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INTRODUCTION  

Qualifications and experience 

1. My full name is Matthew William Bonis.   

2. I am an Associate at Planz Consultants in Christchurch.  I have held this 

position since 2009.  

3. I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree, and have been employed in 

the practise of Planning and Resource Management for some 17 years. I 

am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

4. I am presenting evidence on behalf of Kiwi Income Property Trust (Kiwi), 

Bunnings Limited Bunnings Limited (Bunnings), and Progressive 

Enterprises Limited (Progressives).  

5. I am familiar with the Christchurch urban area, its centre network, 

Northlands Mall and the distribution of Bunnings and Progressives outlets 

in the urban area. 

6. My experience with regard to business and retail resource management 

matters has included: representing the Auckland Regional Council 

(Specified Commercial Appeals to the Change 6 LG(A)AA2004); 

Christchurch City Council (National Investment Trust v Christchurch City 

Council C152/2007); Taupo District Council (Advance Properties Group & 

Ors v Taupo District Council NZEnvC126) and Waimakariri District Council 

(Kiwi Property Holdings & Ors v Christchurch City Council [2012] NZEnvC 

92) at the Environment Court. I have also assisted a number of territorial 

authorities on matters relating to business and retail strategy and policy 

drafting.  

7. I have appeared before this Panel on the following proposals: 

(a) Strategic Directions; 

(b) Residential; and 

(c) Designations. 

8. I have relied on the following key documents in my evidence: 
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(a) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("CRPS"); 

(b) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch (Recovery 

Strategy); 

(c) The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(d) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations; 

(e) The Replacement Plan and related section 32 RMA documentation 

(Appendix 8); and 

(f) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes (Strategic Directions). 

9. In preparing my evidence I have relied on the evidence of: 

(a) Doug Fairgray (Economics); 

(b) Jonathan Clease (Urban Design); and 

(c) Steve Abley (Transport). 

10. I have also read the Council’s evidence from Mr Mark Stevenson 

(Planner), Mr Tim Heath (Retail) and Mr Phil Osborne (Economist). 

11. Between 16 and 22 April I attended numerous relevant Commercial and 

Industrial Mediation sessions.  

12. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses contained in Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I have 

complied with it in preparing my evidence. I confirm that the issues 

addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise. I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

Abbreviations 

CRPS – Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013) 

KACs – Key Activity Centres  



4 

 

PRO9829 4299065.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

CCRP – Central City Recovery Plan 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE   

13. My statement of evidence will cover: 

Part A -  The background and context to the proposal, including the 

submission relief. 

Part B -  A summary of the statutory framework and planning and strategy 

documents relevant to these plan change appeals; 

Part C -  Consideration of the issues associated with the submissions and 

a broad level analysis of these matters; 

Part D -  Analysis of the appropriateness of the relief being sought by Kiwi 

Income Property Trust (Kiwi), Progressive Enterprises Limited 

(Progressives), and Bunnings Ltd (Bunnings); and 

Part E -  Conclusions. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

14. The purpose of my evidence is to set out the main principles and 

amendments sought in the relief from Kiwi, Progressives and Bunnings. I 

have framed my evidence within the ambit of that provided by Mr Abley, 

Dr Fairgray, Mr Clease and the Council’s witnesses.  

15. I have considered that evidence against the Council’s statutory duties 

under s.31 (including integrated management), the provisions of Part 2, the 

duties expressed under s.32, the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 

of the Order in Council, and the operative Strategic Directions provisions.  

16. Overall, there is general agreement with the primary thrust of the Revised 

Commercial and Industrial Proposals dated 8 April 2015.  

17. The main issues raised in the Kiwi, Progressives and Bunnings 

submissions are:  
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(a) Fine tuning of definitions, such as Ancillary office, Supermarket, 

Building supplier and Trade supplier to ensure that these are 

workable and provide certainty; 

(b) Amendments to the objectives and policies to reinforce centre 

consolidation and provide managed centre expansion as necessary 

to accommodate growth; 

(c) Incorporate provisions to recognise the functional and operational 

aspects of supermarkets and department stores in relation to urban 

design requirements; 

(d) Reducing or amending the extent of urban design requirements for 

centres, including the Commercial Retail Park zone (‘CRPZ’) to 

reflect the practical and locational realities of commercial 

development; and 

(e) Miscellaneous matters, such as activity status in the Commercial 

Retail Park zone. 

18. Kiwi are a listed property investment company with extensive commercial 

landholdings throughout New Zealand. Kiwi owns the Northlands Shopping 

Centre (‘Northlands’), along with other sites in the vicinity of Northlands 

that provide a wide range of retail, commercial service, entertainment, and 

food and beverage services.  The site and surroundings are identified in 

Attachment A. 

19. Northlands, with a Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA) of 42,438m2 

contains four major retail tenancies that are comprised of two 

supermarkets (Countdown and Pak N’ Save), and two department stores 

(Farmers and The Warehouse). The Centre also includes a Hoyts multiple 

cinema, a food court, and a significant number of small-medium format 

specialty retailers.  The Centre is bounded by Papanui High School to the 

west on the far side of Sissons Drive, with the Graham Condon Sports 

Centre located immediately to the west of the Centre. 

20. Bunnings are building and home improvements stores. They are classified 

under the pDPR as Trade Suppliers (in part). Bunnings sell products to a 

range of trades people as well as the general public. Of the three basic 

Bunnings formats, a Bunnings Warehouse is located at 197 Marshland 
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Road and Tower Junction (both as zoned Commercial Retail Park), and a 

Bunnings Trade Centre (bulk delivery) at 746 Halswell Junction Road as 

zoned Industrial General. The Bunnings sites are identified in Attachment 

C. 

21. Progressives is one of the two (with Foodstuffs) major supermarket 

operators. It currently operates 12 Countdown supermarkets, a distribution 

centre, and is franchisor for 10 Freshchoice and Supervalue supermarkets 

in Christchurch.  The Progressive sites and respective zonings are 

identified in Attachment B. 

22. All of the parties I am providing evidence for support the centres plus 

approach in the Commercial Proposal. I understand this approach to be 

that commercial activity is intensified in centres1, and consolidated (ie 

expanded) where appropriate2, the Central City is to be revitalised as the 

primary focal point3, and there are appropriate and limited opportunities for 

business activity in other zones4. 

23. The only qualification to that support is the extent by which the commercial 

provisions:  

(a) provide for certainty and investment;  

(b) allow for appropriate market driven commercial growth associated 

with household growth; and  

(c) align regulatory requirements for improvements in built form with 

both statutory and environmental context and the practicalities of 

establishing commercial activities.  

24. From reading a number of submissions, there does not appear to be any 

challenge to the ability of district plans to introduce provisions to manage 

the integration of business land use, infrastructure and their effects (both 

immediate and cumulative). 

25. The Commercial Proposal seeks to implement a broader strategic direction 

for commercial growth. The proposal, in part, seeks to arrest the trend of 

                                                
1
 Objective 15.1.1 

2
 New 15.1.1.5 Policy 5 

3
 Objective 3.3.8 Strategic Directions 

4
 For example Activity Table Industrial General which permits ‘Food and beverage’, Trade 

Suppliers etc. 
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commercial (office and retail) sprawl and dilution to the detriment of centre 

viability and vitality, strengthen the role of the centre network in terms of 

urban form, and promote the revitalisation of the centre city. 

26. The evidence from Mr Heath is that there is positive economic growth 

anticipated for the City. The established centre network and a  recovered 

central city represents an efficient outcome for the city in terms of shopper 

travel, integration with residential intensification objectives, and the efficient 

use and provision of (primarily transport) infrastructure. These factors all 

support consolidating commercial activity within the centre network. 

27. The evidence of Mr Clease is that urban design requirements should not 

act as a substantial constraint to the detriment of consolidating commercial 

activity in centres.  

28. Signals to the market should promote in centre commercial activity, above 

non-centre locations. This is best achieved through a clear and concise 

regulatory framework, and provisions that do not unduly constrain in-centre 

investment.   

29. Such an approach is in my view, fundamental to the “…recovery and 

stimulation of commercial … activities in a way that expedites recovery and 

long-term economic and employment growth."5 

30. The pDPR provisions would benefit from improved clarity, as well as better 

balance between enabling investment within centres, and accommodating 

the associated functional and design elements of such investment.  

31. The decision to move from an effects to an activity based plan, wholesale 

replacement of policies and objectives, and compressed timeframes for 

preparation have, in my opinion, reduced the integrity, readability and 

certainty of the pDPR. Many of these matters have been improved in the 

Council’s Revised Commercial and Industrial Proposals dated 8 April 2015.  

32. The pDPR priority of channelling commercial development into the 

appropriate context, and then instigating urban design (and transport 

assessments), as an important but subservient consideration requires 

greater focus. Design and transport regulation is a merit based debate, 

however, I have some concern that the extent of regulation does not relate 

                                                
5
 Strategic Directions. Objective 3.3.10 
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to actual effects, nor reflect commercial realities, strategic planning or in 

many instances the receiving environment. I consider that the Revised 

Commercial Proposal overcomes many of the design and built form 

concerns associated with the notified Proposal. 

