
 

Adderley Head 

David Pedley 
15 Worcester Boulevard, Christchurch 8013 
PO Box 16, Christchurch 8140 
Tel  03 353 0231  
Fax 03 353 1340 
Email david.pedley@adderleyhead.co.nz  

BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL    
 

 
 

IN THE MATTER 
of the Resource Management Act 1991 ('the Act') and the 
Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 
Plan) Order 2014 

AND 
IN THE MATTER 
 

 
the Christchurch Replacement District Plan: Proposal 15 
(Commercial) and Proposal 16 (Industrial) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

CLOSING LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF KI COMMERCIAL LIMITED 
  

 (Submitter No. 789) 
 

Dated: 10 June 2015 

 

 

 



 

DOP-123497-1-740-V2 Page 2/18 

INTRODUCTION  

1 These closing submissions are presented on behalf of KI Commercial 

Limited (the submitter) and follow on from my opening legal submissions 

dated 26 March 2015. 

2 In these submissions I will address the following matters: 

(a) The outcome sought by the submitter; 

(b) The alternative options for the Panel to consider; and 

(c) The key issues arising when determining the most appropriate 

outcome, which in my submission are: 

(i) The potential risk to the central city; 

(ii) The costs and benefits for Addington; and 

(iii) Evaluation against the higher order documents. 

OUTCOME SOUGHT BY THE SUBMITTER 

3 The submitter has a particular interest in Addington, which is based on the 

ownership of specific properties (9 and 11-13 Bernard Street) and a wider 

interest in the future of Addington given the submitter’s long standing 

association with the area. The submitter is participating in this process not 

only for its own interests, but also to represent the wider interests of the 

Addington community.  

4 It is the submitter’s evidence that Addington has undergone steady 

development over a considerable period of time, both pre and post-

earthquakes, resulting in the current mix of commercial activities and the 

increased population that now work, live and play in the area. The submitter 

wishes to see this development continue to complement the existing 

activities and the meet needs of the established Addington community.  

5 Notwithstanding this focus on Addington, the submitter also has direct 

interests in the Central City. It recognises the importance of the Central City 

to the overall success of Christchurch and genuinely wants to see the 

Central City recover and thrive. The submitter is not seeking to advance 
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Addington at the expense of the Central City. It is not a matter of “us versus 

them”. Addington and the Central City are both part of the same city and the 

submitter supports redevelopment of both areas to achieve the overall goal 

of a prosperous and successful Christchurch.  

6 Returning to Addington, the submitter recognises the benefits of the 

proposed Commercial Mixed Use zoning, which is a significant improvement 

of the original Industrial General zoning. In particular, it appreciates the 

concessions that the Council has made to enable existing buildings to be 

converted to office and retail (regardless of their current use)1, which helps to 

recognise the character of the area and will be of benefit for the sites that it 

has a direct interest in. However, this zoning does not provide the ability to 

erect new buildings for these activities, thereby limiting the future of the land.   

7 In terms of the wider Addington area beyond the submitter’s sites, under the 

Commercial Mixed Use Zone it is not permitted to redevelop those sites for 

new retail, office, supermarket, department store, and other commercial 

services and facilities. The submitter is concerned that these restrictions will 

leave holes of underutilised land within the Addington area and fail to meet 

the needs of the current and future Addington community. This represents a 

lost opportunity to encourage development that benefits all of Christchurch.  

8 Notwithstanding all of the above, the submitter has listened to the concerns 

expressed by the Council and the Panel about the size of its proposed 

extension to the Commercial Core Zone, as presented in its evidence. It has 

therefore amended its position to further reduce the size of this Commercial 

Core zone. The extent of the rezoning that it now seeks is illustrated at 

Appendix A. 

ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS AND KEY ISSUES  

9 Based on the above, there are two alternative outcomes in relation to the 

appropriate zoning for the Addington Area: 

                                                

1 This was confirmed by Mr Stevenson in cross-examination (pg 285 of transcript) and has also been confirmed 
in subsequent discussions with Mr Stevenson  
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(a) The proposed zoning promoted by the Council, which includes 

Commercial Core for the existing Business 1 and 2 zoned areas and 

Commercial Mixed Use for the balance; or 

(b) The proposed extension to the Commercial Core zone as proposed 

by the submitter and illustrated on Appendix A.  

