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INTRODUCTION  

Qualifications and experience 

1. My full 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 (where 

relevant) for: 

(a) Development at 999 Ferry Road under the operative Business 2 

(Ferrymead) rules.   

(b) 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 Riccarton; 

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 3 of 23



3 

SLO56321 4299843.1 NGA72191:4192373 
 

The Palms; Eastgate; Merivale Mall; Ferrymead Retail Centre; 

Bush Inn, and The Colombo.   

(c) Significant new commercial and retail developments within the 

Central City under the provisions introduced by the Central City 

Recovery Plan.   

(d) A number of smaller, discrete developments throughout the City’s 

commercial and industrial business zones.  

6. The specific experience described above 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.   

7. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I agree 

to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. 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 expressed. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE   

8. My evidence addresses the Commercial and Industrial Proposals 

(Chapters 15 and 16)1, insofar that Commercial Core (COR) zoning with 

specific provisions for Ferrymead is proposed for Mr Sloan’s land at 999 

Ferry Road.  My evidence is focused on whether such zoning is the most 

appropriate in the context of section 32 of the Act, having regard to the 

relief sought in Mr Sloan’s submission.     

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 

                                                
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).  
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(‘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). 

10. In addition to the above and Mr Sloan’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); 

(c) the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson, Mr Graeme McIndoe and Mr 

Timothy Heath for Christchurch City Council; and 

(d) the evidence of Mr Michael Copeland and Mr David Sloan.   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

11. The Council’s amendments to the Commercial Proposal (of 8 April 2015) 

resolve a number of the concerns raised in Mr Sloan’s submission and I 

support these amendments and the corresponding reasoning in Mr 

Stevenson’s evidence.   

12. To the extent that I consider further amendments are required: 

(a) I consider that on balance, rule 15.2.3.2 prescribing a minimum 

ground-level floor to ceiling height is not appropriate and should be 

deleted.  

                                                
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) Whilst I consider that the specific identification of Key Pedestrian 

Frontages as a basis for controls on buildings fronting the street 

has merit in some instances (i.e. mainstreet environments), I do not 

consider the site or road frontages at 999 Ferry Road warrant the 

level of control or prescription set out in rule 15.2.3.3.   My evidence 

on behalf of submitter 742 Scentre (New Zealand) Limited 

(Scentre) proposes an approach to managing the appearance of 

buildings fronting different types of roads which I consider to be 

more appropriate than that set out in the revised proposal.   

(c) I consider that the urban design rule should be a built form rather 

than activity standard and whilst the triggers in the rule and its 

activity status are appropriate, urban design assessment matters in 

15.8.1 require consolidation to focus on outcomes rather than the 

methods for achieving those outcomes.   

(d) Insofar that Mr Sloan’s submission sought identification of his land 

as a District Centre and Council propose it as a Neighbourhood 

Centre, the primary issue of concern for Mr Sloan is retaining his 

ability to establish retail tenants greater than 500m2 GLFA.  In my 

view, an exception to the 500m2 GLFA tenancy cap for the activities 

listed in P3-P9 would be appropriate for Mr Sloan’s land having 

regard to the site characteristics, resource consent rights that 

enable the establishment of up to 21,600m2 GLFA of retail activity 

on the site with no limit on tenancy size, and the evidence of Mr 

Copeland.  Such an exception would support Strategic Objectives 

3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.5 without undermining proposed Commercial 

objectives and higher level objectives in Chapter 3 and the RPS 

that afford primacy to Key Activity Centres (including Eastgate).    

SITE CONTEXT 

13. Mr Sloan’s site at 999 Ferry Road is described in paragraphs 7-11 of his 

submission and is illustrated in Attachments 1-3.   

14. Key attributes of the subject land are: 

(a) The site is subject to a Business 2 (District Centre) zoning under 

the Operative Plan.  This zoning was established following 

submissions and appeals by Mr Sloan on Variation 86 to the City 
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Plan, whereby Council proposed rezoning the land from Business 4 

(Suburban Industrial) to Business Retail Park. 

(b) The operative zoning provides for, among other things, office and 

residential activity and up to 30,000m2 GLFA of retail activity with 

no limits on retail tenancy sizes.  This is consistent with 

Ferrymead’s classification in the Operative Plan as a District 

Centre.  

(c) The operative zoning includes an Outline Development Plan (which 

Council proposes to include in the Replacement Plan), which 

generally reflects the layout of existing and/or consented buildings, 

car parking and access points on the site, and identifies 

‘development blocks’ for future development.    

