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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Timothy James Heath.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in paragraphs 1.2-1.4 of my evidence in chief dated 13 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 This rebuttal statement is provided in response to the evidence in chief 

filed on 24 April 2015 by retail economic experts supporting the relief from 

submitters that I consider to have more pronounced implications for the 

pRDP, and tend to be inconsistent with the Council’s proposed approach to 

managing retail activities and centres.  These statements tend to be 

supporting submissions seeking more substantial relief in respect of retail 

matters in the context of Christchurch.   

 

2.2 In my rebuttal evidence, I respond to the statements from the following 

individuals: 

 

(a) Mr Anthony Dimasi for AMP Capital Investors NZ Limited. 

(b) Mr Fraser Colegrave for AMP Capital Investors NZ Limited. 

(c) Mr Michael Copeland for PD Sloan. 

(d) Mr Adam Thompson for Terrace Developments Limited, Hallgrow 

Farms Limited and Foxton Properties Limited. 

(e) Mr Adam Thompson for Five Blends Holdings and Foxton 

Properties Limited. 

(f) Mr Fraser Colegrave for Foodstuffs South Island Limited and 

Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties Limited. 

(g) Mr Benjamin King for the Crown. 

 

310 CCC
Rebuttal: Tim Heath

page 3 of 32



 

26147810_2.docx  4 
 

2.3 I will address these statements in the same order as listed above for ease 

of reference and so my rebuttal is focused on addressing each centre that 

the evidence relates to, to ensure continuity.  

 

3. OVERVIEW 

 

3.1 As an overall general observation, the retail economic evidence in chief I 

will be responding to in this rebuttal statement appears to only consider the 

relief sought for each site / centre, and does not address the wider context 

of the overall Christchurch market I have considered.  Such a narrow focus 

may not result in a balanced assessment, and may not represent the most 

appropriate outcome when considered as a whole with all the other site 

specific submissions.  For a process designed to deliver a Replacement 

District Plan for the benefit of the entire city of Christchurch I consider that 

a broader approach is more appropriate and helpful.    

 

3.2 On this basis much of the submitter’s retail economic evidence appears 

more akin to evidence supporting an individual plan change rather than an 

assessment that considers the most appropriate outcome for the city.   

 

3.3 My evidence is based on considering all relevant site specific submissions 

in context and not individually in their own right, i.e. my position on one 

site-specific submission may have implications for my position on another.  

I consider that this is the most robust approach to take when developing a 

District Plan for a city, as the relief sought in the site-specific submissions 

are not assessed against a settled plan. 

 

3.4 I therefore question the contextual reliability of the positons outlined in 

such evidence (and flow-on experts who rely on that evidence), and query 

whether their respective professional opinions might change if they 

considered the relief sought in other retail / centre submissions. 

 

3.5 Another general observation is in my view the apparent lack of 

consideration or acknowledgement of the clear direction established in the 

higher order planning documents and Strategic Directions Chapter 

decision. This has a significant bearing in my view on what is appropriate 

for the pRDP in terms of policy to manage retail.   
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3.6 Also many of the retail economic statements reviewed unhelpfully do not 

identify which policies and rules respective experts are concerned about 

within the pRDP that affect  their individual position.  This would have been 

valuable to narrow down the scope of the proposed planning provisions to 

focus on. 

 

3.7 Finally, many of the assertions and positions outlined in the retail economic 

statements I have reviewed appear to have their genesis in a general 

philosophical view about movement of markets which could be promoted in 

any city or provincial centre around New Zealand.  There is a general 

absence of contextual discussion in each expert's evidence about whether 

their position is the most appropriate for Christchurch in the city’s unique 

circumstances at this point in time. 

 

4. REBUTTAL TO ANTHONY DIMASI (AMP) 

 

4.1 Mr Dimasi discusses Belfast in the context of a district centre to “fulfil a 

readily apparent need”1 and “the requirement to meet the community’s 

immediate and longer term needs …”2.  However, it is difficult to assess the 

merits of these statements without knowing what ‘community’ or ‘market’ 

he is referring to.  Mr Dimasi presents his findings on these matters in a 

generic context and I remain unclear on what Mr Dimasi thinks ‘the market’ 

for Belfast / the Styx Centre actually is, or what geographic areas he is 

actually referring to. 

 

4.2 The crux of Mr Dimasi’s position appears to be based on his view that the 

Central City market (and recovery) is independent of development at 

Belfast3, i.e. they are completely separate markets in retail terms.  This 

assertion is based on an unknown definition of what Mr Dimasi considers 

the Belfast / Styx market to be.  Without a geospatially defined catchment 

or ‘market’ it is difficult to determine the basis of Mr Dimasi’s view, however 

the implications of his view are of concern.  Taking Mr Dimasi’s approach 

further, any new urban fringe retail centre in Christchurch would have no 

                                                   
1
 Dimasi EIC (AMP) para 2.1 

2
 Dimasi EIC (AMP) para 2.2 

3
 Dimasi EIC (AMP) para 2.7 
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impact on the CBD’s recovery as it would be considered an ‘independent 

market’. 