10 In my submission, the task for the Panel is to evaluate which of those two 

options (or any alternative that the Panel may identify) is the most 

appropriate to achieve the relevant objectives and policies, and hence the 

purpose of the Act. This evaluation should be completed in accordance with 

section 32 of the Act, which requires consideration of the costs, benefits and 

risks associated with these alternatives options. 

11 In my submission, the key issues to be considered when completing this 

evaluation are: 

(a) The risk to central city from granting the relief sought by the 

submitter; 

(b) The relative costs and benefits for Addington as a centre; and 

(c) An evaluation of the alternative options against the relevant 

objectives and policies and the higher order planning documents.  

12 I address each of these key issues below, with reference to the evidence that 

the Panel has heard during the course of the hearing.  

RISK TO CENTRAL CITY  

13 As noted above, the submitter accepts the importance of the Central City 

and is not seeking to undermine its successful recovery. It has property 

interests in Central City and wants to see it thrive as the primary commercial 

centre for Christchurch. It also accepts the strategic centres based approach 

that is being adopted by the Council and is not advocating for an unregulated 

approach that enables commercial activity to locate anywhere within 

Christchurch.  

14 The submitter’s focus is on achieving an outcome that enables Addington to 

grow and develop as a complementary centre to the Central City. It 
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understands the strategic position adopted by the Council, but is of the 

opinion that the risk to the Central City that would be caused by granting the 

relief sought is not as significant as the Council contends.  In effect, the 

submitter does not accept that this is a zero sum game or that investment in 

Addington this will be reflected by a reduction of investment within the 

Central City. Rather, it considers that such activity will contribute to the 

critical mass of investment in Christchurch as a whole, which is an important 

driver of the economic health of the Central City.  

Evidence for the Council 

15 The Council has adopted a high level strategic position in relation to 

managing growth in commercial and industrial areas. This has been 

confirmed both in the evidence and legal submissions presented for the 

Council, along with its questioning of various witnesses.  

16 In particular, Mr Osbourne has confirmed that his evidence is based on high 

level principles and the cumulative impacts of widespread dispersal of 

commercial activities throughout Christchurch. He has not considered the 

impacts of allowing commercial development in any one specific location.2 In 

particular, he has not completed any specific evaluation or analysis of the 

potential impact on the Central City that may be caused by expanding the 

Commercial Core zone at Addington.3  

17 Notwithstanding this lack of specific consideration, Mr Stevenson relies on 

Mr Osborne’s general evidence about widespread dispersal of commercial 

activities to conclude that the submitter’s relief sought should not be granted. 

He has acknowledged that his opposition to the relief sought is at a strategic 

level, rather than being based on any specific evidence about the direct 

effects associated with activities in this location.4  

18 This position was emphasised through the comments of Mr Winchester, 

Counsel for the Council, when questioning Mr Giddens. Mr Winchester 

described the strategic centres based approach as “turning its back” on site 

specific assessments of effects.5 However, in my submission, it is critical to 

                                                

2 Transcript at page 98 
3 Transcript at page 100 and 101 
4 Transcript at page 288 
5 Transcript at page 1206 
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consider the potential effects associated with the site specific outcomes 

sought by submitters in order to properly evaluate the costs and benefits of 

the alternative options that are before the Panel.  

Evidence for the submitter 

19 For the submitter, evidence has been led by Dr McDermott assessing the 

economic consequences of the Council’s proposed approach. Dr McDermott 

has acknowledged that he does not call himself an “economist”. However, in 

my submission, nor does he fit into the category of a traditional “planner”.  

20 Dr McDermott is qualified in economic geography, a recognised academic 

and professional planner, and widely experienced economic analyst of urban 

development, projects, and sectors, as indicated in the outline of credentials 

as tabled at the hearing. Other work includes authoring a report on economic 

analysis under Section 32 for the MfE in 1993 and peer reviewing the interim 

guidelines for Section 32 under the 2013 Resource Management 

Amendment Act 2013. He also designed, managed, and reported a 

multidisciplinary economic (cost : benefit) analysis of alternative 

development options for Christchurch in 1994.  

