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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JEREMY PHILLIPS ON BEHALF OF
CARTER GROUP LIMITED AND ROLLESTON INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

INTRODUCTION

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips. I am a senior planner and
Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science from the University
of Canterbury and a Master of Science with Honours in Resource
Management from Lincoln University, the latter attained in 2001. I
am an intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute,
a member of the Resource Management Law Association and a
member of the Institute of Directors. I have held accreditation as a
Hearings Commissioner under the MfE Making Good Decisions
programme since January 2010 and have held endorsement as a
Chair since January 2013.

3 I have 21 years of experience as a resource management planner,
working within and for territorial authorities, as a consultant and as
an independent Hearings Commissioner. I have particular
experience in urban land use development planning in Greater
Christchurch, predominantly as a consultant to property owners,
investors and developers.

4 Of relevance to these proceedings, I have had extensive
involvement in respect of the Proposed Selwyn District Plan and
associated Variation (IPI) process, providing evidence for submitters
on a number of chapters and rezoning proposals, where
implementation of the NPSUD and the RMA was a key consideration.
I was also extensively involved in the hearings on the Replacement
Christchurch District Plan and have provided evidence on Plan
Change 14 to the Christchurch District Plan (an IPI).

5 In a Greater Christchurch context, I have significant experience in
all forms of land use planning under the Christchurch, Selwyn and
Waimakariri District Plans for projects ranging from small scale
residential developments and individual houses, through to large
scale residential, commercial and civic projects including Te Kaha,
Te Pai, The Crossing, Riverside Farmers Market, large-scale
suburban retail and industrial developments, and residential,
commercial and industrial greenfield rezoning, subdivision and
development projects. Through that experience I have an excellent
practical understanding of the application and implementation of
District Plan provisions in the region and the plan development
process.

6 To date I have provided evidence on the Proposed Waimakariri

District Plan in regards Hearing Stream 10A: Future Development
Areas and Hearing Stream 12D: Ohoka- RIDL.
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7 I also participated in expert conferencing:

7.1  regarding the ‘urban environment’ and urban growth and
development, which culminated in the two joint witness
statements (JWS) dated 26 March 2024; and

7.2 regarding planning matters relevant to Hearing Stream 12D,
which culminated in the JWS dated 16 July 2024.

CODE OF CONDUCT

8 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I note that in
preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses contained in Part 9 of the Environment Court
Practice Note 2023. I have complied with it in preparing my
evidence. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of
evidence are within my area of expertise, except where relying on
the opinion or evidence of other witnesses. I have not omitted to
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from
the opinions expressed.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
9 This evidence:
9.1 Addresses the assessment and application of the National
Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) and
the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) as set out
in section 2.6 of the officer’s section 42a report, prepared by
Mr Peter Wilson, dated 22 July 2024 (‘the officer’s report’).
9.2 Provides clarification on the views expressed in the JWS on
urban growth and development in regards the CRPS and NPS-
uD.
9.3 Addresses the implications of high flood hazards risks for the
Kaiapoi Development Area, accounting for CRPS policy
11.3.1.
10 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the following documents:
10.1 The officer’s report;
10.2 The NPS-UD and CRPS;
10.3 The (3x) JWS referred to above in paragraph 7; and

10.4 The evidence filed for Hearing Stream 12D, including in
particular:

(a) The economic evidence provided by Ms Natalie Hampson
and Mr Gregory Akehurst;

100505269/3452-5634-0521.1



(b)  The planning evidence of Mr Tim Walsh; and

(c) The planning evidence I provided for those proceedings,
including the statement of evidence, supplementary
statement of evidence, and summary of evidence which is
included as Attachments 1-3 to this evidence.

10.5 The planning evidence I provided for Hearing Stream 10A,
including the statement of evidence, and summary of evidence.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

11 The officer’s report does not engage in any detail with the definition
of ‘Tier 1 Urban Environment’ or the possibility that the express
identification of areas within the NPS-UD Appendix provides a simple
answer to the question of "What is relevant the urban
environment?”.

12 In summary, having reviewed the officer’s report, I remain of the
view expressed in my evidence for Hearing Stream 12D that "the
definitions within the NPS-UD, the relevant statutory and non-
statutory planning documents for the region, and recent planning
decisions, provide a consistent, coherent and logical direction that
the relevant urban environment is Greater Christchurch (as depicted
in CRPS Map A)”t. However, I recognise that other urban
environments beyond this may also exist (such as Oxford) subject
to them satisfying the two limbs of the definition of ‘urban
environment’ in the NPS-UD.

13 Whilst I acknowledge the regional targets for capacity expressed in
CRPS objective 6.2.1(a) and the recommendation in the officer’s
report to update the housing bottom lines in the PDP to the latest
2023 housing capacity assessment bottom lines, I agree with the
evidence presented for Hearing Stream 12D (as referred to in
paragraph 10.4 above) about the need to ultimately provide for
capacity that meets the specific needs and demands recognised in
the NPS-UD, including:

13.1 objective 3 (enabling more housing in areas of high demand);

13.2 policy 1(a)(i) (meeting the needs in terms of type, price and
location of different households);

13.3 policy 2 (meeting expected demand); and
13.4 clause 3.2 (meeting expected demand in existing and new

urban areas, for both standalone dwellings and attached
dwellings).

1 Summary of evidence, paragraph 5.
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The planning JWS (Day 2, dated 26 March 2024) expressed
agreement by all of the planners that the NPS-UD goes further than
the CRPS in regards urban growth and development. To the extent
that it goes further, I consider the differences to be significant
insofar that they depart from the highly directive approach to urban
growth and development within the CRPS.

I remain of the view that the susceptibility of the Kaiapoi
Development Area to (potentially significant) natural hazard risks
raises a fundamental question of whether the land should be
rezoned for urbanisation, accounting for, among other things the
avoidance direction in CRPS policy 11.3.1.

THE ‘URBAN ENVIRONMENT’

Paragraphs 49-113 of the officer’s report considers what the
relevant ‘urban environment’ is for the purposes of the proposed
Waimakariri District Plan and hearing stream 12E.

My evidence, supplementary evidence, and summary statement for
Hearing Stream 12D considered the subject of the ‘urban
environment’ in detail and I refer to and adopt that evidence here
(see Attachments 1-3). In summary, that evidence concluded
that "the definitions within the NPS-UD, the relevant statutory and
non-statutory planning documents for the region, and recent
planning decisions, provide a consistent, coherent and logical
direction that the relevant urban environment is Greater
Christchurch (as depicted in CRPS Map A)".

My summary of evidence for Hearing Stream 12D (and responses to
questions at that hearing) elaborated that: “Adopting Greater
Christchurch as the urban environment can be readily justified with
reference to the NPS-UD definition of a 'Tier 1 [or Tier 2] urban
environment’, given these are expressly identified in the NPS-UD
Appendix. Tier 1 and 2 urban environments need not be assessed
under the general definition of 'urban environment’ and its two
components, which instead determines whether areas not within the
Appendix are 'Tier 3 urban environments’”3. That summary and my
responses to questions by the Panel at that hearing provided the
following examples to support this view:

18.1 The ‘Auckland’ Tier 1 urban environment that is recognised in
the NPS-UD appendix as being within the jurisdiction of the
Auckland Council local authority alone. That jurisdiction
includes:

2 Summary of evidence, paragraph 5.

3 Summary of evidence, paragraph 8.
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(a) major urban areas such as Auckland City, Manukau,
Albany and Pukekohe;

(b)  smaller or distinct urban areas or settlements such as
Drury, Helensville, Orewa and Shelly Beach; and

(c) rural areas such as Woodhill Forest.

