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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Andrew James Malcolm Macleod.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 10 April 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 Section 2 of my evidence in chief sets out a high-level assessment of 

various aspects of the planning framework represented in the commercial 

and industrial proposals. This includes high-level assessments relating to 

Combined Issue 2 (appropriateness of the strategic approach); Combined 

Issue 3 (appropriateness of out of centre development); and Commercial 

Issue 3 (appropriateness of the centres based approach).1 Ultimately in 

respect of these matters I concluded that the approach taken by 

Christchurch City Council (Council) is sound.  

 

2.2 Evidence filed by Mr Michael Cullen for Terrace Development Services 

Limited (Submitter 966) appears to raise fundamental questions with the 

approach taken by the Council to centres and retail planning. I have had 

difficulty understanding parts of Mr Cullen’s evidence but I wish to address 

three high-level points he has made: 

 

(a) preference for a local centres ("self-containment") approach over 

a retail hierarchy; 

 

(b) opposition to the concept of zoning and centre boundaries; and 

 

(c) that there is an overemphasis on retail activity in the proposals.  

                                                   
1
  Referring to the Issues that are set out in the Statement of Issues, dated 2 March 2015. 
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2.3 These matters are addressed individually below. Other aspects of Mr 

Cullen’s evidence are addressed by Council’s other experts.  

 

2.4 Evidence filed by Mark Brown for Danne Mora Holdings Limited (Submitter 

1134) addresses the structure of Chapter 15, particularly with regard to the 

relationship of general and area specific rules for the Commercial Core 

Zone (CCZ). These matters are covered in Section 4 below.  

 

3. MR CULLEN  FOR TERRACE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES LIMITED 

 

 Retail hierarchy issues  

 

3.1 At paragraph 1.5 of his evidence Mr. Cullen states: 

 

 "…Industry norms for retail have delivered "retail hierarchies" that 

require ever increasing travel distances the higher one goes up 

the hierarchy. An alternate and valid approach would be a self-

containment strategy (such as that which was a feature of UK 

Planning Policy Statement No 6), so as to reduce travel distances 

through a strategy that sought greater levels of self-containment in 

goods and services and employment from local centres". 

 

3.2 If I understand Mr Cullen's evidence correctly this alternative approach 

involves a flat-structure of centres (i.e. no hierarchy) with centres providing 

for a greater range of local needs than is typically the case under current 

retail hierarchy approaches. However, I note that a hierarchical approach is 

explicit in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)2 and Land 

Use Recovery Plan (LURP)3 and therefore I consider the Council has a 

statutory obligation under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to 

implement a hierarchical approach of the sort proposed.  

  

 Zoning and centre boundaries   
 

3.3 My understanding of Mr Cullen's evidence is that he is opposed to the use 

of zones and centre boundaries as regulatory tools for consolidating 

                                                   
2
  Policy 6.3.6 refers to the Central City, “Key Activity Centres” and “Neighbourhood Centres”.  

3
  For, example Section 4.1.2 (p24) referring to the Central City, “Key Activity Centres” and “Neighbourhood Centres”. 
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commercial activity. There seem to be references along these lines 

throughout his evidence but this is perhaps best expressed at paragraphs 

1.26 and 3.8 as follows: 

 

 "Town streets are open urban systems and deliver potential for 

start-up and incubator businesses at the fringes (the former High 

Street precinct in Christchurch was an example). This offers a 

wide range of business opportunities (again a good thing) and is 

the opposite of the rationing land area principle or notion of 

"compression" of a town or CBD." (paragraph 1.26) 

 

 "Nowhere above or in any research literature will you find any 

reference to towns succeeding as a consequence [sic] an artificial 

limit on their economic output or size. You want towns to have an 

extended edge condition and to be "inefficient" as that expands 

the range of price points and settings for business." (paragraph 

3.8) 

 

3.4 I take the references to "rationing of land", "compression" and "extended 

edge condition" to mean that Mr Cullen is opposed to the idea of 

commercial zoning (which by definition must have a limited spatial extent) 

and centre boundaries. However, I note that Action 45 of the LURP 

requires the Council to define the extent of Key Activity Centres and 

therefore I consider the Council has a statutory obligation to do so. As set 

out at paragraph 9.3(b) of my evidence in chief the Council’s revised 

version of the Commercial Chapter includes rationalisation of the zoning 

regime (combining the Commercial Core and Fringe Zones) which 

coincides with the extent of District and Neighbourhood Centres and I 

consider this to be an appropriate approach. 

 

3.5 Notwithstanding my paragraph 3.4 above I would not support a situation 

where centres / commercial areas were undefined (or very widely defined). 

