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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 Elmwood Storage Limited, SSF 

One Limited and SSF Two Limited (‘Elmwood’).  

8 My evidence addresses the Commercial and Industrial Proposals 

(Chapters 15 and 16)1, insofar that Industrial General (‘IG’) zoning 

was proposed for Elmwood’s land at 12, 20 and 22 Moorhouse Avenue 

in the notified version of the Proposal and Council now proposes 

Commercial Office (‘CO’) zoning.   My evidence is focused on what 

zoning is most appropriate in the context of section 32 of the Act.     

9 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 

                                       
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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(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’). 

10 In addition to the above and Elmwood’s submission, 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 for Christchurch City Council. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

 

1 In my opinion, Industrial General zoning of the submitter’s land at 12, 

20 and 22 Moorhouse Avenue (as was notified, as identified in 

Attachment 1) 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 Office zoning to be the most appropriate 

zoning for this land. My conclusion is based on: 

(a) My evaluation of relevant industrial 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; and  

(b) The evidence of Mr Stevenson for Council.   

3 I support Mr Stevenson’s 8 April 2015 amendments to the planning 

maps insofar as he proposes Commercial Office zoning for 12, 20 and 22 

Moorhouse Avenue.   
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STATEMENT 

Site Context 

11 Elmwood’s land at 12, 20 and 22 Moorhouse Avenue is described in 

paragraphs 7-8 of its submission and the site and locality is identified 

in Attachment 1 to this evidence.   

12 In summary, the land is currently in commercial use, with buildings 

established or under construction in accordance with approved land 

use consents.  Office activity predominates, with the potential for 

hospitality, commercial service, gymnasia and showroom/retail 

activity- particularly at ground floor level.  Opportunities for 

residential occupation also exist noting the amenity offered by Hagley 

Park immediately to the north. 

13 As noted in the submission, the established and successful activity 

presently on site, the investment in buildings and improvements, and 

the potential future development options make industrial development 

of this block, and the property in particular, an unlikely prospect for 

the foreseeable future. 

14 Aside from Hagley Park, the surrounding area features a mixture of 

retail, commercial service, office, trade supply, yard-based supply 

(vehicle sales), and industrial activities.  

Notified Zoning and Proposed Zoning 

15 The Industrial General (IG) zone which was proposed to apply to the 

site and surrounding properties (in the notified version of the 

proposed Plan) is described as follows4: 

‘Industrial General Zone 

This zone recognises and provides for industrial activities that can 

operate in close proximity to more sensitive zones, such as 

residential areas, due to the nature and limited effects (such as 

noise, odour and traffic) of activities’. 

                                       
4 PRDP, as notified, Chapter 1 Introduction, Clause 10.1 
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16 Noting the above, the proposed IG zoning does not contemplate the 

activity which is presently established on the land or that which is 

likely for the foreseeable future.   

17 The submission by Elmwood sought Industrial Office (‘IO’) zoning for 

their land on the basis that such zoning would more appropriately 

recognise and provide for existing commercial activities and buildings 

at 12, 20 and 22 Moorhouse Avenue.  As to the extent of zoning 

sought, Elmwood proposed two options in its submission.  Option 1 

proposed IO zoning for the entire block within which their land sat, on 

the basis that corresponding road and rail boundaries for the block 

would provide a clear demarcation of the zone (see Attachment 1, 

Figure 2).   However, as an alternative option, IO zoning was sought 

only in relation to the properties owned by Elmwood (see 

Attachment 1, Figure 3).   

18 The IO zone is described in the notified version of the proposed Plan 

as follows5:  

‘Industrial Office Zone 

The Industrial Office Zone recognises and enables office activities 

in existing office park areas at Addington and Russley. These 

areas have lawfully established large scale office activities which 

have located in less than optimal locations. The policy for this 

zone provide a very clear direction that the Council does not 

support new office parks in industrial areas’. 

19 In Council’s revised proposal of 8 April 2015 the IO zone was replaced 

with a Commercial Office (‘CO’) zone which, in general terms, fulfilled 

the same function as the IO zone.  In the 8 April 2015 revisions, 

Council proposed that Elmwood’s land and adjacent land to the west 

be zoned CO in recognition of the activities ‘on the ground’.   

Evaluation of options against section 32, Statement of expectations 

and Strategic Directions Objectives 

20 Mr Stevenson’s evidence for the Council sets out the rationale for the 

proposed Commercial Office zoning generally and its application to 

Elmwood’s land and adjacent land.  I agree with Mr Stevenson’s 

                                       
5 PRDP, as notified, Chapter 1 Introduction, Clause 10.1 
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reasoning and the resulting amendments of 8 April 2015, insofar as 

they relate to Elmwood’s submission6 (i.e. CO zoning of the land, but 

no provision for retail activity as a permitted activity).   

