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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 and associated 

participation in pre-application meetings and urban design panel 

processes for: 

(a) Significant pre- and/or post-earthquake (re)development for the 

majority of Christchurch’s major retail shopping centres (under 

the operative Business 2 zone rules), including: Westfield 
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Riccarton; The Palms; Eastgate; Merivale mall; Ferrymead retail 

centre; Bush Inn; and The Colombo.   

(b) Significant new commercial and retail developments within the 

Central City under the provisions introduced by the Central City 

Recovery Plan.   

(c) A number of smaller, discrete developments throughout the 

City’s commercial and industrial business zones.  

6 This specific experience has provided me with a very clear 

understanding of how the operative and proposed District Plan 

provisions are or will be applied in a Christchurch context and their 

implications in terms of providing direction and certainty to those 

contemplating development activity.   

7 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 

8 My evidence is presented on behalf of TEL Property Nominees Limited 

(‘TEL’).  

9 My evidence addresses the Commercial Proposal (Chapter 15)1, 

insofar that Residential Medium Density (‘RMD’) zoning was proposed 

for the car park at the Merivale Mall shopping centre in the Proposal 

as notified, whereas Council now support Commercial Core (‘COR’) 

zoning of the land.  My evidence is focused on what zoning is most 

appropriate in the context of section 32 of the Act.     

10 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Commercial/Residential zoning of Merivale Mall Car Park: 

                                       
1 As amended and issued by Council on 8 April 2015. 
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(i) Current use and zoning; 

(ii) Notified zoning; 

(iii) Requested zoning and Council’s proposed zoning; 

(iv) Proposed zoning of car parks for other commercial centres; 

(v) Planning context;  

(vi) Evaluation of options. 

(b) Other provisions. 

11 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’). 

12 In addition to the above and TEL’s submission, I have also considered 

the following whilst formulating my evidence:  

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

(b) the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson, Mr Timothy Heath, and Mr 

Andrew Milne for Christchurch City Council. 

                                       
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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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

 

  

1 In my opinion, the Residential Medium Density zoning which was 

proposed (in the notified version of the proposed Plan) to apply to the 

Merivale Mall car park, is not the most appropriate method to achieve 

the purpose of the Act or objectives of the Plan.  Nor do I consider that 

zoning would be consistent with the Statement of Expectations in the 

Order.   

2 Rather, I consider Commercial Core zoning to be the most appropriate 

zoning for this land, based on my evaluation of residential and 

commercial zoning options against the statement of expectations in the 

Order, the objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter, and section 32 

of the Act as set out in Attachment 2 to this evidence.   

3 As Merivale is a Neighbourhood Centre, there is no difference between 

the Commercial Core and Fringe zones in terms of the activities and 

built form enabled.  

4 Whilst Mr Stevenson’s evidence in chief did not explicitly refer to TEL’s 

submission and requested relief, it is understood that Council supports 

the Commercial Core zoning of the Merivale Mall car park.  This is 

evident from its position on the Residential Proposal and its 8 April 2015 

amendments to the planning maps which proposes Commercial Core 

zoning of the land.   
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COMMERCIAL/ RESIDENTIAL ZONING OF CAR PARK 

Current use and zoning 

13 The Merivale Mall shopping centre and associated car park is 

described in paragraphs 1-6 of TEL’s submission and is illustrated in 

Attachment 1.   

14 Key attributes of the site and its current zoning are: 

(a) Merivale Mall accommodates over 45 tenancies within a two-

level building of approximately 7500m2 GFA.  The shopping 

centre site includes a car park of approximately 435 spaces, 

bounded by Aikmans and Office Roads, Akela Street and the 

mall building.  Aerial photography records held by Environment 

Canterbury4 indicate that the car park was established between 

1973 and 1984.   

(b) The shopping centre building is presently zoned Business 2 

(District Centre Core) and this provides for a range of activities 

with limited bulk and location controls.   

