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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Mark David Stevenson.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my Evidence in Chief dated 18 November 2014. I have also 

provided Supplementary Evidence dated 21 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) Progressive Enterprises Limited, Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi 

Property Holdings Limited and Bunnings Limited  

(i) Mr Dean Michael Chrystal; 

 

(b) Property Council 

(i) Mr Matthew William Bonis; 

 

(c) Carter Group Ltd, Maurice R Carter Ltd, Maurice Carter Charitable 

Trust, Oakvale Farm Ltd, Marriner Investments Ltd, Marriner No 1 

Ltd, Avonhead Mall Ltd, AMP Capital Palms PTY Ltd, TEL 

Property Nominees Ltd, and Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd 

(i) Mr Jeremy Goodson Phillips; 

 

(d) Ngāi  Tahu Property Limited  

(i) Mr Michael Copeland;  

 

(e) Waterloo Park Limited  

(i) Mr Jonathan Guy Clease; 
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(f) The Crown  

(i) Ms Ainsley Jean McLeod; 

(ii) Mr Stephen Ronald Timms;  

 

(g) AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Limited  

(i) Ms Patricia Harte;  

(ii) Mr David Cosgrave; 

(iii) Mr Fraser Colegrave; 

 

(h) The Issac Conservation and Wildlife Trust in respect of the 

definition of "Industrial Activity" 

(i) Ms Kim Seaton; 

 

(i) Gelita (NZ) Limited 

(i) Mr Kevin Bligh. 

 

2.2 Since writing my Evidence in Chief and Supplementary Evidence, I have 

identified an additional submission point that I agree with.  This is the 

submission point by Davie Lovell Smith which seeks that 3.4.1.3 (Rural 

Activities) contains a reference to productivity. I have proposed a minor 

amendment to satisfy that relief, the amendment is set out in Attachment 

A to my Rebuttal Evidence.  

 

2.3 Having considered the evidence of the Hagley Ferrymead Community 

Board and the Burwood Pegasus Community Board,1 I consider that 

amendments sought requesting the inclusion of climate change in relation 

to water supply in 3.4.4.1 have merit.  I have therefore provided wording to 

that effect in Attachment A to my Rebuttal Evidence. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Having reviewed the Evidence in Chief of various parties, it is my opinion 

that the Strategic Directions Proposal provides sufficient direction while 

retaining a high-level approach, and where specific direction is sought by 
                                                   
1
 Evidence in Chief of Ms Sara Templeton on behalf of Hagley Ferrymead Community Board, dated 25 November 2014, 

paragraph 4.1. Evidence in Chief of Ms Linda Stewart on behalf of the Burwood Pegasus Community Board, 25 November 
2014, page 3. 
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others in respect of commercial and industrial matters, this is best placed 

in other proposals. The Strategic Directions Proposal provides an 

appropriate framework for managing centres and the distribution of 

commercial and industrial activity and in this respect, gives effects to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and is not inconsistent with 

the Land Use Recover Plan (LURP), despite suggestions from Mr Chrystal 

and Mr Phillips that the sentiment of Variation 86 is more appropriate. The 

Proposal provides clear direction on the regeneration of brownfield sites 

and supporting community facilities and further amendments as proposed 

by Mr Timms, Mr Bonis and Mr Clease are not considered appropriate in 

this regard. 

  

3.2 Notwithstanding the points above, amendments are appropriate to 

recognise the influence of climate change on water resources as sought by 

the Burwood Pegasus and Hagley Ferrymead Community Boards. 

 

4. GIVING EFFECT TO THE CRPS AND HAVING REGARD TO THE STATEMENT 

OF EXPECTATIONS  

 

4.1 Mr Matthew Bonis provides an analysis of the Proposal in his Evidence in 

Chief2 for the Property Council with reference to the provisions of the 

CRPS,  the LURP and Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order in Council 2014 (Order). 

He concludes in the analysis that some matters are absent while other 

matters are 'weak' (paragraph 29 of his Evidence in Chief). This then forms 

the basis of the amended version of the Proposal put forward by the 

Property Council. The commercial / industrial matters Mr Bonis has 

identified in his Evidence in Chief as deficient include: 

 

(a) "Clearly focused provisions on urban form and growth (CRPS 

Objective 6.2.2 and 6.2.4) reinforcing the role and function of 

KACs in underpinning intensification and a consolidated urban 

form" (Paragraph 29(a)(iii)). 

