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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 I agree with the proposed Industrial Park zoning of the Memorial 

Avenue site and, with the exception of those provisions concerning 

office activity, I generally agree with the proposed provisions 

supported by the Council. 

1.2 In particular, I consider that retail activities (other than ancillary, food 

and beverage and service station retailing) should not be enabled, 

and that discretionary activity status for these activities is appropriate.  

Additional retail enablement (up to 11,700m2 as sought by MAIL) is 

not required or appropriate in terms of market efficiency in the 

localised context and at the wider city level (in particular, in relation to 

the City Centre); has the potential to significantly undermine nearby 

centres; and conflicts with the clear direction set out in the relevant 

higher-order planning documents and with the tenet of the 

Commercial Chapter objectives and policies. 

1.3 In terms of office activity, I consider both the 5,000m2 GFA that the 

Council is proposing and the 15,000m2 GFA that MAIL is proposing to 

be inappropriate. In my opinion the 'gateway' location of the site does 

not justify the enablement of office activity. Such enablement is also 

inappropriate on the basis of the potential adverse effects (especially 

on Central City recovery) and conflict with the policy framework for 

Commercial and Industrial Zones.    It would also be inconsistent with 

Objectives 3.3.7(e) and 3.3.8 of the Strategic Directions Chapter 

which seek 'enhancement' of the amenity values, function and viability 

of the Central City and its role (in conjunction with other centres) as a 

community focal point.   

2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 
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consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 

of my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal for Scentre 

(New Zealand) Limited, dated 24 April 2015. 

2.3 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. 

Scope of evidence 

2.4 My evidence is presented on behalf of Andrew Centre Limited and 

Avon Hotel Limited ("ACL/AHL") and addresses the private plan 

change request by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited ("MAIL") in 

relation to the re-zoning of its Memorial Avenue site to Industrial Park 

Zone ("Proposal").  

2.5 In particular, I address the extent to which the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate in the context of section 32 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991, having regard to ACL/AHL's submissions and 

the relief and reasons set out in those submissions.     

2.6 In addition to the relevant statutory documents1 I have also considered 

the following in preparing my evidence:  

(a) the Proposal (as amended by the Council and MAIL in 

evidence on 26 August 2015); 

(b) ACL/AHL's submissions and further submissions; 

 
1  As set out on pages 10-12 of the Hearing Panel's Decision 1 (Strategic Directions).  
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(c) the evidence of Mr Timothy Heath, Mr Philip Osborne, Mr 

David Compton-Moen and Ms Janice Carter for the Council; 

and 

(d) the evidence of Mr Fraser Colegrave, Mr Martin Winder and 

Mr Craig Pocock for MAIL. 

Structure of evidence 

2.7 After commenting briefly on the planning context and zoning, I 

address the key issues of relevance to ACL/AHL, namely: 

(a) the proposed provision for retail activity on the MAIL site; and 

(b) the proposed provision for office activity on the site. 

3. PLANNING CONTEXT AND ZONING 

3.1 The relevant planning context is set out in paragraphs 6.1-6.13 of Ms 

Carter's evidence (with references to evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson) 

and I agree with and adopt this evidence.   

3.2 I agree with the proposed Industrial Park zoning of the site, and the 

extent of this zoning (ie that it does not extend to cover the 

Commodore Hotel).   

3.3 With the exception of those provisions concerning office activity on the 

site, I generally agree with the provisions in the Proposal supported by 

the Council2 for the reasons set out in Ms Carter's evidence.   

4. PROVISION FOR RETAIL ACTIVITY 

4.1 I agree with the Council's proposed provisions concerning retail 

activity on the site, for the reasons set out in the evidence of Mr Heath 

and Ms Carter and in the Retail Economic Joint Statement (which was 

agreed by all economists but Mr Colegrave).  

 
2  As set out in Appendix B of Ms Carter's evidence.   
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4.2 In particular, I agree with Ms Carter's conclusion that retail activities 

(other than ancillary, food and beverage and service station retailing) 

should not be enabled by the Proposal and that discretionary activity 

status for these activities is appropriate.3  Like Ms Carter, my 

reasoning for this view is that: 

(a) Mr Heath's evidence is that additional retail enablement "has 

the potential to significantly undermine the role, function, 

performance, amenity, quality and environment of Avonhead, 

and to a lesser degree Spitfire Square" and "is not required or 

appropriate for the proposed zone or market at this point in 

time".4  This is reinforced in the Retail Economic Joint 

Statement, where Messrs Heath, Osborne and Tansley agree 

that "there is sufficient capacity in the pRDP to provide 

flexibility and market efficiency in relation to retail and office 

matters at both the wider city level and localised context".5   

(b) To enable additional retail activities on the site would conflict 

with Objective 3.3.7(e) of the Strategic Directions Chapter (as 

set out in the Panel's decision version dated 16 February 

2015) and Objectives 6.2.6 and 6.3.6 of the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS").  Conversely, requiring a 

discretionary activity resource consent for retail activity would 

be consistent with the specific methods contemplated by 

CRPS Objective 6.3.6.   