 

4.3 Mr Dimasi appears to be alone on this ‘independent market’ proclamation, 

with Mr Colegrave’s evidence in chief (AMP’s economic expert) showing 

there to be ‘catchment overlap’ between the Styx Centre and the CBD4.   

 

4.4 A flaw in Mr Dimasi’s approach is his lack of reference to centre scale and, 

as such, I consider that there is not a strong foundation for his position.  

For example, while I would agree the catchments for a dairy in Belfast and 

a dairy in the CBD would be independent, this is not the relevant test in this 

instance.  The relief sought by AMP, which Mr Dimasi’s view must be 

based on, is a centre of 45,000sqm GFA at Styx which, when combined 

with the existing Northwood Supa Centa, encompasses a centre of around 

70,000+sqm GFA.  To suggest a centre of this size would be independent 

of the Central City is implausible in my view, as it would need to attract 

consumers from well beyond its localised catchment to be viable. 

 

4.5 Another omission from Mr Dimasi’s approach is the lack of consideration of 

Policy 15.1.1.1 (a) (Role of Centres) which states: 

 

“Maintain and strengthen commercial centres as the focal 

points for the community and business through 

intensification within centres that reflects their functions 

and catchment sizes ….” (bold emphasis added) 

  

4.6 This policy clearly indicates that the catchment size is an important 

consideration in assessing the merits of the relief sought in the 

submissions.  Mr Dimasi does not appear to have considered the proposed 

centre scale against his (undefined) catchment.   

 

4.7 Further to this, while promoting the independent catchment proposition, Mr 

Dimasi provides no evidence to show the Styx and CBD catchments are 

actually independent.  Without such, his evidence in my view does not 

apply the correct context to consider the relief sought, nor does he have a 

sufficient factual foundation to support his position.   

 

                                                   
4
 Colegrave EIC (AMP) Figure 5, pg 13. 
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4.8 In paragraph 3.13 Mr Dimasi discusses how AMP Capital Investors 

develops centres where there is a clear demonstrable need, and states 

that projects are not approved (by AMP) if they are predicated on drawing 

business away from existing centres to the extent that those centres will be 

imperilled.   

 

4.9 First, Mr Dimasi fails to demonstrate there is a ‘demonstrable need’ in the 

market for an additional 25,000sqm of retail activity in Belfast (on top of the 

20,000sqm currently enabled within the total 45,000sqm Styx Centre). 

Second, the approach he implies AMP adopts is to develop centres that do 

not try to compete with other centres to any material degree but rather 

exist to serve its localised market.  This is inconsistent with the market 

reality in my experience, in which retail developers, centres and stores are 

part of a very competitive market, all trying to capture as much of the 

available retail spend and market share as possible.  All retail developers I 

have worked for (including AMP) adopt an aggressive rather than passive 

approach to retail development, and rightly so to maximise their investment 

returns.   

 

4.10 In paragraph 4.7 Mr Dimasi concedes there will be some catchment 

‘overlap’ between the centre at Belfast and the Central City Retail Core.  

While this is not quantified in any way, he definitively concludes it “will be 

minor”.   

 

4.11 In the 2012 Environment Court hearing (Plan Change 22 – Styx Centre), 

Mr Mark Tansley gave retail evidence on behalf of AMP.  Mr Tansley's 

defined catchment was used as a basis for justifying development of the 

Styx Town Centre at the hearing.  The defined geographic catchment 

(Christchurch component) Mr Tansley considered appropriate to adopt for 

the Styx Centre (as then proposed) is shown geospatially in Appendix 1.  

The first map is the actual map from Mr Tansley’s evidence for that 

hearing, while the second map is my interpretation of Mr Tansley’s 

catchment on a clearer map so it easier to understand.  

 

4.12 While not giving evidence on behalf of AMP at this hearing, utilising Mr 

Tansley’s catchment provides another expert perspective and defined area 

to assist with assessing Mr Dimasi’s position.  Clearly, given the extent of 
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Mr Tansley’s catchment which comes as far south as Bealey Ave, I 

consider it is implausible to suggest the catchments between the Central 

City and Belfast are independent.  There is likely to be significant overlap 

which confirms my position that scale, in this instance, is a critical element 

not considered by Mr Dimasi.  

 

4.13 Mr Dimasi’s statement provides no additional evidence that would cause 

me to change my position that the retail limitations imposed by the 

Environment Court (with the pragmatic changes removing the staged 

timeframes as proposed in the pRDP) remain appropriate for the life of the 

pRDP.  The maximum permitted thresholds for retailing activities are: 

 

The total amount of floorspace for retailing within the Commercial Core 

zone (Belfast) zone boundary as defined on the ODP (Appendix 15.10.2) 

area shall no exceed 20,000sqm GLFA. 