33. In terms of section 32 of the RMA, I consider that the Kiwi, Progressives 

and Bunnings’s position is the more appropriate approach, bearing in mind 

the benefits and costs. These considerations are not limited to matters of 

economic analysis, but extend to the ‘way or rate’ in which commercial 

opportunities and resources are managed so as to enable the Christchurch 

community to better provide for its social, economic and cultural wellbeing.  

34. The resource management context for considering the ‘way and rate’ these 

resources are to be managed is contained within the respective regional 

and local plan framework as highlighted through the Long Bay tests, as 

amended by the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan Order) 2014. 
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PART A - BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

 

35. The 1995 Notified City Plan (24 June 1995) extended the centres-based 

strategy contained in the Christchurch City Transitional Plan within a 

resource management context. The approach sought to reinforce the 

services, infrastructure and investment provided in the central city and the 

existing suburban centres.  

36. The Urban Growth objectives and policies of the notified 1995 plan sought 

to consolidate population growth near the Central City and suburban focal 

points (larger district centres) in order to achieve the efficient use of 

existing infrastructure and energy efficiency, while providing for limited 

outward growth. 

37. In the industrial areas, limited retail activity was provided that would not 

impact on the viability of the Central City and suburban centres. 

38. The Council’s decision on submissions in relation to business distribution 

was publicly notified on 8 May 1999. The decision provided for retail and 

office activity in the Business 3B and Business 4 (General Industrial 

zones), which had a combined land area of some 700 hectares. The 

principle reasons for such an approach included: 

(a) That the traffic generation rule would manage network effects of 

more dispersed commercial activity; 

(b) The central city was a diverse and vibrant commercial centre; 

(c) Centres could have a number of empty buildings and start to look 

derelict, however uses would eventually be found for those 

buildings; and 

(d) Overall sustainability would be better promoted if people were not 

forced to use inconvenient or inadequate physical resources.   

39. A consequence of the liberalisation of the policy and rule framework 

concerning retail activity was the emergence of retail businesses and quasi 

centres in the Business 3B and Business 4 zones. This coupled with 

substantial increases in the size of the major suburban malls (Riccarton, 
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Northlands, The Palms, and Eastgate) resulted in shifts in activity and a 

corresponding decline in Central City vitality and amenity, as well as 

declining amenity in a number of district centres (New Brighton, Aranui). In 

later years large scale office developments also developed at Hazeldean 

Avenue and Show Place in Addington.  

40. The Council notified and resolved Variation 86 in 2008. The Variation 

sought to provide a comprehensive framework for the management of 

dispersed commercial activity throughout the City. Variation 86 reversed 

the liberal approach to retail activity. 

41. Variation 86 also introduced comprehensive policy provisions on the 

distribution of commercial activity. Enablement as to the expansion of 

centres, the provision of new centres to provide for increases in household 

growth, and the importance of the Central City were integrated with 

broader urban growth, city identity and transport policies.  

42. Legacy areas of large format retail were provided with a specific and 

limited zoning framework. Permissive enablement of activities unlikely to 

generate distributional effects (smaller convenience retail, commercial 

services and food and beverage outlets) was provided for.  

43. A shortcoming of Variation 86 is that it did not address the dispersal of 

office activity.  

44. The Property Economics Report (2013) appended to the Commercial 

Proposal Section 32 Report (Appendix 8.3, page 20) outlines the impacts 

of the earthquake (and previous absence of investment) on the Central 

City. The report identifies a proportional drop of CBD retail employment 

from 31% (2000) to 34% (pre February 2011) to 12% (2012). Importantly, 

the report identifies that this displaced CBD retail activity has 

predominantly been re-sited in non-centre locations under the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Resource Management Act Permitted Activities) Order 2011, 

with retail employment in centres remaining relatively static (44% (2011) to 

46% (2012)).  

45. Variation 86 and the operative City Plan were not equipped to respond to 

the consequences of the earthquakes, nor the associated statutory 

directions.  
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46. The Commercial proposal as notified on 27 August 2014 establishes the 

specific policy provisions (objectives and policies) and regulation (rules) in 

relation to the commercial zones of the City. Principally, the Chapter 

establishes the commercial hierarchy (Central City to local centres) and the 

role, function and expected urban design controls in each. 

47. The plan provisions have shifted from an effects based regime to an 

activities based approach.  

48. The Commercial Proposal which is tasked with responding to 

Christchurch’s extraordinary circumstances should provide a certain and 

clear regulatory framework: acknowledging and accommodating 

movements in household growth; accommodating and providing impetus 

for the long term recovery of the Central City; and assisting in achieving 

broader existing provisions as consistent with urban growth as set out in 

Objective 3.3.7 of Chapter 3 of the Replacement Plan. 

49. Overall, it is my view that the notified Commercial provisions lacked clarity 

and could be improved in terms of certainty in channelling business 

investment into appropriate business environments.  
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PART B – THE POLICY 

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK AND PLANNING/STRATEGY DOCUMENTS  

50. The respective statutory tests for considering these provisions do not 

require reaffirmation. 

51. The only additional matter of some import is Section 74(3). The clause 

reads as follows: 

“In preparing or changing any district plan, a territorial authority must not 

have regard to trade competition or the effects of trade competition”.  

52. I understand that the proper approach to s74(3) is now well settled. Effects 

must first become “significant” to be regarded as beyond the effects 

ordinarily associated with trade competition. 

53. The implications of the relevant plans and policy statements are 

summarised below. 

 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

54. Effect must be given6 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013). 

55. The more relevant provisions are contained in Chapter 6 (Recovery and 

Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch), as these relate to urban form, Key 

Activity Centres and transport. 

56. In terms of the role of urban growth and form Objective 6.2.1(2) seeks to 

identify KACs which provide the focus for high quality and where 

appropriate mixed use development. Objective 6.2.2(2) seeks to provide 

higher density living environments in and around the central city and KACs. 

57. Chapter 6 also provides impositions on unfettered commercial 

development. These relate to: 

(a) Ensuring that any significant adverse distribution effects on KACs 

are avoided (Objective 6.2.5, Policy 6.3.1(6)7, Policy 6.3.6(6)), 

                                                
6 S75(3)(c) 
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encourage self-sufficiency of employment and business activities 

across greater Christchurch Policy 6.3.6(10). Objective 6.2.5 

specifically seeks to ‘support and maintain the existing network of 

centres…. [including] support[ing] a diversity of business 

opportunities. 

Supporting Policy 6.3.1(3) seeks to enable development of existing 

urban areas and greenfield priority areas… where it supports the 

recovery of Greater Christchurch. 

(b) Objective 6.2.6 which seeks to provide for the recovery and growth 

of business activities in a manner that supports the settlement 

pattern, and where (2) …. areas used for existing industrial 

activities are used primarily for that purpose; (4) a range of other 

business activities are provided for in appropriate locations. 

Supporting Policy 6.3.6 seeks to ensure the provision, recovery 

and rebuilding of business land to maximise business retention and 

attract investment. Relevant clauses include (1) which seeks to 

promote utilisation of existing business land, (6) recognise that 

existing business zones provide for a range of business activities 

dependent on desired amenity. Clause (8) seeks to ensure that 

reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible 

activities are identified and avoided or mitigated.  

(c) Commercial activities should primarily be directed to the Central 

City, KACs and neighbourhood centres (Objective 6.2.6(3)), 

recognising a range of other business activities are provided for in 

appropriate locations (Objective 6.2.6(4))8.  

(d) In terms of urban design, Policy 6.3.2 seeks that ‘business 

development’ give effect to good urban design principles, to the 

extent appropriate to the context. 

 

                                                                                                                                  
7 It is noted that Policy 6.3.1(6) seeks “to avoid development that adversely affects the 
function and viability of the Central City and KACs. ‘Significant’ is not used in this policy. 
8 The explanation and reasons accompanying Objective 6.2.6(4) includes the statement: 
“Some commercial activities will have particular locational constraints and are not suitable 
for centres, such as yard based retailers and car-yards, and the need to identify a place for 
these activities is recognised”. 
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Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy 

58. Regard must be had9 to the Regional Land Transport Strategy (‘RLTS’ 

2012 - 2042). The Canterbury RLTS seeks to improve the integration of 

land use and transport planning10. A series of ‘outcomes’ are identified at 

page 8, of relevance these include: 

(a) Improved resilience of the transport system to external changes; 

(b) Improved land and transport integration;  

(c) Improved journey time reliability on the strategic transport network; 

and 

(d) Regional and inter-regional journey time reliability on key freight 

routes is maintained. 

Christchurch Three Year Plan 

59. Regard must be had to the Christchurch Three Year Plan (2013 – 2016). 

Relevant Community Outcomes (pg 37) include: restoring a strong central 

city; ensuring infrastructure supports sustainable economic growth; and 

providing globally competing businesses driving exports and generating 

wealth. 

Christchurch District Plan Review 

60. The Strategic Directions chapter provide guidance as to the core issues to 

be addressed by the rest of the pRDP chapters.   

61. Objective 3.3.1(a) seeks the expedited recovery and enhancement of 

Christchurch as a prosperous and competitive city, in a manner that meets 

the community’s immediate and longer term economic development and 

social wellbeing. Clause (b) seeks to foster investment certainty.  

62. Objective 3.3.2 represents a process policy seeking clarity of district plan 

language, a clear statement of provisions, and reduced transaction costs 

and prescription.  

