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INTRODUCTION  

 

Qualifications and experience 

1. My full name is Jason Christopher Jones. 

2. I am a Consultant Planner with Resource Management Group Ltd (also 

known as RMG), an urban and environmental planning consultancy with 

offices in Christchurch and Wellington. 

3. I hold a Bachelor’s Degree in Science from the University of Georgia’s 

School of Geology (USA), and a Post Graduate Diploma in Geography 

from the University of Canterbury.  

4. I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, and 

have over eight years’ experience in resource management planning in 

New Zealand, the majority of which has been in the employment of RMG.  

Prior to this, I worked for three years in the City Planning Unit at Wellington 

City Council. My experience there included the development of a number 

of District Plan Changes and planning policy projects. 

5. Since joining RMG in December of 2008, I have prepared a number of land 

use and subdivision consent applications, and privately-initiated plan 

changes.  I was one of a team of planners that produced Proposed Change 

30 to Christchurch City Plan – a privately initiated plan change to rezone 

205ha of rural land in Marshlands for urban use.  I gave planning evidence 

on behalf of the PC30 proponent, Prestons Road Limited1, at the 

substantive Hearing of submissions on PC30, and at subsequent 

proceedings held following the September 2010 and February 2011 

Canterbury Earthquakes. PC30 was made operative in late 2011. 

6. I have provided planning policy advice to a number of public and private 

sector clients, including the lodgement of formal submissions on Council 

Plan Changes and appearing as a planning witness at public hearings.  I 

have likewise processed and reported on a number of land use and 

subdivision consents for Local and Regional Authorities.  

                                                 
1
 Prestons Road Ltd is a joint venture between Ngāi Tahu Property Ltd, Foodstuffs South Island Ltd 
and CDL Land New Zealand Ltd. 
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7. My experience has also related to network utility infrastructure projects, 

including planning advice and evidence, preparation of submissions and 

further submissions for utility providers and processing of notified consent 

applications and notices of requirement for major network infrastructure 

proposals on behalf of Local Authorities.   

8. Collectively, my roles with Wellington City and with RMG have afforded me 

practical experience with over 25 RMA Plans across New Zealand. 

9. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The evidence of Tony Sewell (dated 25 November 2014)  for Ngāi 

Tahu Property Limited (“NTP”); 

(b) The evidence of Michael Copeland (dated 25 November 2014)  for 

NTP; 

(c) The evidence of Matthew Bonis (dated 25 November 2014)  for the 

Property Council; 

(d) The attachment to Matthew Bonis’ evidence setting out an 

amended version  of the Strategic Directions Proposal (“Property 

Council SR”); 

(e) The evidence in chief of  the Council’s witnesses Michael Theelan, 

Peter Eman, Hugh Nicholson and Adam Scott Blair (dated 18 

November 2014); and  

(f) The supplementary evidence of the Council’s witnesses Peter 

Eman and Mark Stevensen (dated 21 November 2014).  

10. 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. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

11. This evidence relates to Chapter 3 of the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (“the PRP”).  Specifically, the evidence includes 

the following: 

(a) a brief summary of the submission from NTP on the Chapter 3 

provisions; 

(b) a commentary on the role of Chapter 3 in implementing conflicting 

statutory expectations around urban design, including (where 

relevant) reference to the evidence in chief provided by planning 

witnesses for the Christchurch City Council (“CCC”) ;and 

(c) a summary of my review of and support for the evidence of 

Matthew Bonis including the specific relief sought in the Property 

Council SR. 

12. I have also filed a joint statement of evidence with Mr Dean Chrystal dated 

25 November 2014 (“Joint Statement”) which provides a working example 

of the methodological implementation of the Chapter 3 provisions. This 

statement of evidence should be read in conjunction with that Joint 

Statement.   

13. I attach that Joint Statement to this evidence.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

14. NTP’s submission on the PRP addressed a number of provisions included 

in six of the notified Proposals.  Of relevance to these proceedings, this 

included a general submission in opposition to proposed Chapter 3, and 

several more detailed submissions in respect of particular provisions 

contained in the chapter. 

15. Underpinning these submissions was the expressed view that substantial 

changes are required for the PRP to give effect to Clause 6(2) of the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 

2014 (“the Order”).  

