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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 activities (including guest accommodation) in the Central City 

Business and Residential zones, and for guest accommodation in the 

suburban Christchurch environment including the Living 5 (Travellers’ 

Accommodation) zone and other general Living zones.   

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 
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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 

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

It addresses matters related to the General Rules and Procedures1 

and specifically, the submission by CGL seeking a Guest 

Accommodation (“GA”) zoning of the former Star and Garter Tavern 

site at 332 Oxford Terrace.  My evidence provides suggested 

amendments to better meet the purpose of the RMA, the Statement 

of Expectations and the Strategic Directions Objectives together with 

the other higher order planning documents.  

7 Whilst recognising the role and relative importance of other statutory 

documents and the provisions in section 32 of the Act, my evidence 

has specifically considered: 

(a) The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (“CCRP”), noting the 

requirement in the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 

for decisions on the replacement District Plan to not be 

“inconsistent with” a Recovery Plan; and 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan, particularly 

Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 noting these objectives specifically 

reflect Schedule 4 of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (“Order”) and primacy is 

to be afforded to these objectives. 

8 In preparing my evidence, I have also considered the following:  

(a) the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson for the Council in respect of 

Proposal 13 (Central City Proposal), dated 16 December 2015;  

(b) the evidence of Mr Andrew Willis for the Crown in respect of 

Proposal 13 (Central City Proposal) and the proposed rezoning 

of 332 Oxford Terrace, dated 14 January 2016;  

(c) the evidence of Ms Adele Radburnd, Mr Edward Jolly, and Ms 

Alison McLaughlin for the Council, dated 4 February 2016;  

                                       
1 Revised Proposal – Chapter 14 
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(d) the amended General Rules and Procedures concerning guest 

accommodation set out in Attachments C and D to Ms 

Radburnd’s evidence; 

(e) CGL’s submission and further submission;  

(f) the urban design evidence of Mr David Compton-Moen for CGL; 

and 

(g) the evidence of Mr Philip Carter for CGL. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

9 In light of Council’s evidence and revised provisions issued on 4 

February 2016, a number of concerns in CGL’s submission have now 

been resolved.   

10 Specific amendments sought by CGL beyond those provisions set out 

in the evidence of Ms Radburnd which I consider are appropriate are 

set out in Attachment 1 to my evidence.  These amendments and 

outstanding matters of difference with Ms Radburnd include: 

(a) Minor amendments to the wording of policy 14.1.6.7 to 

recognise and provide for the strategic or operational needs of 

guest accommodation when determining the appropriateness of 

their location. 

(b) Amendments to the activity status tables and built form 

standards for the GA zone, so as to: 

(i) Amend the urban design activity standard, and provide 

for it as a built form standard with scope for certification 

in a manner consistent with that provided for in the 

Commercial Core zone, per Decision 11 and consistent 

with the approach sought in the Central City Proposal 

hearing.   

(c) Amendments to planning maps CC and H11, such that 332 

Oxford Terrace (the former Star and Garter site) is zoned GA 

(rather than Central City Residential (“CCR”)).  
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PROVISIONS IN AGREEMENT WITH COUNCIL 

11 Following formal mediation in January 2016, and Council’s evidence 

and revised provisions issued on 4 February 2016, a number of 

concerns in CGL’s submission have now been resolved.   

12 Other than those provisions where I consider further amendments or 

deletions to be necessary (which are addressed in my evidence 

below), I support the Council's amendments of 4 February 2016 to 

the Proposal, to the extent that they relate to CGL’s submission.  I 

also support the justification for these amendments in Council's 

evidence, although I provide further evidence on a number of these 

provisions below.   

13 Specific amendments sought by CGL beyond those provisions set out 

in the evidence of Ms Radburnd which I consider are appropriate are 

set out in Attachment 1 to my evidence. 

PLANNING CONTEXT 

14 The planning and policy framework established by the Order, the 

Land Use Recovery Plan (“LURP”), CCRP, the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (“CRPS”), and the Strategic Directions Chapter is 

addressed in my evidence below as it is relevant to the different 

issues.   

15 However, I wish to reiterate the opinion I expressed in my evidence 

on the Central City proposal that the ‘not inconsistent with’ test2 does 

not preclude amendments to the provisions introduced by the CCRP.  

That opinion relies on the CCRP’s acknowledgment that ‘recovery is a 

dynamic process and that as development proceeds there may be a 

requirement to make further refinements to the District plan 

to ensure that the vision articulated in the Recovery Plan is 

appropriately achieved”3 (my emphasis added).  In that evidence, 

I concluded that whether amendments to provisions are consistent or 

otherwise with the CCRP will depend on the significance and nature 

of the changes proposed, having regard to the overall ‘vision 

articulated in the Recovery Plan’.   

                                       
2 In s23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 
3 CCRP, page 103. 
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CENTRAL CITY BUSINESS PROVISIONS 

Objectives & Policies (14.1) 

16 Proposed objective 14.1.6 and policy 14.1.6.7 concerning guest 

accommodation are generally appropriate in my view.    

17 The objective rightly seeks to have residential activity predominate in 

residential zones, whilst recognising that some non-residential 

activities (including guest accommodation) may be appropriate in 

limited circumstances, including where a non-residential activity has 

as strategic or operational need to locate within a residential zone.   

18 Policy 14.1.6.7 provides guidance for the establishment of new guest 

accommodation activities and the ongoing operation, intensification 

or redevelopment of existing guest accommodation sites.    

