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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Kevin Michael Bligh.  I am a Senior Planner at Golder Associates (NZ) 

Limited (Golder), a ground engineering and environmental consultancy firm.  I have 

been employed in this role since May 2012. 

1.2 I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and have over 11 years' 

experience in the field of resource management and planning in New Zealand.   

1.3 Prior to joining Golder, I worked with Winstone Aggregates in the role of Resource and 

Development Planner, and as a Consents Planner at the former Rodney District 

Council.  I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln 

University, and a Master of Resource and Environmental Planning with First Class 

Honours from Massey University.   

1.4 I have extensive experience with operations of an industrial nature, including zoning of 

industrial land and management of reverse sensitivity effects.  This experience has 

included site identification and selection, submissions on planning documents, 

community consultation and extensive involvement in resource consent processes.  

Since joining Golder I have worked on a number of projects within the Christchurch City 

area including the consenting of new and existing manufacturing operations and a 

range of quarrying activities.   

1.5 In 2013 I was engaged by Gelita (NZ) Limited (Gelita), along with Golder’s technical air 

quality experts, to prepare an application to change conditions of Gelita’s air discharge 

permit for its site at Woolston in Christchurch (the Site).  This application is still being 

processed by Canterbury Regional Council.  During my involvement in this project, I 

became familiar with the nature of the site’s operations and the challenges it faces from 

a resource management perspective (particularly after the earthquakes).  To that end, 

given that the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (CRDP) will in the 

future outline the manner in which Gelita will be able to develop and utilise its site, I 

advised Gelita that it was important for an assessment of the implications of the CRDP 

to be carried out and that submissions on specific provisions of the CRDP may be 

required in order to ensure that it can continue to operate effectively at the site.  

Subsequently, I have prepared the submissions (and further submissions) on the CRDP 

now before the Hearing Panel.  

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

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

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

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

on the advice of another person, I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 
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evidence are within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

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

 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 The focus of Gelita’s submissions and further submissions is to ensure that the CRDP 

contains a land use management framework that enables Gelita to continue its 

operation on the existing site, subject to appropriate restrictions.  This includes ensuring 

that it is not inappropriately constrained, either by CRDP provisions themselves, and / 

or potential future land use in the surrounding area.   

2.2 With this approach in mind, broadly speaking the Strategic Outcomes and Strategic 

Directions provisions of the CRDP are supported by Gelita.  There are three specific 

matters that are not supported by Gelita, namely brownfield areas and associated 

development, and the definitions for ‘reverse sensitivity’ and ‘industrial activities’. 

2.3 In relation to the provisions relating to brownfield areas, Gelita supports the strategic 

direction of providing increased opportunities for residential or mixed use development 

in appropriate locations, but requested changes such that development of brownfield 

areas within industrial zones would not be subject to residential or mixed use 

development.  Mr Stevenson has recommended against the specific changes 

requested, principally because they are inconsistent with Land Use Recovery Plan 

(LURP) and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).  While Gelita 

understands this Mr Stevenson’s position I outline two matters for latter consideration 

when decisions on functionality, rather than strategic direction, are being made.  These 

are the need to ensure: zoning provides for grouping of compatible land use activities 

(and separation of incompatible land use) while also ensuring that reverse sensitivity 

effects do not occur; and, that there are no unnecessary restrictions on industrial land 

availability and / or use of industrial land arising from the CRDP.  Failure to achieve 

these goals has the potential to further exacerbate reverse sensitivity effects within 

Industrial Zones and it also significantly compromises the potential for the efficient 

future industrial uses being the types of development the zone is intended for. 

2.4 In relation to the definition of ‘reverse sensitivity’, the amendment (i.e., “…. new 

activities into the same environment, where…”) sought by Gelita, or a similar 

amendment, is appropriate.  In my opinion, when the reverse sensitivity provisions of 

the CRDP are being implemented by decision makers, it is likely that ‘zone’ will come to 

replace ‘environment’.  This has the potential to result in too narrow a concept of 

reverse sensitivity being applied to resource management decision making under the 

CRDP.   
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2.5 Finally, as a result of submissions, Mr Stevenson has recommended that "Noxious or 

offensive activity" in the definition of industrial activity be replaced with "Heavy Industrial 

Activity".  While the proposed amendment is supported, I reserve the right to address 

this matter in later hearings in light of any subsequent definition of 'heavy industrial 

activity' and any restrictions or controls that may apply to such activities and / or 

industrial activities. 