                                                
9 s74(2)(b)(i)   
10 Canterbury RLTS. Page 23. 
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63. Objective 3.3.5 seeks to ensure a range of opportunities for business 

activities to recovery Christchurch’s business and economic prosperity. 

64. In terms of urban form and growth, Objective 3.3.7 recognises and 

provides for (e) the maintenance and enhancement of the Central City, Key 

Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres as community focal points; (g) 

promoting redevelopment of buildings and land; (h) improving accessibility 

and modal choice; and (j) integrating new development with infrastructure 

provision.  

65. Objective 3.3.12 seeks to revitalise the Central City as the primary 

community focal point, and enhance amenity, function and vitality through 

investment.  

66. Lastly, Objective 3.3.10 requires the recovery and stimulation of 

commercial activities in a way that expedites recovery, economic and 

employment growth through enabling rebuilding in existing business areas, 

revitalising centres as well as ensuring sufficient and suitable land 

development capacity.  

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

67. Councils cannot act in a manner that would be inconsistent with the 

Recovery Strategy pursuant to section 15 of the CER Act 2011. I consider 

the relevant Goals to include 2.1, 2.3, 2.6 and 2.8 which seek respectively: 

to plan for a well-functioning CBD, thriving suburban centres and 

flourishing rural towns; restore business confidence; ensure a range of 

employment options; and enable a business friendly environment. 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) 

68. The Recovery Plan for the CBD was a requirement of s17 of the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act. Section 23 requires that the Council 

not act inconsistently with the Recovery Plan.  

69. The first part of the CCRP sets out the Blueprint and Vision for the Central 

City. The ‘Vision’ seeks that ‘Central Christchurch will become the thriving 

heart of an international city…’11. The statutory directions, commencing at 

page 103 identifies the elements of the Central City Plan. The explanation 

                                                
11

 Page 27. 



16 

 

PRO9829 4299065.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

to ‘Suburban Centres’12 outlines that process of developing the CCRP 

considered imposing restrictions on development outside the CBD, but 

these were not adopted in amendments to the District Plan. I do not 

consider that the consideration, and imposition of constraints on 

commercial development outside of the CBD under the pDPR process to 

be ‘inconsistent’ with the Recovery Plan. 

70. Appendix 1 of the CCRP introduced the statutory amendments to the 

District Plan. Objective 12.2 ‘Role of the Central City’ seeks to “restore and 

enhance the central city as Christchurch’s principal focus for a diversity of 

business, accommodation, community and cultural activities, while 

managing adverse effects arising from the intended mix of activities”.     

Land Use Recovery Plan  

71. This Recovery Plan was gazetted in 2013. The Regional Policy Statement 

and City Plan aspects of this plan have been accounted for above. 

72. The Economic area of activity (Section 2.0) seeks to facilitate greater 

Christchurch as the heart of a prosperous region for business, work, 

education and increased investment in new activities.  Outcomes 9 and 10 

(Section 3.3) seek to rebuild businesses in damaged areas and that Key 

activity centres and neighbourhood centres provide for commercial activity 

needs and support rejuvenation of damaged areas.    

73. Section 4.1.2 identifies the need for vibrant and well-functioning town, 

suburban and neighbour centres to support communities.  

74. The Recovery Plan identifies Key Activity Centres (‘KACs’) in the inner and 

outer suburbs of Christchurch and in the main satellite towns of 

metropolitan greater Christchurch (both at figure 4 of the LURP and within 

Appendix 1 – CRPS Map A.). The KACs are notated as a focus for 

commercial and service activities supporting communities as served by 

strategic transport networks. 

75. Both Action 2(iv) and Action 45 seek to consider measures to ‘reduce 

consenting and notification requirements’ within the district plan review. 

                                                
12

 Page 105 
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76. Action 2(v) seeks to address the efficiency and effectiveness of urban 

design provisions.  

77. Action 11 seeks that the Christchurch plan review incorporate measures to 

provide for community facilities within KAC’s, provide opportunities during 

rebuilding, and provide clarity and certainty as to urban design 

requirements.  

78. Action 45 requires the City Council in the review of its district plan to: 

reduce consenting and notification requirements, address urban design 

standards that could negatively impact on recovery, provide for existing 

industrial activities in business zones, define KAC extents, and provide for 

existing industrial activities in Business zones.  

 

SUMMARY 

79. The relevant provisions of the regional and local plan framework, in my 

view, are:  

(a) Achieve sustainable economic development by enabling 

appropriate business activities and consolidating existing urban 

areas (CRPS Objective 6.2.2, Objective 6.2.6, Policy 6.3.6, 

RSGC Goal 2.3, 2.6 and 2.8, Community Outcomes from the 

Christchurch Three Year Plan, Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.5, 

Objective 3.3.7(e), LURP Actions 11, 28, and 45.) 

(b) Ensure appropriate integration with, and management of adverse 

effects on, the transport network and increase in modal choice 

(CRPS Objective 6.2.4, Policy 6.3.4(2) and (5), RLTS 2012-2042 

outcomes (page 8), Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(h)). 

(c) Ensure integration of land use with infrastructure support (CRPS 

Objective 6.2.1(9), Objective 6.2.4, Policy 3.6.5, Strategic 

Directions Objective 3.3.7(i) and (j).  

(d) Maintain amenity; and provide for targeted, efficient and effective 

urban design requirements (CRPS Policies 6.3.2 and 6.3.6(6), 

LURP Action 2(v), Action 45, Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.7(a) and (b)). 



18 

 

PRO9829 4299065.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

(e) Revitalise the Central City as the primary focal point for the people 

of Christchurch (CRPS Objective 6.2.2(3), RSGC Goal 2.1, 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8, Objective 12.2 (as introduced 

by the CCRP)). 

(f) Commercial activity is enabled as appropriate, where: significant 

adverse effects on the central city and district centres are avoided; 

commercial activity is to be primarily directed to existing commercial 

centres (RPS Objective 6.2.5, Objective 6.2.6, Policy 6.3.1(6), 

Policy 6.3.6(6), Objective 6.2.6(3) and (4));  

(g) Centres are to be revitalised (Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.10), and maintained and enhanced as community focal points 

(Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7(e)); and 

(h) An expedited recovery and future enhancement for the City, to 

foster investment certainty (Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1), 

with a district plan that minimises the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development controls, and improves certainty 

(Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2, Canterbury Earthquake 

(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014. Schedule 4 

Statement of Expectations – Matter (a)). 

80. The respective matters set out above provide further guidance and 

direction as to the application of ‘sustainable management’ in relation to 

commercial and industrial land use for Christchurch. 
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PART C – THE ISSUES 

81. The broad principles and context which have contributed to my analysis 

are as follows. That context is based on the expert evidence of Dr 

Fairgray, Mr Abley, and the Council witnesses, as well as my experience 

as a Planner as outlined in paragraph 6 of this evidence.  

Retail supply and demand 

82. I understand that Retail demand is linked to the propensity of households, 

businesses and tourists in an area to spend13.  

83. In a market with a well performing network of centres, an increase in 

available expenditure (through growth) signals the requirement for the 

provision of additional, commensurate, increases in retail supply. The 

resource management consequences being that unless demand is met, 

there will be the resultant dis-enablement of the community’s economic 

and social well-being. As outlined by Mr Abley where there is not a 

proximate co-location of ‘land uses such as housing, retail and offices in 

close proximity to each other’ this can lead to travel inefficiencies14. 

84. I understand that retail supply that exceeds the demand generated by the 

catchment, can lead to inefficiencies in physical resources represented by 

centres. Such dispersal can result in degradation in the amenity values and 

the quality of the retail environment, and associated centre. In extreme 

cases these effects can be significant. 

85. I understand that retail supply is a function of three elements: offer, quality, 

and location. Commercial offer, is largely a factor of the centre hierarchy.  

86. Smaller centres offer a narrower range of goods and services than may be 

found in the larger centres (functional amenity). The scale and diversity of 

offer is a function of the size of the supporting household catchment, and 

proximate distance to other larger centres. The district plan manifestation 

of the centres hierarchy, is as set out in Policy 15.1.1.1 Table 15.1 and 

Appendix 15.10.1 of the Commercial Proposal (Revised 8 April). 

                                                
13

 Evidence Heath. Paragraph 10.7 
14

 Evidence Abley. Paragraph 22. 
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87. The quality of Christchurch’s centre network is a function of individual 

centre attractiveness (size, functional amenity, and pulling power) and 

amenity. 

88. The vitality and attractiveness of a centre may be affected by downsizing, 

closures and the relocation of stores. Where stores are relocated or 

downsized within a centre, this will lead to the redistribution of custom 

spend (trading patterns) within a centre. This may result in differing levels 

of amenity and vitality within a centre, but there is a minimal loss of 

functional amenity provided by the centre as a whole. 

89. If a retailer transfers to a new centre, taking custom with it, the effects on 

the existing centre will be greater, as the new centre will draw a proportion 

of its former custom to the new centre. The effects of relocation are 

cumulative, each relocation reduces the attractiveness of the existing 

centre15. 

90. I understand that a decline in centre activity, because of the redistribution 

elsewhere of custom elsewhere can bring with it adverse effects on: ‘the 

road network, public transport provision16, reduce productivities17, land 

efficiencies18, community facilities, productivity and centre infrastructure19’ 

as outlined in Paragraph 9.2 of the evidence of Mr Osborne. 