(c) The shopping centre car park is presently zoned Business 2P 

(District Centre - Parking) and this permits ground-level car 

parking in association with the adjoining district centre (or 

activities in accordance with the Living 2 zoning).  The Business 

2P zone description5 relevantly states: 

“This specialist zone applies to suburban centres at 

Linwood, Merivale, Shirley, New Brighton, Fendalton, 

Wairakei, Barrington and St Martins, to secure parking 

provision and to act as a buffer for residential areas 

(d) In addition to car parking, the Business 2P zone at Merivale is 

also used (or able to be used) occasionally for permitted6 mall-

related activities (e.g. annual fashion show, 

marketing/promotional events, fundraising activities, market 

days, etc.).    

                                       
4 www.canterburymaps.govt.nz and see Attachment 1, Figure 4 
5 Clause 3/1.4 
6 Per temporary buildings and activities rule 9/2.2.2 
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15 The site context described above indicates what is clearly a 

commercial rather than residential environment.  That context is well 

established and will almost certainly not change over the life of the 

District Plan.   

Notified zoning 

16 The RMD zone which was proposed to apply to the Merivale Mall car 

park (in the notified version of the proposed Plan) is described as 

follows7: 

‘The Residential Medium Density Zone is located close to 

the central city and around other larger commercial 

centres across the city. The zone provides a range of 

housing options for people seeking convenient access to 

services, facilities, employment, retailing, entertainment, 

parks and public transport. The zone provides for 

townhouses, terraced housing and apartment buildings, 

through well designed redevelopments of existing sites, 

and more particularly through comprehensive development 

of multiple adjacent sites…’. 

17 Noting the above, the proposed RMD zoning and corresponding rules8 

do not permit car parking or the types of activities described above in 

paragraph 14. 

18 Plainly, typical commercial buildings and activities or above-grade car 

parking (buildings) which might normally be found in suburban 

shopping centres are not provided for by the RMD zone.   

Requested zoning and Council’s proposed zoning 

19 The submission by TEL sought Commercial Fringe (‘CF’) zoning for the 

Merivale Mall car park (see Attachment 1, Figure 2).   

                                       
7 PRDP, as notified, Chapter 1 Introduction, Clause 10.1 
8 PRDP, as notified, Chapter 14 Residential, Clause 14.3.2.1 Permitted Activities 
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20 The CF zone is described in the proposed Plan as follows9:  

Commercial Fringe Zone 

This zone adjoins the Commercial Core zone and has an 

interface (boundary) with adjoining residential zones. It 

provides for a smaller scale of development and smaller 

shop sizes, reflecting the historic use and character of 

these areas. Given the proximity to residential areas, the 

rules limit the scale of development to protect adjoining 

residential amenity. The Commercial Fringe zone can be 

found in all District centres and most Neighbourhood 

centres.’ 

21 Prior to hearings on the Residential Proposal, Council advised that it 

agreed to the relief sought by TEL in its submission (being CF zoning 

of the car park).   

22 Subsequently, in Council’s revised Commercial Proposal of 8 April 

2015, the CF zoning was deleted in its entirety and generally replaced 

with COR zoning.  As such, the Merivale Mall car park was proposed 

by Council to become a COR zone (see Attachment 1, Figure 3).   

23 Noting that Merivale Mall and its car park is a Neighbourhood Centre 

and does not directly adjoin residential properties, there is no 

difference between the COR and CF zoning in this location (both zones 

provide for the same types of activities, and building bulk and 

location, including a 12m height limit).   

Proposed zoning of car parks for other commercial centres; 

24 The majority of operative Business 2P zoned shopping centre car 

parks are proposed to be zoned as COR zones, with no particular 

restrictions limiting activity to car parking only.   

25 Other than Merivale: the Linwood (Eastgate), Fendalton and 

Barrington B2P zones are proposed to become COR zones (originally 

notified as proposed CF zones); Shirley and Wairakei B2P zones are 

proposed to be COR zones; the St Martins B2P zone is a proposed 

Residential Suburban (RS) zone; and New Brighton is in Phase 2.  

                                       
9 PRDP, as notified, Chapter 1 Introduction, Clause 10.1 

816 TEL Property Nominees
Jeremy Philips

page 8 of 24



 

8 
 

26 In respect of the proposed RS zoning of the St Martins B2P zone, this 

can be distinguished from others by the fact that it relates to three 

residential sections that directly adjoin established residential 

properties (see Attachment 2).   