2.6 Specifically with respect to noxious or offensive activity, I consider that this term is 

inappropriate for use in the District Plan.  Noxious, offensive or objectionable effects are 

typically addressed by provisions in regional plans where the appropriate mechanisms 

are in place to mitigate the effects of such activities.  To try and identify such activities 

through the District Plan is unnecessary, not effects based, and creates a negative 

perception of the activity regardless of the level of effects it may generate.  What 

matters is that the definition of ‘industrial activities’ is clear – not what type of effects 

they might create which is matter for consideration as part of a consent, if required. 

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 Mr Monk, in his evidence to the Hearing Panel, has described the past, current and 

proposed ongoing future use of the Site.  He has also described the issues that have 

arisen as a result of earthquake damage (and snow damage) at the Site, and the 

remedial actions that have been and are still being carried out at the Site.   

3.2 I do not propose to discuss these matters further.  Rather the general focus of my 

evidence is endeavouring to ensure that the CRDP contains resource management 

provisions that provide for industrial activities, particularly heavy industrial activities 

such as those carried out by Gelita at the Site, within an appropriate resource 

management context.  That centres on ensuring that such activities occur within an 

appropriately zoned area where the industrial activity is permitted, subject to restrictions 

that ensure that adverse effects do not extend beyond the zone.  At the same time, 

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

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

3.3 Given this focus, Gelita’s key submission points principally relate to functional 

considerations, not the ‘Strategic Outcomes and Strategic Directions’ (currently under 

consideration), which broadly speaking are supported. 

3.4 On the above basis, my evidence addresses two matters: 
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(a) Brownfield areas and residential development (Policy 3.6.2.3 and the definition 

of ‘brownfield’1).   

(b) Definitions – ‘reverse sensitivity’2 and ‘industrial activity’3. 

3.5 In preparing this evidence, I have particularly focussed on the statement of evidence 

from Mr Stevenson (dated 18 November 2014) discussing ‘Commercial / Industrial’ 

matters.  I have also referred to Attachment A of Mr Eman’s evidence (dated 18 

November 2014) which contains all of the recommended changes to the relevant 

sections of the CRDP. 

3.6 Except for the matters specifically addressed in Sections 4 and 5 of my evidence, I 

have not made any comment on submission points:  

 where a provision was supported and no significant change has been 

recommended (Objective 3.6.1 and Policy 3.6.1.3);  

 where Gelita’s recommended change has been supported by Staff (Objective 

3.6.24); and,  

 where in relation to the matter raised in the submission, Gelita is willing to work 

within the bounds of the provisions as now proposed (Issue 3.4.1.25 and Policy 

3.6.66). 

 

4. BROWNFIELD AREAS AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 The CRDP, amongst its various provisions, seeks to provide increased opportunities for 

residential or mixed use development in appropriate locations.  In accordance with both 

the LURP and the CRPS one of the mechanisms for achieving this is by providing for 

such development “in suitable brownfield areas” (Policy 3.6.2.3(b)(iii)).  Brownfield 

means “previously used industrial land or commercial land, or land no longer required 

by a requiring authority for a designated purposes”. 

4.2 Gelita, in its submissions, requested changes such that brownfield areas would not 

include land within industrial zones7.  Mr Stevenson did not consider that Gelita’s 

                                           

1  In relation to Gelita’s submission, Policy 3.6.2.3 is discussed in paragraph 20.2 of Mr Stevenson’s 
evidence and the definition in paragraphs 21.1 to 25.4. 
2  Refer to paragraphs 29.1 to 29.4 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
3  Refer to paragraphs 26.1 to 26.11 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
4  Refer to paragraphs 20.3 and 20.4 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
5  Refer to paragraph 20.1 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
6  Refer to paragraph 20.5 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
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approach was necessary, principally as in his opinion it was inconsistent with the LURP 

and CRPS.   

4.3 There are two key considerations that in my opinion need to be kept in mind as 

decisions on the day to day functionality, rather than the strategic outcomes and 

directions, of the CRDP are made.   

4.4 Firstly, the CRDP zones land within Christchurch city so as to provide for certain land 

use activities in certain areas.  From a planner’s perspective, zoning is a means of 

ensuring that incompatible activities are separated while compatible activities are 

grouped together.  This does not necessarily mean that land in any particular zone 

cannot be used by a range of activities, but it does mean that the compatibility of 

activities provided for within zones needs to be recognised and accommodated.  This is 

particularly the case in relation to industrial zones.  It is especially the case in industrial 

zones. These zones provide for heavy industrial activities that do not provide, or should 

not be required provide, the same level of amenity or lack of nuisance that would be 

associated with residential or a broad range of commercial activities.  In outlining this 

matter, I acknowledge that there are a range of planning tools that can be utilised within 

the CRDP to ensure that zoning provides for grouping of compatible land use activities 

while also ensuring that reverse sensitivity effects do not occur. 