The Christchurch Earthquakes 

91. The above summary sets out my understanding of the orthodox approach 

to retail distribution and the centre network. The Canterbury earthquake 

sequence has the following implications to that approach: 

(a) There were direct and on-going impacts on the size and distribution 

of households within Christchurch and Greater Christchurch. Faster 

growth rates at Selwyn and Waimakariri District have occurred, as 

have a decrease in households to the east of Christchurch.  

(b) Direct impacts on the centre network included a substantial loss in 

functional amenity (diversity of offer). The City Council responded 

                                                
15

 Evidence Osborne. Paragraph 9.8. 
16

 Evidence Abley. Figure 2. 
17

 Evidence Osborne. Paragraph 9.10, 9.12 
18

 Evidence Osborne. Paragraph 9.32 
19

 Evidence Osborne. Paragraph 9.20-9.25 
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with a comprehensive Centre Masterplan Programme for the worst 

affected centres (including Lyttelton, New Brighton, Sydenham). 

Central Government responded with targeted statutory and financial 

assistance for the central city recovery. 

92. The Masterplan programme was intended to shore up private investment. 

In many instances the Council also responded with considerable physical 

resource commitments. These included roading improvements, street 

furniture, landscaping and open space, as well as other infrastructure and 

buildings, including libraries. Long term impacts will be associated with the 

restoration of such centres, and their ability to recapture household 

expenditure. Policy 15.1.2.3 Policy 11 ‘Suburban Centre Master Plans’ 

seeks to ensure that such plans are had regard to. 

93. The earthquakes impacts on the Christchurch central city, including loss of 

proportional retail and office activity are set out in the evidence of Mr 

Heath for the Council.  

94. The CCRP was central government’s response to the loss of central city 

infrastructure. The CCRP was accompanied by substantial central and 

local government investment in anchor projects and supporting 

infrastructure, as well as considerable advocacy and regulation to 

encourage commercial, community, and office recovery, as well as 

residential enhancement.  

95. The key consequence in terms of commercial enablement, is that 

commercial developments throughout the City will be occurring over the 

same period as the programmed restoration of the central city. There is 

potential for non-central city developments to affect the rate and scale of 

redevelopment of the central city. As outlined by Dr Fairgray, this has 

implications for the city’s urban form and function in the long term. 

Travel and Transport 

96. Travel efficiency is an important component of people’s day to day living. It 

has implications for the integration of transport infrastructure with land use, 

modal choice, monetary expense to individuals and implications for 

personal time. These matters are reflected in an abundance of provisions 

in the CRPS, RLTS and Strategic Directions. 
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97. At a macro level, travel efficiency can be considered to be a factor of 

vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT), travel time, accessibility to other forms 

of transport than the private car, and travel safety. To varying degrees 

these matters are identified in the provisions identified above. 

98. These matters are set out in the evidence of Mr Abley. 

Industrial land resource 

99. Certainty as to the extent and type of commercial activity enabled within 

the Industrial zones will have consequences for market expectations. 

Broadly enabling commercial activities in Industrial zones can and does 

start to disenfranchise the very categories of business for which the zone 

was established. Other issues include reverse sensitivity effects, amenity 

expectations and the dispersal of commercial activity that may otherwise 

have agglomeration benefits in terms of a more efficient urban form. 

100. There are of course exceptions. Trade suppliers20 in particular are poorly 

suited to in-centre locations. Their functional attributes such as car parking, 

built form and associated amenity, and in many instances scale, largely 

precludes them from being easily accommodated in Christchurch’s centre 

network. Such activities in-centre are also counter-productive to urban 

design expectations and create opportunity costs for more appropriate 

activities. I understand that Trade suppliers have little or no implications in 

terms of the generation of adverse distributional effects on the centre 

network.   

Suburban Centres 

101. Over the last decade, the consolidation of existing centres has, to a large 

extent accommodated both large format retail growth and comparison 

shopping. This has been achieved by a combination of expanded zoning 

(including rearrangement of the previous Business 2, Business 2P zoning 

framework), and intensification including car parking in, above, or under the 

centre. 

102. The main benefactors of such growth were Riccarton, Northlands, the 

Palms and to a lesser extent Eastgate. The latter of which was 
                                                
20

 Commercial businesses primarily engaged to sale to institutional and businesses (and 
also include public sales). Examples range from car yards, to buildings suppliers such 
as Mitre 10, Bunnings, and specific suppliers such as plumbing and electrical. 
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substantially impacted by the Canterbury earthquakes and subsequent loss 

of the Farmers Department store. Smaller scale expansion has occurred at 

Hornby, Ferrymead and Barrington.  

103. The operative plan long recognised and provided for the desirability of 

expanding suburban centres (and the appropriate provision of new 

centres). Such expansion was determined by criteria considering both the 

strategic (transport network, distributional effects, cumulative effects) and 

local impacts (amenity, interface with sensitive environments).  

104. The pDPR Commercial Proposal, as notified, is silent in terms of policy for 

considering the expansion of suburban centres. The notified Proposal 

instead seeks only ‘intensification’ of centres21. Such an approach 

precludes expansion beyond the existing zone boundaries.  

105. Policy 15.1.1.5 of the 8 April 2015 revised proposal now seeks to provide 

for centre expansion. However, the approach could be improved in terms 

of clarity, and contains criteria that would render the policy null and void.  

Mr Stevenson, as a consequence of Mediation, has revisited the Policy 

and re-issued it. I comment on that provision in Part D of this evidence.  

106. Post Canterbury earthquake, there will be pressures for ongoing expansion 

of the more dominant District and Neighbourhood centres, as well as 

localised centre expansions of neighbourhood and local centres 

responding to recovery.  

107. Within this context I have been involved in obtaining consent for the 

expansion of the Selwyn Street shops (Local centre) for a private 

developer.  

108. Pre-earthquake, the expansion of centres was predicated on market 

demand, a perceived gap in offer (either retail or leisure), and to remain 

relevant and competitive.  

109. The constraints to such expansion, included transport network capacity, 

adjoining cadastral fragmentation and residential intensification, and 

adjoining amenity expectations. These constraints will only get more 

pronounced as residential densities and land values increase around 

centres.  

                                                
21

 Objective 15.1.1; Policy 15.1.1.1 
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110. Consolidation of many existing centres (primarily through intensification, 

but including expansion as appropriate) will be required however, if centres 

are to remain relevant.  

111. Centre relevance is not just a matter of access to goods and services. 

There are explicit linkages in the CRPS and Strategic Directions between 

the City's (and surrounding districts KACs) centres and matters of urban 

form, infrastructure and transportation.    

112. It is therefore important, that: 

(a) In-centre commercial activity is prioritised. This incorporates 

elements of ensuring the regulatory framework is appropriately 

targeted; urban design requirements are not unduly onerous; and 

those key anchors that go to the heart of providing for the vitality 

and viability of the centre (supermarkets and department stores in 

particular) are recognized in terms of their importance and 

functional and operational requirements.   

(b) Centre expansion is anticipated to provide for supply side gains in 

commercial provision. Such expansion is managed through 

consideration of local and strategic effects, and primacy remains 

with the Central City. 

(c) Commercial development in other centres does not unwittingly 

undermine the wider commercial network.    

113. Post earthquake, the recovery of the Central City provides a critical new 

consideration, with the recovery of such at the apex of the centre hierarchy, 

as is set out in paragraph 103.   

114. The CRPS seeks that any commercial activity is to avoid ‘significant’ 

adverse effects on the function and viability of the Central City and Key 

Activity Centres22. Objective 3.3.823 provides a different qualifier, seeking 

‘to ensure that the Central City is revitalised as the primary community 

focal point for the people of Christchurch’. Such a provision seeks to 

secure successful revitalisation of the Central City as the primary, but not 

                                                
22

 CRPS Objective 6.2.5 
23

 Strategic Directions.  
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sole, focal point for the people of Christchurch. Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.8(a).  

115. The implication, in my view is that there may be a lesser test than 

‘significant’ as to considering centre expansion, growth and out of centre 

commercial development where it would otherwise detract from achieving 

Objective 3.3.8. 

116. This has implications for Policy 15.1.1.1 which currently seeks that ‘…. 

development does not adversely affect the recovery of the Central City…’. I 

understand that Mr Stevenson is now recommending that this be replaced 

with ‘… supports the recovery of the Central City’.  

Large format retail provision 

117. The operative City Plan through Variation 86 established the Business 

Retail Park zone as allocated to four sites with a combined land area of 

22.4ha. With the exception of Moorhouse Avenue these sites are built out. 

118. The purpose of the zone was to respond to existing clusters of large format 

retail activity established pre Variation 86 within Industrial zones. The zone 

provided a framework to cater for a market trend toward large format retail 

and trade supply outlets that has accelerated since the 1990’s. The zone is 

termed the ‘Commercial Retail Park’ zone in the Commercial Proposal. 