These areas (as a collective) would appear to be
predominantly urban in character* and part of a housing and
labour market of at least 10,000 people, in a comparable
manner to Greater Christchurch when viewed as a whole.
Applying the descriptor of ‘Auckland’ to its full district in this
way would mean the NPS-UD applies to planning decisions
that affect that urban environment. Conversely, relying on
the ‘urban environment’ definition to evaluate discrete areas
within greater Auckland, would risk arbitrary or inconsistent
definitions of smaller urban environments.

18.2 The town of Timaru (which has a population of approximately
26,000 people) which is not defined in the NPS-UD as a Tier 1
or 2 urban environment (as it is not listed in the NPS-UD
appendix), but would evidently meet both limbs of the NPS-
UD definition of ‘urban environment’ and therefore be defined
in the NPS-UD as a ‘Tier 3 urban environment’.

18.3 Franz Josef (which has a population of approximately 300
people) which is not defined in the NPS-UD as a Tier 1 or 2
urban environment (as it is not listed in the NPS-UD
appendix), and would evidently fail to meet clause (b) of the
NPS-UD definition of ‘urban environment’ and therefore would
not be defined as an urban environment, and the NPS-UD
would not apply.

The officer’s report does not engage in any detail with the definition
of ‘Tier 1 Urban Environment’ or the possibility that the express
identification of areas within the Appendix provides a simple answer
to the issue, that is consistent with the interpretations applied to
date in Greater Christchurch, and accords with the JWS for Hearing
Stream 12D (which followed extensive engagement on the topic at
that hearing)s.

4 When viewed at a broad scale and when accounting for the multitude of non-urban

activities and areas that are inherently connected to the urban area and
population (e.g. regional parks, public and private recreational facilities (e.g. golf
courses, motorsports, bike parks), quarries and landfills, research facilities,
hazard buffers, airfields, urban infrastructure (power generation / transmission,
transport corridors, 3-waters) rural-based businesses (e.g. function centres,
cafes, camping grounds, contractors yards), and rural-residential activity).

5 Including the agreement by Council’s planner Mr Willis that Greater Christchurch is

the relevant urban environment for ‘pragmatic reasons’.
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20 The officer’s report focuses instead on the ‘urban environment’
definition and its two limbs. As set out in paragraph 15 above, I
consider evaluation of areas against the ‘urban environment’
definition is relevant for areas (such as Timaru, Franz Josef, or
Oxford as an example in the Waimakariri District) which are not
otherwise listed in the NPS-UD Appendix and expressly defined as
Tier 1 or 2 urban environments. In this respect, I agree with
paragraph 57 of the officer’s report that 'there can be urban
environments within the Waimakariri District that are outside of the
Tier 1 urban environment for Christchurch, such as Oxford” and that
‘urban environments do not have to be contiguous’.

21 Whilst conceptually urban environments could overlap, insofar that
an area or areas within a Tier 1 or 2 urban environment may, in and
of themselves, meet the definition of an ‘urban environment’ (and
its two limbs)s, I consider this is unnecessary. Ultimately,
establishing the existence and extent of an urban environment
simply engages the NPS-UD7 and thereafter defines the geographic
extent that its provisions should be applied to. In the case of the
Waimakariri District, identifying Rangiora (for example) as a ‘sub’
urban environment of the Greater Christchurch Tier 1 urban
environment would result in unnecessary (and likely confusing or
potentially conflicting) interpretation and application of NPS-UD
provisions that ultimately require evaluation against the broader
Tier 1 urban environment of Greater Christchurch. Conversely,
Oxford (which is outside of that Tier 1 urban environment) could
sensibly and separately be assessed in the context of the NPS-UD, if
it is found to be a (Tier 3) ‘urban environment’.

22 In summary, having reviewed the officer’s report, I remain of the
view that the relevant Tier 1 urban environment for Waimakariri is
Greater Christchurch (as depicted in CRPS Map A), albeit other
urban environments beyond this may also exist subject to them
satisfying the two limbs of the definition of ‘urban environment’ in
the NPS-UD.

THE NPS-UD

23 To the extent that the officer’s report provides an assessment of the
provisions within the NPS-UD, my evidence below focuses on the
issues of sufficient development capacity and policy 8.

24 At paragraphs 83 and 84, the officer’s report states that 'urban
development, enabled by residential rezoning must still occur as
part of strategic medium and long-term planning by local
authorities, in order for that urban development to be a well-
functioning urban environment’ (my emphasis added). In my view,
policy 8 clearly contemplates rezoning that is unanticipated or out of

6 For example Rangiora or Christchurch City, within the (Greater) Christchurch Tier 1
Urban Environment.

7 NPS-UD clause 1.3
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sequence by strategic or other planning processes and contradicts
the suggestion in the officer’s report that urban development can
only contribute to a well-functioning urban environment where it
occurs as part of strategic planning by local authorities. Moreover, I
consider the obligations in the NPS-UD for responsive planning and
to ensure at least sufficient development capacity at all times should
prevail, where strategic and other planning processes are not
delivering sufficient capacity and/or meeting needs and demands.

For similar reasons, I also disagree with the rigid view expressed in
paragraph 89 that Map A in the CRPS sets out the extent to which
growth can occur on the basis that this is ‘where capacity exists and
where growth is to be located’ accounting for NPS-UD provisions
that require responsiveness, sufficient capacity at all times, meeting
needs for different localities and markets, and the consideration of
unanticipated proposals for significant development capacity.

I also do not agree with the view expressed in paragraph 93, Table
3 that ‘CRPS Objective 6.2.1(a) defines "“at least sufficient
development capacity” in the context of Greater Christchurch, also
by breaking this down to the granular level of the three districts’.
Rather than just providing capacity generally within the three
Districts (or in the case of the PDP within the three main towns of
the District), I consider development capacity must be provided in
response to the more nuanced direction within the NPS-UD,
including its requirements in:

26.1 objective 3 (enabling more housing in areas of high demand);

26.2 policy 1(a)(i) (meeting the needs in terms of type, price and
location of different households);

26.3 policy 2 (meeting expected demand); and

26.4 clause 3.2 (meeting expected demand in existing and new
urban areas, for both standalone dwellings and attached
dwellings).

Therefore, whilst I acknowledge the regional targets for capacity
expressed in objective 6.2.1(a) and the recommendation in the
officer’s report to update the housing bottom lines in the PDP to the
latest 2023 housing capacity assessment bottom lines, I agree with
the evidence presented for Hearing Stream 12D (as referred to in
paragraph 10.4 above) about the need to ultimately provide for
capacity that meets the specific needs and demands recognised in
the NPS-UD.

Lastly, I do not agree with the constrained approach to NPS-UD
policy 8 that is suggested in the officer’s report (for example, at
paragraphs 97, 117 and 125). In my view, a shortfall in
development capacity is not required for policy 8 to be engaged.
Whilst the existence of a shortfall (or not) may be a relevant
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consideration for a proposal advanced in reliance on policy 8, it is
not a requirement, nor do I consider it to be determinative of what
constitutes ‘significant development capacity’ or contributes to well-
functioning urban environments. In my view, those issues will be
context dependent. Furthermore, I consider that requiring a
shortfall in capacity to then enable proposals that deliver significant
development capacity would not be responsive and would be
counter to the evident theme of enablement within the NPS-UD.