4.5 The second consideration is that appropriately zoned land for industrial activities, 

particularly heavy industry, can be a scarce resource in many urban environments.  In 

addition, such areas can come under pressure to be used for non-industrial 

development activities that can result in reverse sensitivity issues.  It is important for 

Christchurch’s economic well-being that the provisions of the CRDP do not restrict 

industrial land availability and / or the use of such land.  Inappropriate development 

within Industrial zones has the potential to compromise current industrial development 

as well as future industrial development which is envisaged within the zone.  Future 

industrial development that cannot reasonably locate elsewhere, is also then 

compromised should it locate next to the sensitive development that has been allowed 

to enter the industrial zone.  

4.6 In summary, the definition of brownfield and the strategic intent of providing for 

development opportunities in brownfield areas are not opposed and therefore no 

changes are being sought through my evidence.  However, for the reasons outlined 

above, at future CRDP hearings Gelita will continue to try ensure that its Site and 

surrounding area is appropriately zoned and that the relevant zone provisions provide 

security for Gelita’s current and ongoing operations. 

                                                                                                                           

7  Gelita requested that Policy 3.6.2.3(b)(iii) be amended to “in suitable brownfield areas outside of 
industrial zones”, and that the definition of brownfield was amended to “Previously used industrial land or 
commercial land …”. 
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5. DEFINITIONS 

Reverse Sensitivity 

5.1 Gelita, in its submission, requested the following amendments to the definition of 

reverse sensitivity: 

“means the effect on existing activities from the introduction of new activities 

into the same environment, where the new activities may raise concerns or 

complains regarding the effects of existing activities which could lead to 

restrictions being placed on existing activities”. 

5.2 In addition, Gelita’s submission also suggested providing an example as part of the 

definition.  The suggested example was an airport and noise impacts on sensitive 

activities which included dwellings, child care centres or visitor accommodation.  I do 

not propose to discuss the proposed example any further as it was only a suggested as 

a means of providing further clarity. 

5.3 Mr Stevenson rejected the requested amendment8 on the basis that while the notified 

version of the definition provides an element of uncertainty in terms of what constitutes 

the same environment, the amendment proposed by Gelita could result in a broader 

application (for example, effects across a wider distance) being applied. 

5.4 In my opinion, it is important to consider how the definition will be applied within the 

context of the CRDP.  

5.5 As I have already noted, the CRDP utilises zoning as a land use management tool.  

Given this approach, it is more than likely that the term ‘environment’ will end up being 

interpreted as ‘zone’.  This is important as reverse sensitivity impacts can occur, and 

have occurred, within zones (where the planning provisions do not appropriately restrict 

incompatible land use) and in relation to neighbouring but incompatible activities which 

are located within two neighbouring but appropriately zoned areas.   

5.6 For these reason, I consider that it is important that the amendment requested by Gelita 

is made (or something similar) as it will provide decision makers with more flexibility to 

consider potential reverse sensitivity effects on existing activities, particularly where 

such effects may occur at the boundary or intersection of two zones – such as between 

the Industrial Heavy Zone and the Industrial General Zone.  

Industrial Activity 

                                           

8  Refer to paragraphs 29.3 and 29.4 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
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5.7 Gelita, along with a number of other submitters, requested that the definition of 

industrial activity be amended.  Gelita specifically requested that the definition be 

amended to: 

“means the use of land and / or buildings for manufacturing, fabricating, 

processing, repairing, assembly, packaging, wholesaling or storage of 

products.  It excludes high technology industrial activity, mining exploration, 

mineral extraction, and quarrying. and noxious or offensive activity.” 

5.8 Although not a matter currently before the Hearings Panel, the CRDP also contains a 

definition of ‘noxious or offensive activity’ which Gelita’s operations would have fallen 

into.  Then, under the rules, it is likely that any changes to activities, buildings or 

structures on the Gelita site, although zoned Industrial Heavy, would not have been 

permitted and thus Gelita would be obliged to seek resource consents for all such 

activities.   

5.9 Mr Stevenson in his evidence suggests replacing “Noxious or offensive activity” in the 

definition of industrial activity with “Heavy Industrial Activity”9.  Although some of my 

reasoning may differ from that of Mr Stevenson’s, I consider that his proposed 

amendment is appropriate. 

5.10 However, while I accept the proposed amendment, its relevance is only of significance 

when considered in light of any subsequent definition of ‘heavy industrial activity’ that is 

to follow and then how the provisions of the CRDP accommodate such activities.  

Accordingly, I intend to address the definition of heavy industrial activity, if needed, 

when they are come before the Hearings Panel for consideration.   

 

 

 

KEVIN BLIGH 

25 NOVEMBER 2014 

                                           

9  Refer to paragraph 26.11 of Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 