                                                   
2
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Matthew William Bonis on behalf of Property Council New Zealand dated 25 November 2014. 
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(b) "The distribution and management of business activities 

(distributional matters and transport integration)" (Paragraph 

29(b)(i)); and 

(c) "(ii) Sufficient capacity for commercial, industrial and residences;" 

(paragraph 29(b)(ii)).  

 

4.2 I disagree with Mr Bonis' position on point (a). Objective 6.2.2 (2) (of 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS) provides for higher density living in and around 

Key Activity Centres and Objective 6.2.4 (of Chapter 6 of the CRPS) seeks 

the integration of transport with priority areas and new settlement patterns. 

This policy direction is given effect to in Objective 3.6.2, which seeks:  

 

 "An integrated pattern of development and well-functioning urban 

form that … 

 iv. improves people's connectivity and accessibility to 

employment, transport, services and community facilities;  

   … 

 ix. restores and enhances the role of the central city as the 

principal community focal point for greater Christchurch and 

supports the major role of Key Activity Centres (as identified in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement) as community focal points 

for significant areas of Christchurch and for adjoining Districts".  

 

4.3 I also disagree with Mr Bonis' position on point (b). The distribution of 

business activity and management of business areas is dealt with at a high 

level in Objective 3.6.2 (a)(viii) and (ix) and Policies 3.6.1.3 and 3.6.2.7, 

which is then expanded on in the Commercial and Industrial Proposals 

where more detailed direction is best located.   

 

4.4 Mr Bonis states that Policy 3.4.2.3 (of Attachment D to his Evidence in 

Chief) provides greater certainty than Policy 3.6.1.3 of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP). Mr Chrystal in his Evidence in Chief 

states that the change to Policy 3.6.1.3 as proposed in Attachment A of my 

Evidence in Chief "provide more context on 'the where' than was previously 

the case, but I consider they still lack a degree of overall direction in terms 

of business development and its importance to economic growth and 
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community wellbeing and how it should occur".3 As described in 

paragraphs 12.7 of my Evidence in Chief, the Strategic Directions Proposal 

provides this overall direction in Objective 3.6.1 (a) (iii) and (vi). I do not 

consider that Mr Bonis' proposed wording provides more certainty, 

particularly in respect of the locations where activity is anticipated and I 

therefore do not consider the amendments to be more appropriate than the 

Council's Proposal.  

 

4.5 I have reviewed the following provisions in Attachment D of Mr Bonis' 

evidence, being those provisions of most relevance from a commercial and 

industrial perspective: 

 

(a) Policy 3.4.1.3 Business capacity4; 

(b) Objective 3.4.2 Objective – Provide for Urban Growth and Form5;  

(c) Policy 3.4.2.3 Business Development6; 

(d) Policy 3.4.2.5 Brownfield Redevelopment.7, 

 

  I conclude that they generally reflect the Property Council's Specific Relief 

dated 19 November 2014, which I responded to in my Supplementary 

Evidence. I have nothing further to add in this respect. 

 

5. CENTRES BASED APPROACH AND VARIATION 86 

 

5.1 Mr Dean Chrystal8 and Mr Jeremy Phillips9 with reference to Mr Chrystal's 

Evidence in Chief (paragraphs 25 to 26) consider that Variation 86 

provided an appropriate balance in terms of retail distribution and, in 

contrast, the Strategic Directions Proposal distances itself from that 

balance in Variation 86.  Mr Chrystal sets out in paragraphs 36 – 44 of his 

Evidence in Chief his belief that "the sentiments of variation 86 are 

consistent with, and would give effect to the CRPS".10 He sets out 'relevant 

                                                   
3
 Evidence in Chief of Mr David Chrystal, dated 25 November 2014, at paragraph 50. 

4
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, page 29. 

5
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, page 31. 

6
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, page 32, 

7
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, page 35. 