CRPS GIVING EFFECT TO NPS-UD

Paragraph 116 of the officer’s Report states that all of the planners
in the JWS (Day 2, dated 26 March 2024) considered that 'the CRPS
largely gives effect to the NPS-UD’. 1 do not consider that this
statement accurately reflects paragraphs 10, 11, 12 of the JWS
which clearly stated agreement by all planners that the NPS-UD
goes further than the CRPS in regards urban growth and
development. To the extent that the JWS recorded areas where the
NPS-UD differs from the CRPS, I consider these differences to be
significant insofar that they depart from the highly directive
approach to urban growth and development within the CRPS.

FLOODING & THE KAIAPOI DEVELOPMENT AREA

Paragraphs 983-988 of the officer’s report addresses flooding risks
for the Kaiapoi Development Area, noting that 'the experts agree
that the area currently has a high degree of flood risk. However the
experts also agree that the risk can be mitigated through raising of
the land, much as occurred with the Beachgrove subdivision. The
degree of land raising is substantial, between 1.5m-3m...’,

The officer’s report has not addressed the relevance of CRPS policy
11.3.1 for this land, accounting for its high flood hazard risk and the
reliance on hazard mitigation works in the form of filling. My
evidence for Hearing Stream 10A addressed this matter and stated:

28. This land is also subject to the CRPS definition of a High
Flood Hazard Area (HFHA) and policy 11.3.1 which seeks the
‘Avoidance of inappropriate development in high hazard
areas’. To the extent that policy 11.3.1 provides for some
subdivision, use or development, its exemptions do not apply
where such activity is ‘likely to require new or upgraded
hazard mitigation works to mitigate or avoid the natural
hazard’ (i.e. the mitigation anticipated by the Kaiapoi ODP).
Therefore, regardless of the ability to effectively mitigate
flood hazard risks, development of the entire Kaiapoi DA
would only be possible if the CPRS was changed to remove
this policy barrier.

I remain of the view that the susceptibility of the Kaiapoi
Development Area to (potentially significant) natural hazard risks
raises a fundamental question of whether the land should be
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rezoned for urbanisation, accounting for, among other things the
avoidance direction in CRPS policy 11.3.1.

Dated: 2 August 2024

Jeremy Phillips
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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JEREMY PHILLIPS ON BEHALF OF
CARTER GROUP LIMITED AND ROLLESTON INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

INTRODUCTION

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips. I am a senior planner and
Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science from the University
of Canterbury and a Master of Science with Honours in Resource
Management from Lincoln University, the latter attained in 2001. I
am an intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute,
a member of the Resource Management Law Association and a
member of the Institute of Directors. I have held accreditation as a
Hearings Commissioner under the MfE Making Good Decisions
programme since January 2010 and have held endorsement as a
Chair since January 2013.

3 I have 21 years of experience as a resource management planner,
working within and for territorial authorities, as a consultant and as
an independent Hearings Commissioner. I have particular
experience in urban land use development planning in Greater
Christchurch, predominantly as a consultant to property owners,
investors and developers.

4 Of relevance to these proceedings, I have had extensive
involvement in respect of the Proposed Selwyn District Plan and
associated Variation (IPI) process, providing evidence for submitters
on a number of chapters and rezoning proposals, where
implementation of the NPSUD and the RMA was a key consideration.
I was also extensively involved in the hearings on the Replacement
Christchurch District Plan and have provided evidence on Plan
Change 14 to the Christchurch District Plan (an IPI).

5 In a Greater Christchurch context, I have significant experience in
all forms of land use planning under the Christchurch, Selwyn and
Waimakariri District Plans for projects ranging from small scale
residential developments and individual houses, through to large
scale residential, commercial and civic projects including Te Kaha,
Te Pai, The Crossing, Riverside Farmers Market, large-scale
suburban retail and industrial developments, and residential,
commercial and industrial greenfield rezoning, subdivision and
development projects. Through that experience I have an excellent
practical understanding of the application and implementation of
District Plan provisions in the region and the plan development
process.

6 To date I have provided evidence on the Proposed Waimakariri

District Plan in regards Hearing Stream 10A: Future Development
Areas.
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CODE OF CONDUCT

7 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I note that in
preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses contained in Part 9 of the Environment Court
Practice Note 2023. I have complied with it in preparing my
evidence. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of
evidence are within my area of expertise, except where relying on
the opinion or evidence of other witnesses. I have not omitted to
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from
the opinions expressed.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

8 My evidence relates to the submissions filed by Carter Group
Property Limited ("CGPL") (Submitter 237) and Rolleston Industrial
Developments Limited (‘RIDL") (Submitter 160) (also referred to
collectively as ‘the submitters’ throughout this evidence) on the
proposed Waimakariri District Plan (‘PWDP’), Hearing Stream 12:
Rezonings, and their submission seeking the rezoning of land at
Ohoka.

9 This evidence:

9.1 Addresses the definition of ‘urban environment’ as set out in
the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020
(NPSUD) and in other statutory planning documents and
processes in Greater Christchurch to determine how this term
should apply to the Waimakariri District generally, and Ohoka
especially.

9.2 Considers the terms ‘urban areas’, ‘urban centres’, and ‘urban
activities’ and the relevance of these to Ohoka and the
Waimakariri urban environment.

9.3 Addresses the application of the defined term ‘urban
environment’ and undefined term ‘urban area(s)’ in the
Waimakariri Residential Capacity and Demand Model - IPI
2023 Economic Assessment’ prepared by Formative Limited
(‘Formative Report’), insofar that this is relevant to its
conclusions with regards housing sufficiency and compliance
with the requirements of NPSUD policy 2.

9.4  Accounts for the planning evidence of Mr Timothy Walsh and
Mr Chris Sexton, insofar that it identifies constraints and
opportunities for urban development and rezoning within the
‘urban environment’ of the District, in a way that provides
housing sufficiency and compliance with the requirements of
NPSUD policy 2.

10 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the following documents:
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10.1 The submissions filed by CGPL and RIDL.

10.2 The evidence prepared by Mr Walsh, dated 6 March 2024,
concerning the submitters requested relief to rezone land at
Ohoka.

10.3 The relevant statutory planning documents, including the
Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’), and the NPSUD.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

11 Ohoka is within the ‘urban environment’ as defined by the NPSUD
and is an ‘urban area’ insofar that this undefined term is used in the
NPSUD. In particular:

11.1 The use of the term ‘urban environment’ in different statutory
and non-statutory planning documents and recent plan
change decisions in the region, supports the view that the
‘urban environment’ as defined in the NPSUD is ‘Greater
Christchurch’ (as depicted in Map A of the CRPS) which
includes Ohoka and its surrounds.

11.2 The term ‘urban area’ is not defined in the NPSUD, but
accounting for the use of this term and mapping in relevant
statutory and non-statutory planning documents, I consider
Ohoka is an ‘urban area’ insofar that the term is used in
clause 3.2 of the NPSUD. More specifically, the existing
Ohoka township is an ‘existing urban area’ and the rezoning
sought by the submitter over the adjacent land would be an
extension to this, or a ‘new urban area’.

11.3 The term ‘urban centres’ is not relevant to Ohoka, the
submitters’ requested relief, or the extent to which sufficient
development capacity is provided in accordance with the
NPSUD.

11.4 The zoning sought for the subject land by the submitter would
provide for a residential density that meets the CRPS
definition of ‘urban activity’. The existing Ohoka township is
otherwise consistent with the CRPS definition of ‘urban
activity’.

12 The Formative Report does not correctly interpret and apply the
NPSUD as it concerns the ‘urban environment’ and ‘urban areas’.
On this basis, its conclusions with regards housing sufficiency within
the urban environment and compliance with the requirements of
NPSUD policy 2 are uncertain.