119. I understand, large format retail centres tend to have a significant 

consumer catchment, which is due in part to:  

(a) their physical separation from residential neighbourhoods and 

location on the arterial road network, in Christhchurch all but the 

Belfast Supa Centa were established on brownfield light industrial 

areas;  

(b) reliance on motor vehicles for access given the lack of accessibility 

by a variety of other transportation options;  

(c) the destination-store influence of larger-format retailing activities 

that are a distinguishing feature of such retailers given their scale 

and offer; and 
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(d) A corresponding amenity based on large areas of car parking, bulky 

warehouse type buildings, and landscape planting.    

120. Mr Clease sets out his consideration of the design implications of the 

proposed Commercial Retail Park zone commencing at paragraph 86 of 

this evidence. He identifies that the design characteristics of a built form of 

“single storey (albeit high stud buildings) with glazed frontages facing onto 

an outdoor at-grade parking area. Building facades are relatively plain and 

simple, reflecting the functional requirements of such retail activities”. 

121. The market and the community generally accept that large floorplate 

retailing is the sale of comparison items (not necessarily bulky goods) 

requiring greater amounts of floor and display space, and usually the 

centre is accessed by private motor vehicle.  In all cases but Moorhouse 

Avenue, each of the existing BRP zones contains a ‘Supermarket’ offer24, 

as does the proposed Marshlands Road application of the zone. 

Appropriate District Plan Response 

122. I am of the view that the Council’s Revised Proposal (dated 8 April 2015), 

in conjunction with the outcomes of the mediation process, overall provides 

a robust policy backdrop that integrates commercial activity as the primary 

driver of urban form with residential intensification areas and public 

transport initiatives. Support for such an approach is provided in the CRPS 

(as outlined commencing paragraph 54, the Land Use Recovery Plan 

paragraph 71, and Strategic Directions paragraph 60).  

123. Accordingly, as outlined in the evidence of Mr MacLeod for the Council: 

(a) ‘the revisions [to the pDPR] are spread across both [the Industrial 

and Commercial Chapter] with the overall effect of making them 

more enabling’25.  

(b) the planning provisions give primacy to in-centre development, but 

allow some flexibility for out of centre development26; and 

(c) the Council has taken reasonable measures to distinguish and 

clarify zones and centres27. 

                                                
24

 Supermarket as defined by the pDPR.  
25

 Evidence MacLeod. Paragraph 3.3. 
26

 Evidence MacLeod. Paragraph 3.5(c). 
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124. I concur with Mr MacLeod, and whilst noting as he does, consider that 

additional polishing of the provisions would improve clarity and certainty, 

overall the Council’s approach is generally supported. 

125. The location of commercial activity is, in my view, at the core in terms of 

urban planning as to urban efficiency, sustainability and social accessibility, 

amenity and well-being. Commercial activity influences capital investment, 

land use patterns for other activities, and travel patterns and infrastructure. 

Urban form concerns the manner in which a City is arranged in relation to 

the surrounding landscape. It has a major bearing on resource use, social 

and economic well-being and environmental quality.   

126. The revised Commercial Proposal seeks to manage commercial activity, 

and inter alia urban form through intervening in commercial land use 

patterns as a means of promoting sustainable resource management and 

integrated management of effects.  

127. An appropriate urban form exists to help secure the desired outcomes or 

manage effects as generally established in the CRPS. The corollary is that 

if left unimpeded the resulting pattern of urban land use is likely to produce 

adverse environmental effects. I consider that the approach in the Revised 

Commercial proposal and as amended through mediation supports this 

view.  

                                                                                                                                  
27

 Evidence MacLeod. Paragraph 3.5(f). 
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PART D – ANALYSIS - THE COMMERCIAL PROPOSAL 

Revised 8 April 2015 Version and Mediation – Agreed Submissions 

Definitions  

128. Progressives (790) and Bunnings (725) sought amendments to the 

definition of ‘Ancillary Office’ to remove reference to the caveat that for 

the definition to apply, any ancillary office component would need to be an 

‘inseparable part of the business’ being undertaken on the site. 

129. The requirement, that such an office component be not only ‘ancillary’ and 

hence subordinate to the primary activity, but also ‘inseparable’ would 

result in uncertain consequences of application, and result in land use 

inefficiencies without any clear resource management purpose.  

130. Such ancillary office activities are not of the type or scale that appear to be 

of concern in terms of the need to consolidate office activity in the CBD and 

Centres for their agglomeration benefits. It is those wider agglomeration 

issues that appear to concern Mr Osborne in his evidence for the Council. 

I note that the Industrial provisions retain a floorspace threshold of 500m2 

or 30% gross floor area whichever is the greater. 

131. Mr Stevenson recommends in his Attachment E, pages 13, 14 and 15 that 

this relief be accepted and consolidated with ‘Ancillary Retail Activity’ to 

create new definition of ‘Ancillary’. I agree with Mr Stevenson for the 

reasons outlined above. This also achieves the relief sought by Bunnings 

(725) in relation to Ancillary Offices associated with Trade Suppliers28.  

132. Bunnings (725) sought amendments to the definition of ‘Building 

Supplier’. The relief is to provide greater clarity; as is the case in the 

current equivalent operative plan definition, that provided the activities 

undertaken remain within the definition of ‘Trade Supplier’, consent is not 

required where the activity provides for one or more of the Trade Supplier 

categories. By way of example, Bunnings and Mitre10 contain elements of 

‘Building Supplier’ and ‘garden and patio suppliers’.   

                                                
28

 Evidence Stevenson. Attachment E. Page 46. 
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133. Mr Stevenson recommends in his Attachment E, pages 16 and 17 that the 

definition be amended as sought. The recommendations, as agreed, 

include inserting: 

Building Supplier… means a business … includes: 

(xi) any other goods allowed by any other definition under ‘trade 

supplier’. 

134. Lastly, Progressives (790) and Kiwi (761) sought to remove the 1,000m2 

size restriction, and 20% proportionality of other household suppliers from 

the definition of ‘Supermarket’. 

135. Mr Stevenson recommends in his Attachment E, pages 43 and 44 that the 

definition be amended as sought, principally on the basis that the size limit 

in the definition becomes redundant through the application of the 

Commercial Core and Commercial Local zone which impose size rules to 

pursue both urban design and scale outcomes.  

136. Mr Stevenson, has also recommended that the 20% proportionality for 

non-household items be removed due to difficulties with measurability. I 

acknowledge that definitions for such activities are invariably difficult. I 

agree with the changes based on: the evidence of Mr Stevenson; the plan 

context through rules and associated assessment matters that provide for 

an appropriate consideration of Supermarkets; and higher order provisions 

to improve clarity and remove prescription in the Plan. 

 

Policy 

137. Progressives (790), Kiwi (761) and Bunnings (725) sought a number of 

amendments to the policy provisions. These included: 

(a) Support for the centres based approach to the provisions, and for 

intensification of commercial activities in centres.  

(b) A nuanced approach to the integration of infrastructure and 

commercial provision, recognising that concentrating commercial 

activities in centres would result in impacts on the road network, but  
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that the network would be better off overall, in comparison to a 

dispersed commercial model. 

(c) Recognition of centre expansion subject to appropriate constraints. 

(d) Qualifiers, to denote the magnitude of adverse effects on the 

Central City which considering non-central city commercial growth.   

(e) Progressives (790) specifically sought the removal of larger and 

finer grained retail activities for Policy 2(b)(iv) (Halswell). 

(f) Recognition of the functional and operational requirements of 

activities in terms of the application of urban design requirements, 

and removal of provisions restricting activities above ground floor. 

138. In terms of matter (a), the submitters sought amendments to Objective 

15.1.1. The amendments sought further support of intensification of 

centres, but to also recognise the prospect of centre expansion. This latter 

matter is addressed in the new Policy 15.1.1.5. 

(a) There is consistency with the relief and the evidence provided by 

Mr Heath for Council. He identifies at his paragraphs 5.2, 5.3, 5.5 

and 5.6 respectively that: there has been a ‘dilution’ of commercial 

activity away from the CBD; there is enough capacity in the existing 

and proposed centres network to accommodate retail growth in the 

life of the plan; and that the appropriate retail approach is one of 

‘consolidation’ with a planning framework facilitating and 

encouraging retail development in the city’s existing and proposed 

new centres network. The approach would enable existing centres 

to expand as appropriate where these generate a net benefit to the 

community and centre. Based on my understanding of Mr Heath’s 

evidence and also that of Dr Fairgray, I concur with that approach. 

(b) Accordingly, Mr Stevenson has recommended a number of 

amendments to Objective 1 (referred to now as Objective 15.1.2 – 

Revised Commercial Proposal). The main change is the deletion of 

the word ‘primarily’ as the qualifier for ‘focussed’ from clause (a) as 

it relates to the provision of commercial activity in the centres 
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network29. ‘Primarily directed’ is utilised in CRPS Objective 

6.2.6(3), but I consider that ‘focussed’ is an appropriate qualifier in 

giving effect to that provision. 

(c) In conjunction with inserting ‘supports intensification within centres’ 

into clause (a)(i), the revised Objective 15.1.2 further concentrates 

the ‘centres’ approach in providing for commercial activity. The 

phrase ‘focussed’ in clause (a) is not completely exclusive but 

would narrow the provision of non-centre commercial activity.  