This approach would work against the requirement to foster investment 

certainty as set out in the decision version of the Strategic Directions 

chapter4. In particular it would not give clear direction about where 

                                                   
4
  At Objective 3.3.1(b).  
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commercial activity is expected to locate and would work against the 

clustering of compatible activities in a defined space to create efficiency, 

vitality and economies of scale (including the intent to co-ordinate land use 

and infrastructure investment). Whilst I acknowledge Mr Cullen’s view that 

a range of locational choices may benefit new business / activity, I believe 

that this can be accommodated by the proposed framework of centres and 

business zonings and allowance for some "out of centre" development 

where this can be justified through a resource consent process. 

 

3.6 I further acknowledge the importance of zoning sufficient land for 

development within centres but if it becomes clear over time that a centre / 

commercial zoning would benefit from spatial expansion then this can be 

addressed by way of plan change / the next district plan review (i.e. the 

RMA plan review process provides a mechanism for release of further land 

in the future).  

 

 Emphasis on retail activity  
 

3.7 Mr Cullen’s evidence emphasises the virtues of centres with a mix of uses 

which he describes as a "town centre approach" compared to a "shopping 

centre" approach. As part of this he is critical of the approach taken by the 

Council (see paragraphs 2.2 and 3.5 of his evidence for example).  

 

3.8 At paragraph 3.20, Mr. Cullen refers to the approach taken by the Council 

as "retail only". I consider that in making this comment Mr Cullen may have 

misunderstood both the statutory context the Council is operating in and 

the intent of the Proposals.  

 

3.9 Firstly, the identified District Centres are Key Activity Centres referred to in 

the CRPS and LURP5 and these provide the starting point for the Council’s 

centre planning approach. The CRPS goes on to establish that the Council 

must "...identify trigger thresholds for office and retail commercial activities 

in industrial areas where these activities are likely to give rise to 

distributional effects, particularly on larger commercial centres…".6 Taking 

                                                   
5
  Refer paragraph 3.2 above. 

6
  See Policy 6.3.6 “Methods” (2). 
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these aspects of the CRPS and LURP into account, the Council must set in 

place controls to control the extent of retail activity in centres. 

 

3.10 It is not entirely clear to me but Mr Cullen appears to be promoting an 

alternative, more laissez-faire approach to centre and retail planning where 

the scale of retail activity is limited by built form controls. For the reasons 

set out in paragraph 3.9 above I do not consider that this approach to 

managing retail activity is available to the Council. 

 

3.11 Secondly, Mr Cullen appears to underestimate the extent to which non-

retail activities are enabled in centres. The Council’s revised commercial 

proposal permits a wide range of non-retail activities in the Commercial 

Core Zone including health care facilities, education activities, pre-schools, 

spiritual facilities, public artwork and residential activity (among others). 

Similar mixes of non-retail activities are permitted in the other commercial 

zones also.   

  

 Synthesis  
 

3.12 I share Mr Cullen’s view that genuinely successful centres are more than 

just retail centres. However, I consider the Council is bound by higher 

order planning documents regarding the overall approach to centre and 

retail planning as set out in paragraphs 3.2, 3.4 and 3.9 above. 

 

3.13 Further and notwithstanding those higher order documents, I believe the 

approach taken by Council with regard to centres planning is sound.  

 

3.14 Overall I cannot see how Mr Cullen’s alternative approach could: 

 

(a) be translated into the pRDP in a practical sense;  

 

(b) conform to the directions set out in the CRPS and LURP; or 

 

(c) provide the levels of investment certainty required by the Strategic 

Directions chapter.  
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4. MR BROWN FOR DANNE MORA HOLDINGS LIMITED    

 

4.1 At paragraphs 9.9 – 9.15 of his evidence Mr Brown raises the issue of the 

interrelationship of general and area specific rules in the CCZ. Specifically 

he considers that the current structure, relying on cross referencing 

between sections, creates unnecessary complexity.  

 

4.2 In order to reduce complexity Mr. Brown raises two possible options: 

 

(a) Option 1 - Incorporating all area specific rules into the general 

section; or 

 

(b) Option 2 - Creating standalone area specific sections (by 

repeating the general rules in each). 

 

4.3 At paragraphs 9.12 – 9.14 Mr Brown expresses a preference for Option 2 

whilst noting its limitations (which include repetition and potential 

inconsistency with the Ministers’ Statement of Expectations with regards to 

conciseness etc).  

 

4.4 I am reticent about Mr Brown’s preferred option because I believe it will 

create significant repetition and add unnecessary bulk to the chapter. 

However, I do agree with the sentiment of his analysis in paragraphs 9.9 – 

9.15 and acknowledge the difficult balancing act he describes.  

 

 

 

Andrew Macleod 

1 May 2015 

 


