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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. 

 

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 supplementary evidence is provided in response to the specific relief 

specified by the following parties on 19 November 2014: 

 

(a) The Crown #495 (The Crown SR);1 

(b) The Property Council #595 (Property Council SR).2 

 

2.2 My response to the Property Council SR is also in response to those 

submitters who have filed a Memorandum advising that they support the 

Property Council's SR (collectively referred to as Property Council in my 

evidence), being: 

 

(a) Carter Group Limited #386, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, 

Oakvale Farm Limited #381, Marriner Investments Limited #378, 

Marriner No 1 Limited #380 and Avonhead Mall Limited #379; 

(b) AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited #814; 

(c) Maurice R Carter #377; and 

(d) TEL Property Nominees Limited #816. 

 

 

                                                   
1
 Memorandum of Counsel for the Crown regarding specific relief to the Strategic Directions Proposal, dated 19 November 

2014.  
2
 Memorandum of Counsel on behalf of Property Council New Zealand, dated 19 November 2014. 
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2.3 My Evidence in Chief has already addressed, more generally, the 

submissions of these parties and the merits of the themes raised in them, 

where they relate to business matters. This supplementary evidence 

expands on that evidence, where necessary, to respond to the specific 

relief now outlined by the submitters.  I note that both the Crown and the 

Property Council have indicated that they will or might file a further revision 

to the specific relief they are seeking, in light of a mediation between the 

Council and a number of parties, that took place on 19 November 2014.      

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Having reviewed the specific relief sought by the Crown and Property 

Council, the amendments sought are in my view either addressed in the 

Council’s proposal as amended in Attachment A of Peter Eman’s Evidence 

in Chief or the amendments are not considered appropriate for the reasons 

explained in my Evidence in chief and this Supplementary Evidence.  In 

some respects, the detail sought in objectives and policies as proposed in 

the Crown SR and Property Council SR is more appropriately located in 

the Commercial / Industrial Proposal.  With regard to the provision sought 

for business development on brownfield sites, for the reasons outlined in 

this evidence, any amendment requires further consideration of the 

potential issues that may arise. Amendments to the Council's proposed 

policy on brownfield sites (in Attachment A of my Evidence in Chief) are 

therefore inappropriate at this time.   

 

4. BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT 

 

4.1 The Property Council SR, at page 34 propose a new policy on brownfield 

redevelopment, which begins "To support the redevelopment of identified 

brownfield sites for residential, business or mixed use activities where:…". 

 

4.2 As explained below, the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and Chapter 6 

of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) identify 'business 

development' as a use of brownfield sites. However, any amendments to 

the proposed new policy in the Strategic Directions Proposal on Brownfield 

sites requires further consideration of the potential effects of such a 

change. For example, allowing for the industrial use of brownfield sites in 
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commercial or residential zones could result in adverse effects as 

explained in paragraph 4.6 below.   

 

4.3 The LURP defines "Brownfield" as "Abandoned or underused business or 

industrial land…" and Chapter 6 of the CRPS has a similar definition - 

"means abandoned or underutilised business land, or land no longer 

required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose".  

 

4.4 While the definitions of "Brownfield" in the LURP and Chapter 6 of the 

CRPS suggest that a brownfield site is no longer appropriate for business 

on the basis that it is abandoned or underutilised for that use, Policy 6.3.8 

of Chapter 6 to the CRPS states "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." 

 

4.5 The top of page 20 in the LURP (explanatory text) also states 

"Redevelopment of appropriate brownfield sites for residential, mixed-use 

or business development will provide the opportunity to foster an integrated 

community and provide for development of underused or undeveloped 

land". 

 

4.6 In my view, the use of brownfield sites for all business 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 

zones. For example, the use of a brownfield site for industrial activity is not 

appropriate in the context of a residential or commercial environment as it 

could result in adverse effects including reverse sensitivity effects. 

However, the use of a brownfield site for an industrial activity will be 

appropriate in an industrial zone.  
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4.7 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).  

Furthermore, it is a level of detail that in my view also needs  consideration 

in the context of the specific chapters, particularly given there are other 

submissions seeking amendments to those proposals.   

 

4.8 The balance of the policy on brownfield development proposed in the 

Property Council SR (page 35) also sets out criteria with similar wording to 

the Crown's submission.  Section 19 (pages 34 – 35) of my Evidence in 

Chief considered a submission from the Crown for a new policy, which 

included criteria for determining the suitability of sites for brownfield 

redevelopment.  I note that the Crown has not included that policy in their 

specific relief provided on 19 November.   

