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INTRODUCTION 

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.    

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

of my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal (Stage 1) for 

Scentre (New Zealand) Limited, dated 24 April 2015.   

3 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 

on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 

are known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 My rebuttal evidence is filed in response to the statements of evidence 

filed on 27 January 2016 of: 

(a) Mr Paul Bridgman filed by Paul Gavin Bridgman, Robbie Rowland 

and Denyse Rowland (FS-2820); and 

(b) Mr Darryl Millar filed by Paul Gavin Bridgman, Robbie Rowland 

and Denyse Rowland (FS-2820). 

MR PAUL BRIDGMAN FILED FOR BRIDGMAN AND ROWLAND  

5 Mr Bridgman1 refers to the noise from the existing and consented 

football facility as ‘intrusive’, ‘clearly not rural in nature’, and ‘not what 

we anticipated to encounter when living in a rural environment’.   

                                       
1 EIC of Mr Bridgman, paragraph 7 
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6 Whilst I do not have first-hand experience of the noise Mr Bridgman 

refers to, I note that: 

(a) Conditions 14-22 of the resource consent for the football facility 

on CSL’s site require compliance with applicable noise standards 

and management and reporting to ensure this is achieved.  I am 

not aware of any breaches of these condition or any monitoring 

or enforcement action in respect of the same.  As such, I 

understand that noise levels from the established activity are 

consistent with that anticipated for a rural environment.   

(b) Outdoor recreation activity and playing fields (and the character 

of noise they generate) are anticipated as permitted activities in 

the operative Rural 5 zone.  Evidence of this is the resource 

consent approval obtained in September 2014 by Mr Meyn for 

two full sized football fields and four mini fields, where consent 

was required as a restricted discretionary activity only in respect 

of uncovered cycle parking, unsealed car parking and under the 

NES2.  The decision specifically accepted that outdoor recreation 

activity fell within the operative Plan’s definition of ‘rural activity’.   

A copy of the plan approved by that resource consent is included 

as Attachment 1. 

(c) Outdoor recreation activity and playing fields are also anticipated 

in the proposed Rural Urban Fringe (RUF) zone3.  Specifically, 

recreation activity is permitted in the RUF zone by rule 17.3.2.1 

P10, provided that buildings and/or impervious surfaces are less 

than 100m2 and beyond this are provided for as restricted 

discretionary activities or discretionary activities dependent on 

building or impervious site coverage.  As such, playing fields 

(such as those shown in Attachment 1) could also occur as a 

permitted activity in the proposed RUF zone, with resulting noise 

characteristics.   

(d) The rural environment includes varied sources of noise from both 

‘typical’ productive farming activities, and from variable or 

atypical environmental sources such as quarries, airports and 

                                       
2 National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing 

Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health 
3 Per the proposed provisions of 8 December 2015, in CCC closing legal 

submissions.   
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overflying aircraft, arterial roads, rail corridors, recreation 

activities4 and motorised recreation facilities5.  Arterial road noise 

and aircraft noise are examples of noise sources that are evident 

in the vicinity of the CSL land which may not be of a level or 

character typical of the rural environment, but which are 

nonetheless anticipated.    

7 Based on the above, I consider the character of noise from recreation 

activity/playing fields is consistent with that anticipated in the 

operative and proposed Rural zones.  Subject to compliance with noise 

standards, the levels of that noise would also be consistent.    

8 Mr Bridgman also expresses concern that ‘any further development of 

the site will result [sic] even more noise as a result of more frequent 

use and the greater range of activities that will be on offer at the 

facility’6.   I disagree, noting that any further development would be 

subject to noise rules that are intended to ensure an appropriate level 

of amenity for different environments at different times.   

MR DARRYL MILLAR FOR BRIDGMAN AND ROWLAND  

9 Mr Millar’s evidence relies on the assumption that the OMF zoning 

sought in CSL’s submission would result in application of the most 

generous built form standards concerning matters such as site 

coverage, hours of operation and height limits7.  On this basis, Mr 

Millar is concerned that this would enable ‘an urban standard of 

development’8.  I acknowledge that CSL’s submission did not specify 

which particular built form standards should apply to the site.  

However, Attachment 1 to my evidence in chief sets out the specific 

built form standards that should apply to the site, having regard to the 

evidence of Mr London and his conclusion that this would enable 

development that ‘will appear considerably more expansive and 

possess qualities more rural than a typical urban recreation facility’ 

and ‘exhibit a landscape character that is appropriate for its location’9.  

                                       
4 For example, gun clubs/ranges, golf courses and associated facilities such 

as driving ranges, and sports grounds.  
5 For example, motorbike tracks and car clubs at McLeans Island, or 

Ruapuna speedway.  
6 EIC of Mr Bridgman, paragraph 12 
7 EIC of Mr Millar, paragraph 12, 30 and elsewhere 
8 EIC of Mr Millar, paragraph 13 
9 EIC of Mr London, paragraph 6.11 
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10 For the same reasons, I note that this may address Mr Millar’s concerns 

at paragraph 42 where he concludes, on balance, that the key concern 

is ‘the ability of a metropolitan sports facility (developed in line with 

the currently proposed OMF zone rules) to appropriately integrate into 

the exiting environment’.  

11 I do not share Mr Miller’s concerns at paragraph 32 about potential 

adverse noise and light spill effects as a result of enabling further 

intensification of activities on the site.  Proposed light spill and noise 

rules require activities to comply with the more stringent performance 

standards that may apply on adjoining/receiving sites10.  Put simply, 

CSL’s activities would be required to comply with the Rural and 

Residential light spill and noise standards at the respective Rural and 

Residential zone boundaries.   

12 At paragraph 37 Mr Millar concludes that ‘development of the scale 

and form anticipated by the OMF zone is contrary to the outcomes 

anticipated in the rural area’.  Given that recreational activities above 

500m2 building coverage are proposed to be discretionary (rather than 

non-complying activities) and the rural policy framework is enabling 

towards recreation activities (as set out in my evidence in chief11), I 

do not agree with this statement and the use of the term ‘contrary’ in 

particular.   

13 Addressing the Regional Policy Statement’s definition of ‘rural activity’, 

Mr Millar states that he does ‘not consider the scale and intensity of 

activities permitted within the OMF zone [to be] consistent with what 

could be anticipated as “activities of a size, function, intensity or 

character typical of those in rural areas”’ [my emphasis added].  In 

my view, a 19.8 hectare site size is clearly typical of a rural area (and 

atypical in urban areas), and 15% building coverage would also be 

atypical development intensity in urban areas.  As the definition 

requires activities to be either of a size, function, intensity “or” (rather 

than “and”) character typical of rural areas, the size of the activity 

would be sufficient to qualify the activity under the definition in my 

view.  My evidence in chief has otherwise addressed why the 

                                       
10 See proposed noise rule 6.1.2(1)(b)(v) and (vi) and proposed light spill 

rule 6.3.2.3.1(a)(ii) in Council’s revised proposal of 26 November 2015. 
11 Refer paragraphs 54-57. 
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‘requirement for a rural location’ qualifies the activity as a rural activity 

in any case.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Philips 

4 February 2016 
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ATTACHMENT 1: APPROVED RESOURCE CONSENT PLAN FOR 

OUTDOOR PLAYING FIELDS 