8
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Dean Michael Chrystal on behalf of Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi 

Property Holdings Ltd, and Bunnings Ltd dated 25 November 2014. 
9
 Evidence in Chief of Mr Jeremy Goodson Phillips on behalf of Carter Group Ltd, Maurice R Carter Ltd, Maurice Carter 

Charitable Trust, Oakvale Farm Ltd, Marriner Investments Ltd, Marriner No 1 Ltd, Avonhead Mall Ltd, AMP Capital Palms PTY 
Ltd, TEL Property Nominees Ltd, and Scentre (New Zealand) Ltd, dated 25 November 2014. 
10

 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, paragraph 40. 
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provisions' of the CRPS which he states that Variation 86 gives effect to11 

but I note that in doing so, excludes Objective 6.2.6 of the CRPS (Business 

Land Development), which states as follows (amongst other matters):  

 

"(2) Except where identified for brownfield redevelopment, areas 

used for existing industrial activities are to be used primarily for 

that purpose rather than as a location for new commercial 

activities; 

(3) New commercial activities are primarily directed to the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres, and neighbourhood centres; 

 

(4) A range of other business activities are provided for in 

appropriate locations;". (Underlining is my emphasis) 

 

5.2 Policy 3.6.1.3 of the Strategic Directions Proposal (of Attachment A to Mr 

Eman's Evidence in Chief) gives effect to the CRPS in enabling 

"…business development and growth primarily within i. a network of 

commercial centres to support their function, vitality, and the accessibility 

of goods and services to communities" (underlining is my emphasis).  My 

emphasis given to CRPS Objective 6.2.6 in paragraph 5.1 above 

acknowledges that some provision is made (in the CRPS) for commercial 

activity outside commercial centres. Examples of this in the pRDP include 

provision in the Industrial Proposal for some types of retail activity e.g. yard 

based retailing; service stations; second-hand goods outlets; and offices, 

both stand-alone (within the Industrial Park and Industrial Office zones) 

and ancillary to permitted activities. In my opinion, it is well-recognised that 

such activities will not give rise to significant distributional or urban form 

effects. 

 

5.3 I agree with the statement in paragraph 39 of Mr Chrystal's Evidence in 

Chief that "Overall, in my opinion, the CRPS does not require the 

avoidance of out-of-centre retail, or for that matter, commercial 

development" and equally based on what I have identified above, it would 

be incorrect to assume that the pRDP seeks this outcome. 

 

                                                   
11

 Evidence in Chief, Mr Chrystal, paragraph 37. 
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5.4 In paragraphs 51 – 54 of his evidence Mr Chrystal presents the view that 

the Strategic Directions Proposal should establish a strategy of 

'consolidation' rather than intensification. As stated in paragraph 12.11 of 

my Evidence in Chief, it is my view that the Commercial Proposal is the 

appropriate location for consideration of whether consolidation or 

intensification is the more appropriate outcome. To open up consideration 

of this in the context of the Strategic Directions Proposal will necessitate 

detailed assessment of the supply and demand for commercial activities 

amongst other matters as touched on by Mr Chrystal in the last sentence 

of paragraph 33 to his evidence. 

 

5.5 Reflecting the high level policy framework and direction of the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, it does not and need not specify the strategy of how 

commercial activity in and around centres is managed. Notwithstanding 

this, the Strategic Directions Proposal does not preclude a strategy of 

intensification or consolidation on the basis that Policy 3.6.1.3 is to "enable 

business development and growth primarily within … i. a network of 

commercial centres…". 

 

5.6 Mr Chrystal describes the approach of Variation 86 as "focussed principally 

on those retail activities which were considered to have significant adverse 

effects on the functioning and viability of existing centres by insuring [sic] 

their out-of-centre development was limited to certain types or scale of 

activities which did not create distributional effects or in the case of the 

retail park zones a district centre was not able to establish by restricting 

smaller forms of retail".12 He goes on to state "those activities which were 

not considered to have distributional effects such as food and beverages, 

trade suppliers and commercial services were not restricted in the light 

industrial or retail park zones".  

 

5.7 Chapter 6 of the CRPS provides for new commercial activities 'out of 

centre' where they will not give rise to significant adverse distributional or 

'urban form effects' (underlining is my emphasis).  Chapter 6 goes further 

than Variation 86 in introducing the concept of 'Urban form effects', defined 

as meaning "means an effect on urban form and structure, including 

                                                   
12

 Evidence in Chief of Mr Dean Michael Chrystal on behalf of Progressive Enterprises Ltd, Kiwi Property Trust and Kiwi 
Property Holdings Ltd, and Bunnings Ltd dated 25 November 2014, paragraph 28. 
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anticipated location and networks of activities, facilities and infrastructure". 