13 The spatial analysis in Mr Sexton’s evidence and the evaluation of
constraints and opportunities for urban development and rezoning
within the ‘urban environment’ in Mr Walsh’s evidence are relevant
to the assessment of housing sufficiency for the District’s urban
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environment and call into question the conclusions in this regard in
the Formative Report.

THE 'URBAN ENVIRONMENT’

14 The following section of my evidence considers the use of the term
‘urban environment’ in different statutory and non-statutory
planning documents and recent plan change decisions in the region,
in order to understand its application to the Waimakariri District
and/or Ohoka.

NPSUD definition of ‘urban environment’
15 The definition of ‘urban environment’ in the NPSUD is:

‘urban environment means any area of land (regardless of
size, and irrespective of local authority or statistical
boundaries) that:

(a) is, or is intended to be, predominantly urban in
character; and

(b) is, or is intended to be, part of a housing and
labour market of at least 10,000 people

16 Based on a plain and ordinary reading of this definition, I consider
that:

16.1 The phrase ‘any area of land (regardless of size, and
irrespective of local authority or statistical boundaries)’
implies that the term will, or can, apply over large
geographical areas rather than discrete settlements or urban
zones.

16.2 The phrase 'is or is intended to be’, clearly provides for areas
that are not presently urban in character and/or part of a
housing and labour market of at least 10,000 people.

16.3 The phrase 'is or is intended to be’, does not state who must
have the intention (i.e. there is no reference to the intention
of a territorial authority, or an intention expressed in a Future
Development Strategy). This is notable when read alongside
policy 8 and clause 3.8 of the NPSUD which provides for
unanticipated or out-of-sequence developments (i.e. the
definition does not prevent the intention being expressed by
the proponent of a private plan change or a submitter seeking
rezoning that may be unanticipated).

16.4 The phrase '‘predominantly urban in character’, anticipates
that areas that are non-urban (i.e. rural, open space, etc) in
character may also fall within the urban environment,
provided that the character of the urban environment remains
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‘predominantly urban’. This supports the view that the
definition is focused on wider areas (which may include a mix
of urban and non-urban land), rather than specific
settlements or urban zones which would be exclusively
urban.

16.5 The phrase 'part of a... market’ has similar implications as the
preceding point (in paragraph 15.4 above), insofar that it
anticipates areas that form a component part of a larger
market, rather than areas that are a market in and of
themselves. If the latter were the intention, the words ‘part
of” would not be needed in the definition.

16.6 ‘Housing and labour markets of at least 10,000 people’ may
not operate within strict geographical boundaries pertaining
to specific settlements or urban zones and a broader focus
may be required when attempting to define the spatial extent
of those markets.

Based on the above, I consider that the Ohoka township (or other
townships or urban settlements within Greater Christchurch such as
Prebbleton, Lincoln, West Melton, etc) clearly fall within the ‘urban
environment’. Conversely, adopting the view that Ohoka is not
within the urban environment cannot be easily reconciled with the
interpretations set out in paragraph 15.

For these reasons, I consider Ohoka is within the ‘urban
environment’ based on a plain and ordinary reading of the term as
defined in the NPSUD.
NPSUD definition of 'Tier 1 urban environment’
The definition of ‘Tier 1 urban environment’ in the NPSUD is:

'tier 1 urban environment means an urban environment

listed in column 1 of table 1 in the Appendix’ (my
emphasis/underlining added)

As emphasised above, the definition clearly stipulates that an area
listed in column 1 of table 1 is ‘an urban environment'.

Table 1 in the Appendix is set out below and column 1 refers to
‘Christchurch’.
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Table 1
Tier 1 urban environment Tier 1 local authorities
Auckland Auckland Council
Hamilton Waikato Regional Council, Hamilon City Council, Waikato District Council,

Waipa District Council

Tauranga Bay of Plenty Regional Council, Tauranga City Council, Western Bay of Plenty
District Council
Wellington Wellington Regional Council, Wellington City Council, Porirua City Council,

Hutt City Council, Upper Hutt City Council, K3piti Coast District Council

Christchurch Canterbury Regional Council, Christchurch City Council, Sebwyn District Council
Waimakariri District Council

Whilst Table 1 does not refer to the commonly used term of ‘Greater
Christchurch’;

22.1 The Christchurch City district does not otherwise extend into
the districts of the other local authorities referred to in
column 2 (i.e. Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts); but

22.2 Greater Christchurch (as commonly referred to and described
in further detail below) does extend into Selwyn and
Waimakariri Districts and the territorial authorities listed in
Table 1 are parties to the Greater Christchurch Partnership.
On this basis, whilst not stated as such, it appears that Table
1 refers to Greater Christchurch.

In summary, the definition of tier 1 urban environment makes it
clear that ‘Christchurch’ (as expressed in Table 1) is an urban
environment, where this term evidently refers to ‘Greater
Christchurch’, which includes Ohoka.

Other Statutory and Non-Statutory Plans

Our Space

Our Space! states at page 6, 'the Partnership has determined that
the Greater Christchurch area shown in Figure 1 should be the
geographic area of focus for the Update and the relevant urban
environment for the purposes of the NPSUDC requirements’. Figure
1 from Our Space is reproduced below as Figure 1.

Whilst Our Space was prepared in the context of the NPSUDC2 (the
precursor to the NPSUD), it is notable that the Greater Christchurch
area is explicitly defined as the ‘relevant urban environment'.
Again, Ohoka is within that relevant urban environment (and I note
it is also shown as an ‘urban area’ within Figure 1 of Our Space).

1 Our Space 2018-2048: Greater Christchurch Settlement Pattern Update

Whakahangai O Te Horapa Nohoanga

2 National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2016
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Figure 1: Figure 1 from Our Space showing Greater
Christchurch area in dark green

Greater Christchurch Partnership

26 The Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan (GCSP) (as endorsed on 16
February 2024) relates to the same geographic area as Our Space
and therefore Ohoka is within the spatial extent of the GCSP.

27 Whilst the Spatial Plan refers to the urban environment, it does not
explicitly define it. At page 15 the GCSP states that ‘The Spatial
Plan satisfies the requirements of a future development strategy
under the National Policy Statement on Urban Development’.

28 In terms of those requirements, clause 3.12(2) in subpart 4 of the
NPSUD concerns future development strategies and states that 'The
FDS must apply, at a minimum, to the relevant tier 1 and 2 urban
environments of the local authority, but may apply to any wider
area’. There is no indication in the GCSP that it applies to a wider
area than the relevant tier 1 urban environment and '‘Map 2: The
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Greater Christchurch spatial strategy (1 million people)’ of the GCSP
relates to the Greater Christchurch urban environment (and again
identifies Ohoka as an urban area).

29 Accounting for the above, the GCSP indicates that Greater
Christchurch is the urban environment, and that Ohoka (an urban
area) is clearly within this.

Map 2: The Greater Christchurch spatial strategy (1 million people)

Figure 2: Map 2 from the Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement

30 Page 4 of the CRPS notes that in response to the requirements of
the NPSUD, ‘the Housing Bottom Lines in Table 6.1 represent the
amount of development capacity that is at least sufficient to meet
expected housing demand in the Greater Christchurch urban
environment over the specified period, inclusive of a
competitiveness margin’ (my emphasis added).
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Policy 6.2.1a requires that ‘at least sufficient development capacity
for housing is enabled for the Greater Christchurch urban
environment” and the reasons and explanation for this policy
unequivocally states that 'The Greater Christchurch Tier 1 urban
environment is the area shown on Map A’ (my emphasis added).

The CRPS (as amended by Change 1 in response to the NPSUD) is
explicitly clear that the urban environment constitutes Greater
Christchurch as shown on Map A. Accordingly, the CRPS clearly
supports the interpretation that Ohoka is within the urban
environment of Greater Christchurch. I also note that CRPS Map A
identifies Ohoka as an ‘urban area’.

