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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 relevant experience are set out in paragraphs 

1.2 to 1.6 of my statement of primary evidence on the Commercial 

Proposal for Scentre (New Zealand) Limited ("Scentre") in relation to 

Stage One of the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Proposed Plan"), 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 evidence is presented on behalf of the following submitters 

("Submitters"): 

(a) Scentre (# 2332). 

(b) NPT Limited (# 2369). 

1.5 My evidence addresses the proposed resource efficiency provisions 

contained in section 15.9.1 of the Commercial Proposal,1 which are 

being covered in Stage Two of the Proposed Plan.  In particular, I 

assess the extent to which those provisions are the most appropriate 

 
1  As at 2 September 2015 in the version attached to the planning evidence of Mr Mark 

Stevenson for the Council. 
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in the context of section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

("RMA") and the relevant higher-order direction.     

1.6 In preparing my evidence I have considered the Submitters' 

submissions and further submissions; the evidence of Mr Mark 

Stevenson for the Council, dated 2 September 2015; and the 

evidence of Mr Bruce Klein and Ms Sandra McIntyre for the Crown on 

the Stage One Residential Proposal, dated 20 March 2015. 

Evidence provided at earlier hearings 

1.7 I have provided written and oral evidence at the hearings on the 

following proposals of the Proposed Plan: 

(a) Strategic Directions Proposal (Stage One);  

(b) Residential Proposal (Stage One); and 

(c) Commercial Proposal (Stage One). 

1.8 I confirm that I continue to rely on the evidence listed above to the 

extent that it is relevant to the current proposal before the Hearings 

Panel, and I do not intend to repeat it here.  

1.9 The focus of this evidence is on the resource efficiency rules against 

the context of the wider planning framework and my evidence on, and 

analysis of, those wider issues. 

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 The resource efficiency rules proposed are unnecessarily prescriptive 

and would trigger additional consenting requirements. They are 

inconsistent with the Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 of 

the Strategic Directions Chapter and are not the most appropriate in 

terms of section 32 of the Act, and therefore should be deleted. 



 
 

Chapter 15 - Commercial (Stage Two)  Primary evidence – Jeremy Phillips 
 

2946410       

3

3. RESOURCE EFFICIENCY RULES 

3.1 At paragraph 10.1, Mr Stevenson states that it is his professional 

opinion that the resource efficiency rules are unnecessarily 

prescriptive and would trigger additional consenting requirements, 

inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions Chapter 

and the Statement of Expectations.  He states that notwithstanding his 

opinion, the Council's position is that the rules are retained for 

consideration by the Panel. 

3.2 I agree with Mr Stevenson’s conclusion as to the inconsistency of the 

proposed rules with Objective 3.3.2 and the Statement of 

Expectations, both of which seek to minimise transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consent processes and the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls and design standards in the 

Proposed Plan's rules.   

3.3 I also consider that the proposed rules would result in tension with 

Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.5 and 3.3.11 of the Strategic Directions Chapter, 

which focus on expedited recovery and revitalisation, future 

enhancement of the city, investment certainty, and business and 

economic prosperity. 

3.4 In my opinion, the inclusion of the resource efficiency standards within 

the Commercial Proposal is therefore inappropriate.   

3.5 I also note that similar provisions were contained in the Residential 

Proposal as notified in Stage One2 and were ultimately proposed to be 

deleted by the Council.3   

3.6 The evidence of Mr Klein for the Crown on the Residential Proposal 

addressed this matter in detail and was relied on in the planning 

evidence for the Crown prepared by Ms McIntyre.   I agree with the 

evidence of Mr Klein and Ms McIntyre on this matter, and consider 

 
2  For example: 14.2.3.11 Life-stage inclusive and adaptive design for new residential 

units and 14.2.3.12 Energy and water efficient standards for new residential units. 
3  See the Council's Position as at 23 April 2015 – Red line version, as set out in the 

Council’s closing submissions on the Residential Proposal (Stage One). 
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their conclusions equally apply to the resource efficiency rules 

proposed by the Council in the Commercial Proposal.    

3.7 To that end, I highlight Ms McIntyre’s summary of evidence, which I 

agree with and consider is applicable to the proposed rules:4 

Mr Klein’s evidence on behalf of the Crown discusses 
concerns about [Life-stage inclusive and adaptive design and 
energy efficiency] standards from the perspective of the 
respective roles of the RMA and the Building Act and also 
notes that implementing them could have significant adverse 
implications for the efficiency of building consent processes.   
In addition to the implications for timely consenting of buildings 
identified by Mr Klein, I consider that monitoring and 
enforcement of compliance over time across the full range of 
residential zones would be entirely impracticable.  I support the 
outcomes sought by the standards, but do not agree that 
imposing standards in the district plan is the appropriate way to 
achieve them.  There are a variety of other mechanisms that 
can be used to promote sustainable building design, including 
those identified by Mr Klein.  For example, Beacon Pathway 
Limited has produced a guidance document for local 
government which provides a useful summary of regulatory 
and non-regulatory alternative for promoting energy efficiency 
in building design.   

 

Jeremy Phillips 

17 September 2015 

 
4  Primary evidence of Ms McIntyre for the Crown on the Residential Proposal, 20 March 

2015, at 11.8(b). 


