(i)  the desired amenity of the business areas and their surrounds; and 

(ii)  the potential for significant distributional or urban form effects on other centres 

from new commercial activity. 

(7)  Utilises existing infrastructure availability, capacity and quality; 

(8)  Ensures reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible activities are 

identified and avoided or mitigated against; 

(9)  Ensures close proximity to labour supply, major transport hubs and passenger transport 

networks; 

(10)  Encourages self-sufficiency of employment and business activities within communities 

across Greater Christchurch; 

(11)  Promotes, where appropriate, development of mixed use opportunities, within Key 

Activity Centres provided reverse sensitivity issues can be appropriately managed; and 

(12)  Incorporates good urban design principles appropriate to the context of the 

development. 

Policy 6.3.8 - Regeneration of brownfield land 

To encourage and provide for the recovery and regeneration of existing brownfield areas 

through new comprehensive residential, mixed-use or business developments, provided such 

activities will ensure the safe and efficient functioning of the transport network and will not have 

significant adverse distributional or urban form effects on the Central City, Key Activity Centres 

and neighbourhood centres, or give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects.  
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ATTACHMENT B – GELITA SITE LOCATION MAP AND CRDP ZONES AND OVERLAYS 
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