16. Having undertaken an evaluation of the Chapter 3 proposal against the 

Order and the other relevant matters the District Plan is required to give 
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effect to, have regard (or particular regard) to, and not be inconsistent with, 

I agree with the sentiment expressed in the submission that amendments 

should be made to the Chapter 3 proposal. 

17. In particular, I consider that the Chapter should better recognise competing 

directions to the District Plan from other statutory instruments (particularly 

in relation to urban design matters) and provide the policy framework for 

future Proposals to consistently and successfully balance those competing 

directions. 

18. I have been a party to pre-hearing meetings with other submitter 

representatives who have collaborated to provide an alternative version of 

the Strategic Directions Proposal.  In my view, the product of this dialogue 

is an improvement over the notified Proposal, setting an appropriate 

strategic framework for the remainder of the District Plan Review. 

NGĀI TAHU PROPERTY LTD SUBMISSION ON CHAPTER 3 

19. NTP’s submission on the PRP relates to Chapters 3, 5, 8, 14, 15 and 16.  

The submission includes a general narrative and a table of proposed 

amendments.   

20. In some instances, NTP has sought comprehensive changes to be made to 

elements of the PRP, with specific changes to those elements provided as 

‘secondary’ relief.  This ‘two-tier’ approach has been adopted in relation to 

Chapter 3, where NTP has sought2 that the Chapter is either deleted or 

completed as part of Phase 2 of the District Plan Review.  As lesser relief, 

eleven additional submissions have been made on specific components of 

Chapter 3. 

21. Broadly, these more detailed submissions can be summarised as follows: 

(a) while NTP is supportive of the intent of many of the provisions – for 

example in relation to simplifying the provisions and reducing 

reliance on the consent process – the manner in which the 

provisions are implemented (or not implemented) is opposed3; 

(b) provisions should be amended to be better aligned with the aim of 

the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch Mahere 

                                                 
2
 Submission1, Appendix 1, page 6 
3
 Submissions 2-4, 6-8, 10  
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Haumanutanga o Waitaha 2012 (“the Recovery Strategy”) to 

encourage collaboration4; 

(c) the recognition of increased residential density as the only strategic 

contributor to housing affordability adopts a narrow view of 

affordability, which should be broadened to recognise other 

contributors at the strategic level5; and  

(d) provisions should be amended to better give effect to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (“the RPS”)6. 

22. Much of the relief sought by NTP is underpinned by the view expressed in 

the submission that ‘substantial changes are required in order for the 

Replacement Plan to give effect to Clause 6(2)’7 of the Order.  In summary, 

I note the general themes promoted by this clause seek a significant 

reduction8 in the reliance on the resource consent process, notification 

requirements and number/type of development and design controls in the 

PRP.  

23. NTP also filed further submissions in support (or partial support) of five 

other parties who submitted on Chapter 3.  The summary themes that can 

be derived from the further submissions include: 

(a) many objectives and policies provide limited guidance to inform 

decision making, but instead list potential planning issues that need 

to be addressed; 

(b) the proposed issues9 are often incomplete, lacking in alignment with 

higher order strategic policy, and/ or are general statements (rather 

than identification of resource management issues for the district); 

(c) more recognition should be given to the importance of commercial 

activities for community and economic wellbeing; 

(d) support for the regeneration and efficient future use of brownfield 

areas as an element of urban form; 

                                                 
4
 Submission 5  
5
 Submission 9  
6
 Submissions 11 & 12 
7
 Page 3, paragraph 15  
8
 compared to the Operative City Plan 
9
 In section 3.4 (as notified) 
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(e) support for improved adaptability, intensification and expansion of 

centres;  

(f) a comprehensive redraft of the objectives and policies is required; 

and 

(g) shared concern that decisions on the Chapter 3 provisions (among 

others) should not be precluded from future amendment at Phase 2 

of the District Plan Review. 

24. In some instances, I consider that NTP’s relief sought is more germane to 

subsequent hearings and so I have not considered them in depth within 

this evidence.   

ROLE OF CHAPTER 3 IN IMPLEMENTING URBAN DESIGN EXPECTATIONS  

25. Chapter 3 sets out a high level framework for recovery and redevelopment 

of the District, drawing on the directions of other statutory documents.  