19 However, the objective and policy refer to ‘defined’ sites or locations 

for guest accommodation.  Whilst the objective provides for guest 

accommodation activities beyond defined sites where they have a 

‘strategic or operational need to locate within a residential zone’, 

there is a disconnect with policy 14.1.6.7 which does not provide for 

equivalent consideration of the strategic and operational needs of 

guest accommodation activities.   

20 Noting the above, the following examples of guest accommodation 

would fall foul of proposed policy 14.1.6.7, on the basis that they 

would not ‘be within walking distance of the central city or 

commercial centres’, would not necessarily ‘be located on core public 

transport routes’, and non-residential development may not exist in 

the immediate area:  

(a) Guest accommodation located in proximity to (and in response 

to) Canterbury University or the College of Education, or  

Burwood or Princess Margaret Hospitals.   

(b) Guest accommodation located in proximity to Addington 

Raceway/Horncastle Arena/Christchurch Stadium or Canterbury 

Agricultural Park/Nga Puna Wai.   

(c) Guest accommodation located in proximity to recreational 

amenities such as Bottle Lake Forest Park, the proposed 

3602 Carter Group - Phillips
Page 6 of 33



 

mountain bike park/Port Hills, golf-courses or the coastline/New 

Brighton.   

21 CGL’s site at 332 Oxford Terrace would also be excluded on the 

grounds of not having frontage to a core public transport route, 

despite it otherwise being on an arterial road, within walking distance 

of the central city and multiple public transport routes, and on a site 

of low residential coherence.  The policy would also fail to prompt a 

consideration of the strategic or operational reasons for establishing 

guest accommodation on that site, notwithstanding that there are 

such operational or strategic reasons including the co-location of a 

facility with the Avon Hotel complex, or enabling accommodation 

facilities within the central city that may otherwise locate in 

alternative suburban locations4.   

22 Noting the above and contrary to Ms Radburnd’s view5 that the VNRA 

was the only party who did not support the revised objective and 

policy at mediation6, I consider the policy requires further 

amendment to recognise and provide for the strategic or operational 

locational needs of guest accommodation activity.  I have suggested 

amendments to policy 14.1.6.7 to achieve this in Attachment 1 to 

this evidence. 

Activity Status Tables (14.15.2) 

23 I generally support the activity status tables as proposed for the 

reasons set out in Ms Radburnd’s evidence7. However, I consider the 

proposed urban design rule (RDX) requires amendment in order to 

provide for a certification approach consistent with other chapters.  I 

elaborate on this in terms of rule 14.15.3.1 below and propose 

amendments to the rule in Attachment 1.   

                                       
4 For example, lower density backpacker accommodation (similar to that established on 
Bealey Avenue, such as All Stars Inn, At the Right Place, or Kiwi BaseCamp).   
5 Evidence of Adele Radburnd, paragraph 7.45.   
6 Aside from the VNRA, the mediation report does not record the agreement, or views 
otherwise of parties at mediation in respect of the objectives and policies concerning guest 
accommodation.   
7 Evidence of Adele Radburnd, paragraphs 7.48-7.70. 
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Built Form Standards (14.15.3) 

14.15.3.1– Urban design  

24 CGL’s submission sought deletion of this rule, or in the alternative, a 

certification standard.    

25 Those involved in urban design expert conferencing agreed that there 

is a role for a qualitative urban design assessment and like Ms 

Radburnd, I agree that some form of assessment is appropriate in 

order to manage adverse effects on residential amenity.   

26 However, I am of the view that a certification approach consistent 

with that in the Commercial Core zone (per Decision 11) and that 

recommended by Council for the Central City Business (Core) zone 

would be appropriate in GA zones8.  

27 Consistent with my evidence on the appropriateness of certifying 

alterations to historic heritage9 and the Panel’s discussion of a 

certification approach in Decision 1110, I consider a certification 

approach in the GA zone would also offer the same advantages.  In 

summary: 

(a) Urban design professionals can legitimately have differing 

judgments and it should not matter whether the professional is 

in the employ of a developer or the Council on such matters of 

judgment, so long as the Plan’s specified principles (i.e. the 

residential design principles in 14.3.1) are addressed in the 

design.   

(b) Controlled activity classification allows for the imposition of 

conditions to enforce adherence to the design as certified and 

avoids wider matters of urban design judgment being revisited 

following certification.  

(c) The residential design principles in 14.3.1 are clear and focused 

and would provide for effective certification.   

                                       
8 Whilst I support a certification approach to urban design generally, consistent with the 
views I expressed to the Panel at the hearing of the Central City business zone provisions, I 
consider some direction is required as to who may act as a certifier.   
9 Evidence of Jeremy Phillips, Natural & Cultural Heritage Proposal, paragraphs 32-34.   
10 Decision 11, paragraphs 189-192 
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(d) In the absence of certification, a restricted discretionary 

consent process (as otherwise proposed by Council) could 

apply, with scope to notify and/or decline consent as 

appropriate. 

(e) Certification ‘offers benefits of incentivising collaboration 

between developers and urban design experts in project 

development and delivery, reducing potential for costly 

subjective debates and conflict through consenting processes, 

and incentivising good design through the offer of associated 

RMA processing benefits’11. 

28 I acknowledge that Decision 11 specifically noted that  

‘the context that calls for urban design assessment, in regard 

to centres, is materially different from the context where 

residential design assessment is called for, for the purposes of 

the Residential zones. Specifically, receiving environments of 

centres and relevant residential zones are materially different. 

This difference justifies different regulatory approaches’. 