It is my view that Variation 86 does not give effect to Chapter 6 in this 

respect as it does enable retail activities of a nature and scale in a number 

of industrial zones that would affect the "anticipated location and networks 

of activities".  

 

5.8 In paragraph 27 of Mr Chrystal's Evidence in Chief, he correctly states that 

Variation 86 did not address office distribution. I wish to correct reference 

in my own Evidence in Chief, which states "In particular, Variation 86 is 

inconsistent with the LURP (Outcome 10) and does not give effect to 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS (Objective 6.2.6 and policy 6.3.6) in providing for 

commercial activities outside centres".13 'Commercial activities' should be 

replaced with 'Retail activities'. 

 

5.9 Mr Copeland in his Evidence in Chief for Ngai Tahu Property Limited14, 

states "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".15 He states that "The economic benefits of 

having commercial development and employment opportunities close to 

residential areas should not be ignored"16 and raises doubts over the 

benefits of agglomeration. In my opinion, Mr Copeland does not appear to 

have considered the statutory framework of the LURP and Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS, which seeks that commercial activities are primarily located within 

centres. It would appear that he is questioning the overarching strategy for 

managing commercial activity established through the LURP, CCRP and 

CRPS. 

 

5.10 Mr Copeland goes on to state "placing restrictions on commercial 

development in suburban centres in an effort to support the rebuild of the 

city centre may not in fact protect or favour the city centre but just favour 

one suburban centre over another".17 Mr Copeland does not refer to a 

specific provision when making this statement. However, Policy 3.6.2.7(b) 

of the Strategic Directions Proposal gives effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS 

                                                   
13

 Paragraph 15.7. 
14

 Evidence in Chief of Michael Copeland for Ngai Tahu Property Limited dated 25 November 2014. 
15

 Ibid, paragraph 51. 
16

 Ibid, paragraph 54. 
17

 Ibid, paragraph 55. 
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(Objective 6.2.2) by reinforcing the role of the CBD within the Greater 

Christchurch area, with reference to the CCRP.   

 

5.11 Paragraph 59 of Mr Copeland's evidence explains that amendments 

proposed in the Property Council's Specific Relief18 give prominence to the 

role of mixed use in centres as well as the need to redevelop the CBD. The 

Proposal as amended in Attachment A of Mr Eman's Evidence in Chief 

addresses these matters in 3.6.2 (a)(ix) and 3.6.2.7(b) in respect of the role 

of the CBD, and 3.6.2(a)(viii) in terms of the role of centres for a range of 

activities (including mixed use). 

 

6. PROMOTING BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT AND THE DEFINITION OF 

"BROWNFIELD" 

 

6.1 Mr Jonathan Clease in his Evidence in Chief for Waterloo Park Limited19 

seeks that Objective 3.6.2. is amended as follows: 

 

Objective 3.6.2: An integrated pattern of development and well-

functioning urban form that: 

…. 

xi. achieves the regeneration and efficient use and 

development of brownfield areas.20 

 

6.2 In my view this is not appropriate at an 'Objective' level on the basis that 

Objective 3.6.2 (Development Form and Function) establishes the high 

level outcome sought for the District. This includes an "integrated pattern of 

development and well-functioning urban form that …consolidates 

development for urban activities". Brownfield redevelopment is one of the 

ways in which this can be achieved and is best described at a policy level.  

I consider that it is not appropriate to single out the development of 

brownfields over other areas in this objective.  The additional text sought 

by Mr Clease in paragraph 23 of his Evidence in Chief is therefore not 

considered appropriate. 

 

                                                   
18

 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Property Council New Zealand, dated 19 November 2014. 
19

 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Guy Clease for Waterloo Park Limited dated 25 November 2014 
20

 Ibid, paragraph 23. 
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6.3 Mr Clease also seeks policy support for brownfield redevelopment.21 The 

proposed policy put forward in Attachment A of my Evidence in Chief 

reflects the direction sought in general terms by Mr Clease and I see no 

reason to amend the provision proposed by Council as I do not consider 

that Mr Clease's preference is either necessary nor appropriate.  

 

6.4 Mr Clease also seeks that the definition of Brownfield be amended to 

reflect the wording in the CRPS.  As noted in paragraph 4.3 of my 

Supplementary Evidence, the CRPS definition for Brownfield is very similar 

to the LURP definition for Brownfield.  For the same reasons described in 

paragraph 25.2 of my Evidence in Chief the CRPS definition is not 

considered to be more appropriate in this instance.  