Map A - Greenfield Priority Areas and Future Development Areas (viewable in more detail at
www.ecan.govt.nz)

Logead

Ky Activiy Conees [ TP —

T sovmnaron

s

Figure 3: Map A from the CRPS
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Operative & Proposed Waimakariri District Plan

Chapter 15 (Urban Environments) of the Operative Waimakariri
District Plan states:

‘The urban environment covers all the settlements. This
includes Rangiora, Kaiapoi, Ravenswood, Oxford, Woodend
and Pegasus, the beach settlements and small towns of
Ashley, Sefton, Cust, Ohoka and Tuahiwi.’

The Proposed Waimakariri District Plan as notified adopts the same
definition for ‘urban environment’ as in the NPSUD, but goes on to
specifically include Ohoka, as follows:

'URBAN ENVIRONMENT means any area of land (regardless
of size, and irrespective of local authority or statistical
boundaries) that:

a. is, or is intended to be, predominantly urban in
character; and

b. is, or is intended to be, part of a housing and labour
market of at least 10,000 people.

For Waimakariri District, the urban environment described in
(a) and (b) comprises the towns of Rangiora, Kaiapoi,
Woodend (including Ravenswood), Pegasus, Oxford, Waikuku,
Waikuku Beach, The Pines Beach, Kairaki, Woodend Beach,
the small towns of Ashley, Sefton, Cust, Ohoka, Mandeville,
and all Large Lot Residential Zone areas and Special Purpose
Zone (Kainga Nohoanga)’.

In summary, the provisions in the operative and proposed district
plans support the view that Ohoka is an ‘urban environment’.

Other Decisions Reliant on the NPSUD

A number of private plan change decisions determined in the
context of the NPSUD provide relevant guidance on this matter
insofar that they engaged with the definition of ‘urban environment’.
They include:

36.1 Selwyn District Plan, Plan Change 67, operative as of 18 May

2022, to rezone approximately 33 hectares of rural land in
West Melton to residential land, to enable approximately 131
residential sites. Paragraphs 184-210 of the commissioner
recommendation engaged on the definition of urban
environment as it related to West Melton. It accepted the
planning evidence (and legal submissions) on behalf of the
applicant, the Council and the Regional Council to the extent
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that this agreed that the ‘urban environment' is defined by
the boundaries of Greater Christchurch3.

36.2 Selwyn District Plan, Plan Change 68, operative as of 3
November 2022, to rezone approximately 67 hectares of rural
land in Prebbleton to residential land, to enable approximately
820 residential sites. The commissioner recommendation
referenced planning evidence and legal submissions as to the
extent of the ‘urban environment’ and also accepted this was
defined by the boundaries of Greater Christchurch?.

A number of other rezoning decisions (now operative) in Selwyn
District have also identified Greater Christchurch as the ‘urban
environment’, including PC66, PC75, PC76, PC79 and PC80 at
Rolleston. However, the decisions on PC67 and PC68 are
particularly relevant noting the settlements of West Melton and
Prebbleton are comparable to Ohoka insofar that they each have
populations of less than 10,000 people but were found to be part of
the Greater Christchurch ‘urban environment' in the context of the
NPSUD.

In summary, recent rezoning decisions in Selwyn District support
the view that Ohoka is an ‘urban environment’.

‘URBAN AREAS’, ‘URBAN CENTRES’ & ‘URBAN ACTIVITIES’

The following section of my evidence considers the terms ‘urban
areas’, ‘urban centres’, and ‘urban activities’ and how these apply to
Ohoka and the Waimakariri urban environment.

‘Urban Areas’

The term ‘urban areas’ as used in clause 3.2 of the NPSUD is not
defined.

The preceding section of my evidence has noted the specific
identification of Ohoka as an urban area in Our Space, the GCSP,
the CRPS, and the operative and proposed District Plan. On that
basis, I consider Ohoka is an ‘urban area’ insofar that the term is
used in clause 3.2 of the NPSUD.

More specifically, the existing Ohoka township is an ‘existing urban
area’ in terms of this clause, and the rezoning sought by the
submitter over the adjacent land would be extension to this or a
‘new urban area’ as referred to in clause 3.2. This is relevant to the
application of clause 3.24(2) which requires that 'The development
capacity [in an HBA] must be quantified as numbers of dwellings:
(a) in different locations, including in existing and new urban areas;

3 PC67 Commissioner Recommendation 10 January 2022 (selwyn.govt.nz)

4 PC67 Commissioner Recommendation 10 January 2022 (selwyn.govt.nz)
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and (b) of different types, including standalone dwellings and
attached dwellings’.

‘Urban Centres’

The term ‘urban centre’ is not used in the NPSUD, nor was it a term
defined in the proposed District Plan as notified.

However, I understand that a new definition for ‘urban centres’ has
been suggested in the section 42A report for the urban form and
development chapter and hearing, as follows:

Urban centres The area encompassing the townships of
Rangiora, Kaiapoi, Woodend, Ravenswood and Pegasus

The NPSUD uses the defined term ‘urban environment’ extensively
and the phrase ‘existing and new urban areas’ (or ‘existing and
future urban areas’) is used in Part 3 (Implementation). For the
reasons set out in my evidence above, those terms can be clearly
understood and applied in a Greater Christchurch and Waimakariri
context.

Conversely, the term ‘urban centre’ is not used in the NPSUD and
caution is needed to avoid this proposed new term and its
associated provisions resulting in inconsistency with the NPSUD. For
example, encouraging development within urban centres should not
occur at the expense of the obligations under NPSUD clause 3.2 to
provide at least sufficient development capacity to meet expected
demand for housing 'in existing and new urban areas’.

Ultimately, the term ‘urban centres’ is not relevant to Ohoka, the
submitters’ requested relief or the extent to which sufficient
development capacity is provided in accordance with the NPSUD.

‘Urban Activities’
For completeness, I consider the definitions for ‘urban activity’ and

‘rural activity’ in the CRPS below. The definitions (relevant to the
Greater Christchurch sub-region) of these terms are as follows:

Urban activities means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of
those in urban areas and includes:
» Residential units (except rural residential activities) at a density
of more than one household unit per 4 ha of site area;
» Business activities, except those that fall within the definition of
rural activities;
s Sports fields and recreation facilities that service the urban
population {but excluding activities that require a rural location);
* Any other land use that is to be located within the existing
urban area or new Greenfield Priority Area or Future
Development Area.

100505269/3452-5634-0521.1
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Rural activities means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of
those in rural areas and includes:

» Rural land use activities such as agriculture, aquaculture,
horticulture and forestry. Businesses that support rural land use
activities.

» Large — footprint parks, reserves, conservation parks and
recreation facilities. Residential activity on lots of 4 ha or more.

= Quarrying and associated activities.

s  Strategic infrastructure outside of the existing urban area and
priority areas for development.

While the first part of these definitions gives some scope for
interpretation, it is clear that dwellings on properties larger than 4
hectares are rural, as are rural residential activities which are
defined as 'residential units outside the identified Greenfield Priority
Areas and Future Development Areas at an average density of
between 1 and 2 households per hectare’.

In the case of the submitter’s requested relief, the proposed Large
Lot Residential Zone (being the lowest density zoning proposed for
the land) has a density of three dwellings per hectare and is
therefore urban activity (albeit low density) under the definitions
above. Accounting for the higher dwelling densities, the balance of
the rezoning sought for the land and the existing Ohoka township is
otherwise ‘urban activity’ under the definitions above.