29 In opposing a certification approach, Ms Radburnd also makes a 

distinction between residential and commercial zones, and refers to 

the Panel’s Decision 10 which stated: 

‘The Council’s choice of restricted discretionary classification 

was not a matter of significant challenge by parties who 

contested this topic in expert evidence.  We have determined 

that restricted discretionary activity classification is the most 

appropriate for the particular circumstances in Christchurch at 

this time. In particular, we consider that context to warrant 

the capacity to decline consent where a development’s 

design is so deficient that it would significantly derogate 

from the quality of its residential environment’(my 

emphasis). 

30 Whilst I agree that there should be scope to decline consent 

applications for poorly designed developments with resulting adverse 

effects on the residential environment, I consider the certification 

approach adopted by Decision 11 safeguards against this.  Controlled 

                                       
11 Decision 11, paragraph 192 
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activity status would only apply where a suitable urban design expert 

certifies that a development satisfies the relevant residential design 

principles, and therefore avoids design deficiencies or significant 

adverse effects.  For such applications, Council could impose 

conditions to ensure development proceeds in accordance with that 

certification.  Conversely, for applications that are not certified, a 

restricted discretionary pathway would enable assessment by Council 

(including by Council urban design experts) and consent refusal 

where necessary.   

31 In the absence of certification, guest accommodation activities 

requiring consent under proposed rule 14.15.3.1 would be open to 

design discretion and expert debate at the resource consent stage, 

with resulting investment uncertainty and transactional costs that are 

contrary to objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.    

Other built form standards  

32 To the extent that CGL’s submission is concerned, I support the 

remaining built form standards that apply in the GA zone and agree 

with the evidence of Mr Jolly and Ms Radburnd addressing the same.   

In particular, I agree with Ms Radburnd’s analysis12 of the height 

limit for the Avon Hotel site, where she concludes that a 14m height 

limit would be appropriate and would not be inconsistent with the 

CCRP.   

Zoning of 332 Oxford Terrace (Star & Garter) 

33 CGL’s submission seeks zoning or scheduling to enable guest 

accommodation activity on the former Star and Garter site at 332 

Oxford Terrace.  I note that CGL are no longer pursuing commercial 

zoning of the land, and I otherwise agree with Ms Radburnd’s 

consolidation of scheduled guest accommodation facilities into the GA 

zoning framework13. 

  

                                       
12 Evidence of Adele Radburnd, paragraphs 7.119-7.120 
13 Evidence of Adele Radburnd, paragraph 3.1 
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Site Context  

34 By way of context, the land at 332 Oxford Terrace is approximately 

3456m2 in area and has been vacant for approximately 15 years, 

following the demolition of the former Star and Garter Hotel.  I am 

not familiar with the particulars of the building or activity associated 

with the Star and Garter Hotel, but from historical aerial photographs 

I have ascertained that it entailed a complex of buildings occupying 

the significant majority of the site, dating back to at least 1941 (refer 

Figure 4, Attachment 2).  Accordingly, the site has not been in 

residential land use for at least 75 years. 

35 The subject land adjoins the Christchurch Bridge Club, a 63-space 

car park associated with the Club, and residential units on its eastern 

boundary.  The land is otherwise bounded by a main distributor 

street (Barbadoes Street) to the west, Oxford Terrace and the Avon 

River to the north and Nova Place to the south.   The site is located 

20 metres to the southwest of the Avon Hotel complex which is 

zoned for guest accommodation purposes and is also owned by CGL.   

The local context and proposed zoning of the land is illustrated 

further in Figures 1-3 in Attachment 2, however in summary, I 

consider the environment has a mixed character, rather than one 

that is predominantly residential or of particularly high residential 

amenity.    

36 In terms of the site’s position within the Central City, the site is 

1.2km or a 14 minute walk from Cathedral Square, via the Avon 

River14.  It is less than 100m from the Central City Commercial Local 

centre at the intersection of Kilmore and Barbadoes Streets, 650m 

from the Central City Business (Core) zone, and less than 500m from 

four separate bus routes15.     

Consequences of Requested Relief 

37 The consequences of the rezoning would be that guest 

accommodation activity would be enabled on the land, in addition to 

the residential and other activities enabled by the underlying CCR 

zoning per proposed rule P3.  This would provide increased choice 

                                       
14 Calculated per Google Maps.   
15 On Manchester Street, Fitzgerald Avenue, Bealey Avenue and Gloucester Street  
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and flexibility to the site owner to determine the highest and best 

use of the land.   

38 Noting the currently vacant and historical non-residential state of the 

land, the relief sought would not result in any loss of existing 

residential stock from the Central City or its residential zones. 

Although the background of the site does not suggest it would be 

redeveloped for residential purposes in the near future, if guest 

accommodation activity was enabled and subsequently developed on 

the land, a minimum of 18 potential households16 would be lost from 

the Central City.  Whilst determining the maximum potential loss of 

households is dependent on a design exercise that accounts for 

various rules and design parameters, from my experience with 

Central City residential developments I would expect a maximum 

development scenario of approximately 25-30 households17.   

39 The proposed residential zoning of the land would not however force 

residential development of the land, and noting the site has been 

land banked for the past 15 years it could conceivably remain vacant 

for the life of the replacement District Plan.  Mr Carter’s evidence 

elaborates on this point indicating that it is unlikely the site would be 

developed for residential purposes in the foreseeable future..   

Relevant Planning Framework  

40 In evaluating CGL’s requested relief, I consider the relevant planning 

framework below:  

Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP)  

41 The LURP is not strictly relevant, noting its focus is on areas outside 

of the Central City (i.e. that area outside of the five avenues)18.  To 

the extent that Mr Willis for the Crown addresses the LURP, I 

understand that his primary concerns relate to the preferred location 

for commercial activity (a matter no longer relevant to CGL’s 

submission) and the general aspiration for residential intensification.   