(d) Existing buildings and activities on the site are illustrated on a site 

plan in Attachment 2 to this evidence.  Buildings and activities 

approved by way of resource consent are illustrated on the site plan 

in Attachment 3.  In broad terms, these plans show: 

(i) Approximately 16,519m2 of established retail activity and 

814 car parks on the site; and 

(ii) 21,634m2 of consented retail activity and 909 car parks on 

the site.   

15. Notably, the majority of buildings and activities provided for in the resource 

consent (as shown in Attachment 3) have been established and the 

consent has been given effect to.  As such, completion of a further 5000m2 

of buildings and retail activity is able to occur in reliance on that consent, 

without limitation on tenancy size or types.    

PROVISIONS IN AGREEMENT WITH COUNCIL 

16. Further to informal mediation with Council officers, the release of Council’s 

revisions on 8 April 2015 and its evidence, and subsequent formal 

mediation on 17 and 20 April, a number of issues raised in Mr Sloan’s 

submission have been resolved/agreed.  These include: 
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(a) Objectives and policies within the Commercial Proposal, noting 

amendments proposed by Council following formal mediation on 17 

and 20 April.  

(b) Commercial Core zoning of Mr Sloan’s land at 999 Ferry Road.  

(c) Retention of an outline development plan (ODP) for Ferrymead, 

(amended 8 April 2015 to remove the proposed access link to the 

west and the requirement for buildings/development blocks to 

strictly comply with the ODP)4. 

(d) Retention of a 30,000m2 GLFA cap on retail activity for 999 Ferry 

Road5. 

(e) Retention of the 20m height limit for the zone6.  

(f) Deletion or amendment of other built form standards specific to 

Ferrymead7 noting the built form standards for the Commercial 

Core zone generally8 will apply. 

17. I support the provisions (as amended) described above, and to the extent 

that such matters have been addressed in the evidence of Mr Stevenson I 

agree with his assessment.    

18. To the extent that Mr Sloan’s submission concerned the deletion or 

amendment of rules in the revised Commercial Proposal of 8 April 2015 

regarding minimum ground-level floor to ceiling heights, street scene and 

urban design, these matters are addressed in detail in my evidence on 

behalf of submitter 741 Scentre (NZ) Limited, and apply equally in Mr 

Sloan’s case In summary, my evidence on these matters for Scentre 

concluded:  

(a) 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.   

                                                
4 Rule 15.2.5.1.1 P1 and Appendix 15.10.3 
5 Rule 15.2.5.1.2 RD1  
6 Rule 15.2.5.2.1 
7 Rule 15.2.5.2.2 - 15.2.5.2.5 
8 Rule 15.2.2.3 RD2 and 15.2.3  
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(b) 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.  

(Whilst not specifically addressed in my evidence for Scentre, as 

Ferry Road is not a main-street environment, I do not consider it 

should be identified as a Key Pedestrian Frontage).  For arterial 

and collector roads, ground level glazing and landscaping for 

buildings that are 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.    

(c) The triggers9 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 

consolidate10 the assessment matters by focusing on outcomes and 

removing the 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.   I also consider the urban design rule would more 

appropriately sit within the built form standards in 15.2.3.   

19. The remaining issue outstanding for Mr Sloan concerns the 500m2 GLFA 

tenancy cap for the activities listed in P3-P9 which I address below.  

                                                
9 Buildings greater than 1000m2 GLFA or with a street elevation greater than 20m in length 
10 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. 

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 9 of 23



9 

SLO56321 4299843.1 NGA72191:4192373 
 

500m2 GLFA CONSTRAINT FOR RETAIL  

20. The submission by Mr Sloan sought identification of his land at Ferrymead 

as a District Centre rather than a Neighbourhood Centre, on the basis that 

this would be consistent with the land’s recognition as a District Centre in 

the operative Plan and more specifically because it would provide for retail 

tenancies greater than 500m2 GLFA.   

21. Council’s approach to the Commercial Proposal is that District Centres are 

also Key Activity Centres (KAC) as defined in the Regional Policy 

Statement (RPS).  Whilst the RPS does not identify Ferrymead as a KAC, I 

question whether that precludes it from being identified as a District Centre 

in the Replacement Plan, noting that Ferrymead does, or is able to, fulfil 

the functions identified in Table 15.1 of Policy 1 and Appendix 15.10.1 in 

the Commercial Proposal. 