27 Noting the above, the COR zoning proposed for the Merivale B2P zone 

would be consistent with the proposed treatment of other B2P zones 

in the City.   

Planning Context  

28 To the extent that COR zoning of the land would provide an 

opportunity for commercial development of the land, I consider this 

would remain consistent with strategic objective 3.3.7(e), insofar as it 

seeks to maintain and enhance neighbourhood centres as community 

focal points and objective 3.3.10 which seeks recovery and 

stimulation of commercial activities and sufficient and suitable 

commercial land development capacity.  In addition, such zoning 

would support objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 3.3.5 where these seek to 

provide for the needs of economic development, foster investment 

certainty, minimise regulatory transaction costs, and provide for 

business and economic prosperity.   

29 I also consider COR zoning would be consistent with Commercial 

objectives 1 and 2 (in 15.1.1).  Objective 1 seeks that commercial 

activity is ‘facilitated in an enabling framework that supports viable 

commercial centres’; whilst objective 2 seeks to ‘promote… success 

and vitality’ in centres and ‘enhance their vitality and amenity and 

provide for a range of activities and community facilities’.   The 

‘hierarchy’ of network of centres would be maintained by way of 

proposed controls on the scale, nature and extent of activity that is 

able to be established within neighbourhood centres.   

30 To the extent that growth in demand for commercial activity is to be 

accommodated, new Policy 5 specifically provides for this and seeks 

that growth is accommodated principally within existing centres.  The 

COR zoning of the Merivale Mall car park car would remain within the 

boundaries of the existing B2/B2P zoned centre avoiding out-of-centre 

growth, the loss of residential capacity, or interface effects.  

Constraints on built form in neighbourhood centres and the likelihood 
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that most or all of the existing car park would still be needed for car 

parking would ensure that any growth remains commensurate with 

the centre’s role within the network of centres.   

Evaluation of options against section 32, Statement of expectations 

and Strategic Directions Objectives 

31 An evaluation of the notified RMD zoning, requested CF and proposed 

COR zoning against the statement of expectations in the Order, the 

objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter, and section 32 of the 

Act is set out in Attachment 3 to this evidence.   

32 Based on that evaluation, my conclusion is that residential zoning is 

not consistent with the Order or the objectives in the Strategic 

Directions chapter and is not the most appropriate method for 

achieving the relevant objectives.  In particular: 

(a) Residential zoning of the land will not support strategic or 

residential objectives, especially those concerned with housing 

supply, noting the historical, existing and likely future use of the 

land for activity associated with Merivale Mall.   

(b) The amenity and quality of the residential environment will be 

maintained irrespective of zoning, given the applicable rules that 

apply to achieve this outcome.   

(c) Residential zoning of the Merivale Mall car park will not support: 

the recovery, stimulation or revitalisation of the Merivale 

Neighbourhood Centre; long-term economic and employment 

growth; or provision of sufficient and suitable commercial land 

development capacity - as sought by strategic objectives 

3.3.7(e) and 3.3.10, proposed Commercial objectives, and 

objectives 6.2.5 and 6.2.6 in the RPS.   

33 Conversely, I consider COR zoning is consistent with the Order, the 

Strategic Directions chapter and is the most appropriate method for 

achieving the relevant objectives in the Plan.   
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OTHER PROVISIONS 

34 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 submission by 

TEL is 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.   

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 
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‘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 triggers10 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 consolidate11 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.   

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

35 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that residential 

zoning of the Merivale Mall car park is not the most appropriate 

method to achieve the purpose of the Act or objectives of the Plan.  

Nor do I consider that zoning would be consistent with the Statement 

of Expectations in the Order.   

                                       
10 Buildings greater than 1000m2 GLFA or with a street elevation greater than 20m in length 
11 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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36 Rather, I consider COR zoning to be the most appropriate zoning for 

this land, and I support Mr Stevenson’s 8 April 2015 amendments to 

the planning maps accordingly.   