Whilst it is clear that the LURP supports infill and intensification 

generally (a matter I address below), it is also supportive of business 

                                       
16 Based on a 3456m2 site area and 200m2 maximum residential density (i.e. 50 
households/hectare). 
17 Approximately 72-86 households/hectare.   
18 See LURP page 18, paragraph 9.   
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activity and providing investor confidence to obtain the best 

outcomes from resources used in the recovery19.   Noting the above, 

I consider the requested relief is neutral in respect of (and ‘not 

inconsistent with’) the LURP.   

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) 

42 Firstly, GA zoning would provide for guest accommodation or 

residential activity, thereby offering greater choice and flexibility to 

the landowner.  In my view, that would better enable recovery, 

rebuilding and development as sought by objective 6.2.1 and 

environmental result anticipated (1) for Chapter 6.  

43 In respect of those provisions concerned with commercial activity, 

guest accommodation is not a commercial activity, though in any 

case, the site is located within the Central City (as defined by the 

CRPS) where commercial activities are primarily directed to.   

44 Finally, the loss of 18-30 potential households would not materially 

detract20 from the residential intensification aspirations or targets in 

objective 6.2.2 and policy 6.3.7, and the opportunity would still 

remain for residential development to occur under the requested GA 

zoning.   As noted above, the site has no evidence or recent history 

of residential use and could conceivably remain vacant, irrespective 

of zoning.  

45 For the reasons above, I consider the relief sought by CGL is 

generally consistent with the CRPS, to the limited extent that it is 

relevant.  I accept that residential zoning would also be consistent 

with, and would give effect to the CRPS (in terms of supporting 

residential intensification), albeit it would not be as enabling of 

development per objective 6.2.1, noting GA zoning would provide for 

both guest accommodation and residential use.   

  

                                       
19 For example, LURP page 16, outcome 5.   
20 Policy 6.3.7 seeks an average density of 50 households/hectare.  However, more intensive 
development in other parts of the city (e.g. apartments in the CCB zone) will balance out 
developments at the minimum permitted density (of 50 households/hectare) in other central 
city locations, or the potential loss of residential activity from 332 Oxford Terrace.   
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Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

46 The CCRP recognises that recovery is dynamic and ‘there may be a 

requirement to make further refinements to the District Plan to 

ensure that the vision in the Recovery Plan is appropriately 

achieved’21. That vision relevantly entails a ‘distinctive central city 

characterised by… a consolidated central business area, …higher 

quality inner city housing options that attract an increased residential 

population; and places and spaces that attract people…’22.   

47 As to whether refinements to the CCR zoning of 332 Oxford Terrace 

(per CGL’s submission) are consistent with the CCRP and its vision, 

the statutory direction to amend the District Plan provides relevant 

guidance.   

48 It notes that traditional CBD activities such as offices, retail activities, 

travellers’ accommodation and the like were spread across an 

extended area resulting in pockets of low or no activity, resulting in 

diminished activity and the dis-incentivisation of residential 

occupation and development23.  The CCRP’s response was to create a 

consolidated CCB zone of 40 hectares (compared with 90 hectares in 

the pre-CCRP District Plan).  Within that zone, traditional CBD 

activities are ‘encouraged’ and ‘the planning framework is designed 

to promote this outcome’24.   

49 Beyond the CCB zone, different zones provided for a different 

planning response, with the Frame providing for ‘high amenity and 

campus style development’ and the CCMU zone permitting a range of 

activities (including travellers’ accommodation), but limiting retail, 

commercial services and office development which ’are preferred in 

the new consolidated Central City Business Zone’25.  

50 For the residential areas, the statutory direction sought high quality 

inner city living opportunities, with an increased central city 

residential population, consistent with the intensification objectives of 

the CRPS.  Accordingly, the primary objective of the CCR zone is to 

balance the need for flexibility in housing design/delivery and ensure 

                                       
21 CCRP, page 103 
22Ibid 
23 Ibid 
24 Ibid 
25 Ibid 
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the outcome (specifically amenity) is attractive to existing and 

potential residents26.    

51 The statutory direction for further amendments in the CCRP 

Residential Chapter further stated that limitations on non-residential 

activity ‘have been weighed up against the benefits of providing 

desired amenity’ (my emphasis)27. 

52 Summarising the above with regards to travellers’ accommodation, it 

is clear that this activity is enabled and encouraged within the CCB 

and CCMU zones.  Its enablement within the CCMU indicates that it is 

not critical to the consolidation and amenity of the CCB zone 

(compared with commercial activities for example).  The central city 

residential zones are intended to deliver an increased residential 

population, by enabling residential development that is attractive to 

developers and residents (existing and potential).  Non-residential 

activity is limited to ensure the desired residential amenity is 

protected   

53 Against the context above, I consider that GA zoning of 332 Oxford 

Terrace would not result in inconsistency with aspirations for the CCB 

or CCMU zone (noting it would not enable commercial activity), it 

would not detract from residential amenity (noting existing/historical 

land use and rules managing development), however it could 

diminish the potential increase to the residential population (by 18-

30 households).   

54 The statutory directions described above are borne out in the 

objectives and policies introduced by the CCRP which I have 

assessed in Attachment 3.  Based on that assessment I conclude 

that on balance, the relief sought would be consistent (and not 

inconsistent) with the CCRP objectives and policies.   