(c) The extent of permitted retail activity sought by MAIL 

(11,700m2 GLFA6) is comparable to that envisaged for large 

neighbourhood centres, yet the Proposal and the site do not 

 
3  Paragraphs 10.3-10.7. 
4  Paragraphs 8.2-8.12. 
5  Paragraph 7.  
6  MAIL proposes that the following shall be permitted under 16.4.7.1.1 P2: up to 

6,000m2 GLFA of retail activity for tenancies greater than 450m2, and up to 1,500m2 
GLFA of retail activity for tenancies less than 450m2.   Under 16.4.7.1.3 RD3 MAIL 
also seek provision for a supermarket of up to 4,200m2 GLFA, as a restricted 
discretionary activity, with discretion confined to design and amenity.   
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have the characteristics of a centre at all, having regard to 

Policy 1 and Table 15.1 in the Commercial Chapter.7   

(d) Additional retail activity in this location would conflict with the 

tenet of the Commercial Chapter8 objectives and policies, 

insofar that these: 

(i) Recognise the 'critical importance' of commercial 

activity to the recovery and long term growth of the 

City (Objective 1).  

(ii) Focus commercial activity within a network of 

specific centres (Objective 2). 

(iii) Seek to maintain and strengthen the Central City 

and commercial centres as focal points (Policy 1) 

recognising their specific roles (Table 15.1). 

(iv) Seek to focus growth in commercial activity within 

existing commercial centres (Policy 4).   

(v) Recognise existing office parks and mixed use 

areas, but avoid their expansion or the development 

of new ones (Objective 3 and Policy 7).   

5. PROVISION FOR OFFICE ACTIVITY 

5.1 In respect of office activity, I understand that the Council proposes to 

enable up to 5,000m2 GFA of office activity, and that MAIL is 

proposing to enable up to 15,000m2 of office activity.  In my opinion, 

even the 5,000m2 office activity proposed by the Council is not 

appropriate.   

5.2 I understand that Ms Carter considers that some office activity should 

be enabled as a site-specific response to the site's location on 

 
7  While this statement refers to the version of the Commercial Chapter in Attachment D 

to Council's closing submissions, it equally applies to the notified and subsequent 
iterations of the Chapter.   

8  Ibid.   
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Memorial Avenue which she considers to be a "gateway to the City 

which is unique relative to other industrial environments and their 

context".9  This response appears to be predicated on Mr Compton-

Moen's evidence which has assessed the Proposal from an urban 

design and visual amenity perspective, and also discusses the 

'gateway' location (primarily in the context of requiring site specific 

design controls that might not be implemented in other industrial 

zones).  Specifically, Mr Compton-Moen supports a higher amenity 

"physical sleeve" along Memorial Avenue, in the form of guest 

accommodation activity and "office space (if permitted)", which would 

act to screen the industrial activities from Memorial Avenue.10    

5.3 Mr Compton-Moen's evidence does not consider whether a suitable 

level of amenity could still be achieved without office activity.  This in 

my view is a potentially significant omission, having regard to the other 

non-industrial activities permitted in the zone11 and the likely 

commercial preference for non-industrial activities and higher quality 

tenants and buildings to establish on the site's Memorial Avenue 

frontage. 

5.4 I also do not agree with Ms Carter that the 'gateway' location is so 

unique as to justify the enablement of office activity, noting the 

greenfield Industrial General Zone (North Belfast) which adjoins the 

Main North Road and the Northern Arterial at the northern 'gateway' to 

the City. If the proposed office activity for the Proposal were accepted, 

enablement of commercial activity in this zone could also be sought, 

for similar reasons, with potential resulting precedent effects.   

5.5 Independent to the reasoning above, I consider the enablement of 

office activity to be inappropriate on the basis of the potential adverse 

effects and conflict with the policy framework.   

5.6 Firstly, Mr Osborne's evidence concludes that "from an economic 

perspective [the 5,000m2 permitted office area] has the potential to 
 
9  Paragraph 10.12. 
10  See section 5 of Mr Compton-Moen's evidence. 
11  For example: guest accommodation, health care, high technology industrial activity, 

service industry, commercial services, food and beverage activity, ancillary retail 
activity and ancillary office activity. 
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limit the effectiveness and overall benefits of the Council's objectives 

to consolidate commercial activity…and is likely to impact upon the 

positive economic outcomes sought by the pRDP".12   

5.7 Similarly, in the Retail Economic Joint Statement, Messrs Tansley and 

Osborne cite concerns with 'downstream effects' and 'precedent 

effects' associated with office activity, with Mr Osborne expressing the 

view that "there is more than sufficient capacity enabled by the pRDP 

and within the centre network" and that "the Central City is in recovery 

focus and faces significant hurdles, and office space provided 

elsewhere will inevitably hinder the recovery".13  

5.8 Based on these statements by the experts, my conclusions in 

paragraphs 4.2(b) and (d) above regarding the policy context for 

commercial activity apply equally to the proposed office activity on the 

site.  Similarly, the retail economic experts' conclusions lead me to the 

view that the proposed office activity would not support the 

revitalisation of the Central City as the 'primary community focal point' 

for the people of Christchurch, nor 'enhance' the amenity values, 

function and viability of the Central City as sought by the Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.8. 

5.9 Aside from the conflict with the policy context for commercial activity, 

the Central City and commercial centres in the Commercial Chapter, I 

also emphasise that there is no policy support for enabling commercial 

offices within Industrial Zones.  To the contrary:  

(a) Policy 3(a)(iii) in the Industrial Chapter provides for "industrial 

activities in the high technology sector and other industries" in 

the Industrial Park Zone.  

(b) Policy 4(c) seeks to "avoid the use of industrial zones for non-

industrial activities that could adversely affect the strategic 

role of [centres]".   

 
12  Paragraphs 7.5-7.6. 
13  Paragraphs 23-24. 
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(c) Policy 5 seeks to avoid office development in industrial areas, 

other than that which is ancillary to a permitted or consented 

activity, or is a secondary component to a high technology 

industrial activity. 

 

Jeremy Phillips 

3 September 2015 


