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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 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 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

1.2 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. 

1.3 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 

1.4 My rebuttal evidence responds to the evidence provided on behalf of 

various other submitters in relation to the private plan change request 

by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited ("MAIL") seeking to re-zone 

its Memorial Avenue site to Industrial Park Zone ("Proposal"). 

1.5 Specifically, I respond to the evidence of:  

(a) Mr Andrew Willis and Ms Margaret Jane Whyte for the 

Crown; and 

(b) Mr Matthew Bonis for Christchurch International Airport 

Limited ("CIAL"). 
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1.6 My response is provided in respect of the following matters: 

(a) Commonality among planning witnesses on the planning 

framework for commercial activity and centres and the 

development of greenfield priority areas for business.    

(b) The combined effects of the commercial activities sought to 

be enabled by MAIL. 

(c) Whether Policy 5(a)(ii) of the Industrial Proposal (Proposal 

16) supports 5000m2 gross leasable floor area ("GLFA") of 

office activity as a permitted activity in the Proposal.   

2. PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

2.1 My evidence in chief identified the relevant provisions in the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS"), Strategic Directions 

Chapter, and Proposals 15 (Commercial) and 16 (Industrial), by 

reference to the evidence of Ms Carter for the Council.  In that 

evidence, I concluded that the enablement of retail activity as 

proposed by MAIL and the enablement of office activity as proposed 

by MAIL and the Council, would conflict with these provisions. 

2.2 The planning evidence provided by Messrs Willis, Whyte and Bonis 

identifies and elaborates on the same planning provisions and I record 

my agreement with the assessment of these provisions by Mr Willis 

and Mr Bonis.  I also agree with Ms Whyte's assessment of these 

provisions, except where she considers office activity in the context of 

Policy 5 of the Industrial Proposal, which I address in paragraphs 4.1-

4.5 below.    

3. COMBINATION OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

3.1 Ms Whyte1 considers the fundamental issue with the Proposal to be 

the level of non-ancillary office and retail activities provided for as 

permitted activities and the trade supply activities provided for as 

 
1  Paragraphs 5.10-5.12. 
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restricted discretionary activities.  Specifically in relation to trade 

supply (and supermarket) activities, she notes that the proposed 

matters of discretion relate only to design and amenity, rather than the 

quantum or effect of the activity itself (ie they do not enable 

consideration of whether the activities themselves are appropriate). In 

light of this, she notes that it is the combination of the quantum of 

trade suppliers, retail and office activities sought in the Proposal that is 

of concern. She also notes that her cumulative concerns with the 

establishment of trade suppliers within the Industrial Park Zone or the 

MAIL site are only alleviated if the level of non-ancillary office and 

retail activities sought by MAIL are not provided. I agree with this 

analysis and also agree that it is an area of difference from the 

analysis provided by Ms Carter for the Council.   

3.2 Mr Bonis2 also raises the issue of combined or cumulative effects. He 

notes, as I do in my primary evidence, that the extent of commercial 

activity sought in the Proposal represents a substantial centre. 

Accordingly, he states that the composition and number of food and 

beverage outlets for the Proposal would need to provide for the needs 

generated by effectively a large scale district centre. Mr Bonis 

recognises that, as these are proposed to be permitted activities, the 

GLFA of these outlets would be in addition to the commercial and 

retail GLFA already proposed by MAIL. I agree with Mr Bonis that this 

would be an "unintended" cumulative consequence, and that there 

would be a clear difference in this respect (ie a different composition 

and fewer food and beverage outlets) to serve the demands 

associated with an Industrial Park zone under the Council's preferred 

provisions.   

3.3 I agree with Ms Whyte and Mr Bonis that these combined or 

cumulative outcomes and effects are a relevant and important 

consideration, particularly when regard is had to the anticipated role of 

commercial centres (Commercial Proposal, Table 15.1) as distinct 

from the anticipated role of industrial zones (Industrial Proposal, Policy 

3) and the activities therein (Industrial Proposal, Policy 4).   

 
2  Paragraphs 57, 60-61. 
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3.4 Specifically, to illustrate the distinction between a 'standalone' trade 

supplier within an industrial zone (as would be allowed through the 

Council's provisions) and one forming part of an integrated retail and 

commercial offering within a commercial centre (as is sought to be 

enabled in the Proposal), I note the following Christchurch examples:   

(a) ITM Dyers Road - a standalone trade (building) supplier 

located at 291 Dyers Road in an Industrial Heavy Zone, 

surrounded by industrial activities.  

(b) Mitre 10 Mega Ferrymead - a trade supplier located within a 

retail complex alongside large format retail, small format 

retail, food and beverage retail outlets, a supermarket and 

commercial offices in a Commercial Core Zone at 999 Ferry 

Road.   

4. POLICY 5(A)(II) OF THE INDUSTRIAL PROPOSAL AS A BASIS 
FOR OFFICE ACTIVITY 

4.1 In paragraph 5.37, Ms Whyte states her understanding that the 

5,000m2 GLFA of office space proposed to be enabled in the Council's 

refined provisions is intended to implement Policy 5(a)(ii) of the 

Industrial Proposal.   This appears to be a significant foundation for 

Ms Whyte's evidence supporting the 5,000m2 GLFA of office activity, 

noting her conclusions elsewhere as to the Proposal's inconsistency 

with Proposals 15 (Commercial) and 16 (Industrial) and the CRPS.3 

4.2 I disagree with Ms Whyte that permitting 5,000m2 GLFA of general 

office space appropriately or effectively implements Policy 5.  In my 

view, the policy clearly seeks to 'avoid office development in industrial 

areas' except where it is ancillary to permitted or consented activities 

or is a secondary component to a high technology industrial activity.  

On this basis any permitted office development in the zone should be 

limited to these exceptions.   

4.3 In my view, Rule 16.4.2.1 P11 (which allows the 5,000m2 GLFA of 

office activity) should not apply to the MAIL site.  If the rule did not 
 
3  For example: paragraphs 5.4 and 5.42-5.44. 
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apply, offices ancillary to permitted activities (including high 

technology industrial activity) would still be permitted.4  Beyond this, 

offices would require resource consent as discretionary activities,5 

where adverse effects and consistency with Policy 5 (among other 

relevant provisions) could be assessed.  In my view, this would more 

appropriately implement and achieve the outcomes intended by Policy 

5.   

4.4 In the absence of qualifiers that confine permitted office activity to the 

exceptions referred to in Policy 5, I consider the Proposal will be 

inconsistent with this policy, in addition to those other provisions I 

addressed in my primary evidence. 

 

Jeremy Phillips 

8 September 2015 

 
4  Provided they occupied the lesser of up to 500m2 or 30% of the total floor area of 

buildings on the site as required by rule 16.4.2.1 P12. 
5  Rule 16.4.2.4 D1. 