THE FORMATIVE REPORT

The Formative Report is unclear as to what constitutes the ‘urban
environment’ (as defined in the NPSUD) and how this is reconciled
with the requirement in clause 3.2 of the NPSUD to provide at least
sufficient development capacity to meet expected demand for
housing in ‘existing and new urban areas’ (where the term ‘urban
area’ is not defined). This in turn results in uncertainty as to what
the Formative Report has assessed in terms of housing sufficiency
within the urban environment and whether it demonstrates
compliance with the requirements of NPSUD policy 2.

Appendix B of the Formative Report sets out the author’s
interpretation of NPSUD requirements as follows:

5 i.e. An average density of at least 5000m? per residential unit.
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Waimakariri is defined as a Tier 1 urban environment*, so it is required to meet this obligation.

First, the implementation section of the NPS-UD refers to different geographies “region”, “district”,
and “urban areas”. Also, the focus of the NPS-UD is on “Urban Environment”, with many aspects of
the NPS referring to the Urban Environment as the key geography, which can exclude smaller
settlernents that are not predominantly urban in character or are not within a housing or labour

market (of at least 10,000 people).

In terms of geography, the most relevant section of NPS is set out in subpart 5, which outlines the
obligations to undertake a housing development capacity assessment (such as the WCGM22) and it

notes that (emphasis added):

3.19 Obligation to prepare HBA
(2) The HBA must apply, at a minimum, to the relevant tier 1 or tier 2 urban environments of
the local authority (i.e., must assess demand and capacity within the boundaries of those

urban environments), but may apply to any wider areg.

Therefore, WDC must at least model the Urban Environment within the District. It is clear that rural
areas in the District are not within the Urban Environment, but there may be some small towns that

are non-rural zoned that are also not part of the urban environment.

53 In regards this interpretation:

53.1 ‘'Waimakariri’ is not defined as a Tier 1 urban environment.
As set out in paragraphs 19-23 of this evidence, Table 1 in
the Appendix to the NPSUD refers to ‘Christchurch’
(commonly referred to as ‘Greater Christchurch’) as the Tier 1
urban environment, which encapsulates only part of the
Waimakariri District.

53.2 I agree with the view that "“the focus of the NPSUD is on
“"Urban Environment”, with many aspects of the NPS referring
to the Urban Environment as the key geography”, however I
disagree with the view that this “"can exclude smaller
settlements that are not predominantly urban in character or
are not within a housing or labour market (of at least 10,000
people)”. As set out in paragraph 16 of my evidence above,
smaller settlements (existing or intended) may fall within a
broader ‘urban environment’ and should not be excluded
when assessing housing capacity and sufficiency in
accordance with the NPSUD.

53.3 1 disagree with the view that 'In terms of geography, the
most relevant section of NPS s subpart 5°. The objectives in
subpart 2 of the NPSUD (which consider the ‘urban
environment’ geography) are of most relevance and to do
otherwise risks ‘reading up’ the provisions. In any event, as I
elaborate on below, subpart 5 is still focused on the urban
environment (e.g. cl 3.19 and 3.20) and capacity in different
locations within that urban environment, including in existing
and new urban areas (e.g. cl3.25)
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53.4 I agree that NPSUD clause 3.19 concerning HBAs requires
Council to 'at least model the Urban Environment within the
District” and areas such as Oxford may be considered within
an HBA despite being beyond the urban environment.

53.5 I disagree with the view that it is clear that rural areas in the
District are not within the Urban Environment’ noting those
rural areas that are within the Greater Christchurch part of
the District are clearly within the urban environment.

53.6 I consider the statement that 'there may be some small
towns that are non-rural zoned that are also not part of the
urban environment’is misguided, insofar that the key
determinant is whether those towns are within or beyond the
Greater Christchurch urban environment.

54 The interpretation issues set out above flow through to the scope
and evaluation of capacity for the District within the Formative
Report. For example:

54.1 ‘Section 1.2 Scope’ of the Formative Report notes the
‘Specific outputs for urban environments within Waimakariri
(Rangiora, Kaiapoi, and Woodend/Pegasus) for the residential
components of the model’. Noting this focus on Rangiora,
Kaiapoi, and Woodend/Pegasus alone, the demand and
capacity for housing in rural areas, smaller settlements and
other parts of the Waimakariri District urban environment
appear to have been overlooked. Notably, the Ohoka urban
area has not been assessed.

54.2 Section 3.2 of the Formative Report describes the Capacity
Assessment Model (the WCGM22), which is relied on to
determine sufficiency for the urban environment. However,
an array of terminology is used in this section of the report
when describing what has been assessed, with references to
the analysis of 'urban areas of the district’, ‘urban land’, ‘land
that is currently zoned urban or expected to be zoned urban’,
‘proposed new urban areas’, ‘urban properties’, ‘parcels that
can be used for urban activities’, 'developable urban land’,
‘developable urban properties’ and 'urban parts of the
District’. None of these terms align with the NPSUD definition
of ‘urban environment’ and I am unclear as to how they have
been defined or applied. For example, Ohoka is an ‘urban
area’ (for the reasons set out earlier in this evidence), but
appears to be excluded from Formative’s assessment. This is
concerning, noting the Formative Report states "The
Developable Urban Properties list is a critical element of the
assessment as it forms the baseline from which the Capacity
Assessment is conducted”.

54.3 Section 3.4 describes the Sufficiency Modelling process and
again uses terms such as 'urban parts of the district’ and
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'urban areas’ which are unclear and undefined, and appears
to overlook the Ohoka urban area.

54.4 Section 4 provides the results from the WCGM22, with section
4.1 stating that 'The WCGM22 projects that over the medium
term (coming 10 years) there is demand for over 6,260 new
dwellings in the residential areas of the District (626 a year
on average)’ (my emphasis added). I am unclear how the
WCGM22 has defined ‘residential areas’ and whether this is
synonymous with the term ‘urban areas’. I would not expect
the term ‘residential areas’ to include small semi-rural
settlements, rural residential dwellings or clusters of
dwellings, or rural dwellings, despite these types of
households being within the Waimakariri urban environment.

54.5 On reading sections 4.2-4.5, the ‘residential areas’ referred to
in section 4.1 appear to comprise the towns of Rangiora,
Kaiapoi and Woodend/Pegasus only, which are each assessed
for sufficiency. As set out below, the Formative Report goes
on to describe the urban environment as being 'the urban
zoned land in Rangiora, Kaiapoi, and Woodend/Pegasus’.
There is no reference in section 4 to sufficiency of housing for
locations outside of these towns that are within the urban
environment, or urban areas such as Ohoka.

In summary, the Formative Report does not correctly interpret and
apply the NPSUD, insofar as it concerns the ‘urban environment’ and
‘urban areas’. On this basis, its conclusions with regards housing
sufficiency within the urban environment and compliance with the
requirements of NPSUD policy 2 are uncertain.

CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Mr Chris Sexton’s evidence undertakes spatial analysis of the
Formative Report and concludes that 'the WCGM22 model has not
been adequately verified and that it clearly overestimates the
potential development capacity available within the district’. 1 draw
attention to this evidence and conclusion, on the basis that these
issues would add to, and potentially compound, the concerns I have
identified above with the Formative Report.

The planning evidence of Mr Walsh identifies constraints and
opportunities for urban development and rezoning within the ‘urban
environment’ of the District and draws upon the GCSP and its
February 2023 ‘Areas to Protect and Avoid’ background reporté and
the evidence of Mr Sexton. I agree with Mr Walsh’s conclusions in
this section of his evidence and draw attention to this here, on the
basis that it is relevant to the assessment of housing sufficiency for

6 https://greaterchristchurch.org.nz/assets/Documents/greaterchristchurch-/HuiHui-

Mai/Areas-to-Avoid-and-Protect-Report_FINAL-v2.pdf
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the District’s urban environment and the conclusions in this regard
in the Formative Report.