 

5. REBUTTAL TO FRASER COLEGRAVE (AMP) 

 

5.1 In addressing this statement which also relates to the Styx Centre, I will 

only focus on material relevant to Christchurch. 

 

5.2 In paragraph 6.2, Mr Colegrave considers my position that Papanui / 

Northlands, Homebase (plus expansion) and The Palms (plus expansion), 

and three newly consented centres (namely Johns Road, Mills Mill and 

Prestons Road) will service the localised market to be unsubstantiated and 

flawed.  First, I find this assertion difficult to understand given that these 

centres are physically located in the proposed Styx Centre’s localised area 

and will draw retail sales from this market.  By virtue of being sited in the 

same local area they will meet some of the local market's retail 

requirements.  I do not agree that their existence and relevance should be 

dismissed.  

 

5.3 Second, these centres are not mutually exclusive based on their retail 

function and position in the hierarchy.  I agree that some centres (Palms 

and Styx) have a wider role than the smaller convenience oriented centres, 

but as long as centres are attracting retail expenditure they are considered 

part of the market as their retail sales are not available to be captured by 
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other centres.  There is only so much retail expenditure in the ‘retail pie’ to 

go around at any one point in time.   

 

5.4 Third, Mr Colegrave provides no evidence of future demand in the area 

when he asserts that future demand cannot be met within the centres 

(current, proposed and expanded) in the area.  

 

5.5 The Palms and Styx / Northwood have supermarkets (convenience retail 

stores), as will the Prestons centre when developed.  These supermarkets 

will compete with one another, but all will service the localised market.  

Therefore I consider that the basis for Mr Colegrave’s position on this 

matter lacks merit and in my view does not represent a valid basis on 

which to grant additional 25,000sqm retail floorspace potential to the Styx 

Centre. 

 

5.6 Figures 4 and 5 of Mr Colegrave’s evidence present stylised graphs.  In 

paragraph 6.8 he identifies a 20% overlap in the CBD / Riccarton 

catchment dynamic, while the CBD / Styx catchment dynamic has a 6% 

overlap.  There appears no quantifiable basis for the extent of the 

catchments, or of the 20% and 6% overlaps.  Without such it is difficult to 

give weight to its validity or impact.  

 

5.7 Mr Colegrave then goes on to examine Marketview data analysis in 

paragraphs 6.9 – 6.12.  Whilst not having seen this particular dataset, I am 

fully familiar with that type of data and have no reason to doubt Mr 

Colegrave’s figures.  However the percentage figure of 4% (para 6.11) (i.e. 

the proportional spend of the primary Northwood catchment in the CBD) is 

not unexpected.  The data appears to reflect that there is no significant 

Central City Retail Core offer at present, so one would expect the 

proportion of retail sales from the localised Belfast area in the CBD to be 

low (as is likely to be the case from any other outlying area of Christchurch 

at the present time). 

 

5.8 These percentages in my view should not be interpreted as the likely 

percentages of retail sales or spend from a catchment if a vibrant and 

functioning Central City core were re-established, as implied by Mr 

Colegrave in drawing his conclusion that this shows the degree of 
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competition is very weak.  I interpret the percentages as the Central City 

having a low retail supply, based on to date a sluggish recovery in retail 

terms.  

 

5.9 However Mr Colegrave goes further5 by then implying that this analysis 

suggests the removal of floorspace caps should be allowed.  The 

application of this Marketview data to supporting the removal of the retail 

floorspace caps is not valid in my view, particularly in the context of the 

desired recovery of the Central City.  The removal of the retail floorspace 

restrictions would enable a new 45,000sqm retail centre (70,000+sqm in 

total with Northwood) to be developed which would change shopping 

patterns by virtue of its size, and remove a significant amount of spend 

from the city’s retail market. 

 

5.10 I also find it unusual for Mr Colegrave to adopt a different approach to the 

proposed new North Halswell greenfield centre where, by undertaking 

retail gravity modelling, he recommends a restriction on retail GFA.  

Despite my misgivings about the value of a gravity model, I do not 

understand why the retail gravity model approach was not undertaken to 

address or support the relief sought at Styx Centre when it was available to 

utilise.  This is particularly the case given the SWAP catchment in which 

the North Halswell KAC will service is over double the current size of the 

Styx primary catchment6, approximately 58,000 versus 23,000 respectively 

(rounded). 

 

5.11 Of further relevance is Policy 15.1.1.1 (a) (Role of Centres), as outlined in 

paragraph 4.5 of this statement, which states centres should reflect their 

catchment sizes.  On a catchment size basis there appears no sound 

foundation for Mr Colegrave to support the removal of the retail limitations 

at the Styx Centre whilst supporting the imposition of a retail cap on the 

North Haslwell KAC (both of which I consider new greenfield 

developments). 