37 Whilst Mr Stevenson’s evidence in chief did not explicitly refer to TEL’s 

submission and requested relief, it is understood that Council supports 

the COR zoning of the Merivale Mall car park.  This is evident from its 

position on the Residential Proposal and its 8 April 2015 amendments 

to the planning maps.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips  

24 April 2015 
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Attachment 1: Aerial photograph and zoning maps of the site 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

Figure 1: Extract of operative zoning map 

Figure 2: Extract of notified zoning map 
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Figure 3: Extract of proposed zoning map (8 April 2015) 
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Figure 5: Aerial photograph of site and surrounds (1984)- Source: ECAN 

Figure 4: Aerial photograph of site and surrounds (2015)- Source: Google Maps 
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Attachment 2: St Martins Operative B2P / Proposed RS Zone 

 

 

  

Figure 1: Aerial photograph of St Martins B2P/RS zone)- Source: Google 

Figure 2: Extract of proposed planning map 46 indicating RS zoning 
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Attachment 3: Evaluation of options 
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Table 1:  Evaluation of consistency with the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 Does the option: 

clearly articulate how 

decisions about resource 

use and values will be 

made 

reduce significantly… 

reliance on resource 

consent processes 

reduce significantly… the 

number, extent, and 

prescriptiveness of 

development controls and 

design standards in the 

rules, in order to 

encourage innovation and 

choice 

reduce significantly… the 

requirements for 

notification and written 

approval 

[entail] objectives and 

policies that clearly state 

the outcomes that are 

intended 

[entail] clear, concise 

language and is easy to 

use 

Residential 

zoning or 

Commercial 

zoning with 

site 

specific 

rule 

limiting use 

to ground 

level 

parking 

No.   

Residential zoning (and the 

associated zone description, 

rules and planning 

framework) contemplates 

activity other than that which 

exists or is likely to exist for 

the life of the plan.   

No.   

Resource consent processes 

would be relied on for any 

non-residential activity. 

No.   

Residential zoning would 

discourage (or preclude) 

innovative or other non-

residential use of the land, 

irrespective of its effects or 

alignment with the role of 

Merivale as a Neighbourhood 

Centre. 

No.   

Residential zoning would 

likely require a publicly 

notified consent (or private 

plan change) process for non-

residential development.   

No. 

Whilst Residential zoning 

would make it clear that 

commercial activity is not 

contemplated for the land 

that would not reflect 

historical, existing and likely 

future activity.   

Neutral  

(dependent on the particular 

rules applicable). 

Commercial 

Fringe or 

Core 

zoning 

Yes.    

Would provide a clear 

framework for use, aligned 

with the adjacent Merivale 

Mall shopping centre, 

consistent with the zoning of 

other exiting B2P zones.  

Yes.    

Would limit (reduce) the need 

for resource consents for 

commercial uses aligned with 

the adjacent centre. 

Yes.    

Commercial zoning would 

encourage innovation and 

choice for the land owner in 

terms of development or 

expansion of the centre. 

Yes.    

Would limit (reduce) the need 

for resource consents for 

commercial activity and 

where consents are required, 

would be subject to a number 

of non-notifiable rules.   

Yes.    

Would make clear an 

intention for potential 

commercial development and 

use of the land.   

Neutral (dependent on the 

particular rules applicable). 
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Table 2: Evaluation of consistency with the relevant objectives of the Strategic Directions Chapter  

 Is the option consistent with the following objective? 

Objective 3.3.1  Enabling 

recovery & facilitating 

future enhancement 

Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of 

language and efficiency 

Objective 3.3.5 Business & 

economic prosperity 

Objective 3.3.7 Urban 

growth, form & design 

Objective 3.3.10 

Commercial & industrial 

activities 

Objective 3.3.14 

Incompatible activities 

Residential 

zoning or 

Commercial 

zoning with 

site 

specific 

rule 

limiting use 

to ground 

level 

parking 

No.   

Whilst residential zoning 

would provide for 

continuation of the status 

quo, it would not ‘facilitate 

enhancement’.   

It would not provide for 

housing needs (residential 

intensification would not 

occur) and would not 

otherwise provide for 

economic development or 

potential community facilities 

in the immediate or longer 

term, nor would it foster 

investment certainty.      

No.   

High transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consents 

(or plan changes) would 

apply to commercial 

development proposals.   

Innovation and choice would 

not be encouraged.   

