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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science from the University of 

Canterbury and a Master of Science with Honours in Resource 

Management from Lincoln University, the latter attained in 2001.  I 

am a grad-plus member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, a 

member of the Resource Management Law Association and a member 

of the Institute of Directors.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings 

Commissioner under the MfE Making Good Decisions programme since 

January 2010 and have held endorsement as a Chair since January 

2013.   

3 I have 13 years of experience as a resource management planner, 

working within and for territorial authorities, as a consultant, and as 

an independent Hearings Commissioner.   

4 I have particular experience in urban land use development planning 

in the Christchurch district, as a Council planner, but predominantly 

as a consultant to property owners, investors and developers.  Based 

on that experience, I have an excellent understanding of the practical 

application and administration of District Plan provisions in 

Christchurch and the degree to which they provide clarity and 

certainty of outcome.   

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the oversight 

and preparation of resource consent applications for an array of office, 

retail and industrial developments throughout Christchurch over the 

past decade.  This experience has provided me with a very clear 

understanding of how current District Plan provisions are applied in a 

Christchurch context and their implications in terms of providing 

direction and certainty to those contemplating development activity.   
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6 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 

on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 

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

express in this evidence. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

7 My evidence is presented on behalf of Marriner Investments Limited 

(‘Marriner’), Maurice Carter Charitable Trust (‘MCCT’) and Carter 

Group Limited (‘CGL’) and addresses the Commercial and Industrial 

Proposals (Chapters 15 and 16)1 and the extent to which the 

corresponding provisions are the most appropriate in the context of 

section 32 of the Act, having regard to the relief sought in the 

submissions by Marriner, MCCT and CGL.     

8 Whilst recognising the role and relative importance of other statutory 

documents2, my evidence has specifically considered the degree of 

alignment with: 

(a) The statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(‘the Order’), and in particular matters (a), (b) and (i) in 

Schedule 43; and 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan, and 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 in particular; and   

(c) Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’). 

                                       
1 As amended and issued by Council on 8 April 2015. 
2 As set out on pages 10-12 of the Hearing Panel’s Decision 1 (Strategic Directions).  
3 [The Replacement District Plan]: 
(a) clearly articulates how decisions about resource use and values will be made, which 

must be in a manner consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared with 
the existing district plans)— 
(i) reliance on resource consent processes; and 
(ii) the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 
(iii) the requirements for notification and written approval: 

(b) contains objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes that are intended for 
the Christchurch district: 
…(i) uses clear, concise language and is easy to use.  
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9 In addition to the above and the submissions by Marriner and MCCT, I 

have also considered the following whilst formulating my evidence:  

(a) the Commercial Proposal (as amended on 8 April 2015); 

(b) the Industrial Proposal (as amended on 8 April 2015); and 

(c) the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson, Mr Timothy Heath, Mr 

Graeme McIndoe and Mr Andrew Milne for Christchurch City 

Council. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

  

1 My evidence on behalf of submitter 741 Scentre (NZ) Limited 

(‘Scentre’) addresses in some detail the proposed objectives, policies, 

rules and assessment matters in the Commercial proposal (as amended 

8 April 2015).  To the extent that the submissions by Marriner, MCCT 

and CGL are concerned with these matters, I draw attention to and 

reiterate my conclusions in that evidence. 

2 For the reasons set out in paragraphs 25.39 to 25.45 of Mr Stevenson’s 

evidence I support the retention of rules 15.2.6.2.3 and 15.2.6.5 and 

revised policy 2 (policy 3 as notified) to the extent that these concern 

new commercial development at the North Halswell KAC and seek to 

ensure the recovery and future growth of the CBD is supported.   
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STATEMENT 

Commercial Provisions 

10 My evidence on behalf of submitter 741 Scentre (NZ) Limited 

(‘Scentre’) addresses in some detail the proposed objectives, policies, 

rules and assessment matters in the Commercial proposal (as 

amended 8 April 2015).  To the extent that the submissions by 

Marriner, MCCT and CGL are concerned with these matters, I 

draw attention to and reiterate my conclusions in that 

evidence.  In summary, that evidence concludes:  

(a) Other than those provisions where I consider further 

amendments or deletions are necessary (as addressed in my 

evidence for Scentre and summarised below), I generally 

support the Council’s amendments of 8 April 2015 to the 

Commercial Proposal and the justification for these amendments 

in Council’s evidence.   

(b) Objectives and policies are generally appropriate in my view and 

I agree with the supporting justification in Council’s evidence.  I 

consider they provide an appropriate framework that supports 

the ‘network of centres’ and balances the enablement of 

commercial activity in centres with the need for a high quality 

urban environment.  Only minor refinements to objectives and 

policies are sought rather than substantive changes to their 

approach or intent.   

(c) Subject to urban design rule 15.2.2 P1 being relocated to the 

built form standards in 15.2.3, amendments to activity status 

tables are supported.  In particular, the removal of extensive 

activity specific standards will avoid the recurring need for 

resource consent for activities that are contemplated in centres.   

(d) Amendments to built form standards in 15.2.3 are generally 

appropriate in my view, on the basis they will avoid unintended 

consequences, clarify the application of rules, and avoid 

unnecessary design prescription.   
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To the extent that amendments are required, I consider that 

there is insufficient justification for the ground-level floor to 

ceiling height rule (15.2.3.2) noting strategic objective 3.3.2 to 

‘minimise’ the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls and design standards.   

In addition, I consider rule 15.2.3.3 requires amendment so as 

to require buildings to frontages, verandas and minimum ground 

level glazing standards only for specifically identified Key 

Pedestrian Frontages with main-street characteristics that 

warrant this level of design prescription.  For arterial and 

collector roads, ground level glazing and landscaping for 

buildings setback from the road is appropriate in my view. For 

other road frontages, I consider the currently operative 

requirement for buildings to have glazing along ground floor 

elevations facing the street or a 3m landscaped strip along the 

road boundary would be appropriate.    

(e) The triggers4 in the urban design rule (15.2.2 P1), restricted 

discretionary activity status and assessment matters in 15.8.1 

operate as a ‘package’.  Whilst I consider the triggers and 

activity status are generally appropriate, I consider there is 

scope to consolidate5 the assessment matters by focusing on 

outcomes and removing criteria or methods for achieving those 

outcomes.  To do so, would provide greater clarity and certainty 

to users of the Plan, provide greater flexibility and choice as to 

how good urban design outcomes are to be achieved, and avoid 

the application of criteria as a checklist.   

North Halswell 

11 The submission by CGL acknowledged the identification of a new Key 

Activity Centre, District Centre and Commercial Core zone at North 

                                       
4 Buildings greater than 1000m2 GLFA or with a street elevation greater than 20m in length 
5 The amended urban design assessment matters in clause 15.8.1 proposed by Scentre are:  
a. the extent to which the development addresses local context and character, including 

any natural, heritage or cultural assets; 
b. the extent to which the development actively engages with and contributes to the 

vibrancy and legibility of the street, access lane or adjacent public space; 
c. the extent to which the development provides for the safety, security and comfort of 

people using the centre; and 
d. the extent to which the development is designed to provide a human scale and 

minimise building bulk. 
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Halswell but sought staging requirements and an office and retail floor 

space cap for this centre so as to avoid potential adverse effects on 

the central city and other centres and the corresponding policy 

direction for this centre.  For the reasons set out in paragraphs 25.39 

to 25.45 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence I support the retention of rules 

15.2.6.2.3 and 15.2.6.5 and revised policy 2 (policy 3 as notified).   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips  

24 April 2015 

 
 