 

                                                   
5
 Colegrave EIC (AMP) para 6.13, page 15. 

6
 Colegrave EIC (AMP) Figure 6, page 14. 
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5.12 On the basis of Mr Colegrave’s evidence in chief for AMP I consider there 

has been no relevant material provided that would alter my view as 

outlined in my evidence in chief7. 

 

6. REBUTTAL TO MICHAEL COPELAND (PD SLOAN) 

 

6.1 Mr Copeland mainly puts forward economic rationale for the relief sought, 

however I wish to make a few comments in relation to some retail aspects 

of his statement.  

 

6.2 I note Mr Copeland makes some references throughout his evidence to 

16,519sqm of retail activity8 already developed on Sloan’s land at 

Ferrymead.  This in my view is incorrect.  Mr Copeland may consider 

building supply and home improvement stores as retail activity, but my 

interpretation of the pRDP’s definition of retail activity does not support this 

view. The pRDP definition states: 

 

“means the use of land and/or buildings for displaying or 

offering goods for sale or hire to the public and includes food 

and beverage outlets, second-hand goods outlets, food courts 

and commercial mail order or internet-based transactions. It 

excludes trade suppliers, yard-based suppliers and service 

stations”.   

 

6.3 In my view, applying this definition is more appropriate for the purposes of 

considering the relief sought in this submission.  Removing the Mitre10 

Mega floorspace from Mr Copeland’s 16,519sqm would reduce the current 

retail component on the Sloan land by just under 50%. 

 

6.4 Resource consents for future development within Sloan’s subject land 

would facilitate the development of a large neighbourhood centre as per 

Table 15.1 D under Policy 15.1.1.1.  In my opinion, just because there are 

yet to be implemented resource consents, these by themselves do not 

automatically trigger the need for the Sloan land to be identified as a 

District Centre or KAC.  

 

                                                   
7
 Heath EIC (CCC) paragraphs 28.1-28.9 

8
 Copeland EIC (SLOAN) paragraphs 10 & 25 
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6.5 In paragraph 30 Mr Copeland recognises risks associated with the 

development at Ferrymead for the Eastgate / Linwood centre.  I agree that 

risks are present with such development.  However Mr Copeland does not 

assess this risk against the policy context to determine whether this risk (or 

any) is warranted under current conditions.   

 

6.6 The fact that Eastgate / Linwood is an embedded KAC as I understand, 

and Ferrymead is not, is important in my view.  With a clear direction from 

the higher level planning documents (CRSP, LURP) I consider now is not 

the appropriate time to be enabling development that poses a risk to the 

recovery of a KAC. 

 

7. REBUTTAL TO ADAM THOMPSON (TERRACE DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED, 

HALLGROW FARMS LIMITED AND FOXTON PROPERTIES LIMITED) 

 

7.1 Mr Thompson covers a range of areas of expertise in his evidence in chief 

– retail, economics and planning.  I will focus on my area of expertise 

(retail) and leave the economic and planning rebuttal to Mr Osborne and 

Mr Stevenson respectively. 

 

7.2 As an overarching comment, I consider there is an assortment of 

deficiencies in Mr Thompson’s retail analysis that renders much of his 

statement without merit.  I will only focus on some of the higher level 

shortcomings as I see them, albeit acknowledging that these issues will 

flow through to the more detailed aspects of his analysis.  

 

7.3 At this point I also acknowledge I have read and concur with Mr 

Colegrave’s statement for Danne Mora Holdings Limited, and the 

inaccuracies of Mr Thompson’s evidence in chief Mr Colegrave identified , 

and will avoid repeating these for efficiency purposes.  

 

7.4 Mr Thompson has not considered any of the other centres in the SWAP 

network in his analysis.  Mr Thompson appears to have taken a purely 

monocentric approach which fails to recognise SWAP retail demand 

(current and future) will be met through a web of centres.  These include 

Wigram, the existing Halswell centre, Awatea, as well as Hornby.  Failure 

to factor in these centres into his analysis, and their ability to capture some 
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of the SWAP generated demand, results in an overstatement of demand 

for North Halswell.   

 

7.5 In paragraph 4.7 Mr Thompson discusses a study by Professor Paul 

Cheshire of the London School of Economics and his work on land supply 

restrictions on the UK retail market, and then links this to potential 

economic effects in Christchurch.  There are a few points worth noting here 

in my view.  First, is my concern that the study referred to by Mr Thompson 

has not been provided, so assessing the merits of this study in the context 

of Christchurch cannot be determined.  Second, I consider it misleading for 

Mr Thompson to infer as a comparison that what has happened in the UK 

will automatically happen in Christchurch, particularly without Mr 

Thompson comparing the planning framework or context put forward in the 

pRDP with that in the UK.  My understanding is that the UK planning 

regime has tried to ‘control’ retail development through strong "town centre 

first" policies that virtually prohibit out of centre development (a point noted 

by Professor Cheshire himself in his 2011 study9 on a similar topic, for 

which an extract from the study's introduction and conclusion is included in 

Appendix 2, with the highlighted sections most relevant).   