Replacement District Plan –Strategic Directions 

55 Objective 3.3.1 relevantly seeks: the expedited recovery and future 

enhancement of Christchurch; the meeting of immediate and longer 

term needs for housing and economic development (among other 

things); and the fostering of investment certainty.  GA zoning would 

                                       
26 CCRP Residential Chapter, page 16 
27 CCRP Residential Chapter, page 16 
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better achieve this objective than CCR zoning, noting it would 

provide investment certainty and better enable expedited 

enhancement through site development.  Community needs for 

housing would not be diminished, noting Mr Carter’s evidence that 

CCR zoning is not unlikely to activate residential development of the 

site in the short to medium term, whilst GA zoning would provide for 

the highest and best use of the land.    

56 Objective 3.3.2 relevantly seeks to minimise transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consents, encourage innovation and choice, and 

minimise requirements for notification and written approval.  In the 

absence of GA zoning, resource consents with significant uncertainty 

and the risk of limited or public notification would be required for the 

guest accommodation development preferred by the landowner.  CCR 

zoning would express a clearly intended outcome of residential 

activity, per objective 3.3.2(b), albeit this would not reflect the site’s 

history of non-residential use nor assure that residential 

development occurs.   

57 Objective 3.3.4 seeks to enable an additional 23,700 dwellings 

throughout the city and provide a range of housing opportunities.  

Whilst CCR zoning would clearly support this, GA zoning would still 

enable and provide for residential development as a permitted 

activity.  I do not consider the loss of 18-30 potential dwellings 

would materially affect this objective, particularly when accounting 

for the ‘unders and overs’ of development and the minimum density 

standards that apply throughout the city28.   

58 Objective 3.3.5 recognises the importance of business and economic 

prosperity and seeks to provide a range of opportunities for business 

activities to establish and prosper.  The flexibility provided by GA 

zoning would provide a wider range of opportunities for business 

activities to establish on the site.   

59 Objective 3.3.7 seeks a ‘a high quality urban environment’ that, 

among other things, increases housing development opportunities, 

particularly in and around the Central City.  GA zoning would be less 

effective than CCR zoning at increasing the housing development 

opportunities.  However, it would equally or better achieve other 

                                       
28 Refer footnote 20.   
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relevant sub-objectives in 3.3.7 which seek an environment that is 

attractive; the re-use and re-development of buildings and land; and 

the maintenance/enhancement of the Central City. 

60 Objective 3.3.8 seeks the revitalisation of the Central City, and in 

particular seeks that ‘The amenity values, function and viability of 

the Central City are enhanced through private and public sector 

investment’.  Noting that the land has remained vacant for the past 

15 years under residential zoning and the submitter’s preference for 

guest accommodation activity on the site as explained by Mr Carter, 

I consider that enablement of this activity would best achieve the 

objective of attracting investment and enhancing the amenity values, 

function and viability of the site and this part of the Central City 

through development.   

61 The proposed amendments29 to objective 3.3.8 do not alter this 

conclusion, noting that the reasoning set out in paragraph 57 of my 

evidence also applies to proposed clause (c), where this seeks ‘a 

range of housing opportunities are enabled to support at least 5,000 

additional households in the Central City between 2012 and 2028’. 

62 Objective 3.3.14 seeks to minimise conflict between incompatible 

activities through zoning and avoid significant adverse effects 

resulting from incompatibility.  As noted in paragraph 35, the site is 

not located in an area of high residential amenity, coherence or 

character and therefore I would not consider guest accommodation 

activity to be incompatible with surrounding land uses.  Regardless, 

activity and built form standards and general rules that would apply 

would appropriately minimise conflict and avoid significant effects.   

63 To summarise, I consider that CGL’s requested relief would be 

consistent with the relevant strategic objectives in Chapter 3 and 

would more appropriately achieve these objectives than the notified 

CCR zoning supported by Ms Radburnd.   

Proposed Replacement District Plan –Central City Business 

64 Proposed Objective 15.1.5 supports a range of activities (including 

residential and guest accommodation) ‘in the Central City to 

                                       
29 Per the revised proposal attached to the evidence of Mr Mark Stevenson on the 
Commercial- Central City provisions. 
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enhance its viability, vitality and the efficiency of resources, while 

encouraging activities in specific areas…’ (my emphasis).  Notably, 

the objective concerns the Central City as a whole and seeks to 

encourage rather than direct activities to specific areas.  The 

objective seeks to achieve this by ‘defining the [Central City] 

Business zone as the focus of retail and office activities…’ and 

‘limiting the extent to which retail and office activities occur 

elsewhere in the Central City’.  In short, guest accommodation is 

supported in the Central City, but is not otherwise focused, 

encouraged or limited in specific areas.  Accordingly, CGL’s requested 

relief would be consistent with, and would best achieve proposed 

objective 15.1.5.   

65 Proposed objective 15.1.6 concerns the Central City Business zone 

and is focused on its role as the principal commercial centre.  Guest 

accommodation is not a commercial activity by definition and does 

not otherwise detract from the objective.  Accordingly, I consider the 

requested GA zoning of the site is neutral in respect of this objective.   

66 Proposed objective 15.1.7 concerns the Central City Mixed Use zone 

and provides for a diverse mix of activities that can coexist in 

support of the CCB zone and other areas within the Central City.  

CGL’s relief (and Council’s preferred alternative) is neutral in respect 

of the objective.   