(d) Objective 2 seeks to concentrate commercial activity within the 

centre network. I consider based on the evidence of Mr Heath and 

Dr Fairgray that such an approach is consistent with Objective 

3.3.10 which seeks the recovery and stimulation of commercial 

activities in a way that revitalises centres. I agree with the 

amendments made by Mr Stevenson. 

(e) Discussed at mediation are the unintended consequence of this 

change, as coupled with Mr Stevenson’s recommendations as to 

the recognition and provision of the Commercial Office and Mixed 

Use zones. These zones which are not centres, enable some 

degree of commercial activity. They require recognition at this 

Objective level.  

(f) I understand that Mr Stevenson and Ms Whyte as Planner for the 

Crown will be seeking to address this through either a recognition 

clause in Objective 15.1.2, or a new Objective relating to Policy 

15.1.1.7 ‘Office Parks’ and Policy 15.1.1.8 ‘Mixed Use Areas’. This 

will ensure that there is vertical integration between the provisions 

that recognise commercial development in these areas, within the 

otherwise narrow centres approach in Objective 15.1.2. Such an 

approach, subject to wording is supported.  

139. In terms of matter (b), I note that Mr Stevenson has recommended 

acceptance of amendments to Objective 15.1.1.1 (a)(viii) which seek to 

ensure that commercial activity is ‘efficiently served by infrastructure 

and is integrated with the delivery of infrastructure’. The intent of the 
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amendment is supported, is consistent with statutory provisions30, and 

introduces a qualifier which is more certain than that requested in the relief, 

which requested the inclusion of the less certain ‘where practical’. I agree 

with Mr Stevenson’s amendments. 

140. In terms of matter (c), Mr Stevenson has set out Policy 15.1.1.5 

‘Accommodating Growth’ which includes clause (b) setting out the 

parameters for consideration in the expansion of centres.  

(a) Paragraphs 103 to 110 sets out the basis for ensuring that centre 

expansion can be considered in policy. Relevant strategic and local 

matters are of importance in considering centre expansion, as is 

ensuring primacy remains with the Central City. It is acknowledged 

that centre expansion would occur only through plan change or 

substantial resource consent application, and hence all relevant 

provisions in the plan would be considered; an expansion policy 

signals that subject to criteria, further commercial enablement 

fringing such centres is appropriate within the wider ‘meeting the 

needs’ context of Section 5 of the Resource Management Act, 

especially given the policy backdrop of otherwise reducing 

commercial enablement in non-centre locations.  

(b) Mediation on this matter has resulted in Mr Stevenson circulating 

an Amended Policy 15.1.1.5 as follows: 

15.1.1.5 Policy 5 - Expansion of centres 

a. Any expansion of a commercial centre is to be  

i.   commensurate with the centre's role within a strategic 

network of centres while not undermining the function 

of other centres;  

ii.  integrated with infrastructure including the transport 

network; and  

iii.  undertaken in such a manner that effects are managed 

at the interface with the adjoining zone. 
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 Refer CRPS Objective 6.2.1(9), and Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7. 
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(c) The intent of the wording is supported. The clauses are directive, 

rather than simply being matters to ‘have regard to’. The Policy 

addresses the appropriateness of commercial centre expansion in 

relation to both strategic and local considerations, including: 

maintaining an efficient and sustainable distribution of centres and 

would invoke the primacy role of the Central City; management of 

interface issues as commercial / centre boundaries expand; and 

continued integration with the transport network and other relevant 

infrastructure.  

(d) The introductory text could be improved. There is a question as to 

whether the Policy implies that expansion could occur subject to the 

criteria being met. Or, whether more appropriately it signals that 

expansion can be contemplated and that the matters listed are key 

criteria to be achieved.    

(e) Subject to minor improvement to the introductory wording, the relief 

sought by Kiwi (761), Bunnings (725) and Progressives (790) is 

therefore largely met by the proposed policy. This resolves 

submissions to Objective 15.1.1 and insertion of new Policy 

15.1.1.7 as sought in those submissions.  

141. Matter (d) raises the issue of an appropriate ‘qualifier’ for denoting the 

extent of adverse effects in policy terms. The submissions seek insertion of 

the orthodox ‘significant’ within Policy 15.1.1.1(a)(i). The current provision 

seeks the unobtainable requirement that the central city should not be 

‘adversely affected’ by non-central city commercial activity.  

(a) Paragraphs 52, and 114 to 116 set out my understanding as to the 

policy background to this issue. I also understand that Mr 

Stevenson is now recommending the following change: 

development does not adversely affect supports the recovery of 

the Central City…’.  

(b) I support the intent of this change. Appropriately, it seeks to ensure 

alignment with Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.8 in revitalising 

the Central City. The residual concern that I have, stems from a 

potential interpretation in the reversal of presumption in this clause, 

and how that may impact on the allocative provisions that follow. 
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The focus that activity must be seen to positively support Central 

City Recovery could on one interpretation be seek to preclude 

activity outside of the Central City, conflicting with the following 

clauses and also the remaining policies.  

(c) I acknowledge that there is a theme throughout the revised policy 

concentrating on desired urban form outcomes, rather than criteria 

based around a specific consideration of the extent of 

environmental effects. This approach reinforces my overview of the 

provisions as set out in Paragraph 126, as based on a 

consideration of the evidence of Mr Heath, Mr Osborne and Dr 

Fairgray.  

142. Matter (e) is limited to Progressives (790) seeking removal of 

requirements in Policy 15.1.1.2(b)(iv) (Halswell and Belfast), that 

development ‘achieve a supply of both large and finer grain retail activity 

(approx. 60 / 40) split’.  

(a) The reference to the 60/40 spilt has been removed in the revised 

Proposal, as has associated Rule 15.2.6.2.4. These deletions are 

supported. It is unclear as to the resource management purpose for 

such provisions; whether such provisions were efficient and 

effective in terms of intervening in the market in the delivery of a 

diversity and range of activities; or how such provisions would be 

seen as appropriate in the context of removing unnecessary 

regulation. It is considered that the remnant of Policy 15.1.1.2(b)(iv) 

also be deleted.  

143. Lastly, in terms of matter (f) recognition of the functional and operational 

requirements of activities in terms of the application of urban design 

requirements, and removal of provisions restricting activities above grade. 

Mr Stevenson has inserted within Objective 15.1.2 Objective 3 ‘Urban 

Form’  

(iv) recognition of the functional and operational requirements 

of activities and the built form.  

Policy 8(b) has been amended to: 
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“(b) recognise the scale, form and design of the existing built 

form and functional and operational requirements of 

activities”. 

(a) I support these amendments. The urban design requirements for 

commercial centres need to be flexible enough to ensure that a 

rigid policy framework is not imposed. Mr Clease outlines these 

matters in commencing at paragraph 43 of his evidence.  

(b) Centres and centre activities are not static. They will transition 

between categories and offer as investment into centres ebbs and 

flows, the configuration and context of centres and anchor stores 

are also driven by their typologies, customer demands and scale. 

Accordingly, aspects such as amenity expectations and the 

functional and operational aspects of larger anchor stores 

(supermarkets and department stores) will be important 

determinants of centre viability.  

(c) Supermarkets and Department Stores are of importance in the 

District and Neighbourhood centre hierarchy level. These activities, 

in particular Supermarkets at the Neighbourhood centre level are of 

some importance in terms of anchoring the centre, and providing 

much of its vitality and public attraction. 

(d) The respective amendments sought by the submitters, provide for 

the recognition of functional needs (such as loading bays, internal 

non-public storage areas and car parking31) of such stores against 

adherence to rigid urban design requirements. 

(e) It remains important that urban design provisions are properly 

targeted, otherwise unrealistic outcomes and significant costs will 

be imposed that are not justified by the environmental benefits 

realised. The amended provisions in the Revised Commercial 

Proposal ensures that the specific merits, existing built form and 

environment context has some relevance in terms of the rules 

sought to be applied in terms of the Commercial Core, Commercial 

Local and Commercial Retail Park zones (should discretion for 

qualitative urban design considerations be retained for the CRPZ) . 

                                                
31

 Evidence Clease. Paragraph 43. 
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These matters are also then able to be raised within a s104 

assessment subject to assessment criteria in 15.8.1, which as 

outlined by Mr Clease32 would benefit from ‘repackaging and 

refocus’.  

(f) Mr Stevenson has also recommended amendment of Policy 

15.1.1.3(b) which was directive as to the provision of a mix of 

activities with offices and residential activity above ground floor 

level. The restriction has now been removed which is supported; 

the resource management purpose of such a restriction was 

unclear.   

Rules 

144. For the sake of brevity, Table 1 below outlines where there are 

submissions to specific rules which have been amended by Mr 

Stevenson, and I agree with his reasons for those recommendations.  

Table 1 

Rule Submission Discussion 

CCZ Rule Rule 

15.2.2.1 P9 – P10. 

Remove Activity 

Specific Standard b. 

that seeks to require 

activities to be 

located above 

ground floor 

Kiwi 761 The requirement has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported. 

The resource management purpose of 

this requirement is not apparent. 

Furthermore the provision in my view 

does not accord with Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.2. 

CCZ Rule 15.2.3.1b.  

Remove restriction 

in building height 

within 30m of 

residential zone 

Kiwi 761 The requirement has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
33

. 

It is considered that effects of additional 

height can be managed by recession 

plane [noting revisions to Rule 15.2.3.5] 

and setback rules, and is consistent with 

Strategic Directions 3.3.2, 3.3.10. 