 

7. BUSINESS ACTIVITIES ON BROWNFIELD SITES  

 

7.1 The Property Council specific relief dated 19 November 201422, seeks 

express policy support in policy for the use of brownfield sites for business.  

Mr Bonis in his Evidence Chief states "I disagree with Mr Stevenson 

(Supplementary) for Council that such sites may not be used for 'business' 

activities', as this is identified in both Higher Order documents".23  

 

7.2 Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.6 of my Supplementary Evidence make reference to 

relevant parts of the LURP (Section 4.1.1, page 20) and Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS (Policy 6.3.8), the former stating ”To encourage and provide for the 

recovery and regeneration of existing brownfield areas through new 

comprehensive residential, mixed-use or business developments, provided 

such activities will ensure the safe and efficient functioning of the transport 

network and will not have significant adverse distributional or urban form 

effects on the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres, or give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects” (Policy 6.3.8). 

However, as stated in paragraph 4.6 of my rebuttal evidence, "the use of 

brownfield sites for all brownfield activities (defined in the LURP as "land or 

activities that include industrial, retail, office, and other commercial and any 

ancillary activity") may not be appropriate in all of the zones". For example, 

the development of an industrial site in an industrial zone for offices is not 
                                                   
21

 Ibid, paragraph 23 onwards. 
22

 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Property Council New Zealand, dated 19 November 2014 
23

 Evidence in Chief of Mr Bonis, paragraph 69. 
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considered appropriate in the context of the pRDP as it could undermine 

the objective for commercial activity to be primarily located in commercial 

zones.   

 

7.3 In paragraph 4.7 of my supplementary evidence, I state "Having regard to 

the potential issues of amending the new brownfield sites policy in the 

Strategic Directions Proposal, this matter requires further consideration of 

the potential issues that may arise before I would be comfortable 

recommending any specific amendments (if any)".  

 

7.4 Having reviewed the proposed brownfield sites policy as recommended in 

Attachment A of my Evidence in Chief (page 52), I am of the opinion that 

the appropriateness of business use on brownfield sites is best dealt with 

in the context of the zone it is located in. Therefore, any relevant policy in 

the relevant Proposal should provide direction on the types of business 

activity that may be appropriate on brownfield sites.  There is however no 

discouragement in the Council's Proposal of brownfields sites being used 

for business activities. 

 

8. PROVISION FOR COMMUNITY FACILITIES  

 

8.1 Paragraphs 6.3 to 6.7 of the Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod24 

provides reasons for the inclusion of "flexibility" in 3.4.1 (b). It is Ms 

McLeod's view that the Proposal could be interpreted as directive in the 

locations that activities are anticipated in and "such an approach may not 

provide for the optimal location of fire stations". It is my opinion that to 

provide for the latter by inclusion of the word "flexibility" may lead to the 

expectation that emergency services facilities are permitted across 

commercial, industrial and residential zones. While the need for the safety 

of the communities they serve is acknowledged, a requirement for consent 

in some zones, particularly residential, would in my view be appropriate to 

ensure the potential effects of such activities are assessed, having regard 

to the surrounding environment, and appropriately mitigated. This accords 

with Section 5(2)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) . 

 

                                                   
24

 Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley Jean McLeod for the Crown (NZFS) dated 25 November 2014. 
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8.2 Mr Stephen Timms' in his Evidence in Chief for the Crown25 proposes a 

new recovery objective and other amendments in Appendix SRT1 of his 

Evidence in Chief, which seek "to meet the needs of the community for 

community facilities" amongst other matters".26 This is on the basis that 

"The Strategic Directions proposal as notified needs to more clearly 

support the social and cultural activities of the community by enabling the 

establishment of community facilities".27 The proposed Objective 3.6.1 

(page 18 of Appendix SRT1 to Mr Timms' Evidence in Chief) effectively 

groups activities together and in my opinion, does not add anything more 

than what the Proposal (as amended in Attachment A of Mr Eman's 

Evidence in Chief) provides for in Objective 3.6.1 (a)(i). A new policy is 

proposed on recovery and rebuilding, which seeks to 'meet community 

needs' and 'encourage the co-location and shared use of facilities'. A new 

policy on community facilities (3.6.2.X on page 37) in Attachment A of my 

Evidence in Chief addresses these points and in my view is the most 

appropriate way to address this issue.   

