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1 Submissions and further submissions on the Proposed Replacement 

Plan (Proposal) were filed by AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited (814) 

(Palms). 

2 These opening submissions provide a brief overview of AMP Palms’ 

position in relation to the Commercial chapter, and in particular on the 

most appropriate zoning for the land surrounding the Palms shopping 

centre in Shirley to the north and west.  

Background 

3 Palms has considerable property holdings in the Christchurch suburb 

of Shirley, incorporating the main shopping centre (the Palms Mall) 

and a number of surrounding residential properties. 

4 The Palms Mall and its immediate vicinity constitute a Key Activity 

Centre as defined by the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) and the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS).  The Mall currently has 

approximately 35,000m2 of gross leasable floor area (GLFA) occupied 

by various retail, food and beverage and related tenancies together 

with a 1600-seat cinema complex. 

5 In 2010 Palms obtained resource consent approval to add a further 

9000m2 of GLFA and additional car parking to the existing centre. This 

consent is yet to be implemented, however it was approved with a 10 

year lapse date (until April 2020).   

6 Post earthquake, Palms have reconsidered their redevelopment plans 

based on a number of factors including the shifting demographics of 

the City.  As a result, its submission on the Replacement Plan seeks 

that areas of land to the immediate north and west of the Palms Mall 

are zoned for commercial purposes rather than residential.  

7 The notified planning maps for Stage 1 of the Replacement District 

Plan showed the land to the immediate north and west of the Palms 

Mall zoned Residential Medium Density. Palms called planning 

evidence and presented legal submissions at the hearing of the 

Residential Proposal contesting the appropriateness of the proposed 

residential zoning.  
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8 Shortly before Palms was scheduled to appear at the Residential 

hearing the Council indicated that it supported the rezoning of the 

identified areas to Commercial Core1. 

9 The most recent maps presented to the Panel by the Council show the 

areas to the north and west of the Palms Mall zoned Commercial Core. 

The evidence presented by Palms in respect of the Commercial 

Proposal supports that agreed position, as does the evidence of the 

Council2.  

Commercial Core Zoning 

10 The higher order documents and the extent to which they must be 

had regard to or given effect to have been widely canvassed in prior 

hearings. AMP Palms adopts the submissions of the Crown for the 

Strategic Directions chapter in this respect. 

11 The legal submissions presented on behalf of Palms as part of the 

hearing on the Residential Proposal set out Palms position in relation 

to the Residential Medium Density Zoning applied to the areas to the 

north and west of the Palms shopping centre in the notified planning 

maps for Stage 1 of the Replacement Plan. These submissions, and 

the evidence called for the Commercial Proposal, focus on the 

appropriateness of the Commercial Core zoning shown on the most 

recent planning maps presented by the Council.  

12 Issue 6.1.2 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS) 

focuses on avoiding the adverse effects arising from development. 

The explanation for Issue 6.1.2 includes as part of the issue “the 

potential to undermine the role and function of the Central City and 

Key Activity Centres, together with the investment made in these 

centres”. It further highlights the importance of recovery  supporting 

existing centres of activity, such as Key Activity Centres.  

13 Allowing for the future development of the Palms shopping centre, an 

established Key Activity Centre, will ensure the concerns set out in 

Issue 6.1.2 are addressed.  

                                       
1 Transcript of Residential Hearing, page 884, 10 
2 Evidence of Mark Stevenson, Appendix C, page 129-131 
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14 Objective 6.2.5 of the RPS looks to “support and maintain the existing 

network of centres below as the focal points for commercial, 

community and service activities during the recovery period”. The 

explanation and reasons for Objective 6.2.5 explicitly recognise the 

investment made in Key Activity Centres and highlights that they are 

the preferred location for future development. It states that 

development outside Key Activity Centres has the potential to 

undermine this investment and to weaken the services provided. 

Objective 6.2.6 continues in the same vein in seeking to support the 

settlement pattern contained in the RPS and recognising that new 

commercial activities should be primarily directed to the centres.  

15 Objective 6.2.6(5) specifically seeks that “business development 

adopts appropriate urban design qualities in order to retain business, 

attract investment and provide for healthy working environments”. It 

is Palms position that this objective (and the policies and documents 

that follow it) will ensure that where the Palms shopping centre does 

expand any neighbours will be assured of a high quality interface with 

the Commercial Core boundary. 

16 The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) at Part 4.3 looks to revitalise 

Christchurch and make it an attractive place for business. It requires 

councils to define the extent of the Key Activity Centres and to ensure 

the district plans “enable recovery of commercial businesses within 

key activity centres”. This is reiterated in Action 24, requiring the 

Christchurch City Council to enable the rebuilding of existing business 

areas and the revitalising of centres through the District Plan Review.  

