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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Philip Osborne.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 2 September 2015.  

 

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 following 

evidence in chief filed by Mr Blair Young (#2278), Mr Bryan Murray 

(#2271), and Ms Pauline Aston (#2225) specifically in relation to 

economic and industrial land supply matters they raise. 

 

3. MR BLAIR YOUNG (#2278) 

 

3.1 In his evidence Mr Young outlines three main points which in his 

view justify the rezoning of the subject submission land from rural 

to industrial.  These are:  

 

(a) Mr Young marketed the subject land for sale on the 

presumption that it would be rezoned to general 

industrial1.  

(b) From his commercial real estate perspective, there is a 

clear logic and benefit in rezoning the land for industrial 

uses2. 

(c) Rezoning the land for industrial uses would increase its 

per square metre land value3.  

                                                   
1
 Young EIC, paragraph 2.2, and paragraph 2.7 (last sentence). 

2
 Young EIC, paragraph 2.6 

3
 Young EIC, paragraphs 3.2-3.5 
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3.2 In my view, there is a significant lack of economic rationale and 

rigour contained within these three key rezoning justifications. The 

first being Mr Young (as a real estate agent) incorrectly assumed 

the land would be rezoned, and this by itself has no merit in 

justifying the rezoning of the land.   

 

3.3 Second, it is unclear what the ‘commercial real estate perspective’ 

means, suffice to note that estate agencies are generally based on 

sale commissions. This may have some influence on Mr Young's 

opinions as to the merits of rezoning. 

 

3.4 As set out in my evidence-in-chief there is more than sufficient 

industrial land provision within Christchurch City to meet both the 

medium and long-term (beyond the life of the pRDP) needs of the 

economy and its growth.  Additional land only serves to undermine 

the economic efficiency and effectiveness of the Christchurch 

business environment and economy and is contrary to the 

direction of the pRDP.   

 

3.5 While the North West area of Christchurch does represent a 

competitive industrial area this has been provided for in the 

Industrial provisions of the pRDP and is likely to service industrial 

growth in the area both during and beyond the pRDP period.   

 

3.6 The third justification provides no economic basis at all.  On such 

a basis, one could rezone the entire land provision within the city 

to its highest and best use.  This justification also relates a private 

individual benefit (higher land value), with no consideration to any 

benefits or costs to the wider community. 

 

3.7 Overall, Mr Young provides no credible economic evidence that 

would support the rezoning of the subject land to general 

industrial. 
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4. MR BRYAN MURRAY (#2271) 

 

4.1 Mr Murray raises two queries relevant to my primary statement.  

These being: 

 

(a) The concept that an oversupply of industrial land can 

have harmful effects to the economy4; and 

(b) The desirability of having industrial land made available 

near the airport5.  

 

4.2 In paragraph 5.39 of my stage 2 evidence-in-chief I clearly outline 

some of the potential issues relating to an oversupply of industrial 

land in a given market.  While these impacts are not site specific in 

their assessment, the impacts are similar.  Additional industrial 

land supply essentially redirects industrial land demand away from 

existing industrial areas thereby creating potential costs, not just in 

the area of new supply but in the substituted area.   

 

4.3 While it is my position that the Christchurch airport offers a unique 

opportunity to the City for business growth, I believe that there is 

also a need for caution in this location in terms of business activity.  

The airport, as a location, offers agglomeration and profile 

opportunities that would be diminished if the appropriate activity 

were redistributed throughout the City.   

 
5. MS FIONA ASTON (#2225) 

 

5.1 In paragraph 6.12 of her evidence Ms Aston states that she 

believes that "further provision needs to be made for…high 

amenity industrial park land" in greenfield locations.   

 

5.2 Firstly no evidence is provided that there is currently insufficient 

capacity under the pRDP.  The provision and identification of 

industrial areas with corresponding high levels of amenity is a 

relatively recent trend occurring around the country.  With existing 

                                                   
4
 Murray EIC, Point 3 

5
 Murray EIC, Point 3. 
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industrial areas generally well located in terms of accessibility as 

well as an existing critical mass of employment, the national trend 

is for the gentrification of existing industrial areas to suit more high 

value industrial requirements.  As Ms Aston has rightly pointed out 

Christchurch has no shortage of general industrial land for which 

high value business could compete.  This, coupled with the 

introduction of Wairakei Road, Memorial Avenue, Awatea, 

Waterloo Park provides little evidence to support the position that 

this aspect of the economy is not more than sufficiently catered 

for.   

 
 

 
 
 
Philip Osborne 

24 September 2015 

 