 

8.3 Where there is a divergence of opinion is the locations that community 

facilities are provided for within at this stage in the process. The policy 

proposed by Mr Timms provides for community activities throughout the 

District, which I interpret to mean the urban and rural areas. The 

appropriateness of education facilities in rural areas is addressed in Policy 

3.6.2.5 of Attachment A to Mr Peter Eman's Evidence in Chief. In terms of 

other community facilities, this is a matter more appropriately considered in 

the objectives and policies of the Rural Proposal and additions to the 

Strategic Directions Proposal in phase 2.  

 

 

9. CLARITY IN DIRECTION AND PRIORITIES  

 

9.1 In his  Evidence in Chief Mr Timms for the Crown proposes "A clear 

objective that recognises the critical importance of business and economic 

prosperity and the need to provide opportunities for business activities to 

establish and prosper".28  This is on the basis that "the Strategic Directions 

                                                   
25

 Evidence in Chief of Stephen Ronald Timms for the Crown dated 25 November 2014. 
26

 Ibid, paragraph 14.5. 
27

 Ibid, paragraph 14.4. 
28

 Ibid, paragraph 11.4. 
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proposal as notified does not clearly identify a direction to provide for 

commercial, industrial and business activities to prosper in Christchurch".29 

 

9.2 Appendix SRT1 of Mr Timms' Evidence in Chief also proposes specific 

policies on business development, business form and Key Activity Centres 

that demonstrates how the Objective is to be achieved. These appear to  

reflect a number of the outcomes presented on page 12 of his Evidence. 

The proposed amendments in respect of business matters (Objective 

3.6.1, Policy 3.6.3.1 – 3.6.3.1, 3.6.2.7 and 6.2 (of Appendix SRT1 to Mr 

Timms' Evidence in Chief) generally align with the amendments proposed 

in the Crown specific relief dated 19 November 2014. My Supplementary 

evidence considered the amendments proposed in the latter and I remain 

of the view that further amendments are not more appropriate when 

compared to the Council's Proposal.  

 

9.3 Mr Phillips in his Evidence in Chief for various parties30 states that the 

proposed objectives and policies do not provide clear outcomes due to 

their breadth and potentially competing aspirations. Objective 3.6.1 and 

policies 3.6.1.3, 3.6.1.5 are referred to as examples of provisions that 

enable and are supportive of business activity, while also justifying "greater 

development control, design standards, and discretion where this supports 

good design". Mr Phillips describes these as "conflicts" which should be 

resolved or prioritised through the Strategic Directions Proposal. 

 

9.4 Mr Phillips indicates that he agrees with the opinions expressed in the 

Evidence in Chief of Mr Jason Jones31 including that the Strategic 

Directions provisions should reflect the themes of section 4.6 to the LURP 

(removal of unnecessary impediments associated with urban design 

requirements and provision of certainty for businesses).  

 

9.5 Section 23 in Mr Eman's Evidence in Chief responds to the issues 

described above including 'managing' different priorities and the 

appropriateness of urban design provisions. I agree with Mr Eman's 

Evidence in Chief in this respect.  

                                                   
29

 Ibid, paragraph 11.3. 
30

 Carter Group Ltd, Maurice R Carter Ltd, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust, Oakvale Farm Ltd, Marriner Investments Ltd, 
Marriner No 1 Ltd, Avonhead Mall Ltd, AMP Capital Palms PTY Ltd, TEL Property Nominees Ltd, and Scentre (New Zealand) 
Ltd 
31

 Evidence in Chief of Mr Phillips, dated 25 November 2014, paragraph 28. 
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9.6 Having reviewed my own Evidence in Chief, particularly paragraph 17.9, I 

now acknowledge that some matters may provide stronger direction and in 

effect, are interpreted as such, through use of words such as "avoid…". 

Notwithstanding this, I agree with Mr Eman's Evidence in Chief (at 

paragraph 23.12) 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 

hearings". Furthermore, I consider that urban design provisions are 

necessary to achieve the purpose of the RMA as presented in section 23 

of Mr Eman's Evidence in Chief.  