Dated: 5 March 2024

Jeremy Phillips
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SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JEREMY PHILLIPS

INTRODUCTION

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.

2 My area of expertise, experience, and qualifications are set out in
my statement of evidence dated 5 March 2024 for this hearing
stream.

3 The purpose of this supplementary evidence is to respond to

matters raised in the Officer’s Report dated 31 May 2024 relevant to
my evidence.

CODE OF CONDUCT

4 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I note that in
preparing my evidence I have reviewed the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses contained in Part 9 of the Environment Court
Practice Note 2023. I have complied with it in preparing my
evidence. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of
evidence are within my area of expertise, except where relying on
the opinion or evidence of other witnesses. I have not omitted to
consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from
the opinions expressed.

RESPONSE TO OFFICER’S REPORT

5 The Officer’s report states that 'Where the NPS-UD applies (i.e.
within an urban environment), this higher order document carries
significant weight as the Proposed Plan must give effect to it”. 1
agree and consider that defining the extent of the relevant urban
environment is of fundamental importance in terms of interpreting
and applying the provisions in the NPS-UD.

6 In paragraphs 47-51, the Officer engages on whether Greater
Christchurch demarcates the relevant urban environment and
concludes that it does not (a matter I address further below) but
does not otherwise form a position as to what the relevant urban
environment is. Instead, they simply note that they examine
whether Ohoka is within the urban environment later in their report.

7 This topic is resumed from paragraph 197, where the Officer poses
the question 'Is Ohoka and the subject site within the urban
environment?’and then considers that it is not clear whether the
subject site meets the definition, but 'on the balance of probabilities
it likely does, and that it would be appropriate to assess it on that
basis”.

! Officer’s Report, paragraph 50.
2 Officer’s Report, paragraph 197.
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With respect, I consider the pertinent question is not whether Ohoka
and/or the subject site is within the urban environment, but rather
‘What is the relevant urban environment for the proposal / Ohoka ?”.

Without defining what the relevant urban environment for a
proposal is, the NPS-UD cannot be sensibly applied. For example, if
localised or discrete areas are defined as ‘the’ urban environment in
and of themselves:

9.1 How would one distinguish high demand for housing or
business land in that area relative to other areas within that
urban environment, per NPS-UD objective 3(c)?

9.2 Satisfying each and every element on NPS-UD policy 1 would
be unrealistic or impracticable. For example, and for obvious
reasons, planning decisions on industrial rezoning proposals
could not be expected to ‘enable a variety of homes that:
(i)meet the needs... of different households; and (ii) enable
Maori to express their cultural traditions and norms.

In my primary evidence, I have considered the use of the term
‘urban environment’ in the NPS-UD, in other relevant statutory and
non-statutory planning documents for the region, and in recent plan
change decisions in the region, and concluded that they provide a
generally consistent, coherent and logical direction that the relevant
urban environment is Greater Christchurch (as depicted in CRPS
Map A), which includes Ohoka and its surrounds.

As referenced in the Officer’s report what constitutes an “urban
environment” under the NPS-UD was also the subject of a JWS
dated 26 March 2024.3 1 attended the JWS, and the above
interpretation was shared between a number of the participants.
Paragraph 10 of the ‘Urban Environment’ JWS notes that “[s]ome
experts expressed a view that the Greater Christchurch sub-region
defines the extent of the Christchurch Tier 1 urban environment.” #

As a planner, I consider that this interpretation and wider ‘lens’ also
makes sense, insofar that land and development markets®; housing
and business needs and preferences (in terms of type, price and
location) ©; transport patterns (including accessibility between
housing, jobs, community services, natural and open spaces) 7; and
infrastructure planning and funding (especially strategic

3 Officer’s report, paragraph 43.

4 Joint Witness Statement —Urban Environment (Planning) Day 1, dated 26 March

2024 at [19]; Mr Thomson, Mr Phillips, Ms Kealey, Ms Brown, Ms Aston, Mr
Walsh, Ms Pearson, Ms Edmonds, Ms McClung, and Ms Mitten consider that the
Greater Christchurch area is predominantly urban in character or intended to be.

5 NPS-UD objective 2
6 NPS-UD policy 1(a) and (b)
7 NPS-UD policy 1(c)
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infrastructure) ® operate at a macro rather than micro scale.
Furthermore, urban form and development planning for these
matters has consistently adopted a Greater Christchurch scale of
focus since the development of the Greater Christchurch Urban
Development Strategy (UDS) in the early 2000's®. To the extent
that the Officer disagrees that Greater Christchurch demarcates the
relevant urban environment??, their primary reasons and my
responses are as follows:

12.1 At paragraph 47, the Officer states that 'The Christchurch tier
1 urban environment, which must be an “urban
environment”, must necessarily exclude any areas of the
Waimakariri District [that are not] predominantly urban in
character’. 1 agree that the Christchurch tier 1 urban
environment is (must be) an ‘urban environment’, given it is
specifically defined as one in the NPS-UD Appendix.

However, I do not agree that this must 'necessarily exclude
any areas of the Waimakariri District that are not
predominantly urban in character’, because, if such areas are
viewed at a Greater Christchurch scale, they do not derogate
from the predominant urban character of the Greater
Christchurch urban environment as a whole.

By way of analogy, the NPS-UD Appendix identifies ‘Auckland’
as a Tier 1 urban environment (column 1), with ‘Auckland
Council’ being the Tier 1 local authority (column 2). The
Auckland Council district and urban environment includes
areas that are rural and are clearly not predominantly urban
(such as Woodhill Forest), small urban settlements akin to
Ohoka (such as Shelly Beach)!!, and large urban areas (such
as Auckland City and Pukekohe). In this example, the
Auckland urban environment entails the full area of the
district, including Woodhill Forest, despite this specific part of
the district not being predominantly urban in character.

12.2 At paragraph 48, the Officer states they 'do not consider that
all of Greater Christchurch is, or is intended to be
predominantly urban in character’. However, when
considered from a Greater Christchurch scale, and for the
reasons set out in paragraph 16 of my primary evidence I
disagree. I also note that the counterfactual would mean that
Greater Christchurch is, or is intended to be predominantly
rural in character.

Again, by way of analogy, I would expect that Auckland,

8 NPS-UD objective 6

° Including the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy 2007, 2006 review
of the CRPS, the Land Use Recovery Plan 2013, Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement 2013, Our Space 2018, the Greater Christchurch Spatial Plan 2024,
and the Draft Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2024.

10 Officer’s report, paragraphs 47-51
11 E.g. Shelly Beach
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Hamilton, Tauranga and Wellington'? would be commonly
described as being ‘predominantly urban in character’ rather
than ‘predominantly rural’.

12.3 At paragraph 49, the Officer appears to concede that all of
Greater Christchurch may be part of a housing and labour
market of at least 10,000 people, but requires further
evidence to confirm this. However, I note that Mr Willis’
qualified view contrasts with his unqualified acceptance
(alongside all other planners) in the JWS dated 26 March
2024 that all of Greater Christchurch is part of the
Christchurch labour and housing market?3,

To the extent that my primary evidence expands on this topic in
further detail, the Officer!? states that they 'do not agree with most
of [the] various arguments provided in [my] evidence’ but given
they conclude that it is likely that Ohoka is within the urban
environment and they have assessed the submission on that basis
they have not commented further on most of these arguments.
Aside from not justifying the reasons for their disagreement, the
Officer overlooks the importance of determining the relevant extent
of the urban environment and does not express a position as to
what the relevant urban environment is.

