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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 given evidence with respect to the following Proposals of the 

Replacement District Plan: 

(i) Chapter 3- Strategic Directions (Stage 1) 

(ii) Chapter 7 – Transport (Stage 1) 

(iii) Chapter 9- Natural & Cultural Heritage (Stage 3) 

(iv) Chapter 14- Residential (Part) (Stage 1) 

(v) Chapter 15- Commercial (Part) (Stage 1) 

(vi) Chapter 15- Commercial /Central City (Stage 3) 

(vii) Chapter 17- Rural (Stage 2) 

(viii) Private Plan Change MAIL (Stage 2) 

4 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the 

oversight and preparation of numerous resource consent applications 

for commercial signage throughout the City.   

5 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. 
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6 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The notified Proposal 6 General Rules and Procedures 

(specifically 6.8 Signs) and Proposal 13 (specifically 14.7 

Central City Signs). 

(b) The submissions and further submissions of the parties I am 

giving evidence on behalf of; 

(c) The submissions and further submissions of the Crown insofar 

as these relate to signage; 

(d) The evidence prepared and circulated by Mr Scott Blair (dated 5 

February 2016) and Ms Janet Reeves (dated 4 February 2016) 

on behalf of the Council and the associated s.32 report; 

(e) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, including the Statement of Expectations in 

Schedule 4 (‘OIC’); 

(f) The Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’); 

(g) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (‘CCRP’); 

(h) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’); 

(i) The Panel’s Stage 1 decisions on the Strategic Directions and 

Commercial/Industrial proposals. 

(j) The urban design and planning evidence of Mr Jonathan Clease 

for Carter Group Limited (3602), Scentre New Zealand Limited 

(2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (2372) and NPT Limited 

(2369). 

7 I attended formal mediation on 22nd January 2016 and subsequent to 

that I have informally mediated and worked with Ms Kim Seaton 

(planner for NPT Limited) and Mr Clease to prepare an amended 

proposal. 

Scope of Evidence 

8 My evidence is presented on behalf of Carter Group Limited (“CGL”) 

and Scentre (New Zealand) Limited (“Scentre”).  It addresses 
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matters related to the General Rules and Procedures and specifically, 

the submissions by CGL and Scentre in respect of signage.   

STATEMENT 

9 As stated in paragraph 7, I have collaborated with Mr Clease (and Ms 

Seaton) in the preparation of an amended proposal (Attachment 1 

to Mr Clease’s evidence).   

10 For the reasons set out in the evidence of Mr Clease (which I agree 

with and accept), I consider the revised proposal attached to Mr 

Clease’s evidence most appropriately achieves the plan’s objectives 

and the purpose of the Act having regard to the relevant planning 

framework.    

11 In support of Mr Clease’s evidence, I note my specific experience 

with resource consent applications for signage in the central city and 

in the City’s commercial zones, as follows: 

(a) Westfield Riccarton (owned and operated by Scentre) is the 

subject of a resource consent approval, authorising a total of 

926m2 of signage, where the operative rules permit 426m2 and 

the proposed rules as notified would permit 225m2.  A number 

of these signs are ‘off-site signs’ (billboards) and a number are 

located above the 6m height limit but below the façade height 

of buildings.   

My experience with Riccarton over the past decade is that 

consent decisions approving the signage have universally 

concluded that the signage proposed is appropriate to the 

context and character of the site, buildings and activities at 

Riccarton and would not diminish amenity (including residential 

amenities in some instances).   

My experience with signage and consenting requirements at 

other District Centres1 is consistent with this.   

(b) My post-quake experience with consenting new buildings and 

signage in the Central City2 is that they typically require 

                                       
1 Including Shirley/The Palms, Eastgate, Bush Inn, Merivale, Ferrymead, and The Colombo 
2 For example, The Crossing (Cashel/Colombo/Lichfield/High Streets) Deloittes’ building (151 
Cambridge Terrace), Lane Neave building (141 Cambridge Terrace), Anderson Lloyd House 
(70 Gloucester Street), PWC Centre (56 Cashel Street),  
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resource consent for exceeding: the permissible area of signage 

per sign (usually for key tenant signage); the permissible 

height for signage (for key tenant signage); and the permitted 

cumulative area of signage.   Consent approval is readily 

obtained in most instances on the basis that the designers, 

owners and tenants of buildings are motivated to ensure that 

signage is visually attractive and in keeping with the building.    

12 Based on the above and having regard to the directions in the OIC 

and objective 3.3.2 to minimise resource consent requirements, I 

consider the operative and proposed signage rules as notified require 

amendment to better enable typical commercial signage.  As such, I 

consider the revised provisions in Attachment 1 to Mr Clease’s 

evidence are more appropriate than the revised provisions proposed 

by the Council.  

13 In regard to a road frontage vs building frontage based formula, I 

agree with Mr Clease’s evidence at paragraphs 95 - 103 that a 

building frontage formula is more appropriate and his proposed 

definition for this term.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips 

22 February 2016 