 

10. BELFAST KEY ACTIVITY CENTRE  

 

10.1 Ms Patricia Harte32 in her Evidence in Chief for AMP Capital Investments 

(New Zealand) Limited states "These [Commercial and retail floorspace 

limitations] were developed and agreed to at a time of uncertainty and 

without Chapter 6 of the RPS being in place".33 In my view it is not 

appropriate to address commercial and retail floor space limits in the 

context of the Strategic Directions Proposal as it relates to issues of 

strategic policy.  In contrast, the merits of rules in the Commercial Proposal 

will be a matter for consideration in hearings on that Proposal, particularly 

given there are other submissions on the restrictions that were decided by 

the Environment Court in its decision on Plan Change 22 regarding the 

proposed Key Activity Centres.34 Notwithstanding this, I consider that the 

statement in her Evidence in Chief fails to acknowledge that the following 

documents provided a strategic policy framework considered by the 

Environment Court in making its decision (in August 2012): 

 

(a) Chapter 12A of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement / 

Proposed Change 1 of the Regional Policy Statement; 

(b) The Greater Christchurch Recovery Strategy (Published May 

2012); 

(c) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (Released as a draft on 30 

July 2012). 
                                                   
32

 Evidence in Chief of Patricia Harte on behalf of AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Limited dated 25 November 2014 
33

 Ibid, paragraph 10.2. 
34

 Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd v Christchurch City Council, [2012] NZEnvC 181. 
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10.2 The statutory framework has reinforced the approach since the 

Environment Court Decision on Plan Change 22 with the gazetting of the 

CCRP and LURP including amendments to introduce a new chapter 6 into 

the CRPS on the Recovery of Greater Christchurch. The LURP, CCRP and 

CRPS all support recovery of the Central City and recognise the Central 

City as the primary destination for a range of activities. With reference to 

section 4.1.2 of the LURP, "The key activity centres identified differ from 

one another in overall size and form and also in the scale and balance of 

the activities they offer, as they reflect the needs of particular communities. 

They are to be developed in a way that complements recovery of the 

central city and recognises that the Christchurch central city remains the 

prime urban centre in the region." 

 

10.3 Ms Patricia Harte, Mr David Cosgrave35 and Mr Fraser Colegrave36 present 

the view that the CBD has distinct functions to that of suburban centres 

and is therefore complementary rather than competitive. Mr Tim Heath 

presents rebuttal evidence on this point.  

 

11. DEFINITION OF INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY 

 

11.1 At paragraph 32 of Ms Kim Seaton's37 Statement of Evidence for The Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Conservation Trust, it is correct that the Council 

has requested that 'noxious or offensive activity' be replaced with 'Heavy 

Industrial Activity' in the definition of Industrial Activity. However, it is in 

section 26 of my Evidence in Chief, not that of Mr Peter Eman's Evidence 

in Chief as referenced. Ms Seaton correctly points out that "there does not 

appear to be any definition of 'heavy industrial activity' and the proposed 

amendment could add confusion". It is intended that the term "Heavy 

Industrial Activity" replaces the term "Noxious or Offensive Activity" in the 

Industrial and Definitions Proposals where the term appears and is 

defined. It is proposed that the definition of "Noxious or Offensive Activity" 

is used as the definition for "Heavy Industrial Activity" until consideration of 

                                                   
35

 Evidence in Chief of David A Cosgrove on behalf of AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Limited dated 25 November 2014 
36

 Evidence in Chief of Fraser James Colegrave on behalf of AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Limited dated 25 November 
2014 
37

 Evidence in Chief of Kim M Seaton on behalf of The Issac Conservation and Wildlife Trust dated 25 November 2014 
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other submissions on the former as part of hearings on the Industrial 

Proposal.  

 

11.2 With regard to paragraph 93 of Mr Matthew Bonis' Evidence in Chief, which 

points out that "Heavy Industrial Activities" as a Discretionary activity in the 

Industrial Heavy zone would "not promote simplicity, certainty nor 

opportunity for development".  In my view, this is again a matter best 

considered as part of Hearings on the Industrial Proposal. At that time, 

other submissions opposing the activity status of "Noxious or Offensive 

Activity" can be considered comprehensively. 

 

11.3 Paragraphs 28 to 30 of Ms Kim Seaton's Evidence in Chief set out reasons 

for amendments to the definition of Industrial Activity to recognise 

"businesses that support rural land use activities". For the reasons 

described in paragraph 26.4 of my Evidence in Chief, this is not 

appropriate nor necessary. 