21 I submit that the Panel should assess the weight to give his evidence based 

on his significant experience with such issues throughout the country and 

overseas, rather than the label or title that he is given. In my submission, the 

experience and his qualifications referred to above make him well qualified to 

give expert evidence to the Panel on economic issues.   

22 As acknowledged in cross-examination, it is accepted that Dr McDermott’s 

evidence adopts a somewhat wider purview than the position of the 

submitter in relation to the centres based approach.6 In particular, as an 

independent expert, he has concerns about the rigidity with which the 

centres based approach has been applied in the Proposed Plan and the 

outcomes that will result.  

23 Nonetheless, Dr McDermott’s evidence remains relevant to the specific 

outcome that the submitter is seeking. In particular, some of the key 

conclusions from Dr McDermott’s evidence are as follows: 

                                                

6 Transcript, page 1180-1181 
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(a) He does not deny the importance of the Central City to the city’s 

recovery and growth, but his evidence indicates that this is not the 

sole driver of the economic performance of the Canterbury region.7 

(b) He is of the opinion that constraining investment outside the Central 

City to the level that is currently proposed is not necessary to secure 

its recovery or the recovery of the Christchurch economy.8  

(c) He cites the initiatives undertaken under the Central City Recovery 

Plan as the key to Central City recovery, but suggests that it will also 

require opportunities outside the Central City and centres hierarchy 

(as currently defined) to be realised too.  Investment in service and 

office-based businesses in other parts of the city will provide demand 

for the specialist services that will be located in the Central City and 

generate additional discretionary income, which will help to support 

the Central City’s cultural, recreational and entertainment services.9 

(d) He suggested that the costs of offices in the Central City may not 

prejudice it as a location for specialist and high order office services 

(or public services),  but that it will not cater for household oriented 

services that have driven more rapid growth outside the Central City.  

He identifies start-ups and lower value added service activities as 

others that will not be able to afford Central City services.10 

(e) It is noteable in this regard that Mr Ogg’s evidence on behalf of the 

Crown indicates that Central City rentals are having to be lowered or 

subsidised to attract tenants to the Central City suggesting that it may 

become difficult to attract private investment there. Under these 

circumstances, he is of the opinion that it is even more important to 

provide opportunities for office development elsewhere.11 

(f) Under these circumstances, Dr McDermott considers that the 

Addington area should be seen as part of the solution, 

complementing the Central City.  It still has development capacity, 

which can cater for diverse service needs, including offices and 

                                                

7 Evidence of Dr McDermott at paras 37 and 53 
8 Ibid, para 84 
9 Ibid, paras 61-63 
10 Ibid, para 50 
11 Ibid, para 45; and transcript pgs 1182-1183 
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retailing. Dr McDermott suggests that its location close to the Central 

City and adjacent to a substantial residential area, and its position on 

key arterial roads are distinctive advantages.12 

24 In response to questioning from the Panel, Dr McDermott acknowledged that 

if further offices were developed in locations such as Addington and if this 

occurred more rapidly than in the Central City, there is a risk that this may 

slow down the reoccupation of the Central City. However, in his view, this 

risk was minor, and there are more significant risks associated with limiting 

opportunities and choice, which may defer or deter some businesses and 

investment that would otherwise occur.13    

25 To put Dr McDermott’s evidence in context, the submitter is not seeking to 

rely on this evidence to achieve unlimited and unregulated opportunities for 

commercial activities outside of the Central City. All it is seeking that the 

Commercial Core zone at Addington (which is an existing centre) be 

extended to include some additional land. The extent of this land has been 

further reduced since the evidence was presented to further limit any risk it 

may represent to the recovery of the Central City.   

26 If the submitter’s relief is granted, it is not possible to predict with certainty 

when the rezoned land will be developed, what it will be developed for, or the 

potential impact this may have on the Central City. Dr McDermott was 

therefore correct to concede that there may be some risk associated with this 

outcome, albeit minor.  