21 Nonetheless, I have undertaken my own brief evaluation of the 

notified IG zoning and subsequently proposed CO zoning against the 

statement of expectations in the Order, the objectives in the Strategic 

Directions chapter, and section 32 of the Act.  This is set out in 

Attachment 2 to this evidence.   

CONCLUSION 

22 For the reasons set out in Mr Stevenson’s evidence and based on my 

evaluation in Attachment 2, I conclude that for Elmwood’s land (as 

identified in Attachment 1):  

(a) IG zoning of 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.   

(b) CO zoning would be the most appropriate zoning for this land. It 

reflects the reality of established development and is a more 

efficient and effective method for achieving the Plan’s objectives 

and the purpose of the Act.   

23 Accordingly, I support Mr Stevenson’s 8 April 2015 amendments to 

the planning maps insofar as they relate to 12, 20 and 22 Moorhouse 

Avenue.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips  

24 April 2015 

                                       
6 Mark Stevenson, evidence-in-chief, paragraph 33.64. 
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Attachment 1: Aerial photograph, relief sought and proposed zoning map 

Figure 1: Aerial / location plan 
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Figure 2: Extract of notified planning map 38 showing relief option 1 
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Figure 3: Extract of notified planning map 38 showing relief option 2 
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Figure 4: Extract of Council’s 8 April 2015 amendments to planning map 38 
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Attachment 2: 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 

Industrial 

General 

Zoning 

No.   

Industrial zoning (and the 

associated zone description, 

rules and planning 

framework) contemplates 

activity other than that which 

exists and is consented on the 

site and that which is likely 

for the foreseeable future.   

No.   

Resource consent processes 

would be relied on for any 

commercial activity on the 

land (e.g. new buildings, 

alterations, tenancy changes 

involving new activities). 

Neutral/no.   

Industrial provisions would 

have limited relevance to the 

existing activity and built 

form.  However they would 

increase prescriptiveness in 

terms of commercial office 

activity relative to the status 

quo. 

No 

Tenancy changes entailing 

new commercial activities 

(e.g. retail, food and 

beverage, etc) would require 

resource consent with 

potential for notification.  

Neutral/No. 

Industrial zoning (and 

associated objectives and 

policies) would not reflect 

existing activity and built form 

on the site.   

 

Neutral  

(dependent on the particular 

rules applicable). 

Commercial 

Office 

zoning 

Yes.    

Would provide a clear 

framework for commercial use 

of the land, reflecting 

existing/established buildings 

and activities.  

Yes.    

Would limit (reduce) the need 

for resource consents for 

commercial and other 

associated activities on the 

land.   

Yes.    

Commercial zoning would 

encourage innovation and 

choice for the land owner 

insofar as establishing 

activities/uses or building 

additions which are 

complementary to the 

existing commercial activity. 

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 and otherwise 

reflect existing commercial 

activity.   

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 

Industrial 

General 

zoning 

No.   

Industrial zoning would not 

‘foster investment certainty’ 

noting that substantial 

investment in commercial 

office buildings has occurred 

to date with an expectation 

that commercial tenants 

could freely occupy the space.   

No.   

High transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consents 

(or plan changes) would 

apply to commercial 

development proposals 

including tenant changes.   

Choice would not be 

encouraged, insofar that 

commercial tenants could not 

freely establish on the site.   

Intended outcomes would 

conflict with established and 

consented activities.   

No.   

This option would not 

promote business and 

economic prosperity noting 

the landowners preference for 

commercial activity, nor 

provide ‘a range of 

opportunities for business 

activities to establish and 

prosper’.   

No.   

This option would not  

‘promote the re-use and 

redevelopment of buildings 

and land’, recognising they 

are established for 

commercial purposes.   

 

Neutral. 

Enabling rebuilding and 

providing suitable land 

development capacity would 

be neither enabled nor 

disenabled, noting that 

buildings on the site have 

been recently established.   

No. 

Controlling the location of 

activities by zoning to 

minimise or avoid conflicts 

would not be supported by 

Industrial zoning, noting the 

predominance of office and 

associated commercial 

activity on the subject land.  
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Commercial 

Office 

zoning 

Yes.    

CO zoning would provide a 

framework that would provide 

for commercial activity, that 

would reflect activities ‘on the 

ground’.   

Yes.    

Would minimise transaction 

costs (and notification 

requirements) for new 

commercial activity or 

buildings.   

Would provide greater clarity 

of outcomes by avoiding 

zoning that conflicts with 

resource consents, land 

owner aspirations, and 

activity ‘on the ground’.     

Yes.    

CO zoning would support and 

provide opportunities for 

commercial business activity 

and economic prosperity.   

Yes.    