Proposed Replacement District Plan –Central City Residential 

67 Objective 14.1.1 (per Decision 10) seeks an increased supply of 

housing.  Guest accommodation zoning would retain the opportunity 

for additional housing supply, but consistent with paragraph 59 of 

this evidence, I acknowledge that CCR zoning would be more 

directive in respect of residential development. As such, CCR zoning 

would more appropriately achieve this objective.   

68 Objective 14.1.6 (per Decision 10) concerns non-residential activities 

and seeks that residential activities predominate, whilst also 

recognising the need to provide for certain non-residential activities, 

including those with ‘a strategic or operational need to locate within a 

residential zone’.  As noted above in paragraph 21, there are 

operational and strategic reasons for enabling guest accommodation 

including co-location with the Avon Hotel complex, and enabling 
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accommodation facilities within the central city that may otherwise 

locate in alternative suburban locations.  I also consider that a more 

enabling zoning that promotes re-use and re-development of the site 

would better promote strategic objectives seeking enhanced amenity 

and vitality than a residential zoning that risks continued land 

banking.    

69 Ms Radburnd’s proposed policy 14.1.6.7 specifically concerns guest 

accommodation and supports objective 14.1.6.  In paragraphs 16-22 

of my evidence I have suggested amendments to this policy, but 

regardless, I would note that CGL’s land largely satisfies the criteria 

for GA zones in Ms Radburnd’s proposed policy in any case.  

Specifically, the site is: 

(a) located on an arterial route (Barbadoes Street);  

(b) within walking distance of the central city; 

(c) does not front a public transport route, but is less than 500m 

from four separate public transport routes; 

(d) does not have a high level of residential coherence, having 

regard to the particulars described in paragraph 35 of my 

evidence.   

70 Noting the above and the strategic and operational reasons for 

enabling guest accommodation, I consider CGL’s relief sought would 

better achieve objective 14.1.6 and policy 14.1.6.7 than CCR zoning.   

71 Objective 14.1.8 seeks a predominantly residential environment and 

an appropriate/quality form of built development.  Mr Compton-

Moen’s evidence notes that guest accommodation often has the same 

built form, bulk and location as higher density residential activities, 

and built form standards and general rules would manage 

development in any case.  Otherwise, I consider that GA zoning of 

the site would not detract from the objective of a predominantly 

residential environment, noting the historical absence of residential 

activity/use on the site, the particular characteristics of the site and 

locality, and the extent of residential activity in the balance of the 

zone.   
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Environmental effects of requested relief 

72 I note that neither the Council nor the Crown have raised concerns 

as to the effects of guest accommodation activity on the environment 

(e.g. residential character, coherence or amenity effects; traffic or 

servicing infrastructure effects).   In any event, such effects would be 

controlled by zone rules and rules in other chapters, that manage the 

effects of guest accommodation activity in other locations, including 

those within or adjacent to residential zones.   

Summary – Zoning of 332 Oxford Terrace 

73 Having regard to the assessment above, I consider that on balance, 

GA zoning of the land would be the most appropriate method of 

achieving the Plan’s objectives and would not be inconsistent with 

the LURP, RPS or CCRP.   

74 For the same reasons, and noting that GA zoning provides the 

opportunity for either guest accommodation activity (subject to 

standards that manage its effects) or residential activity (consistent 

with the CCR zoning), the relief sought by CGL would be more 

efficient and effective than the notified CCR zoning.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips 

17 February 2016 
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ATTACHMENT 1: SPECIFIC AMENDMENTS PROPOSED 

NOTE: Amendments proposed to Council’s revised provisions of 16 December 2015, per the 
evidence of Jeremy Phillips are shown as follows: 

Proposed text to be added:  underlined and highlighted 

Proposed text to be deleted: struck out and highlighted 

 
 
 
 

 

14.1.6.7 Policy Guest accommodation  
a. Provide for guest accommodation within defined arterial locations that:  
i. are within walking distance of the central city and suburban commercial centres;  
ii. front onto core public transport routes and arterial roads ; and  
iii. do not have a high level of residential coherence due to existing non-residential 
development; or  
iv. are required for reasons of strategic or operational necessity and where adverse 
effects on residential amenity and character can be avoided or mitigated. 
b. Provide for the ongoing operation, intensification or redevelopment of existing 
guest accommodation sites defined in other locations, compatible with the character 
and amenity of adjoining residential zones.  
 
 

 
 

14.15.2.2 Controlled Activities  
There are no controlled activities 

 
Activity Council’s control shall be limited 

to: 

C1 Activities P1 to P3 requiring 

consent under built form standard 

14.15.3.1  
 

Any application arising from non-

compliance with this rule will not 

require written approvals and shall 

not be limited or publicly notified.  

a. That the new building or 

addition to a building is built in 

accordance with the urban design 

certification  
 

 
 

 

14.15.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

 
 

RDX New buildings or additions that do 

not comply with Rule 14.15.3.1 – 

Urban Design 

a. Residential design principles – 

14.13.1 
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14.15.3 Built Form Standards 

 

14.15.3.1 Urban Design 

 

Applicable 

to  

Permitted standard  

a. All sites  Any new building or additions to existing buildings including all 

accessory buildings, fences and walls associated with that 

development, that results in:  

i. Any new building greater than 500m2 gross floor area; or  

 

ii. Any new building with a building length greater than 15 metres 

and which is located within 30 metres of a site boundary; or  

 

iii. Any addition with a building length greater than 10 metres and 

which is located within 30 metres of a site boundary.  
 