 

7.6 This study highlights the significantly different planning regime adopted 

within the UK with that proposed in the pRDP, which aims to ‘manage’ 

retail development and enable centre expansions and out of centre 

development if appropriate or beneficial to the community.  I would agree 

that too rigid a planning structure as in the UK creates additional economic 

costs and inefficiencies.  However, the pRDP does not do this and 

provides an appropriate policy balance in my view given the unique 

challenges facing Christchurch during the recovery process.   

 

7.7 In my opinion the UK may have had too firm a hand in controlling retail 

development and the intervention balance has not been appropriate.  Mr 

Thompson appears to be comparing significantly different planning 

regimes and treating them as ‘the same’.  This in my view is inappropriate 

and the assumed conclusions he generates are therefore unreliable at 

                                                   
9
 P.Cheshire, C.Hilber & I.Kaplanis – Evaluating the Effects of Planning Policies on the Retail Sector: Or Do Town Centre First 

Policies Deliver the Goods – January 2011, Spatial Economics Research Centre Discussion Paper 66. 
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best.  He also fails to identify which policies and rules of the pRDP would 

result in the effects that are of concern to him. 

 

7.8 I consider that Mr Thompson’s adopted figures (unsourced) for centre zone 

land supply10 in the Operative and pRDP are incorrect, by some margin.  

Mr Thompson has determined a total Operative Plan centre zone land 

supply of 335ha, however the correct figure sourced from CCC GIS 

Department covering the B1, B2 and BRP zones shows that there is 232ha 

of total centre zone land supply in the city.  This means Mr Thompson has 

over estimated centre zone land supply by 44%.   

 

7.9 Next Mr Thompson states the pRDP will supply 352ha of centre zoned 

land. The correct figure, again sourced from the CCC GIS Department 

which covers the COR, CF, CL and CRP11 zones totals 270ha, 30% below 

Mr Thompson’s estimate. 

 

7.10 Accordingly Mr Thompson’s assertion that the pRDP only adds 17ha of 

centre zone land supply is incorrect.  The actual figure is 38ha, greater 

than 100% more than Mr Thompson’s determination. 

 

7.11 Like Mr Colegrave12 I have major reservations about the approach adopted 

by Mr Thompson in relation to catchment retail demand.  The unnumbered 

figure13 outlining retail floorspace per capita contains a breakdown of 

randomly selected areas with no supporting basis.  A slight movement of 

these arbitrarily generated catchment boundaries could have a material 

effect on the per capita data provided.  Adopting such a methodology 

appears haphazard and bears no resemblance to shopping patterns in the 

city, making its application meaningless in the context of the pRDP. 

 

7.12 Furthermore the per capita analysis of Mr Thompson appears to fail to take 

into account net retail expenditure inflow into Christchurch.  This is 

important as retail floorspace in Christchurch is meeting non-Christchurch 

retail demand also14, and therefore allocating all Christchurch floorspace to 

                                                   
10

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, Table 1, page 18. 
11

 COR (Commercial Core), CF (Commercial Fringe, CL (Commercial Local), CRP (Commercial Retail Park) 
12

 Colegrave EIC Danne Mora Holdings, para 63, page 12. 
13

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, page 22. 
1414

 Heath EIC (CCC) paragraph 15.5, page 43/44 
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Christchurch residents on a per capita basis as his approach appears to do 

is anomalous and misleading in my opinion.  

 

7.13 Table 2 of Mr Thompson’s evidence15 outlines his retail floorspace and 

land demand forecasts for Christchurch.  The bottom table on the same 

page in his evidence portrays his retail floorspace demand and shows that 

he estimates retail floorspace demand in 2015 at 1,002,000sqm (I assume 

GFA however this is not identified).  The comparable table from Mr 

Thompson’s 2014 report, attached as Appendix 1 to his evidence in chief 

for Terrace Development Services, is shown below. 

 

Table 1: Thompson 2014 Report, Halswell Key Activity Centre Study, 
Table 5, page 51.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.1 Mr Thompson’s retail floorspace demand forecasts for Christchurch appear 

to have increased significantly in the space of one year, from 670,000sqm 

in 2014 to 1,002,000sqm in 2015.  The significant change in position is not 

explained by Mr Thompson, and the scale of the change (50% increase) 

raises doubt about the validity of his forecasting. 

 

7.2 In respect of retail supply I consider Mr Thompson’s estimate16 of 

852,000sqm (I assume GFA) to be inaccurate, and lacking in a clear 

explanation of the methodology on how it has been derived.  By way of 

example, Mr Thompson estimates 275,000sqm covers both edge and out 

of centre retail activity, and estimates 80-90% of this quantum is ‘edge of 

centre’. 