27 In my submission, no decision in this context is risk free given the range of 

variables involved. The Panel is required to balance this risk (such as it is) 

against the benefits associated with the outcome sought by the submitter, 

and compare this to the costs and benefits of the alternative outcome 

promoted by the Council. These options must then be evaluated in the 

context of the various planning documents that exist. 

 

 

                                                

12 Ibid, paras 54, 86, 87 
13 Transcript pgs 1188-1190 
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COSTS AND BENEFITS FOR ADDINGTON  

28 All parties would accept that the Proposed Plan is about more than just the 

Central City. Although the Central City is rightly identified as the primary 

commercial centre, it is but one in a network of centres that support the 

economic prosperity of Christchurch. The Council’s centres based approach 

promotes development of all of these centres, not just the Central City.    

29 It is important to note that Addington is already recognised as an existing 

commercial centre in the Proposed Plan. It is given the status of a 

“neighbourhood centre”, the function of which is described in Appendix 

15.10.1 as being a retail destination for weekly and daily shopping needs of 

the surrounding community, including local meeting places such as bars and 

restaurants. The Proposed Plan states that neighbourhood centres are 

generally anchored by one or more large retailers including a supermarket, 

along with convenience shops and commercial services to meet local 

community needs.  

30 There is no debate that Addington justifies recognition as a centre in the 

Proposed Plan. The key issue that needs to be determined is the appropriate 

extent of the Addington centre (defined as the Commercial Core zone) to 

enable it to perform its function and meet the needs of the local community, 

while at the same time contributing to the overall recovery of Christchurch. 

31 Other than some very minor changes to the boundaries, the Council’s 

proposal for the Commercial Core zone at Addington is essentially the same 

as the Business 1 and 2 zones in the Operative City Plan. However, Mr 

Stevenson has acknowledged that since those zones were put in place, 

there have been a number of new sites developed for commercial activities 

such as offices, retail and entertainment, resulting in a large increase in 

persons that are present in the area for the majority of the week and who 

now form part of the Addington community.14  

32 Mr Stevenson agreed that the Addington community, like any other, requires 

access to goods and services, and that the role of the neighbourhood centre 

is to meet those needs.15 In my submission, it is very difficult to accept that 

                                                

14 Transcript, pg 286-287 
15 Ibid 
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given the significant expansion of the Addington community, there is no need 

to expand the size of the neighbourhood centre that is intended to service 

that community. 

33 If we compare the intended function of a neighbourhood centre to the 

facilities that currently exist in Addington, there is no supermarket and no 

large retailers to anchor the centre. There is some provision for retail, bars 

and restaurants, but the submitter’s position is that this is failing to meet the 

needs of the community.  

34 On this point, Mr Osbourne’s evidence is that in order to pursue allocative 

efficiency (which is the desired outcome of the Council’s approach), it is 

“fundamental that all key consumer volumes and preferences are identified 

and considered”. He described this as “pivotal to maximising community 

wellbeing”.16  Despite these matters being of fundamental importance, Mr 

Osbourne acknowledged that he had not considered any information about 

consumer volumes and preferences in relation to Addington.17 In my 

submission, this is a significant omission.  

35 The main evidence before the Panel about the preferences of the Addington 

community is that presented by the submitter. Although few other submitters 

actively participated in the hearing in relation to the Addington area, the 

submitter was supported by 22 further submissions from persons that own 

land and/or operate businesses in Addington, all of whom supported a 

continuation and expansion of commercial activities in Addington. Attached 

as Appendix B is a list of those further submitters, which identifies the 

properties that they have an interest in and their use at the time of further 

submissions. In this regard, I submit that the relief sought by the submitter is 

consistent with the Council’s recommended approach of considering the 

issues from a wider perspective, not just that of an individual landowner.18  

36 Mr Keung’s evidence is that some of the key needs of the Addington 

community are for the types of facilities that envisaged within a 

neighbourhood centre, but which are currently lacking at Addington, 

                                                

16 Evidence of chief of Mr Osbourne at para 7.5 
17 Transcript at pg 100 
18 Opening legal submissions for Christchurch City Council at para 9.3 
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including a department store and supermarket.19 An expansion of the 

Commercial Core zoning would enable such facilities to be provided, along 

with limited organic growth over time in other commercial activities including 

retail and offices.  

