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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Philp Mark Osborne.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my Evidence in Chief dated 18 November 2014. 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE  

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the Evidence in Chief filed 

by the following parties on 25 November 2015:  

 

(a) The Crown: 

(i) Marius David Ogg. 

(ii) Timothy Denne.  

 

(b) Ngai Tahu Property Limited: 

(i) Michael Copeland. 

 

3. RESPONSE TO SUBMITTER EVIDENCE 

 

3.1 In reviewing the economic evidence provided in support of various 

submissions it is important to note that there appears to be negligible 

difference amongst the experts regarding the general economic direction 

and objectives of the pRDP, rather it is the level of prescription in achieving 

these objectives that appears to be under discussion.   

 

3.2 The key argument appears to be the balance achieved through the plan 

between the flexibility necessary to provide options for growth and the 

certainty around land use, infrastructure efficiencies, and locational 

efficiencies.   
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4. MR MARIUS OGG (THE CROWN) 

 

4.1 In his evidence for the Crown, Mr Ogg has provided a significant level of 

detail regarding the commercial and industrial markets in Christchurch City 

both pre and post-earthquakes.  He has also has offered commentary on 

the current position faced by the market within the City and what he 

believes are the fundamental issues that face the market both in terms of 

its recovery and its future growth.   

 

4.2 In paragraph 4.9 of his evidence, Mr Ogg sets out what outcomes he 

believes are necessary to achieve recovery for the commercial and 

industrial markets in Christchurch.  These are concentrated into five key 

factors.  Firstly a “thriving central city and CBD core with a strong office 

and retail precinct”, also a flexibility within the property market, sufficient 

and suitable land for development, continued support for temporary 

activities, and finally a streamlined and understandable consenting 

process.     

 

4.3 I agree with these fundamental outcomes identified by Mr Ogg as well as 

his position in paragraph 9.4(a) that the re-establishment of the CBD will 

be underpinned by office development.  In paragraph 8.13 he notes that, in 

his view, the office sector acts as a catalyst for development in the CBD , 

driving retail development and ultimately inner city living.   

 

4.4 Mr Ogg has identified the fact that Christchurch City operates in a unique 

post-earthquake environment which should be reflected in the pRDP 

(paragraph 9.3).  This represents significant challenges especially to the 

CBD that is likely to take a long time to recover and develop stock.   

 

4.5 Mr Ogg identified section 5.3 (a) of the Crown’s submission regarding 

achieving both the recovery and economic prosperity outlined in his 

evidence in chief.  I believe that this section of the Crown’s submission 

addresses issues that are potentially better raised in the commercial and 

industrial chapters, however there are several issues raised that are 

pertinent to the Strategic Chapter.   
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4.6 Essentially three issues are raised here.  Firstly the provision of temporary 

activities that are fundamental to recovery and have been forced into, 

(potentially) unsuitable locations.  The pRDP addresses this issue in Policy 

3.6.1.4 of the Strategic Directions Chapter where it allows for temporary 

activities that have been forced to relocate due to the earthquakes.  This 

recognition appears to be in line with Mr Ogg's paragraph 9.4 (d) which 

would allow for temporary activities out of zone over the short term (3-5 

years).   

 

4.7 Secondly the provision of a clear ‘enabling’ framework that provides 

certainty to the market.  Without venturing into the commercial and 

industrial chapters of the pRDP I believe the strategic direction outlined by 

the pRDP provides clarity around the appropriate locations for specific 

activities while providing guiding principles as to the overall objectives 

sought.   

 

4.8 Finally, turning the issue pertaining to the provision of sufficient and 

suitable land supply to support economic recovery and growth.  It is my 

understanding that the areas identified in the LURP and provided for in the 

pRDP provide more than adequate capacity for both growth and recovery 

while identifying a key objective regarding the consolidation of urban 

activities.   

 

4.9 Mr Ogg has also raised the recognition and support of strategic 

infrastructure.  He believes that section 7.1 (b) of the Crown’s submission 

would assist in the efficient utilisation of this infrastructure for commercial 

and industrial sectors.  Section 7.1 (b) of the Crown’s submission identifies 

the opportunity to strengthen the position of this infrastructure and to also 

recognise its potential development.  This issue has been raised in my 

evidence-in-chief and I would agree with the position held by the Crown in 

reference to section 7.1.(b).   

 

5. MR TIMOTHY DENNE (THE CROWN) 

 

5.1 Mr Denne has also summarises the pre and post-earthquake economic 

environment in which Christchurch City operates. 
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5.2 Mr Denne appears to support the position held by both the Council and the 

Crown regarding the hierarchy of centres, with the Central City attracting 

specific focus in re-establishing activity.  Once again there appears to be a 

high degree of acceptance of the Council’s general economic objectives 

with the exception of: 

 

(a) the need for greater flexibility in locational decisions and the 

“enabling” of development; 

(b) the supply of appropriate and suitable land for development; 

(c) the level of prescriptive regulation; and 

(d) the provision for and recognition of infrastructure. 