These relevant statutory documents, and their relationship with the District 

Plan, are well summarised in the evidence of CCC’s witness, Mr Eman10. 

For the purposes of my evidence, I adopt that summary. 

26. As is evident from Mr Eman’s summary, the hierarchy of documents 

providing statutory directions to the District Plan is complex, with differing 

weight to be afforded to respective matters.  Further complicating this is 

that some of the other strategic documents contain directions that are at 

odds with one another.  The substantial challenge for this hearing process, 

therefore, is to identify, and strike an appropriate balance between, 

contrasting statutory expectations. 

27. As discussed in the evidence of Mr Eman11, one of the most notable 

examples of the tension between statutory instruments relates to urban 

design matters. The LURP12 and the RPS13, for example, include 

expectations that development will give effect to the principles of good 

urban design as an important element of recovery.  However, while the 

RPS14 directs the District Plan to include objectives, policies and – if 

                                                 
10
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), paras 6.6 & 6.7 

11
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), Section 23 

12
 LURP Section 4.6.2, Action 44 

13
 RPS Policy 6.3.2 

14
 RPS Policy 6.3.2, Method (1), p.54 
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required – rules to implement its urban design policy aims, the LURP15 

suggests that standards relating to urban design can be a hindrance to 

recovery. Moreover, the latter16 specifically directs that the current review 

of the District Plan should “address” such standards, and reduce the 

overall reliance on the resource consent process and notification. 

28. This direction of the LURP is notably similar to the directions in the Order 

summarised in the previous section of my evidence. 

29. Resolving the tensions between the various documents  also requires 

recognition that they each have a different level of statutory application 

relevant to the District Plan, as the Plan must: 

(a) give effect to the RPS; 

(b) not be inconsistent with the LURP; and 

(c) have particular regard to the Order. 

30. While it might be convenient to simply accept that the RPS must be given 

effect to, and in doing so conclude that it prevails unchallenged over the 

other documents where they differ, this would equate to an inappropriate 

application of the statutory tests in my view.  Rather, and I note my relative 

alignment with Mr Eman’s view17 on this matter, I consider that the 

documents collectively seek that the District Plan delivers good urban 

design in a manner that is not reliant upon complicated rules, or uncertain, 

lengthy and/or costly consent processes.   

31. Where my view differs from Mr Eman’s is in relation to the role that Chapter 

3 should play in facilitating this balanced approach throughout subsequent 

Proposals.  In this respect, Mr Eman has expressed the view that “issues 

on the outcomes to be achieved in particular areas and how they are most 

appropriately achieved are better dealt with when considering the specific 

Proposals that cover particular zones in later hearings18.” 

32. Mr Eman’s view is reflected in the Council’s revised version of Chapter 3 

(attached to Mr Eman’s evidence of 18 November 2014), which includes 

the following amendment to Policy 3.6.1.5 (amendments underlined): 
                                                 
15
 LURP Section 4.6 

16
 LURP Action 45 

17
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), para 23.12 

18
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), para 23.12 
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“Development shall give effect to the principles of the New 

Zealand Urban Design Protocol 2005 and the following principles 

of good urban design, recognising that different issues will be 

relevant to different areas depending on their environment 

and the function of those areas.” 

33. This amendment is, in my view, consistent with the qualifier in RPS Policy 

6.3.2 that good urban design measures should be applied “to the extent 

appropriate to the context.” However, I consider that the proposed 

amendment could be improved by assuming a broader view of the term 

‘context’, which (as proposed) is limited to spatial considerations only. In 

my view, ‘context’ in this instance can (and should) also reflect the state of 

recovery, versus business-as-usual. 

34. It is from this context which I consider the LURP and Order direct the 

streamlining of consent processes and the reduced reliance on urban 

design outcomes delivered via regulation.   

35. Mr Eman has provided the view19 that neither the RPS nor the LURP direct 

a rebuild "at any cost" approach, which I agree with.  However, my view is 

that the contextual qualifier in the RPS as filtered through the LURP and 

the Order signals that good urban design also should not be delivered at 

any cost.  Again, there must be an appropriate balance struck.       

36. In my view, identification of, and resolution to, this matter would be better 

provided at this higher strategic level rather than solely on a case-by-case 

basis for each zone-based Proposal. The utility of this approach is 

demonstrated in the version of the Chapter 3 proposal attached to Mr 

Eman’s evidence. On the one hand, the policy framework20 recognises 

that, over the foreseeable future, business development and growth should 

be enabled primarily within the District’s identified network of centres.  