Intended outcomes would be 

clear, albeit with tension 

given historical, existing and 

likely future non-residential 

use. 

No.   

This option would not 

promote business and 

economic prosperity for the 

centre, nor provide ‘a range 

of opportunities for business 

activities to establish and 

prosper’.   

No.   

This option would not 

‘increase housing 

development opportunities’, 

nor ‘promote the re-use and 

redevelopment of buildings 

and land’.   

No. 

‘Stimulation of commercial 

activities’ that ‘expedites 

long-term economic and 

employment growth’ would 

not occur with this option.   

The option would not enable 

‘revitalising of centres’ nor 

contribute to ‘sufficient and 

suitable land development 

capacity’.   

Neutral.   

Residential zoning would 

retain the status quo.  
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Commercial 

Core or 

Fringe 

zoning 

Yes.    

COR zoning would provide a 

framework for commercial 

use, aligned with the adjacent 

shopping centre (a 

neighbourhood centre) and 

better aligned to the 

historical/existing/future use 

of the land.  This would 

‘foster investment certainty’ 

for the owners and provide 

for longer term needs for 

economic development. 

Yes.    

Would minimise transaction 

costs (and notification 

requirements) associated with 

resource consenting or future 

plan change requests to 

enable commercial use.   

Would encourage innovation 

and choice in respect of the 

land.   

Would provide clarity of 

outcome. 

Yes.    

Would support and provide 

opportunities for business 

activity and economic 

prosperity.   

Yes.    

Would maintain and enhance 

the role of the centre and 

promote the re-use and re-

development of buildings and 

land.   

Maintenance of amenity and 

attractiveness to residents 

and businesses would be 

dependent on Commercial 

rules.   COR and CF zoning 

would be no different in terms 

of applicable built form / 

amenity related rules.   

New development would 

require coordination with 

infrastructure requirements. 

Yes.    

Would ‘stimulate’ commercial 

activity, expedite long term 

economic and employment 

growth, ‘revitalise the centre’, 

and provide additional land 

development capacity.   

Yes 

Performance standards for 

commercial zoning would 

manage or avoid conflicts and 

significant adverse effects.   
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Table 3: Section 32 Evaluation 

 

Is residential zoning of the land the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives?  

 

Relevant objectives: 

-Strategic directions objectives (see Table 2 above) 

-Objective 14.1.1 Housing supply 

-Objective 14.1.5 High quality residential environments 

 

Method Are provisions most 

appropriate way to 

achieve the objectives 

Effectiveness Efficiency (Benefits) Efficiency (Costs) Risks of acting/not acting 

 

Residential 

zoning or 

Commercial 

zoning with 

site 

specific 

rule 

limiting use 

to ground 

level 

parking 

No.   

See Table 2 above in respect of inconsistency 

with Strategic Directions objectives. 

In respect of objective 14.1.1, the residential 

zoning of the land will not increase housing supply 

given the historical, existing and likely future use 

in association with Merivale Mall.  

In respect of objective 14.1.5 a high quality 

residential environment will be maintained through 

the application of rules and performance standards 

to any redevelopment of the land.   

Environmental:   

Avoids potential effects associated with 

non-residential development of the 

land (built form, traffic, etc), albeit 

such effects would be managed in any 

case by rules under a commercial 

zoning. 

Social:   

Provides residents with some surety as 

to continuation of the status quo. 

Environmental:   

May result in sub-optimal or more intensive development 

of Merivale Mall to accommodate growth needs, where 

ground level expansion and utilisation of the car park land 

would otherwise be preferred and result in improved 

amenity/design outcomes.   

Economic:   

Inefficient use of the physical land resource, as zoning will 

not provide for residential intensification as sought by the 

proposed Plan, nor will it provide for commercial 

development (i.e. a ‘lose-lose’ outcome).   

Greater build costs of intensification on existing shopping 

centre site or demolishing existing improvements to 

accommodate intensification.   

Discourages innovation, investment and development of 

the land through uncertainty.   

Likely significant time and costs with consenting/rezoning 

to enable non-residential activity or development. 

Social:   

Localised demands for additional commercial services may 

not be able to be met.   

