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1 These opening legal submissions are filed on behalf of NPT Limited 

(“NPT”). NPT filed a submission and a further submission on the 

Replacement District Plan.  

2 NPT is a property investment company which manages a portfolio of 

retail, commercial and industrial properties located in Auckland, 

Hawkes Bay and Christchurch.  

3 NPT’s Christchurch property portfolio includes the Eastgate Shopping 

Centre (“Eastgate”). NPT was previously known as The National 

Property Trust and has owned Eastgate for many years. It is a long-

term, committed owner of the shopping centre. 

4 Eastgate is located in a block bound by Linwood Avenue, Buckleys 

Road, Chelsea Street and Russell Street and has a current net lettable 

area of approximately 27,000m2. The site incorporates the Shopping 

Centre buildings, which house key anchor tenants Countdown 

Supermarket and The Warehouse, as well as a range of retail and 

food and beverage tenants. Eastgate is zoned Business 2 and 

Business 2P in the operative City Plan. 

5 In the period following the earthquakes Eastgate has become the 

home for the City Council’s Linwood Library and is also has resource 

consent to house a medical centre on the first floor of the main 

Shopping Centre buildings.  

6 Eastgate is identified as a Key Activity Centre in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (“RPS”) and in the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (“the Proposal”). The role of Eastgate as an 

important community focal point has become more pronounced post-

earthquake with the potential relocation of a number social 

service/community agencies to Eastgate. It is critical for the wellbeing 

of the wider community that Eastgate continue to thrive and that 

planned future investment at Eastgate is enabled. 

Summary 

7 NPT’s submission on the Replacement District Plan asserted that the 

Commercial Proposal as notified: 
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(a) Did not sufficiently reinforce the centres based approach to 

providing commercial activity throughout the City; 

(b) Increased uncertainty and was unnecessarily prescriptive, 

onerous and complicated; and 

(c) Did not give sufficient regard to the functional requirements of 

commercial activities or the established layout and development 

of commercial centres. 

8 The majority of NPT’s concerns have now been met as a result of the 

Council’s amendments to the Proposal.  The only remaining very 

minor point of contention is in relation to the requirement for setbacks 

and glazing in rule 15.2.3.4(b). 

Submission Points 

9 NPT’s submission in relation to the Commercial Proposal was broad 

and sought amendment to the objectives and policies, the activity 

standards, and the built standards as notified.  

Objectives and Policies 

10 NPT’s concern with the objectives and polices was primarily focussed 

on the need for recognition and reinforcement of the centres based 

approach and the role that commercial activity will play in the 

recovery of the City. This position was also supported by the Council’s 

witnesses, including Mr Osborne who stated that a centres based 

approach, as set out in the Regional Policy Statement results in “an 

efficient utilisation of existing infrastructure and supply while creating 

levels of intensified activity that generate economic benefits”1. 

11 As set out in Ms Seaton’s evidence, she is satisfied that the objectives 

and polices, as amended by Mr Stevenson, “generally better give 

effect to the Regional Policy Statement, particularly objectives 6.2.5, 

and 6.2.6 and Policy 6.3.6”2. Ms Seaton is also satisfied that the 

revised objectives and policies better achieve the objectives in the 

Strategic Directions chapter.  

                                       
1 Evidence of Philip Osborne, 13 April 2015, paragraph 4.11 
2 Evidence of Kim Seaton, 24 April 2015, paragraph 19 
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Activity Standards 

12 In respect of the activity standards, the range of permitted activities 

was supported by NPT, however some of the related activity 

standards were opposed and were described as “onerous, impractical 

and will generate many resource consent applications and therefore 

will present an unnecessary burden, with little commensurate 

environmental benefit”3. 

13 Ms Seaton concluded in her evidence filed on 24 April 2015 that there 

were still some points of clarification that should be addressed within 

the activity standards. These were: 

(a) A minor wording change to Activity standard P1; and 

(b) Reference in activity standards P2 and P3 to the size of a 

supermarket tenancy should be removed; and 

(c) Clarification of the wording of Activity Standard P1(c) to ensure 

it is clear that any addition to an existing building does not 

require resource consent. 

14 We note that further to the filing of Ms Seaton’s evidence the Council 

has filed an updated version of the Proposal (1 May 2015). In the 1 

May version a number of changes had been made that results in the 

concerns above being addressed, including the removal of activity 

standard P1 from this section of the proposal. 

15 It is submitted that the changes now made will assist to achieve 

clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations in the Order in Council 

(“OIC”) which expects that the Replacement Plan will reduce 

significantly “the reliance on resource consent processes”, and “the 

number, extent and prescriptiveness of development controls”. The 

changes also align with LURP action 45 which requires the Council to 

“reduce consenting and notification requirements” as part of the 

District Plan Review. 

  

                                       
3 Submission of NPT Limited, 8 October 2014, Schedule 1, Page 8, point 8. 
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Built Form Standards 

16 NPT generally supports the built form standards set out in the latest 

iteration of the Commercial Proposal. The amendments initially sought 

by NPT, and supported by Ms Seaton’s evidence, centred on the 

appropriateness of applying a Key Pedestrian Frontage (“KPF”) at 

Eastgate Mall specifically and the setback and glazing rules relating to 

KPF’s in general.  

17 The definition of Key Pedestrian Frontage in the Replacement Plan is 

“street frontages within commercial zones where there is an intensity 

of development and movement of people, and the need for a strong 

active and visual interface between the public environment and 

private space”. This is not a description that applies to Eastgate Mall 

which, as set out in NPT’s initial submissions and further in Ms 

Seaton’s evidence, is reasonably inward facing in its current form. 

18 The latest planning maps show the KPF removed from Eastgate Mall 

entirely. This is supported by NPT on the basis that the KPF did not 

reflect the existing built form at Eastgate and in particular did not 

reflect the Linwood Road interface with the road frontage which 

features a considerable building setback from the road.  

19 The one remaining point of contention in respect of the built form 

standards, and indeed the whole Commercial Proposal, is Ms Seaton’s 

concern that under rule 15.2.3.4(b) where buildings are not built up 

to the road front and are set back 3 metres as required by the rule, 

glazing or landscaping to address that interface should be required.  

20 It is submitted that the addition of a landscaping requirement would 

assist to fulfil Objective 6.2.5 of the RPS which seeks centres that are 

“high quality, support a diversity of business opportunities including 

appropriate mixed use development, and incorporate good urban 

design principles”. 

Conclusion  

21 During this hearings process, the Council has made a number of 

changes that have resulted in a Commercial Proposal that is now 

significantly improved. As set out above, NPT’s concerns in relation to 
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the objectives and polices, the activity standards and the built form 

standards have largely been addressed. There remains one point 

where NPT submits improvement can be made. This relates to built 

form standard 15.2.3.4(b) Building setback from road boundaries/ 

street scene. 

22 With the exception of the lone concern above, NPT consider that the 

changes made in the latest version of the Commercial Proposal 

presented by the Council generally: 

(a) gives effect to the Regional Policy Statement; 

(b) gives effect to the Strategic Directions chapter; 

(c) is not inconsistent with the Statement of Expectations. 

23 NPT will call expert planning evidence from Ms Kim Seaton. 

 

DATED this 20th day of May 2015 

 

       

H G Marks 

Counsel for NPT Limited 

 