 
 

 Activity 
status 

Applicable to  Matters of 
control or 
discretion 

a. Controlled 

activity 

a. Any new building or additions to existing 

buildings including all accessory buildings, 

fences and walls associated with that 

development, that results in:  

i. Any new building greater than 500m2 

gross floor area; or  

 

ii. Any new building with a building length 

greater than 15 metres and which is located 

within 30 metres of a site boundary; or  

 

iii. Any addition with a building length 

greater than 10 metres and which is located 

within 30 metres of a site boundary.  
 

And  

 

b. is certificated by a qualified urban design 

expert on a Council approved list as 

meeting each of the residential design 

principles in 14.13.1.  

 

Certification shall include sufficient detail to 

demonstrate how the relevant residential 

design principles in 14.13.1 have been met.  

 

 

a. That the new 

building or 

addition to a 

building is built 

in accordance 

with the urban 

design 

certification  

b. Restricted a. Any new building or additions to existing a. residential 
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Discretionary 

Activity  

buildings including all accessory buildings, 

fences and walls associated with that 

development, that results in:  

i. Any new building greater than 500m2 

gross floor area; or  

 

ii. Any new building with a building length 

greater than 15 metres and which is located 

within 30 metres of a site boundary; or  

 

iii. Any addition with a building length 

greater than 10 metres and which is located 

within 30 metres of a site boundary.  
 

And  

 

b. is not a controlled activity under 

14.15.3.1 (a).  

design 

principles in 

14.13.1 
 

 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified.  
 
 
 

 

Planning map 

[Amend planning maps CC and H11 to identify the land at 332 Oxford Terrace 

(identified below) as a Central City Guest Accommodation Zone]  
 

 
  

GA zone:  

332 Oxford Terrace 
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ATTACHMENT 2: START AND GARTER SITE CONTEXT 
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Figure 3: Aerial photograph of site, flown 24 

February 2011 (Source: Canterbury Maps) 

3602 Carter Group - Phillips
Page 27 of 33



 

  

Figure 4: Aerial photograph of site, flown 14 

October 1941 (Source: Canterbury Maps) 
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ATTACHMENT 3: EVALUATION OF CCRP OBJECTIVES & 

POLICIES  
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CCRP Objective/Policy  

(emphasis added in bold text) 

(In)consistency of Guest Accommodation 
zoning at 332 Oxford Terrace 

Objective 12.2: Role of the Central City 

To restore and enhance the Central City as 
Christchurch’s principal focus for a diversity of 
business, accommodation, community and 
cultural activities, while managing adverse 
effects arising from the intended mix of 
activities. 

Consistent- as would enable diversity of activity 
(guest accommodation and residential) with zone 
rules managing adverse effects. 

POLICY 12.2.1: 

Provide for a wide range of activities in an area 
where the greatest concentration and scale of built 
development is intended to occur. 

Consistent- as would enable a wide range of 
activity. 

POLICY 12.2.2: 

Create a consolidated Central City Business 
Zone promoting benefits to businesses through 
proximity to a diverse mix of activities, and which 
provides for a vibrant and active place for 
residents, workers and visitors. 

Neutral / moderately inconsistent - 
consolidation achieved through reduced CCB 
zone size, and travellers’ accommodation is not 
restricted or directed to the same extent as 
commercial activities.   However, enabling guest 
accommodation at 332 Oxford could represent an 
opportunity cost for establishment of that activity 
otherwise within the CCB zone.   

POLICY 12.2.3: 

Promote a high standard of amenity and 
discourage activities from establishing where 
they will have an adverse effect on the amenity 
values of the Central City, by: 

• requiring urban design assessment within the 
Core of the Central City Business Zone; 

• prescribing setback requirements at the 
boundary with any adjoining Living Zone; 

• ensuring protection of sunlight and outlook for 
adjoining Living Zones; 

• setting fencing and screening requirements; 

• identifying entertainment and hospitality 
precincts and associated noise controls for these 
areas; 

• protecting the efficiency and safety of the 
adjacent transport networks. 

Consistent- applicable rules would manage 
effects and maintain amenity.  Site redevelopment 
would provide for a higher standard of amenity 
than continued site vacancy.   

POLICY 12.2.4: 

Encourage the intensification of residential 
activity within the Central City Business Zone 
by enabling residential development with an 
appropriate level of amenity by including: 

• provision for outdoor living space and service 
areas; 

• screening of outdoor storage and service areas; 

• separation of balconies or habitable spaces from 
internal site boundaries; 

• prescribed minimum unit sizes; 

• internal noise protection standards. 

Neutral/not applicable  

Objective 12.3: Efficiency and Viability 

To enable the efficient use and continued 
viability of the physical resources of the 
Central City, and promote the economic 
success and vitality of the area. 

Consistent- would enable the land owner to 
determine the most efficient and viable use of the 
land, with scope for guest accommodation or 
residential activity.   
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POLICY 12.3.1: 

Ensure that retail and commercial activity 
maintains a primary function underpinning the 
vitality and viability of the Central City, by: 

• limiting the extent to which retail, offices and 
other commercial activities can occur within 
the Central City in areas outside of the Central 
City Business Zone; 

• designating key anchor projects within and 
around the Central City Business Zone, 
comprising the Convention Centre Precinct, 
Stadium, Metro Sports Facility, Bus Interchange, 
Performing Arts Precinct, Justice and Emergency 
Services, Central Library, Residential 
Demonstration Project and The Frame in 
conjunction with other key anchor projects - Papa 
o Ōtākaro/ Avon River Precinct, The Square and 
memorials. 

Consistent- would not enable retail or commercial 
activity.    