CZ Rule 15.2.3.2 Kiwi 761 This provision is not amended
34

.  

                                                
32

 Evidence Clease. Paragraph 67. 
33

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 20.66 
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Remove restriction 

on minimum floor to 

ceiling height 

I acknowledge the matter raised by Mr 

Stevenson, that the requirement is not 

unduly onerous in the case of most 

centres (as an RDA). The rule also 

provides for current tenancies within 

Northlands, and is less than the 4.0m 

applied in the central city. Policy 

amendments as to function / operational 

considerations provide some discretion 

(refer also amendment to Assessment 

Matters 15.8.3.2 (iv) 

I note however that Mr Clease has raised 

issues as to the necessity of these 

provisions
35

 (which would run counter to 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2). I 

also consider that there could be 

unintended consequences for smaller 

building typologies which may reduce 

reinvestment. 

On balance, and considering the advice of 

Mr Clease I recommend that the 

requirement be deleted.  

CZ Rule 15.2.3.4 (a) 

Reduce minimum 

setback to 3m as a 

permitted activity 

and less than 3 

metres as a 

restricted 

discretionary activity 

 

Kiwi 761, 

Progressives 790 

The requirement has been amended to 

3m in the Revised Proposal and is 

supported
36

. 

The operative plan contained a 3m 

setback which was considered to be 

sufficient for tree and landscape planting, 

and allowed a more efficient use of the 

site. In many instances this is the 

representative of the existing built form. 

The amendment to 3m is seen as 

appropriate. 

CZ Rule 15.2.3.7, 

CRP Rule 15.6.3.7 

Delete in its entirety 

Kiwi 761, 

Progressives 790, 

Bunnings 725 

The requirement has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
37

. 

The requirement is seen as overly 

                                                                                                                                  
34

 Evidence. Stevenson. Paragraph 20.76, 20.77. 
35

 Evidence Clease. Paragraph 85. 
36

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 20.104 
37

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 20.116 



38 

 

PRO9829 4299065.1 NGA72191:4192373 

 

– Waste 

Management Areas 

prescriptive and unnecessary without 

serving or addressing a significant 

resource management issue.  

CCZ North Halswell 

- Rule 15.2.6.2.1 (a) 

Remove minimum 

building height 

requirement.  

Progressives 790 The requirement has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
38

. 

Minimum height may curtail built form 

efficiency, creates consenting uncertainty, 

and reduces appropriate urban design 

outcomes.  

Rule 15.2.6.2.1 (a) 

Delete in its entirety 

– remove controls 

on the split of large 

and finer grained 

retail activities 

Progressives 790 The requirement has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
39

. 

Refer Paragraph 142 

CRP Rule 15.6.2.1 

P2 Include 

Supermarkets as a 

new permitted 

activity with no 

activity specific 

standards 

Progressives 790 The requirement has been agreed in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
40

. 

Four of the existing CRP zones already 

contain a supermarket offer (the amended 

definition of ‘Supermarket’ would 

incorporate the Asian Food Warehouse at 

Homebase, Marshlands Road). 

Accordingly, amending the provisions 

would recognise and provide for the 

existing environment. Whilst it is 

acknowledged that Supermarkets and 

Department Stores are a substantial basis 

of distributional effects on the network of 

centres – these effects should be 

considered in the future application of the 

zone, not curtailing existing activities 

already present.  

CRP Rule 15.6.2.1 

P6, Delete all activity 

specific standards 

for Food and 

Bunnings 725 The requirement has been agreed in the 

Revised Proposal and is supported
41

. 

Many of these activities are already 

                                                
38

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 25.53 
39

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 25.53 
40

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 21.16 
41

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 21.27 
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Beverage Outlets present in the zone, including the ‘café’ 

offer internal to Bunnings operations. 

These activities provide for customers and 

workers in the zone, and do not provide a 

significant draw to a level that would 

impact on the centres network.  

CRP Rule 

15.15.5.3.3 

Reduce minimum 

setback to 3m as a 

permitted activity 

and less than 3 

metres as a 

restricted 

discretionary activity 

Bunnings 725, 

Progressives 790 

The requirement has been amended to 

3m in the Revised Proposal and is 

supported
42

. 

The operative plan contained a 3m 

setback which was considered to be 

sufficient for tree and landscape planting, 

and allowed a more efficient use of the 

site. In many instances this is the 

representative of the existing built form. 

The amendment to 3m is seen as 

appropriate. 

 

Unresolved Provisions 

145.  These matters can be considered under the headings of ‘Scale’ and 

‘Urban Design’. 

146. In terms of ‘Scale’, the interplay of Revised Rule 15.2.2.1(P2) and 

15.2.2.1(P3) would appear to make any Supermarket (or Department 

Store) between 500m2 and 1,000m2 in a Neighbourhood Centre a 

Restricted Discretionary Activity in terms of Urban Design Matters. Above 

1,000m2 such activities are permitted in the CCZ43.  

147. It is considered that this must be an error, as the majority of modern 

Supermarkets within the Progressive and Foodstuffs Banner are in excess 

of 1,000m2 and form critical anchors of centre form, viability and function, 

as highlighted in Policy 15.1.1.1 Table 15.1 for District Centres and 

Neighbourhood Centres.  

148. Mr Stevenson has indicated at Mediation that the criteria (where an 

individual tenancy is greater than 1,000m2) is to be deleted. On that basis, I 

                                                
42

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraph 20.102 
43

 Refer Revised Rule 15.2.2.1(2). 
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consider that these activities are enabled (as subject to appropriate design 

controls), and the submissions from Kiwi 761 and Progressives 790 are 

met. 

149. In terms of Urban Design there is a complex array of controls in the 

proposed Commercial Chapter. There has been significant improvement in 

my view in the Revised Chapter, with a number of unnecessary or complex 

standards removed. However, the remaining provisions could be further 

polished as set out in the evidence of Mr Clease.  

150. Mr Clease outlines in his evidence a ‘5 Step’ process that he considers as 

appropriate in considering the imposition of qualitative design rules44. I 

support his approach as it considers the respective statutory context in 

relation to design matters, consideration of the environmental context, 

effectiveness of other built form controls, and the costs / benefits and 

extent of qualitative controls, should these be applied.  

151. The relevant provisions submitted on relate to: 

(a) CCZ Rule 15.2.2.1(P1) - Any Building Size. The submitters sought 

that the GFA trigger for consent requirement be increased from 

500m2 to 4000m2 gfa. 

These matters are considered by Mr Clease commencing at 

paragraph 58 of his evidence.  

In summary, he concludes that a threshold is appropriate for the 

imposition of a qualitative design assessment. However, for those 

centres notated as ‘District Centres’ in Table 15.1 a requirement 

threshold of 1,000m2 gfa for the imposition of such a control would 

be inefficient and ineffective given: the existing built form of these 

centres; their context and environment; and subsequent 

consequences on the quality of the street scene or public realm in 

terms of more incremental increases in floor space. He 

recommends a trigger of 4,000m2gfa, albeit retaining discretion for 

car parking buildings.   

For Neighbourhood centres, he supports the retention of the 

1,000m2 gfa threshold. 

                                                
44

 Evidence Clease. Paragraph 41. 
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I support such a ‘tiered’ approach to the application of qualitative 

urban design thresholds as aligned with their place in the centre 

hierarchy. The amended provisions would be as follows: 

CCZ Rule 15.2.2.1(P1) 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P1 Any permitted 
activity listed under 
P2 to P11 and P18 
– P20, and P23 
below 

a. Any building shall 

1. Comprise no more than: 

(a) 4,000m2 (gross 

leasable floor area) 

where located in a 

District Centre as 

identified in Table 15.1; 

or 

(a)  1,000m2 (gross leasable 

floor area) in any other 

centre identified in Table 

15.1; and 

b. Any above grade car parking 

building. 

 

Any development exceeding … 

… 

Rule   

 

(b) CZ Rule 15.2.3.3(a) and (b) – Road Frontages / Key Pedestrian 

Frontages.  The submitters sought deletion/amendment of identified 

KPF’s, and/or changes to the urban design requirements applied to 

those Key Pedestrian Frontage, as well as changes to requirements 

on other road frontages. 

This rule is only triggered where otherwise proposals are not 

subject to a qualitative urban design assessment pursuant to Rule 

15.2.2.1(P1)45. 

Mr Clease outlines his consideration of these matters commencing 

at paragraph 69 of his evidence. He identifies that the provisions 

are “problematic and ineffective in providing both functional and 

                                                
45

 Rule 15.2.2.3(RD1) Identifies that a breach of the ‘qualitative design scale rule (P1), 
means that Rule 15.2.2.3 is not applied. 
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attractive centres, and acceptable levels of outlook and amenity for 

residential zones opposite centres’.  

The concerns stem from what Mr Clease describes as forcing a 

‘main-street’ concept onto a largely as-built centre context.  