37 The Panel has raised questions about the ability of existing Business 1 and 2 

zones to be redeveloped for these purposes.20 However, Mr Keung’s 

evidence based on his experience as a property developer and investor with 

specific knowledge of Addington is that this is highly unlikely to happen.21 

The key reason for this is the small sites within the existing Business 1 and 2 

zones, which are subject to long standing leases for existing activities. In his 

view there would be a significant risk associated with attempting to get rid of 

those tenants, demolish the existing buildings, and construct a new 

development of the type he refers to. It would require a collective and co-

ordinated movement between a number of different property owners, which 

would be very difficult to achieve.   

38 Based on the above, I submit that there are very real benefits to be gained 

by extending the Commercial Core zone at Addington. These benefits would 

include enabling the Addington centre to fulfil its function as a neighbourhood 

centre and meet the needs of its community in a way that is complementary 

to the Central City. In contrast, if the Commercial Core zone remains as 

proposed by the Council, there is very limited opportunity for these benefits 

to be realised.  

EVALUATION AGAINST HIGHER ORDER DOCUMENTS  

39 The preceding sections of these submissions have summarised some of the 

risks, costs and benefits associated with the alternative options that are 

available to the Panel. However, it is important that these factors are 

considered in the context of the various higher order planning documents 

that exist to determine their relative importance.  

40 There are a number of higher order documents that are relevant to 

consideration of the Proposed Plan. These include the Recovery Strategy for 

                                                

19 Transcript at pg 1222 
20 Transcript at pg 1225-1227 
21 Ibid 
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Greater Christchurch, the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP), the Central City 

Recovery Plan (CCRP), the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), 

the Strategic Directions chapter of the Proposed Plan, and the Statement of 

Expectations in Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014.  

41 The opening submissions of the Crown provide a useful summary of the key 

themes and directions of these higher order documents, which have been 

grouped into the following topics:  

(a) Enable economic prosperity 

(b) Support a thriving central city 

(c) Provide sufficient and suitable land for development 

(d) Efficient use of infrastructure  

(e) Provide businesses with appropriate freedom 

42 I will now consider how well the alternative options available to the Panel sit 

against each of these topics, with reference to some of the relevant 

provisions contained within the higher order documents.  

Enable economic prosperity  

43 A recurring theme in several of the above documents is to achieve economic 

prosperity of greater Christchurch. This is to be achieved by provision of 

adequate land and opportunities for business activities22 and providing a 

business friendly regulatory environment that fosters investor confidence.23 

This goal of economic prosperity relates not only to the Central City, but to all 

of metropolitan greater Christchurch, which is referred to as “the heart of a 

prosperous region”.24 An important component of this “heart” is thriving and 

revitalised suburban centres25 that provide for commercial activity needs.26  

                                                

22 RPS Objective 6.2.6; Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.5 and 3.3.10, Statement of Expectations clause € 
23 LURP section 4.3; LURP Outcome 5; Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1 
24 LURP section 4.3 
25 Recovery Strategy goal 2 and sub-goal 2.1; LURP, Action 24; Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.10  
26 LURP Outcome 10 
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44 In my submission, the outcome sought by the submitter is entirely consistent 

with these goals. It is seeking to provide some additional business land to 

enhance investor confidence and enable Addington to fulfil its role as a 

thriving and revitalised suburban centre that meets the needs of its 

community. In this way, Addington will be best placed to make a strong 

contribution to the overall economic prosperity of metropolitan greater 

Christchurch as the heart of the Canterbury region.  

Support a thriving Central City 

45 Notwithstanding this objective of economic prosperity for all of greater 

Christchurch, it is accepted that the higher order documents emphasise of 

the importance of the Central City and recognise it as the city’s primary 

commercial centre.27 The important role of the Central City is reflected in 

LURP and the CCRP and flows through in the Strategic Directions Chapter 

of the Proposed Plan, which seeks to achieve the revitalisation of the Central 

City as the primary community focal point for the people of Christchurch.28 

46 As noted earlier in these submissions, the submitter supports the 

revitalisation of the Central City and does not dispute the objectives of the 

higher order documents. However, its position is that its relief can be granted 

without undermining these objectives. To the contrary, it is submitted that a 

revitalised and thriving Addington will complement the Central City rather 

than detract from it. 