POLICY 12.3.2: 

Ensure compactness, convenience and an 
enhanced pedestrian environment that is 
accessible, pleasant, safe and attractive to the 
public, by: 

• identifying a primary area within which 
pedestrian orientated activity must front the street; 

• requiring development to support a pedestrian 
focus through controls over building location and 
continuity, weather protection, sunlight admission, 
and the location of car parking; 

• establishing a slow street traffic environment; 

• ensuring high quality public space design and 
amenity. 

Neutral / moderately consistent– potential co-
location (convenience) benefits with Avon Hotel 
and public space/amenity benefits relating to site 
development and interface with the Avon River.   

POLICY 12.3.3: 

Ensure comprehensive block development in the 
Central City Retail Precinct to catalyse early 
recovery and encourage integrated development, 
reduced development costs, improved amenity, 
pedestrian connection and economies of scale. 

Not applicable 

POLICY 12.3.4: 

Encourage a built form where the usability and 
adaptability of buildings are enhanced by: 

• enabling taller buildings; 

• setting minimum ground floor heights; 

• setting a minimum number of floors; 

• prescribing minimum residential unit sizes. 

Neutral – applicable rules would govern.  

Objective 12.4: Distinctiveness and Sense of 
Place 

To develop, protect, restore or enhance 
characteristics, features and areas within the 
Central City that contribute to the identity, 
distinctiveness and sense of place of 
Christchurch. 

Moderately consistent – applicable rules would 
govern, however enabling site development would 
positively contribute to the identity of the site and 
its environs.   

POLICY 12.4.1: 

Designate The Frame to assist in defining the 
northern, eastern and southern extent of the Core 
of the Central City, accommodating parklands to 
the east, extending the river edge to the north and 
facilitating campus style precinct development to 
the south while also:• attracting people and 

Not applicable 
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enhancing the city’s distinctive identity; 

• reducing the surplus developable land supply 
and adding value to adjacent land; 

• assisting to separate development in the core 
from large scale anchor projects; 

• providing leisure opportunity, and an alternative 
cycling and walking network; 

• improving legibility and orientation within the 
city’s flat landscape. 

POLICY 12.4.2: 

Restore and enhance established and 
important public open spaces including: 

• Papa o Ōtākaro/Avon River Precinct as a 
people and cycle focused river edge; 

• The Square as a greener, high quality civic 
space; 

• fundamental elements and underlying patterns to 
the Central City including the grid street pattern 
with intersecting and bisecting diagonal streets 
and the city squares and open spaces (e.g. 
Latimer and Cranmer Squares). 

Neutral/not applicable- albeit some potential 
benefits for interface with Papa o Ōtākaro/Avon 
River Precinct 

Objective 11.12 - Role of the Central City 
Residential Zone 

A predominantly residential environment 
offering a range of residential opportunities, 
including medium to high density living, within the 
Central City to support the restoration and 
enhancement of a vibrant city centre. 

Consistent- CCR zone would remain 
predominantly residential, particularly noting the 
non-residential use/history of the site.   Enabling 
development and the introduction of guest 
accommodation activity (particularly that which 
might not otherwise establish within the central 
city) would support the restoration and 
enhancement of a vibrant city centre. 

POLICIES 

11.12.1 To restore and enhance the Central 
City by: 

(a) providing flexibility for a variety of housing 
types which are suitable for a range of individual 
housing needs; 

(b) providing for a progressive increase in the 
residential population of the Central City; 

(c) assisting with the creation of inner city 
residential neighbourhoods. 

Moderately inconsistent- would restore and 
enhance the Central city and provide flexibility (for 
guest accommodation or a variety of housing 
types), but would not necessarily ensure the 
achievement of (b) or (c) 

11.12.2 To ensure non-residential activities in the 
Central City Residential Zone: 

(a) are of a small scale; 

(b) are compatible with residential activities; 

(c) do not compromise the role of the Central 
City Residential Zone or Central City Business 
Zone, or the aim of consolidating that area of the 
Central City or the Central City Mixed Use Zone; 

(d) meet the needs of the local residential 
community or would benefit from the high level 
of amenity inherent in the Central City Residential 
Zone 

Partly consistent/inconsistent – guest 
accommodation development of the site would not 
be ‘small scale’, however it would be compatible 
with residential activities (noting controls on 
buildings and activities) and would benefit from 
the site’s amenity opposite the Avon River.   

It would not compromise the role of the CCR or 
CCB zones generally or the consolidation of the 
CCB or CCMU zones, noting the historical/existing 
vacant use of the site, potential for this to 
continue, and the exclusion of commercial activity.    

Objective 11.13 - Built Form and Amenity 

A form of built development in the Central City 
Residential Zone that enables change to the 
existing environment, while contributing positively 
to the amenity of the area, and to the health and 
safety, and quality and enjoyment of the 
environment for those living within the area. 

Consistent – applicable rules would govern. 
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POLICIES 

11.13.1 Provide for different maximum building 
heights in areas of the Central City Residential 
Zone with some areas requiring a reduced height 
compatible with the existing predominant 
character. 

Consistent – applicable rules would govern. 

11.13.2 Prescribing minimum standards for 
residential development which: 

(a) are consistent with higher density living; 

(b) protect amenity values for residents; 

(c) integrate development with the adjacent and 
wider neighbourhood; 

(d) provide for a range of current and future 
residential needs. 

Not applicable (albeit applicable rules would 
govern non-residential development). 

11.13.3 Protect residential amenity by 
controlling the character, scale, and intensity 
of non-residential activities. 

Consistent – guest accommodation development 
of the site would be compatible with residential 
activities (noting controls on buildings and 
activities)  
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