CO zoning would promote re-

use and re-development of 

buildings and land.   

CO zoning would be more 

appropriate (than IG zoning) 

in terms of providing for a 

high quality environment that 

is ‘attractive to business’ and 

recognises  and appropriately 

manages the amenity of the 

land and its position adjacent 

to Hagley Park.  

The extent of CO zoning 

proposed would not enable 

additional commercial 

development that may 

detract from the maintenance 

or enhancement of the 

Central City or other centres.   

Neutral    

Buildings/activities largely 

established.   

Yes. 

CO zoning would ensure 

compatible activities are able 

to establish and would 

otherwise minimise or avoid 

conflicts from incompatible 

activities.  
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Table 3: Section 32 Evaluation 

 
 

Is industrial or 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) 

 

-Commercial objectives (as at 8 April 2015) 

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  

 

15.1.1 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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-Industrial objectives (as at 8 April 2015) 

-16.1.1 Objective 1 - Recovery and growth 

a. The recovery and economic growth of the district’s industry are supported and strengthened in existing and new greenfield industrial zones. 

 

-16.1.2 Objective 2 – Brownfield redevelopment 

a. The recovery and economic growth of the District is provided for through enabling redevelopment, including mixed-use development, of appropriate Brownfield areas. 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.  

 

-16.1.3 Objective 3 –Effects of industrial activities  

a. Adverse effects of industrial activities and development on the environment are managed to support the anticipated outcome for the zone and the level of amenity anticipated in the adjoining zone is not 

adversely affected by industry.  

b. The cultural values of Ngāi Tahu/ manawhenua are recognised, protected and enhanced through the use of indigenous species in landscaping and tree planting, a multi-value approach to stormwater 

management in greenfield areas, low impact design, and the protection and enhancement of wahi tapu and wahi taonga including waipuna. 

Method Are provisions most 

appropriate way to 

achieve the 

objectives 

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

Industrial 

zoning 
No.   

See Table 2 above in respect of inconsistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

In respect of 16.1.1 objective 1, the land 

features established commercial buildings and 

activities and as such industrial zoning of the land 

will not materially affect the recovery or economic 

growth of the district’s industry.   

In respect of 16.1.2 objective 2, the established 

extent of commercial activity on the land arguably  

means it is already an ‘appropriate area’ where 

mixed-use redevelopment is to be ‘enabled’.   

Industrial zoning would not be relevant, 

appropriate or effective in achieving 16.1.3 

Objective 3, insofar that new industrial activity is 

unlikely to establish and would otherwise be 

incompatible (in terms of effects/amenity).   

No benefits identified, noting extent of 

established commercial buildings and 

activities. 

Environmental:   

Noting extent of established commercial buildings/activity, 

there is a limited potential for incompatible activity/effects 

establishing under IG zoning.   

Economic:   

Regulatory costs associated with consenting of non-

industrial uses seeking to establish on the site.   

Inefficient use of the physical land resource, as zoning will 

not provide for industrial activity anticipated by the IG 

zoning, or the commercial activity ‘on the ground’ and 

desired Elmwood (i.e. a ‘lose-lose’ outcome).   

Discourages innovation, investment and development of 

the land through uncertainty, with potential for diminished 

land value as a consequence.   

Few risks of significance noting the 

extent of established commercial 

buildings and activities and 

corresponding resource consent 

approvals.  Primary risk would be 

the resultant costs of IG zoning (as 

identified in the adjacent column).  
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Commercial 

core or 

fringe 

zoning 

Yes.   

See Table 2 above in respect of consistency with 

Strategic Directions objectives. 

In respect of 15.1.1 objectives 1 and 2, CO 

zoning would recognise, in an enabling framework, 

established commercial office activity in this 

location, without detracting from the network of 

commercial centres and their viability.   

Urban scale, form and design aspirations in 

objective 3 would be achieved by way of activity 

and built form standards.  

Environmental:   

Provides a commercial zoning 

framework that recognises established 

office activity, without enabling activity 

that could diminish the amenity and 

function of centres or lead to adverse 

environmental effects (e.g. 

transportation, infrastructure, reverse 

sensitivity). 

Economic:   

Provides for efficient use of the 

physical land resource.  

Encourages innovation, investment and 

development consistent with the 

established commercial activity on the 

land.   

Avoids the time and costs with 

alternative consenting/rezoning 

required to enable commercial 

development. 

Social:   

Provides capacity to meet market 

demands for commercial activity in this 

part of the City.  

No significant costs identified, noting the extent of 

established commercial buildings and activities.   

Few risks of significance noting the 

extent of established commercial 

buildings and activities and 

corresponding resource consent 

approvals.  Primary risk would be 

the resultant costs of IG zoning (as 

identified above). 

 