                                                   
15

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, page 23. 
16

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, Table 2, page 23 (3
rd
 table down the page) 
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7.3 However, Mr Thompson appears to have incorrectly interpreted my centre 

retail supply data, by assuming it excludes retail activity outside of centre 

zones17.  My retail centre floorspace data takes a pragmatic approach and 

measures the entire extent of a centre irrespective of the zone.  The 

current physical extent of centres are not determined by historic planning 

boundaries.  As such, if the centre extended beyond the centre zone, it 

was measured and included as part of that centre’s retail supply.  This 

therefore includes Mr Thompson’s estimated ‘edge of centre’ supply. 

 

7.4 Given, according to Mr Thompson, this represents 80-90% of his ‘Edge & 

Out of Centre’ supply estimate, Mr Thompson's figures mean he estimates 

there is only around 55,000sqm retail GFA in non-centre locations across 

all of Christchurch (applying his low 80% percentage estimate).  This falls 

to only 27,500sqm if his 90% estimate is adopted.  Either way this is 

considered implausible as it represents only around 6% of out of centre 

retail supply in Christchurch despite there being nearly 13,000 retail 

employees "out of centre" in the city18.  

 

7.5 Ultimately, Mr Thompson’s methodology for determining his retail supply 

figures appear to be based on meshblock analysis19, with the meshblocks 

identified in his Appendix 5.  Meshblocks neither match the physical extent 

of centres nor the extent of centre zones; therefore his approach can only 

lead to erroneous retail supply estimates in my view.  

 

7.6 Mr Thompson has placed significant importance on Mr Colegrave’s retail 

gravity model for the proposed North Halswell KAC.  I have a number of 

concerns about the application of the retail gravity model as a robust tool to 

assist in the understanding of retail sales ($) impacts of a proposed new 

retail development at a localised level.   

 

7.7 First, the gravity model is based on artificial constructs of the future market 

that may have no bearing on the market reality.  Second, there are too 

many unknown and unauthenticated assumptions required to even enable 

the gravity model to generate an output, i.e. the model is based on a 
                                                   
17

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, para. 8.3-8.4, page 27. 
18

 Refer graphic representation of city retail employment distribution Heath EIC (CCC) Figure 6, page 18. 
19

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, para 8.3, page 27. 
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variety of geospatial floorspace assumptions, however the same level of 

floorspace can generate significant variances in sales productivity due to 

store type, brand, location, quality and accessibility to name just a few.  For 

example 6,000sqm in Woolston is likely to trade vastly different to 

6,000sqm in Riccarton, or at a more fine grain level, a 5,000sqm 

supermarket allocation in the gravity model as a Pak’N Save is likely to 

trade vastly differently to a Countdown, as these stores generally trade at 

materially different productivity levels.  

 

7.8 I have not been privy to the gravity model assumptions adopted in Mr 

Colegrave’s work, and nor could the model operator reliably generate a 

‘real’ future scenario as it involves a degree of guesswork to determine the 

future size, composition, location and timings of developments.  Ultimately, 

the subject gravity model is likely to be based on a set of development 

scenarios that might never occur.  Basing District Plan policy on future 

scenarios that are likely to never eventuate is not sound in my view. 

 

7.9 To highlight my concerns, based on the retail gravity model figures 

adopted in Mr Thompson’s Table 420 2020 Impact Scenario, the proposed 

North Halswell KAC is likely to be able to grow in scale to hundreds of 

thousands of square metres before an impact of around 25% is likely to 

occur on the Central City.  The implausibility of such outputs brings into 

question the application and validity of the gravity model for the purposes 

applied.  

 

7.10 As alluded to in the previous paragraph, Mr Thompson applies an 

unsubstantiated and generic 25% figure as some ‘magical’ impact 

threshold to determine whether a centre would experience significant 

decline21.  

 

7.11 This in my view is a potentially misleading and unreliable percentage.  A 

25% sales impact could have significantly differing impacts on a receiving 

environment based on a multitude of factors including performance, GFA 

productivity, vacancies, store types, centre composition, brands, and 

quality of shopping environment to name a few.  A strong performing 

                                                   
20

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, pg.37 
21

 Thompson EIC Terrace Development Services, para.16.24, page 67 
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centre (Riccarton KAC in the Christchurch context) could potentially be 

able to absorb a 25% trading impact without jeopardising the centre, 

whereas a poor performing centre (New Brighton KAC for example) may 

not be able to sustain a 25% impact without its role and function being 

jeopardised.  Context is crucial in retail impact assessments, and despite 

the receiving environments in the example above experiencing the same 

percentage impact, the implications for both centres could be quite 

different.  Adopting Mr Thompson’s ‘one size fits all approach’ is unhelpful 

and in my view lacks an understanding of basic retail market and centre 

impact dynamics.  

 

7.12 Furthermore, and particularly relevant to the pRDP process, as I 

understand it, Mr Colegrave’s retail gravity model does not factor in any 

other site specific relief sought in pRDP submissions, making its 

application of little assistance for the purpose of developing an appropriate 

policy framework for the management of retail activity over the life of the 

pRDP in the Christchurch context. 