 

5.3 While Mr Denne provides valid arguments for his economic view point, 

which appear to be in line with the majority of my evidence-in-chief, the 

economic rationale for the fundamental differences between the Council’s 

position and the relief sought by the Crown are not necessarily evident to 

me.   

 

5.4 It is clear that the economic prosperity of the City is reliant on the ability of 

commercial and industrial activities to have sufficient and appropriate 

options in terms of location.  However there is a clearly a need, and a 

requirement through Chapter 6 of the RPS, to identify where this activity 

should be encouraged.  I am satisfied that this flexibility is provided for in 

the Council’s notified version of the pRDP, and consider that the Council’s 

version will appropriately achieve the economic objectives set out above.   

 

5.5 As with Mr Ogg’s evidence, I would agree with the relief sought by the 

Crown in reference to the level of recognition for strategic infrastructure, its 

integration with land use, and its ability to develop to meet the dynamic 

nature of competition and efficiency.   

 

5.6 It is my opinion that the Council’s notified version of the pRDP meets the 

outcomes set out in Mr Denne’s paragraphs 10.3 (a) and (b).  While I 

agree that it is desirable for there to be a high degree of certainty for 

developers regarding aesthetic and environmental requirements, I do not 

have the specific expertise to comment on the level of design requirements 

set by the Strategic Chapter.   
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6. MR MICHAEL COPELAND (NGAI TAHU PROPERTY LIMITED) 

 

6.1 Mr Copeland has addressed my evidence-in-chief in his paragraphs 65 to 

69.   

 

6.2 In paragraphs 65 and 66 Mr Copeland, rightly, points to the fact that other 

centres throughout Christchurch provide significant economic and social 

opportunities for their communities.  The issue that is raised in my 

evidence is not referring to all activity (nor is it referring simply referring to 

dispersal from the CBD), but rather deals with the level and 

appropriateness of activity that has located out of centre.  The dispersal of 

this activity has left what Mr Ogg has described as a “struggling central city 

retail precinct” (5.12).   

 

6.3 The notified version of the pRDP does not seek to locate all activity within 

the central city but: 

  

“supports the role of the central city and suburban and town 

centres as community focal points for housing, commercial, 

service, community and transport activity” 3.6.2 (a) (viii).   

 

As such I believe the benefits and efficiencies pointed out by Mr Copeland 

in paragraph 66 have been considered both in the pRDP, the LURP, and 

Chapter 6 of the RPS.   

 

6.4 The balance between certainty and flexibility appears to have been a key 

consideration for Council in the development of the pRDP’s strategic 

direction.  This balance has considered the need for integrated land use 

plans and the flexibility to account for changes in development patterns.  In 

my opinion, it is not appropriate, either in terms of economic efficiency or 

when considering the direction in the RPS and LURP, to provide complete 

flexibility for land use activities.  It is however necessary to provide 

appropriate options for these activities to meet their specific needs and 

changing circumstances.  The pRDP does provide a direction that 

appropriately allows for both these.   
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6.5 Finally Mr Copeland has raised the importance of other suburban centres.  

While a significant level of activity can chose to locate in different areas, 

the Central City and other centres fulfil differing roles and functions.  While 

they do indeed compete for some activity (which is the crucial point of the 

plan) their function and roles are often complementary.   

 

6.6 The importance of the Central City as well as suburban and town centres is 

set out clearly in the strategic direction of the plan.  The primacy of the 

CBD, in this hierarchy, is not only set out in the RPS but is a fundamental 

catalyst for Christchurch’s recovery and growth.   

 

6.7 I also take the opportunity at this point to address the use of language in 

some of the evidence regarding economic issues.  As an example, Mr 

Copeland says at paragraph 51 " … there is no explicit recognition in the 

Strategic Directions Chapter of the key positive role enabling rather than 

restricting suburban centre commercial activities can play".  He also states 

at paragraph 54 that "… the economic benefits of having commercial 

development and employment opportunities close to residential areas 

should not be ignored" (the underlining is mine).  

 

6.8 In my opinion, it is important to be careful about what is meant by 

"commercial" activities and "commercial" development, particularly given 

Mr Ogg's evidence about the importance of office development for the 

recovery of the CBD.  While Mr Heath's rebuttal evidence deals with the 

position of retail activities in terms of the hierarchy of centres, in my view 

commercial development most appropriately refers to offices and business 

activity, rather than industrial and retail activities.  In that respect, I strongly 

disagree that the pRDP should enable unconstrained commercial activity 

at suburban centres.  This would be detrimental to the recovery and 

primacy of the CBD, given the key role that those activities will play in its 

recovery. 

 

 

 

Philip Mark Osborne 

27 November 2014 