Mr Clease does however recommend that the provisions, if they 

were more targeted and precise would be more efficient and 

effective in delivering appropriate urban design outcomes. These 

principles are: 

a) For a discrete number of established main street contexts 

(as set out in [his] footnote 6 above), require buildings to be 

built to the road boundary with a minimum of 60% glazing at 

ground level and the provision of verandas; 

b) For the balance of centres require building facades facing a 

collector or arterial road to have a minimum of 60% glazing 

at ground level.  No requirement to build to the road, and 

where buildings are set back more than 3m that landscaping 

and tree planting be provided along the frontage; 

c) For local road frontages, require buildings that do not 

contain ground level display windows to be set back a 

minimum of 3m and the 3m strip landscaped with tree 

planting.46 

These principles would appropriately recognise and provide for: the 

existing centre context and established built form; functional and 

operational parameters of key anchors within the District Centres; 

and ensure targeted and appropriate design considerations for the 

centre interface with both major road corridors and local roads. 

Accordingly, the principles are supported. They will be worked into 

a suite of provisions to be provided in rebuttal evidence, and 

discussed with other parties in the interim.  

  

                                                
46

 Evidence Clease. Paragraph 79. 
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(c) CRPZ Rule 15.5.2.3 RD3 – Any building over 2,000m2 gfa is 

subject to the Urban Design Matters in 15.8.1.  Bunnings Limited 

(725) have submitted that this rule be deleted: 

I have set out the form and function of the CRP zone at paragraphs 

117 to 121.  

I note that Mr Clease at his paragraph 97 concludes that given: the 

typology of the built form anticipated within the CRP zone which 

largely precludes a more diverse mix of building forms and 

activities; the present locations of the zone, built form and absence 

of sensitive interfaces; and built form provisions that manage street 

scene amenity, that Rule 15.5.2.3(RD3) can be deleted in its 

entirety.  

I agree with his conclusions, and consider that the removal of this 

control would be appropriate within the context of Strategic 

Direction Objective 3.3.2, without undermining a superior resource 

management purpose otherwise required in terms of the higher 

order provisions that relate to amenity and design. 

Lastly, I note that the Assessment matters specified at 15.8.1 

relates to all commercial centres, and are not nuanced to the 

specific and particular built form requirements for which the CRP 

zone has been established. Accordingly, I recommend that the rule 

be deleted as follows: 

CRPZ Rule 15.5.2.3 

RD3 Any building associated with 
a permitted activity, 
comprising 2,000m2 or more 
of gross leasable floor area, 
or addition to an existing 
building that results in the 
total floorspace on a site 
exceeding 2,000m2 

This rule shall not apply 
where the development is 
one of the following: 

a. new buildings or 
additions to buildings not 

visible from a publicly 

accessible space; or 

 

a. Urban Design Matters – 

15.8.1 
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b. the width of the site is 

less than 6 metres 

(excluding corner sites); 

or  

c. the development is 

limited to repairs, 

maintenance, and 

seismic, fire and/or 

access building code 

upgrades. 

Any application arising from 

non-compliance with this rule 

will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

limited or publicly notified. 

 

(d) Urban Design Matters in 15.8.1. The submitters have sought that 

these be refined. Mr Clease has considered these issues at his 

paragraph 67, where recommend a replacement suite of 

assessment matters. 

I support these replacement matters reliant on the evidence of Mr 

Clease. I do however commend them in terms of removing 

unnecessary and improving the clarity and legibility of the plan. I 

also consider these to be of a succinct and workable format.  

 

 

THE INDUSTRIAL PROPOSAL 

Revised 8 April 2015 Version and Mediation – Agreed Submissions 

152. Bunnings (725) submitted on the following elements of the Industrial 

Proposal: 

(a) Amendments to Policy 16.1.1.3. The amendments seek alignment 

in the text of the Policy to recognise and provide for the limited 

range of ‘compatible’ non-industrial activities in the respective rule 

provisions.   

The amendment sought by Bunnings is supported. The policy in the 

notified Proposal limits Industrial zones to the enablement of only 
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industrial activities, yet a number of ancillary and compatible 

activities are rightly enabled by the rules. Whilst ‘compatible 

activities’ is broad, its meaning is further refined and narrowed 

through the consideration of Policy 16.1.1.4 ‘Activities in the 

Industrial Zones’.   

To improve alignment between the existing rules, Policy 16.1.1.347 

and Policy 16.1.1.4, the following text was recommended and has 

been accepted by Mr Stevenson in the Revised Proposal:  

Policy 16.1.1.3 Policy 3 Range – of industrial areas 

a. Recognise and provide for industrial zones with different 

functions that cater for a range of industrial  and other 

compatible activities depending on their needs and effects as 

follows: 

(i) Industrial General Zone 

A. Recognise and provide for industrial and other 

compatible activities… 

(ii)  Industrial Heavy 

A. Recognise and provide for industrial and other 

compatible activities… 

 

(b) Support for Trade Suppliers as a permitted activity in Rule 

16.2.2.1(P9). I support the retention of such activities as permitted 

for the reasons set out in paragraph 100. 

(c) Deletion of the activity specific standards for Rule 16.2.2.1(P8) 

Food and Beverage Outlets which would otherwise limit size and 

hours of operation. As outlined in terms of commentary for the CRP 

zone, such prescriptive limitations do not appear be efficient and 

effective in terms the wider centres based approach, or recognising 

the existing environment. Many of these activities are already 

present in the IG zone especially. These activities provide for 

                                                
47

 S75(1)(c), s32(1)(b). 
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customers and workers in the zone, have tended not to aggregate, 

and do not provide a significant draw to a level that would impact on 

the centres network. Mr Stevenson has recommended the removal 

of the Activity Specific Standards. 

(d) In terms of the Built Form Standards for the Industrial General 

Zone, deletion was sought of Rule 16.2.3.1(b) relating to fencing 

heights and treatment, and amendment sought to Rule 16.2.3.3 

reverting the notified Proposal building setback of 6m to a 

residential zone back to the operative plan 3m separation. Mr 

Stevenson has recommended these changes in the Revised 

Proposal48.  

I agree with Mr Stevenson’s reasoning that the provisions relating 

to fencing are unnecessary in light of Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.2, and do not appear to be necessary to resolve a resource 

management issue. In terms retention of the operative plan 3m 

setback, I agree that this provides for the more efficient use of the 

industrial land resource, provides an appropriate buffer, and is 

supplemented by provisions such as landscaping and recession 

plane requirements.  

 

Matters of Dispute 

153. Kiwi (761) have lodged further submissions to: 

(a) Marriner Investments Ltd (378), Scentre (742) and Evan Harris 

(368) submitted seeking better provision of the centres based 

approach to commercial enablement, and improved flexibility as to 

urban design controls. I support these submissions, principally for 

the reasons set out in paragraphs 138 and 32. 

(b) Christchurch City Council (310) sought submissions relating to 

ensuring recognition of the functional requirements of an activity in 

terms of the application of urban design requirements; and an 

amended definition of Supermarket. Mr Stevenson has accepted 

                                                
48

 Evidence Stevenson. Paragraphs 35.25, 35.26 and 35.29. 
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the Council’s submissions, and as discussed above those 

amendments are agreed with. 

(c) There are numerous rezoning requests, including: GL Freeman  

Holdings Ltd (560) for 340 Main North Road; Foodstuffs South 

Island (705) for 171 Main North Road, Bunnings (725) for 

Marshlands Road, and Carmen Property Syndicate (791)  for 30 

Carmen Road, Environ Projects Ltd (81), for 48-84 Landgons 

Road. Attachment C of Mr Stevenson’s evidence considers these 

matters. I do not have any evidence and will not comment.  

 

PART E - CONCLUSIONS 

154. The Commercial and Industrial Proposals in my view have been greatly 

improved in the Revised Versions. With the minor additional matters raised 

above the provisions would  seek to ensure: 

(a) a sustainable, compact and vibrant network of commercial centres; 

and 

(b) business and industrial areas that expedite recovery and are fit for 

the long term economic and employment future. 

155. In terms of Part 2 of the Act, the Commercial and Industrial Proposals as 

amended seek to reinforce and revitalise the centres network and recover 

the primacy of the central city. That approach ultimately provides a better 

environment and fosters investment; efficiently uses and develops the 

physical resources represented by the commercial centre network and 

integration with the wider urban form; and appropriately improve the 

amenity and environmental quality of the Commercial and Industrial zones.  

 

 

Matt Bonis 

24 April 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A – NORTHLANDS CENTRE 
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ATTACHMENT B – PROGRESSIVE ENTERPRISES LTD 

 

Supermarket  Location Proposed District 
Plan Zone 

Map Number 

Countdown  Avonhead COR Map 30 

 Bush Inn COR Map 30 

 Church Corner COR Map 30 

 Colombo Street COR Map 37 

 Eastgate COR Map 39 

 Ferrymead COR Map 40 

 Hornby CRP Map 37 

 Moorhouse Avenue CCMU Central City 

 New Brighton - Phase 2 

 Northlands COR Map 24 

 Northwood CRP Map 18 

 The Palms COR Map 25 

Supervalue Stanmore Road COR Map 32 

 Edgeware COR Map 32 

 Lincoln Road CL Map 38 

 Fendalton COR Map 31 

 Wairakei COR Map 24 

 Lyttelton CBP Map 52 

 Sumner COR Map 48 

Fresh Choice Merivale COR Map 31 

 Barrington COR Map 38 

 Parklands COR Map 20 
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ATTACHMENT C – BUNNINGS LTD 

 