 

7.13 To provide balance, I think the retail gravity model does have some merit 

being utilised at a wider regional level to provide some high level guidance 

on the potential retail spend redistribution in a market, based on a certain 

set of assumptions.  This is due to many of the concerns I have outlined 

above inherent in the assumptions at the more localised level being better 

balanced out when assessed in a wider regional market. 

 

7.14 There are further shortcomings I could detail in Mr Thompson’s evidence in 

chief, however this is considered superfluous given the level of paucity in his 

fundamental retail demand / supply building blocks and other higher level 

concerns identified above.   

 

8. REBUTTAL TO ADAM THOMPSON (FIVE BLENDS HOLDINGS, FOXTON 

PROPERTIES LIMITED) 

 

8.1 This statement from Mr Thompson generally has an economic focus that 

will be addressed in Mr Osborne’s rebuttal statement.  However, Mr 

Thompson makes a few retail related assertions that I wish to respond to. 
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8.2 As I understand Mr Thompson’s evidence, he supports the inclusion of 

three retail categories as permitted activities in the industrial general zone 

in North Belfast, on sites encompassing in the order of 80ha of land.  The 

subject land is right at the northern urban fringe of Christchurch. 

 

8.3 The three retail categories sought to be included as permitted activities 

are: 

 

(a) Electrical, electronic and gas appliance retailing, 

 

(b) Furniture retailing; and 

 

(c) Manchester and other Textile Goods retailing. 

 

8.4 Mr Thompson’s statement does not include any material or substantiation 

that justifies the retail relief sought.  He suggests22 that the proposed range 

of activities “reflects the conventional composition of a Home and Trade 

Centre”.  There is no evidence provided by Mr Thompson to support this 

claim, and in my experience it is not ‘conventional’ for such centres to have 

these categories included in their composition. 

 

8.5 Home and Trade Centres are quite different to large format retail centres 

(and other retail centres) in terms of function and composition, as their 

focus is on activities that do not typically form part of retail centres for land 

economic reasons (rents, operating expenses, land value, parking 

requirements, etc which tend to be higher), nor do home and trade centre 

store types fall within the pRDP’s definition of retail activity (quoted at 

paragraph 6.2 above).  

 

8.6 In paragraph 3.5, Mr Thompson states emphatically “the proposal will not 

compete with existing centres in the region such as Northwood Supa 

Centa as the potential tenants are not traditional town centre retailers”.  No 

basis for this assertion is provided. 

 

8.7 In any event, I disagree with Mr Thompson.  The Northwood Supa Centa 

for example has a Harvey Norman and Smiths City that would compete 

                                                   
22

 Thompson EIC (Five Blends Holdings), paragraph 3.3, page 4. 
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directly with any such activity on the subject land given it is 1-2 minutes' 

drive up Main North Road and servicing exactly the same catchment.  In 

essence, any such development on the subject land will divert retail sales 

out of the existing Northwood / Styx KAC into an industrial park, something 

that is quite inconsistent with the strategic thrust of the pRDP. 

 

8.8 Further highlighting the blinkered approach taken by Mr Thompson he also 

fails to consider any relevant policy matters in forming his position, and 

there are no floor space limits proposed by Mr Thompson.  

 

8.9 Mr Thompson also fails to recognise the permitted activity provisions at the 

Styx Centre where an additional 20,000sqm GFA could be developed for 

retail activities, nor the potential expansion of Shirley Homebase.  In my 

view, these centres likely to accommodate stores from the three identified 

sectors.  Potential tenant relocations from Northwood Supa Centa to Styx 

Centre would also ‘free up’ capacity. 

 

8.10 On the basis of no relevant retail evidence being provided by Mr 

Thompson, despite the potentially significant retail and strategic 

implications of the relief sought, and based on my own analysis in relation 

to catchment size in Belfast and existing provision (including Styx), I do not 

consider that Mr Thompson's evidence has a valid basis.  As such I 

disagree with the relief sought. 

 

9. REBUTTAL TO FRASER COLEGRAVE (FOODSTUFFS SOUTH ISLAND 

LIMITED AND FOODSTUFFS (SOUTH ISLAND) PROPERTY LIMITED) 

 

9.1 My primary concern around Mr Colegrave’s analysis in this statement is 

that he appears to have failed to consider the wider context in which to 

assess the merits of the relief sought in Foodstuffs submission.  His narrow 

focus does not factor in the appropriateness (or otherwise) of other retail 

relief in the localised area. 
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9.2 Within the surrounding environment there is a significant amount of 

additional retail capacity and centres that are yet to be developed23 

including: 

 

(a) Highfield Park (convenience centre); 

 

(b) Prestons Road (large neighbourhood centre – convenience 

focused); and 

 

(c) Styx Town Centre (likely to contain convenience retail). 