 

4.9 Such a policy is not in my view appropriate in the Strategic Directions 

Proposal, which provides high level direction. As stated in paragraph 19.5 

of my Evidence in Chief, the inclusion of detailed policy in the Commercial, 

Industrial and/or Residential chapter can enable criteria to be tailored to 

the environment / zone that the brownfield site is within.  

 

5. BUSINESS PROVISIONS 

 

Business and Economic Prosperity / Business Development 

 

5.1 The Crown SR at page 22, includes a new objective on Business and 

Economic Prosperity and a new policy on Business Development. The first 

part of the proposed objective and policy seeks recognition of the "critical 

importance" of business and economic prosperity to the well-being and 

resilience of Christchurch. It is acknowledged that business and economic 

growth are important to the recovery and well-being of communities. 

However, the use of the word "critical" would suggest that business and 

economic growth should be given priority over other matters that may not 

be described as critical e.g. housing.  As stated in paragraph 17.9 of my 

Evidence in Chief, there is a need to balance competing interests to arrive 

at an appropriate outcome, for example, environmental and economic 
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objectives. To recognise business and economic prosperity as "critically 

important" could lose sight of the wider objectives - with business being 

given priority over other matters.   It remains my view that this is not an 

appropriate outcome that should be allowed for in the proposed 

Replacement District Plan. 

 

5.2 What the Crown are seeking in the second part of its proposed Business 

and Economic Prosperity objective and clause (i) of its proposed Business 

Development policy (page 22 of the Crown SR) are in my view already 

appropriately addressed in the notified Strategic Directions Proposal.  The 

Council's Objectives 3.6.1 (a) (i), (iii), and 3.6.2 (a) (i) seek opportunities for 

business growth, a sufficient supply of land, and certainty about where 

development occurs.  The latter part of the Crown's proposed Business 

Development policy is also addressed in the Council's Policy 3.6.1.3, which 

proposes to "enable business development and growth" in a network of 

centres and industrial areas. 

 

 Business Form and Key Activity Centres 

 

5.3 The Crown SR (pages 22 and 23) includes new policies on Business Form 

(3.6.2.7) and Key Activity Centres (3.6.2) although this is not marked as 

new (compared to the notified version of the Strategic Direction Proposal). 

   

5.4 To an extent these additions reflect the relevant provisions as set out in 

Attachment A to Mr Peter Eman’s Evidence in Chief.  I am of the view that 

the detail of the role of each type of centre should be included in the 

Commercial Proposal.  The following table shows the relevant parts of 

each. 

 

Crown's SR 19th November 2014 

 

Attachment A of Mr Peter Eman’s 

Evidence in Chief 

Policy 3.6.2.7 (a) (i) Objective 3.6.2 (a)(ix) of Strategic 

Directions,  

Policy 15.1.1.1. (Policy 1) of 

Commercial proposal 

Policy 3.6.2.7 (a) (ii) Objective 3.6.2 (a)(viii) of Strategic 
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Directions, 

Policy 3.6.2.7 (a) (iii) See commentary below 

Policy 3.6.2.7 (a) (iv) See commentary below 

Policy 3.6.2 Policy 3.6.2.7. Also see 

commentary below 

 

5.5 Policy 3.6.2.7 (a) (iii) and Policy 3.6.2 in the Crown SR (page 23) describe 

the functions of Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres 

respectively. As stated in my Evidence in Chief, the objectives and policies 

in the Strategic Directions Proposal provide high-level direction with more 

specific directions dealt with in the respective proposals. It is intended that 

the Strategic Directions Proposal recognises the different centres as 

community focal points for a range of activities, with more specific direction 

given in the Commercial Proposal. In this case, Policy 1 (15.1.1.1) of the 

Commercial Proposal deals with the roles of each type of centre. In my 

view it is therefore inappropriate for the Strategic Directions Proposal to 

provide specific direction as proposed by the Crown.  

 

5.6 An amendment is proposed in the Crown SR to Policy 3.6.2.7 (a)(iv) (page 

23) to recognise the functional and locational needs of industrial activities. 

As stated in paragraphs 18.8 and 18.9 of my Evidence in Chief, reference 

to operational requirements is not considered necessary in the Strategic 

Directions Proposal. Recognition of the locational needs of industrial 

activities is acknowledged in 16.1.1.3 (Policy 3) of the Industrial Proposal, 

which describes the different functions of industrial areas and the role they 

provide in meeting different needs. 

 

5.7 It remains my view that this level of policy direction is more appropriately 

included in the specific chapter.  I therefore consider no further 

amendments to the Strategic Directions Proposal are considered 

necessary.  