47 Notwithstanding the above, the submitter does not dispute that further 

commercial development at Addington (particularly offices) could be one of a 

range of factors that could potentially slow down the re-occupation of the 

Central City. However, the higher order documents do not seek to avoid any 

risk whatsoever or eliminate any potential for such effects.  They simply seek 

to avoid “unplanned expansion” or the distribution of commercial activity that 

will result in “significant adverse effects on the function and vitality of these 

centres”.29 In my submission, the relief the submitter is seeking will not result 

in these outcomes.  

                                                

27 CRPS, Policy 6.3.6 
28 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 
29 CRPS, Objective 6.2.2 and 6.2.5 
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48 This policy reference to “significant adverse effects” is consistent with the 

case law referred to in the Crown’s opening submissions. In particular, the 

Supreme Court in Westfield (New Zealand) Ltd v North Shore City Council30 

confirmed that the effects of the distribution of commercial development are 

relevant to the preparation of a plan, provided that they are significant social 

and economic effects beyond the effects ordinarily associated with trade 

competition on trade competitors. 

49 Finally, it is important to note that the majority of the objectives and policies 

that refer to the Central City are not restricted to the Central City alone and 

contain similar references to supporting development of other centres. This 

includes provisions seeking to direct new commercial activity to 

neighbourhood centres such as Addington to reflect and support the function 

of those centres.31 I submit that providing further development opportunities 

in Addington by granting the submitter’s relief would be consistent with these 

provisions. 

Provide sufficient and suitable land for development 

50 As noted in the Crown submissions, the Recovery Strategy, the RPS and the 

LURP all seek to provide sufficient and suitable land for business activities.32 

This is closely linked to the wider goal of achieving economic prosperity.  

51 The submitter has not completed an analysis of all available business land 

throughout Christchurch and does not challenge the Council or the Crown 

evidence regarding the overall supply of business land. Its position is simply 

that there is not enough suitable and developable land within the proposed 

Commercial Core zone at Addington to meet the needs of that community.  

52 The Statement of Expectations also makes reference to this issue by 

seeking that the Proposed Plan provides for the effective functioning of the 

urban environment, reflecting (among other matters) the changes resulting 

from the Canterbury earthquakes, including changes to population.33 In my 

submission, a Commercial Core zone that is based on the historic Business 

                                                

30 [2004] 2 NZLR 597 per Blanchard J at [119]-[120] 
31 CRPS, Objective 6.2.6(3) and Policy 6.3.6(4) 
32 Refer to para 22 of the opening submissions for the Crown and the footnotes contained therein 
33 Statement of Expectations, clause (c) 
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1 and 2 zoning at Addington does not adequately take into account the 

changes that have occurred and is inconsistent with this requirement.  

Efficient use of infrastructure  

53 The provisions relating to the efficient use of infrastructure are directed 

towards achieving a consolidated and accessible built environment that 

optimises the use of existing infrastructure.34 In my submission, allowing for 

further development at Addington achieves this objective. It is an existing 

centre that is highly accessible and has all the necessary infrastructure in 

place to support further development. This is quite a different proposition to 

dispersed commercial development throughout Christchurch.   

Provide businesses with appropriate freedom 

54 The final topic of these higher order documents identified by the Crown is to 

provide businesses with appropriate freedom. This includes the need to 

provide for “choice of location and market competition”35 and “a range of 

opportunities … for business activities to establish and prosper”.36  

55 The submitter strongly supports these provisions, which in my submission 

are entirely consistent with the outcome that is trying to achieve. By 

extending the Commercial Core zone at Addington as proposed by the 

submitter, this will undoubtedly provide choice of location and enable 

business activities to establish and prosper. In my submission, the 

alternative outcome promoted by the Council would limit opportunities for 

these beneficial outcomes.    