22. The site is presently zoned Business 2 (District Centre Core) Zone and is 

recognised in the corresponding zone description11 as a ‘larger district 

centre’ which are  described as: 

‘significant focal points for business activities and community facilities. 

They are strategically well distributed on major roads to serve sizeable 

suburban residential catchments, and generally contain a total floor space 

in excess of 20,000m2. They include an integrated shopping centre with at 

least one major retail store (a supermarket or variety store). They also 

usually have a large variety of small shops, a range of professional and 

commercial activities, offices, community facilities and service activities. In 

the case of the Ferrymead District Centre, residential activity and public 

amenities are also envisaged so as to achieve a diverse and vibrant 

mixed-use outcome’.  

23. On the basis of the above I consider that Ferrymead could warrant 

identification as a District Centre, however I accept that may require 

exclusions or extensive amendments to the proposed Commercial policies, 

as it is not a KAC (noting that all other identified District Centres are also 

KACs in the Replacement Plan).  

24. In any event, I understand that Mr Sloan is not concerned with the policy 

differentiation between District and Neighbourhood Centres, or the tenancy 
                                                
11 Volume 3, Part 3, Clause 1.3 
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size limit on offices which applies to the latter (noting that large offices are 

commercially unlikely at Ferrymead).  Rather, from a practical perspective, 

Mr Sloan seeks the enablement of retail tenancies greater than 500m2 

GLFA on his land at Ferrymead.  I support that outcome. 

25. In my opinion, and in addition to the reasons set out in Mr Copeland’s 

evidence, the 500m2 GLFA tenancy cap for the activities listed in P3-P9 

should not apply to Mr Sloan’s site/the Ferrymead Neighbourhood Centre 

for the reasons set out below. 

26. Firstly, there are currently activities operating from Mr Sloan’s land that 

comprise tenancies greater than 500m2 GLFA that would not comply with 

the proposed tenancy GLFA restriction (for example, Mitre 10 Mega is a 

trade supplier of approximately 10,400m2 GLFA and the gymnasium is 

1842m2 GLFA).  The existing buildings housing these tenancies and other 

buildings on the site are large and of a size and shape that could readily 

accommodate future retail tenancies larger than 500m2 GLFA. 

27. The large site area, layout of the site and buildings, and the presence of a 

large Mitre 10 Mega and Countdown supermarket as anchor tenants 

makes the site suitable for the establishment of additional large buildings 

with large tenants.  The Ferrymead ODP proposed for inclusion in the 

Commercial Proposal acknowledges this with large development blocks 

distributed around the site separated by areas of car parking, in manner 

typical of large format retail centres.   

28. Examples of tenants that might seek to establish at Ferrymead that would 

not be permitted by a 500m2 GLFA cap would include plumbing or 

electrical supplies stores (i.e. ‘trade suppliers’ as defined in the 

Replacement Plan); large homeware or furniture stores(‘retail activity’); or 

Lonestar restaurant or Speights Alehouse (‘food and beverage outlet’).  In 

my opinion, these activities (e.g. trade suppliers, large homeware and 

furniture retailers, or large ‘standalone’ food and beverage outlets12  would 

be unlikely to establish at Eastgate due to its composition as a traditional 

internalised ‘mall’ with smaller, costlier tenancy spaces.  If such activities 

were to establish at Ferrymead they would be unlikely to affect Eastgate for 

                                                
12 For example, the Speights Alehouse on the corner of Ferry Road and Waterman Place 
is approximately 600m2 GLFA. 
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the same reasons.  Nonetheless and despite this being the sole rationale 

for their exclusion, under the Commercial Proposal they would still require 

resource consent, which may or may not be granted.  In my opinion, this is 

not consistent with strategic objective 3.3.2. 

29. Finally, the approved and implemented resource consent (reference 

RMA200003878) provides for a total of 21,600m2 GFA of retail activity on 

the site, of which 16,519m2 is currently built, with approximately 5,000m2 

GFA yet to be built.  This consent does not restrict tenancy types or sizes 

and would enable the establishment of any number of new retail tenancies 

exceeding 500m2 GLFA (in new buildings or in place of existing tenants) 

irrespective of any new zoning or rule.  Accordingly, the large tenants that 

Council hopes to direct to Eastgate by regulating Ferrymead could still 

establish at 999 Ferry Road in any case.   