Demands for additional retail, 

community or other non-residential 

space at Merivale may still 

necessitate expansion beyond the 

extent of commercial zoning, which 

the plan is not flexible to respond 

to, i.e. private plan change may be 

required unnecessarily to achieve 

that sought by the submitter.  
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Is commercial zoning of the land the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives?  

 

Relevant objectives (as at 8 April 2015): 

 

-Strategic directions objectives (see Table 2 above) 

 

15.1.1 Objective 1 – Recovery of commercial activity  

The critical importance of commercial activity to the recovery and long term growth of the City is recognised and facilitated in an enabling framework that supports viable commercial 

centres  

 

Objective 2 - Focus of commercial activity 

Commercial activity is focussed within a network of centres (comprising the Central City, District, Neighbourhood, Local and Large Format centres) to meet the wider community’s and 

businesses' needs in a way and at a rate that:  

i. supports intensification within centres;  

ii. Enables the efficient use and continued viability of the physical resources of commercial centres and promotes their success and vitality, reflecting their critical importance to the 

local economy; 

iii. supports the function of District and Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points, while giving primacy to the central city, followed by District Centres and Neighbourhood 

Centres identified as Key Activity Centres;  

iv. is consistent with the role of each centre as defined in Policy 1 Table 15.1 and Appendix 15.10.1; 

v. supports a compact and sustainable urban form that provides for the integration of commercial activity with community, residential and recreational activities in locations with 

convenient access to the communities they serve;  

vi supports the recovery of centres, enhances their vitality and amenity and provides for a range of activities and community facilities; 

vii. manages strategic adverse effects on the transport network and public and private infrastructure;  

viii. is efficiently serviced by infrastructure and is integrated with the delivery of infrastructure; and 

ix. Adverse effects on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua are managed in  recognising their values. 

 

15.1.2 Objective 3 Urban form, scale and design outcomes  

A scale, form and design of development that is consistent with the role of a centre, and which:  

i. recognises the Central City and District Centres as strategically important focal points for community and commercial investment; 

ii. contributes to a high quality urban environment and enhances the character of the centre;  

iii. is integrated with the surroundings, where practicable;   

iv. recognises the functional and operational requirements of activities and the existing built form  

v. manages adverse effects on the surrounding environment; and 

vi. recognises Ngāi Tahu/ manawhenua values through the use of low impact design;  
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Method Are provisions most 

appropriate way to 

achieve the objectives 

Effectiveness Efficiency (Benefits) Efficiency (Costs) Risks of acting/not acting 

 

Commercial 

core or 

fringe 

zoning 

Yes.   

See Table 2 above in respect of consistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

In respect of objective 1, commercial zoning 

would recognise and facilitate, in an enabling 

framework, a viable commercial centre at 

Merivale. 

Commercial zoning would support objective 2, 

insofar as supporting intensification within centres, 

promoting success and vitality, supporting a 

compact urban form insofar as providing the 

community with convenient access to commercial 

and other services; and avoiding strategic adverse 

effects.   

Urban scale, form and design aspirations in 

objective 3 would be achieved by way of activity 

and built form standards.  

[See above re: costs of residential 

zoning] 

Environmental:   

Provides a commercial zoning 

framework consistent with other 

centres to enable comprehensive 

development that is subject to 

standards to manage or avoid 

environmental effects. 

Economic:   

Provides for efficient use of the 

physical land resource.  

Direct employment and economic 

benefits associated with 

development/construction activity and 

subsequent business activity.  

Encourages innovation, investment and 

development.   

Avoids the time and costs with 

alternative consenting/rezoning 

required to enable commercial 

development. 

Social:   

Provides capacity to meet market 

demands for retail/commercial activity 

in this part of the City.  

Environmental:   

Potential effects associated with commercial development 

of the land (built form, traffic, etc), albeit such effects 

would be managed in any case by rules under a 

commercial zoning.     

 

Not acting, may mean demands for 

additional retail, community or 

other non-residential space at 

Merivale may still necessitate 

expansion beyond the extent of 

commercial zoning, which the plan 

is not flexible to respond to, i.e. 

private plan change may be 

required unnecessarily to achieve 

that sought by the submitter.  
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