However, the framework21 (as directed by the Order22) also recognises that 

in the short term, some out-of-centre activities should be enabled to be 

continued as part of the recovery process.  The upshot of this is that an 

activity that would not generally be supported under a business-as-usual 

scenario is temporarily enabled specifically for recovery purposes. 

                                                 
19
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), para 23.7 

20
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), Attachment A, Policy 3.6.1.3 

21
 Evidence of Peter Eman (18 November 2014), Attachment A, Policy 3.6.1.4 

22
 Order, Schedule 4, clause (f) 
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37. Indeed, the LURP contemplates23 that there may be cause to provide for a 

similar short term relaxation or streamlining of urban design standards to 

provide a more certain regulatory environment to the benefit of recovery. 

That is, in prioritising the aims of reduced consenting and notification 

requirements and the addressing of urban design standards that could 

adversely impact on an expeditious recovery (but might otherwise be 

appropriate under a business-as-usual scenario), the LURP recognises 

that an interim policy and rule framework may be appropriate for the PRP 

to adopt over the short term (as it has for temporary recovery activities). As 

the focus shifts away from rapid recovery towards longer-term 

management in the future, those interim measures could then be replaced 

by less liberal design controls (if appropriate). 

38. Irrespective of whether a two-phase approach to the ‘addressing’ of urban 

design controls is adopted, I ultimately return to the view that Chapter 3 is 

the appropriate location in the PRP to lay the policy foundations for how 

the urban design aims of the RPS can be given effect to in a manner that is 

not inconsistent with the LURP and demonstrates particular regard to the 

Order. 

REVIEW OF AND SUPPORT FOR THE EVIDENCE OF MATT BONIS AND THE 

PROPERTY COUNCIL SR 

39. The above evaluation has largely focussed on the NTP submission point 

relating to the PRP’s relationship with the Order.  In relation to the other 

submission points summarised above, I note that these matters have 

largely been addressed within the version of the Chapter 3 provisions of 

the Property Council SR. 

40. I have reviewed the Property Council SR, having also been one of several 

submitter representatives invited to collaborate on the provisions through 

pre-hearing meetings.  I have also reviewed the rationale for the proposed 

approach to the revised Proposal as set out in Mr Bonis’ evidence. 

41. I support the evidence of Mr Bonis and the revised Chapter 3 provisions in 

attached to his evidence forming the Property Council SR, including (in 

particular): 

                                                 
23
 LURP Action 45 
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(a) specific provisions to recognise the directions in the Order, 

including the aim to significantly reduce compliance costs, clearly 

state objectives and policies, and to be clear, concise and easy to 

use; 

(b) better recognition of the role of collaboration in recovery as 

encouraged by the Recovery Strategy; 

(c) recognition that brownfield redevelopment should not be limited to 

residential and mixed use activities alone, but should also include 

opportunities for standalone business activities (as anticipated by 

Policy 6.3.8 of the RPS);  

(d) amendments to better give effect to the RPS, while maintaining 

consistency with the LURP and having particular regard to the 

Order; and 

(e) improved format and content in the statement of issues. 

42. There are proposed amendments in the Council version of Chapter 3 which 

also achieve improvements over the notified provisions and so I accept that 

there may be opportunities to blend the two versions where appropriate.  

That said, I note in particular one proposed amendment in the Council 

version of the Chapter which I do not support.  In particular, the proposed 

the replacement of “suburban and town centres” with the terms “District, 

Neighbourhood and Local” centres in Objective 3.6.2 does not recognise 

those centres within the Commercial Retail Park zone, which also play a 

role as community focal points. Accordingly, my view is that this 

amendment should not be adopted. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

43. Overall, my view is that the Strategic Directions Proposal should be 

amended to better resolve conflicting strategic directions from other 

statutory documents.   

44. In particular, the proposed amendments described above, and 

incorporated in the amended Proposal attached to Matthew Bonis’ 

evidence dated 25 November 2014. 
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Jason Christopher Jones  

25 November 2014 

 

ATTACHMENT: Joint Statement of Jason Jones and Dean Chrystal 