Accounting for the above, I am unclear how the Officer has (or the
technical experts which he relies upon have) evaluated the proposal
against the relevant provisions of the NPS-UD that refer to the
‘urban environment’, where it is necessary to define its full extent
and apply the provisions in that context.

For completeness, I note that Mr Walsh’s supplementary statement
of evidence also addresses the relevant extent of the urban
environment and I agree with his evaluation in full and his view that
Greater Christchurch is the urban environment against which the
submission should be assessed.

Dated: 13 June 2024

Jeremy Phillips

12 Being tier 1 urban environments identified in the NPS-UD Appendix.

13 Joint Witness Statement, Urban Environment (Planning) Day 1, 26 March 2024,

paragraphs 24-26.

14 Officer’'s Report, paragraph 203.
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE OF JEREMY PHILLIPS

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.
2 I prepared the following statements in support of the Submitters’
rezoning request:

2.1  Statement of evidence dated 5 March 2024; and
2.2 Supplementary statement of evidence dated 13 June 2024.
CORRECTION TO EVIDENCE

3 As a preliminary matter, paragraph 35 of my evidence dated 5
March should be corrected to insert the word ‘within’, and read: "In
summary, the provisions in the operative and proposed district plans
support the view that Ohoka is within an ‘urban environment””.

SUMMARY

4 My evidence addresses the terms ‘urban environment’ and ‘urban
area’ which are distinct terms in the NPS-UD of relevance to the
proposal.

5 I consider that the definitions within the NPS-UD, the relevant
statutory and non-statutory planning documents for the region, and
recent planning decisions, provide a consistent, coherent and logical
direction that the relevant urban environment is Greater
Christchurch (as depicted in CRPS Map A), which includes Ohoka
and its surrounds.

6 My evidence notes that the relevant planning decisions to date that
have adopted Greater Christchurch as the relevant urban
environment include ‘policy 8’ reliant plan change and proposed
Selwyn District Plan (and variation) decisions. Plan Change 67 to
the prior operative Selwyn District Plan is particularly relevant to
these proceedings, insofar that this rezoning (and the subsequent
rezoning through decisions on the Proposed Selwyn District Plan)
enabling 131 households at West Melton, was found to constitute
significant development capacity and contribute to a well-functioning
urban environment, with Greater Christchurch being the relevant
urban environment. West Melton is comparable to Ohoka , insofar
as being a modest existing urban area and population?! (relative to
other main centres in the Selwyn District) set within predominantly
rural surrounds, with no significant business, employment or
community facilities, and a housing and labour market of less than
10,000 people in and of itself>. As shown in the maps attached to
my primary evidence, the West Melton and Ohoka urban areas are

! The 2018 Census records a population of 2085 people for West Melton.

2 See: https://www.selwyn.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0006/704931/PC67-
Commissioner-Recommendation-10-January-2022-1.pdf and para 186 especially.
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comparable in terms of their distance from Christchurch City and
other main townships in the District.

The term ‘urban area’ is not defined in the NPSUD, but accounting
for the use of this term and mapping in relevant statutory and non-
statutory planning documents, I consider Ohoka is an ‘urban area’
insofar that the term is used in clause 3.2 of the NPSUD. More
specifically, the existing Ohoka township is an ‘existing urban area’
and the rezoning sought by the submitter over the adjacent land
would be an extension to this, or a ‘new urban area’. Again, for
comparison, I note that West Melton, Waikuku Beach and Woodend
Beach are also identified as urban areas in the relevant planning
documents referred to in my evidence.

FURTHER DISCUSSION

Adopting Greater Christchurch as the urban environment can be
readily justified with reference to the NPS-UD definition of a ‘Tier 1
[or Tier 2] urban environment’, given these are expressly identified
in the NPS-UD Appendix. Tier 1 and 2 urban environments need not
be assessed under the general definition of ‘urban environment’ and
its two components, which instead determines whether areas not
within the Appendix are ‘Tier 3 urban environments’.

The Tier 1 and 2 urban environments identified in the Appendix
represent New Zealand’s larger urban environments (that
presumably face the greatest pressures on housing supply) and
have descriptors in column 1 that apply to the principal city? or a
regional area*, and the corresponding Tier 1 and 2 local authorities
are listed in column 2.

As set out in my primary evidence, the local authorities listed in
column 2 are applicable to ‘(Greater) Christchurch’ but not
‘Christchurch (District)’. This alone supports a pragmatic and logical
explanation that Greater Christchurch is a Tier 1 urban environment.

The ‘Auckland’ Tier 1 urban environment provides a useful point of
comparison given this environment is within the jurisdiction of the
Auckland Council local authority alone. That jurisdiction includes:
major urban areas such as Auckland City, Manukau, Albany and
Pukekohe; smaller or distinct urban areas or settlements such as
Drury, Helensville, Orewa and Shelly Beach; and rural areas such as
Woodhill Forest. These areas (as a collective) would appear to be
predominantly urban in character and part of a housing and labour
market of at least 10,000 people, in a comparable manner to
Greater Christchurch when viewed as a whole. Applying the
descriptor of ‘Auckland’ to its full district in this way would mean the
NPS-UD applies to planning decisions that affect that urban

3 E.g. Auckland, Wellington or Christchurch

4 E.g. ‘Napier Hastings’ and ‘Nelson Tasman’
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environment®. Conversely, relying on the ‘urban environment’
definition to evaluate discrete areas within greater Auckland, would
risk arbitrary or inconsistent definitions of smaller urban
environments.

12 To the extent that I, Mr Willis, or participants in the JWS have
grappled with what is predominantly urban or rural in character®,
this is a moot point if the urban environment is defined on the basis
of the NPS-UD Appendix alone. However, as noted in my
supplementary evidence, at a Greater Christchurch scale’ I consider
this area is better described as predominantly urban in character,
than predominantly rural in character notwithstanding the
proportion or extent of non-urban zoned land. I say this noting that
non-urban areas include activities that can be attributed to the
urban area(s) and which influence the predominant character of a
wider urban environment®. My supplementary evidence also notes
that a wider ‘lens’ for defining the urban environment makes more
sense from a planning perspective, when considering key issues in
the NPS-UD such as land and development markets; housing needs
and preferences; and transport patterns.

13 I remain unclear as to the extent of the urban environment as
defined by Council Officers and Mr Willis. However, a narrower
urban environment based on existing or Council-planned urban
zones only risks insufficient capacity in other areas (policy 2), a
failure to meet different needs (policy 1(a)), diminished affordability
(objective 2), and would preclude unanticipated plan changes
despite these being clearly anticipated by the NPS-UD (policy 8). It
also risks the arbitrary or inconsistent definition of where the urban
environment(s) starts and stops, or a requirement to repeatedly
redefine it for different proposals.

14 For the reasons above and expressed in my evidence, I consider
Greater Christchurch is the relevant urban environment.

Dated: 2 July 2024

Jeremy Phillips

5 NPS-UD 1.3(1)(a)

¢ Noting there was general agreement in the planning JWS that the housing and
labour market for Christchurch encapsulates Greater Christchurch as a minimum.

7 Or Auckland, Hamilton, Tauranga or Wellington scale for those urban environments.

8 For example: regional parks, public and private recreational facilities (e.g. golf
courses, motorsports, bike parks), quarries and landfills, research facilities,
hazard buffers, airfields, urban infrastructure (power generation / transmission,
transport corridors, 3-waters) rural-based businesses (e.g. function centres,
cafes, camping grounds, contractors yards), and rural-residential activity.
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