 

9.3 Mr Colegrave’s Figure 1 of his statement, page 6, excludes a few important 

centres that would give greater clarity on the localised retail provision.  For 

example Bishopdale is missing from the map altogether (despite this 

centre servicing some of the subject site’s localised market), as is the 

arbitrary 2km buffer around Prestons Road.  Adding these into his Figure 1 

would depict a much more cluttered convenience retail landscape around 

the subject site, and would show the localised area is well catered for in 

terms of convenience retail, and not ‘constrained’ as suggested by Mr 

Colegrave24.  

 

9.4 In paragraph 5.14 Mr Colegrave asserts that there are a number of 

community benefits associated with rezoning the subject site.  These 

include “ongoing impacts to GDP and employment associated with the 

increased economic activity during construction and operation of the site, 

travel time and cost savings, and support for the recovery strategy”.  In my 

view these are generic benefits that could be applied to new centre 

proposed in Christchurch, and by themselves do not provide the relevant 

justification for rezoning the subject site, particularly given no consideration 

has been given to the potential implications for consented but yet to be 

developed centres.   

 

9.5 Mr Colegrave considers hardware and building supplies is included in the 

definition of retail activity in the pRDP25, and as such should be included in 

                                                   
23

 Refer Heath EIC (Christchurch City Council), Figure 6, page 18 (red dots) 
24

 Colegrave EIC (Foodstuffs South Island Limited) , paragraph 5.12, page 6. 
25

 Colegrave EIC (Foodstuffs South Island Limited) , paragraph 5.18, page 7 
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retail floorspace growth analysis.  As discussed earlier I consider this 

approach is incorrect given the definition of retail activities in the pRDP.   

 

9.6 On this basis Mr Colegrave's inclusion of hardware and building supplies 

stores into retail demand modelling for the purposes of the pRDP is 

unwarranted. 

 

9.7 Mr Colegrave, in the same paragraph, states including hardware and 

building supply stores into floorspace demand increases my demand 

projections for the city by around 38,000sqm GFA.  This significantly under 

represents the actual implications if this sector demand was included in 

retail floorspace demand, as there would be an additional 200,000+sqm 

GFA (estimated based on our centre survey) of existing hardware and 

building supply floorspace to consider.  

 

9.8 Finally in paragraph 5.24, Mr Colegrave determines future retail floorspace 

requirements will be significantly higher than what I have estimated, 

however he provides no evidence or estimates to either justify or quantify 

his assertion.   

 

9.9 In the same paragraph, Mr Colegrave then makes what I consider is a 

significant leap of faith to conclude that there is insufficient capacity in the 

network and that new centres will be required.  I do not understand how he 

reaches this conclusion as he provides no evidence to support the claim. 

Furthermore, it is difficult to understand how he can make this claim when 

only considering the subject site in his analysis. 

 

9.10 The evidence of Mr Colegrave provides no additional information I consider 

warrants granting the relief sought to rezone 171 Main North Road to 

Commercial Core.  

 

10. REBUTTAL TO BENJAMIN KING (CROWN) 

 

10.1 I concur with Mr King’s evidence and particularly his sentiment that 

‘challenges remain’ for the Central City rebuild and recovery process.  
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10.2 There are some crucial aspects I agree with in the context of retail 

development management within the city and pRDP.  These are covered in 

paragraphs 8.2-9.1, and include the following statements:  

 

“The Crown has already made a substantial commitment to the 
Central City in order to reduce the risks inherent in the Central City’s 
recovery”26. 
 
“It is also important that the Replacement Plan ensures that a strong 
signal is sent about the viability and desirability of Central City 
development”27. 
 
“The risks of unrestricted and unconstrained office, commercial and 
retail development in the suburbs could place on-going development 
and investment at risk, particularly for the Central City given the level 
of sunk and new investment proposed …”28. 
 
“The Central City will also benefit from appropriate controls on new 
suburban development”29.  
 
“The on-going efficient use of the resources committed by local and 
central government will be impacted by the premature release of 
commercial land in areas outside the Central City”30.  

 

10.3 These quotes neatly encapsulate the issues the pRDP is attempting to 

manage in respect of retail activity to ensure the Replacement Plan can 

both facilitate the recovery of the city and accommodate future growth.  I 

agree with these comments from a retail perspective. 

 

 

 

 

 

Timothy James Heath 

1 May 2015 

  

                                                   
26

 King EIC (Crown) paragraph 8.2, page 10. 
27

 King EIC (Crown) paragraph 8.4, page 10. 
28

 King EIC (Crown) paragraph 8.5, page 10/11. 
29

 King EIC (Crown) paragraph 8.8, page 11. 
30

 King EIC (Crown) paragraph 9.1, page 12. 
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APPENDIX 1:  MARK TANSLEY’S STYX CENTRE CATCHMENT MAP 
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Tim Heath Interpretation of Mark Tansley’s Styx Catchment (Christchurch 

Component) 
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APPENDIX 2:  SERC 2011 REPORT (PROFESSOR CHESHIRE, ET AL) 
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