 

 

 

 



  9 
 

 Amendments sought to Council's Objective 3.6.1 – Development Form and 

Function  

 

5.8 I respond to the amendments sought to Council's Objective 3.6.1 as far as 

they are relevant to business matters. 

 

5.9 In the Property Council SR, Objective 3.6.1 of the Strategic Directions 

Proposal is amended (renumbered as 3.4.2 on page 30) to reflect in part 

the inclusion of Strategic Outcomes from the Introduction Proposal. As 

explained in Section 17 of my Evidence in Chief, particularly on pages 28 

to 30, the Strategic Outcomes are in my view already reflected in the 

Objectives and Policies (as recommended with changes in my Evidence in 

Chief).  

 

5.10 In terms of other amendments, the Property Council SR (page 30) seeks 

removal of "economic development" from the Council's Objective 3.6.1 

(renumbered by the Property Council to clause (i) to Policy 3.4.2) and its 

replacement with "business development". Economic development is 

considered to be a more rounded term that captures development that may 

not be interpreted as business development but contributes to economic 

growth. Examples include tourism and cultural facilities such as a 

convention venue.  

 

5.11 Clause (iii) of the Property Council's amended version of the Council's 

Objective 3.6.1 (page 30) is for "sustainable urban land use intensification", 

to be achieved through a network of centres that are linked with transport 

and which provide a focus for commercial and surrounding residential 

intensification. The Council's Objective 3.6.2 (a)(viii) already recognises 

centres as a focus for a range of activities including transport and housing. 

In achieving an integrated pattern of development as sought by Objective 

3.6.2, the Council's Policy 3.6.2.3 is in my view more specific in outlining 

the locations that intensification is anticipated in, including in and around 

centres.  

 

5.12 Provisions for the regeneration of brownfield sites and community and 

other facilities/services are also sought within Council's Objective 3.6.1 by 

the Property Council (refer Property Council SR, renumbered Objective 
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3.4.2, clauses v and vi at top of page 31).  As previously discussed, I 

recommended a new policy for brownfield sites in my Evidence in Chief.  

The inclusion of this new policy, to give effect to a high level objective 

(Objective 3.6.2), is considered to be more appropriate rather than all 

matters being specifically addressed in the objective as proposed by the 

Property Council. The purpose and scope of the Council's Objectives 3.6.1 

and 3.6.2 in the Strategic Directions Proposal is to confirm high level 

outcomes for the district concerned with recovery and development, and 

form and function, with policies then addressing the ways in which they are 

achieved.  

 

5.13 The Property Council seek addition of a new clause vii to Council's 

Objective 3.6.1 (renumbered Objective 3.4.2 in the Property Council SR, 

page 31), and changes to Council's Policy 3.6.1.3 - Business Development 

(renumbered as Policy 3.4.2.3 in the Property Council SR, page 32).  

These changes are effectively the inclusion of criteria for determining the 

appropriateness of locations for industrial and commercial activity. 

Paragraphs 12.5 to 12.12 of my evidence in chief already address the 

amendments sought in respect of commercial activity. In terms of industrial 

activity, the following objectives and policies in the Council's provisions 

already address the criteria sought to be included in the Strategic Direction 

Proposal by the Property Council: 

 

(a) "sustainable and efficient use of resources…" (Objective 3.6.1a. 

vii) and "diverse opportunities for business to establish and 

prosper…" (Council's Objective 3.6.1a. iii); and 

(b) Development that is not compromised through the establishment 

of activities which could lead to reverse sensitivity effects 

(Council's Objective 3.6.2 a. xi.)). 

 

5.14 Policy 3.4.2.3 vii. of the Property Council SR (page 32) is also addressed 

in the Councils Proposal to the extent appropriate, given the high level 

nature of the Strategic Directions Proposal. Objective 3.6.1 (a)(i) of the 

Strategic Directions Proposal seeks sufficient land to meet needs, while 

clause iii. of the same objective seeks integration between land use and 

infrastructure.  
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5.15 The latter part of clause (vii) to Policy 3.4.2.3 (in the Property Council SR, 

page 32) on how non-industrial activity is managed in industrial zones, in 

my view is more appropriately included in the Industrial Proposal rather 

than in the Strategic Directions Proposal. It would be inappropriate to 

include it in the latter as the wording proposed does not articulate the detail 

which is important in the context (i.e. some non-industrial activities are not 

limited in terms of scale and type in some industrial zones).  

 

5.16 Having regard to the points above, amendments to the Council's Objective 

3.6.1 and Policy 3.6.1.3 are not considered appropriate.  

 

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

21 November 2014 

 

 