 

12. DEFINITION OF MIXED USE 

 

12.1 In Mr Clease's Evidence in Chief for Waterloo Park Limited, he is of the 

opinion that the definition of "Mixed use" should have two elements:  

 

(a) That the term is a "generic umbrella term" that is used to simply 

describe developments that include a number of different 

activities;38  

(b) That a combination of activities can occur within the same 

building, or in separate, single use buildings.39 

 

12.2 I agree with element (b), which is reflected in the definition as amended in 

Attachment A of my Evidence in Chief. This enables a combination of uses 

in a 'development area', which may or may not be in the same building. In 

respect of the first point, the definition should be appropriate to the context 

it is used in. The term "Mixed-use" is described in the context of the 

following parts of the pRDP:  

 

                                                   
38

 Evidence in Chief of Mr Clease, on behalf of Waterloo Park Limited, paragraph 47. 
39

 Ibid, paragraph 50. 
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(a) Strategic Directions; 

(b) Transport; and 

(c) Commercial. 

 

12.3 The definition is referenced where the outcome sought is a mix of activities 

with a residential element to the mix. In the context of brownfield sites, the 

provision for mixed-use with a residential component is sought, while also 

acknowledging that stand-alone residential activity may be appropriate (as 

per Policy 3.6.2.XX, page 52 of my Evidence in Chief). The inclusion of a 

residential component in the 'mixed-use' development of a brownfield site 

supports methods to implement Policy 3.6.2.3 (b) of increasing housing 

opportunities in a range of locations including "suitable brownfield areas".  

 

13. DEFINITION OF REVERSE SENSITIVITY  

 

13.1 Mr Kevin Bligh40 in his Evidence in Chief for Gelita (NZ) Limited considers 

that the words "into the same environment" in the definition of reverse 

sensitivity will 'more than likely' end up being interpreted as 'zone'. This 

assumption is unfounded. Environment is defined in the RMA and is 

potentially broader than the same zone. On this basis, it is not considered 

necessary or appropriate to amend the definition of Reverse Sensitivity to 

address the points made on page 7 of his Evidence in Chief.  

 

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

27 November 2014 

                                                   
40

 Evidence in Chief of Kevin Michael Bligh on behalf of Gelita (NZ) Limited dated 25 November 2014. 
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Attachment A 

 

The text below has been extracted from Mr Eman's Attachment A to his Evidence in Chief 

(changes proposed through that Attachment A (ie through Council's Evidence in Chief) are 

therefore included below).   

 

My amendments as a result of my rebuttal evidence are in red bold and underlined text 

and the source of the amendments are in square brackets after those amendments. 

 

3.4.1.3 Rural activities 

a.  Rural activities outside the district contribute significantly to the economic wellbeing 

of the wider region and the New Zealand economy.  These primary 

producers and supporting rural activities and rely on supporting infrastructure 

within the Christchurch district, including the airport, and port, road and rail 

network. [The Crown, #495, page 55 [Eman]] Rural activities within the district 

have been less directly affected by the earthquakes but continuing urban development 

has the potential to create demand for land that is currently used for agriculture and 

other rural activities. Many of the district’s rural areas are particularly valued for their 

productive resource, [Davie Lovell Smith, #969, page 12] aesthetics, cultural 

landscapes, natural features, indigenous biodiversity and recreational opportunities. 

 

3.4.4.1 Water/wai supply 

a.   Water/wai is a taonga valued by the community. This includes the high quality of 

the district's drinking water supplies, particularly within urban Christchurch, and the 

importance of water supplies for firefighting purposes. [The Crown, #495, 

page 58 [Eman]] A key issue is to ensure that these resources are sustainably 

managed and continue to be available for both the existing community and  future 

generations to enjoy, recognising that climate change may impact on water 

resources. [Burwood Pegasus Community Board, #375, page 2] This requires 

careful management of development above the semiconfined and confined 

aquifers below the city and near spring/puna and  streamfed water supply sources 

in Banks Peninsula/Te Pātaka o Rakaihautu. Another issue in the City and  

[Hagley Ferrymead Community Board, #803, page 2 ]Banks Peninsula/Te 

Pātaka o Rakaihautu is the pressure that can be placed on drinking water supplies 

by additional development and population increases, particularly in summer. 

 