30. Ultimately, the difference between Mr Sloan and Council concerns his 

ability to establish retail tenants greater than 500m2 GLFA.  As this is 

enabled under the terms of Mr Sloan’s resource consent to a significant 

extent and recognising the characteristics of the land and the evidence of 

Mr Copeland, I consider an exception to the 500m2 GLFA tenancy cap for 

the activities listed in P3-P9 would be appropriate for the Ferrymead 

Neighbourhood Centre and would support Strategic Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 

3.3.5 without undermining proposed Commercial objectives and higher 

level objectives in Chapter 3 and the RPS that afford primacy to Key 

Activity Centres.  

 
Jeremy Goodson Phillips 
24 April 2015 
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Attachment 1: Location Plan identifying 999 Ferry Road 
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Attachment 2: Site plan of existing buildings at activities at 999 Ferry Road
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ttachment 3: Approved/implemented resource consent plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 17 of 23



þ67 co - A..l.J

tttot

(
INDICATIVE

STAGE 2 iÈsu'
i

s*1t'.c{""y"a

INDICATIVE
STAGE 3

I ffi{J+ +H

U IJ|JU lJlJ lJ U tj U tJ U U U lJ lJ tj lJ lJ lJ |l

[----l woorwoRrss

| | rxrsrrr.rc

[---] srlc¡ r

I I neurL

l--_l srecr z

| | nrrnrL

f-__-l sr¡c¡ ¡
I I nrnrL

l-_l sucr ¿

I I RETATL

WOOLWORÍHS .

TXISTING

INDICATIVE

STAGE 4

S = STAFF

VISIIORS

TOTAL

3706 ñ2

SITt PLAI\

_t

E

NUB
E6ESS

Lr

@ --crncrlrurHUS REGrus

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 18 of 23



CHURCH C|TY COUMCIL

e
o
d

t
È
LD
tL

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 19 of 23



ll
I

F
(')
ut

=

I

t--
(t)

l¡r

SOUTH-B

dl
I

È-
(l.)

ùl

CHNISTCHURCH CITY COUN

KHr{ zooosøløl t
APPROVED PIAì
Signed,,......

STAGE 2 Date

K^^^2¿æ3518/3

STAGE 2_SOUTIt ELEVATION B

STAGE 2_EAST ELEVATION A

STAGE 2_EAST ELEVATICN E SCALE I:2OO AA2

I

t--o
lu

=

I

F-
lf)

IU

SOUTH-A

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS DESIGNS AND DRAWNGS ARE

ON SITE BEFORE COI/MENCING ANY WORK THE COPYRIGHT OF G M.DESIGN

ORTH-A

STAGE 2_3OUTH ELEVATION A

FERRYYIEAD VILLAGE STAGE 2 ]Ot-tffiØoîen

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips
page 20 of 23



STAGE 2_EAST ELEVATION

STAGE 2_NORTH ELEVATICN A

É
I

F
(r)
uJ

=

STAGE 2

CHRISTCHURCH CITY

hryi A zøæg?ç
A?PROVED P

Signed '......
Dste.... ....'.......

DESIGNS AND DRAWNG:
THE COPYRIGHT OF G.M.D

d)
I

F
lf)

!l

I

f-
rJ)
!l
=

I

F
ú)

ul

SOUTH-A

STAGE 2_NCRTH ELEVATION B

STAGE 2_UEST ELEVATICN-A

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS
ON SITE BEFORE COMMENCING ANY WORK

STAGE 2_AEST ELEVATICN_B

FERRYTEAD VILLAGE STAGE 2

SCALE I:2OO AA2

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 21 of 23



STAGE 3_NCRTH ELEVATICN

STAGE 3_1CUTH ELEVATION

STAGE ?-EAST ELEVATION scALE '''2oo 
aA2

CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

È,¡uh ?Æþzwz [5
APPROVED PLANS
Signed......

Eate

EAST

,,L' ?3È?"iliÎ' "#Ë.Ì':""åãi

FERRYIIEAD VIL LAGE srAGE 3 OllÐuelen

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 22 of 23



0
Æ\

Iot j I!'ùì

Existing Planting

Lot I

DP 7il50
( Lot 2lï 82763>

Owner Sloan

Lot I

DP 68725

0ate

Existing levels

and vegetation

to be reteined

Proposed enlrance/

eocess to site

Pl Lot I

DP 1242+

CHRISTCHURCH CIW COUNCIL

Cord'¡

auslrr

0t,er

ESTUARY OF

AVON & HEATHCOTE RIVEI

TE IHUTAI

934 Sloan
Jeremy Philips

page 23 of 23