CONCLUSION 

56 The outcome that the submitter is seeking is to expand the Commercial Core 

zone at Addington, as shown on Appendix A. It considers that amending the 

zoning in this manner will provide opportunities for Addington to become a 

thriving and revitalised centre to meet the needs of the Addington community 

and enhance the overall economic prosperity of Christchurch, as encouraged 

by the higher order documents.  

                                                

34 Recovery Strategy goal 5, RPS Objective 6.2.1(11), Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.7(i) add 3.3.12 
35 LURP section 4.3.2 
36 Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.5 
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57 In light of these benefits, I would encourage the Panel to consider whether 

there are any good reasons not to grant the relief sought. The Council’s 

opposition to this outcome is not based on direct evidence on the likely costs 

or effects of further development at Addington. Rather it is based on a 

concern that the outcome sought is inconsistent with the strategic centres 

based approach of the Proposed Plan and the policy approach that 

encourages growth in the Central City. In my submission, this concern is 

overstated and incorrect. 

58 Firstly, Addington is a centre that fits within the centres based approach. The 

debate is around the appropriate extent of that centre, not whether the 

centres based approach should apply. Secondly, the policy approach of 

encouraging growth in the Central City does not seek to preclude growth in 

other areas (particularly existing centres) and is but one in a number of 

policy directions contained within the higher order documents. When those 

policy directions are considered as a whole, in my submission they support 

the outcome that the submitter is seeking. 

59 Based on the above, I submit that there is no good reason to decline the 

relief sought by the submitter and that the zoning should be amended as 

sought to help advance the overall economic prosperity of Christchurch.  

 

David Pedley 

Counsel for KI Commercial Limited  



 

 
 



 

 

APPENDIX B 
 

Further submitters in support of KI Commercial Limited submission 
 
 

Sub no. Name Property interest Current use37 

FS-1249 The Murray Costello Family Trust 309 Lincoln Road Motor vehicle sales 

FS-1282 Hays Trust Management 319 Lincoln Road Motor vehicle sales 

FS-1285 Costello Cars Ltd 309 Lincoln Road Motor vehicle sales and workshop  

FS-1288  Craig Costello 309 Lincoln Road  Motor vehicle sales and workshop 

FS-1307 Richard W Hill 313 Lincoln Road Motor vehicle sales 

FS-1380 James Dawson 359 Lincoln Road Legal office 

FS-1383 Linton Photography Ltd Unit 2, 16 Bernard Street  Photography studio 

FS-1382 Cadaques Investments Ltd 335 Lincoln Road Office, food and retail 

FS-1384 Michael Miller Perry, Montage 

Interactive Ltd 

Level 1, 15 Bernard Street Office - website management  

FS-1390 Canterbury Metro NZ Homeloans Unit E, 359 Lincoln Road Business office 

FS-1394 CCPP Properties Limited 317 and 326 Lincoln Road 

and 17 Bernard Street 

Bus depot 

FS-1396 Earth Sea Sky Equipment Limited 15 Bernard Street Clothing design and manufacture 

FS-1397 Moore Stephens Markhams 335 Lincoln Road Office - Accounting firm 

FS-1400 Gareth Hayman - Doppelmayr 

Lifts NZ Ltd 

Unit 3G, 359A Lincoln Road Commercial activities 

FS-1401 Pam Phillips 359A Lincoln Road Hairdressing and beauty salon 

FS-1402 QB Studios 18 Bernard Street Office, cafe 

FS-1403 Gary Lin 359 Lincoln Road Cafe 

FS-1405 Ray Sefton 348 Lincoln Road Pharmacy 

FS-1406 Greg Shaw 359 Lincoln Road Retail 

FS-1408 Rob McDonald Level 1, 335 Lincoln Road Radio and TV stations 

FS-1409 Hesson & Bowry Collison Centre 

Ltd; Hesson Family Trust No 2 

4-8 Wise Street Collision repair centre 

FS-1410 Rothbury Insurance Brokers 335 Lincoln Road Insurance brokerage  

 

                                                

37 As specified in the further submissions 

 