17 The Statement of Expectations at clause (e) anticipates that the 

Replacement District Plan will “ensure sufficient and suitable 

development capacity and land” for commercial activities. Enabling 

the rezoning of the areas to the north and west of the Palms Mall will 

assist in achieving this outcome. 

18 Objective 3.3.1 of the Strategic Directions Chapter seeks the 

“expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch” in a 

manner that fosters economic certainty. The rezoning of the areas of 

land sought will achieve this and will enable the owners of the Palms 
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to plan for the enhancement of the shopping centre and the Key 

Activity Centre as a whole.  

19 Objective 3.3.10 of the Strategic Directions Chapter looks to enable 

the recovery and stimulation of commercial activities through 

“revitalising centres” and “ensuring sufficient and sustainable land 

development capacity”. Mr Dimasi in his evidence highlights the need 

for centres to have the ability to grow and change to meet the 

surrounding community’s needs: 

“Activity Centres, particularly those at the higher levels of the 

retail hierarchy such as Key Activity Centres, need to have the 

flexibility to continually improve. Prudent owners and managers 

of these centres will, in the majority of cases, embark on 

reinvestment cycles, typically 7 – 10 years apart, which 

refresh/renew the centres, having regard for ever changing 

community need and demand. It is through such continual 

improvement that these key community focal points are able to 

most effectively deliver net community benefit for the 

surrounding populations”3. 

20 With specific reference to the Palms Mall, Mr Dimasi discusses the 

need for improvement and expansion and the basis for considering 

there is such a need, “The customer research highlighted the need for 

further improvement at The Palms, and in particular for a more 

extensive retail/entertainment offer, in keeping with its designation as 

a KAC”.  

21 Mr Dimasi also comments on the impact of any future development at 

the Palms on the Central City. He states “It is my opinion that the 

many factors which will go to the successful rebuild and revitalisation 

of the Central City Retail Core are generally independent of 

progressive, appropriate improvements to The Palms Key Activity 

Centre, which has its own important role to play in the delivery of the 

objectives of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan”.  

22 It is Palms submission that the rezoning of the areas sought is not 

contrary to Objective 3.3.8 of the Strategic Directions Chapter which 

                                       
3 Evidence of Antony Dimasi, 24 April 2015, Executive Summary, Paragraph 2 
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aims to revitalise the central city as the primary focal point for 

Christchurch.  

Remaining General Issues 

23 As part of the hearing process the Council has made significant 

amendments to the Commercial Proposal and it now differs 

considerably from the proposal which was notified. Palms supports the 

changes made and considers the version of the Commercial Proposal 

attached to Mr Stevenson’s rebuttal evidence (dated 1 May 2015) to 

be very close to achieving what was sought in its submission, with the 

exception of the following points: 

(a) Palms continues to seek the deletion of rule 15.2.3.2 “Minimum 

floor to ceiling height between ground and first floor” and the 

relevant matters of discretion; and the deletion of the 20m 

frontage length trigger in the urban design rule 15.2.3. 

(b) Palms also considers that the urban design assessment matters 

require consolidation. The evidence of Mr Phillips suggests 

removing the detailed sub-criteria or methods for achieving the 

urban design outcomes, in order to reduce the extent of urban 

design matters considerably. 

24 Support for the changes sought above can be found in Mr Phillips 

evidence and in the legal submissions presented for TEL Property 

Nominees Limited (TEL) (Submitter #816). Palms adopts the legal 

submissions of TEL insofar as they relate to the general matters of 

concerns remaining with the Commercial Proposal. Those submissions 

will not be repeated but in summary Palms submits that the changes 

suggested above and in Mr Phillips evidence will ensure the 

Commercial Proposal complies with the higher order documents, in 

particular: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) The Strategic Directions chapter; 

(c) The Land Use Recovery Plan; and 

(d) The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and 
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(e) The Resource Management Act. 

Evidence 

25 Palms has filed the following evidence in support of its position on the 

rezoning: 

(a) Planning evidence from Mr Jeremy Phillips which supports the 

Commercial Core zoning and is in line with Mr Stevenson’s 

position on the Palms Mall for the Council; 

(b) Company Representative evidence from Mr David Cosgrove; 

(c) Architectural evidence from Mr Christopher Meikle, describing 

the current design of the Palms Mall and how the different 

development options would look; 

(d) Transport evidence from Mr Nicholas Fuller, which supports the 

Commercial Core zoning from a traffic perspective and is in line 

with the evidence of Mr Milne for the Council; and 

(e) Retail evidence from Mr Antony Dimasi setting out the demand 

for further development of the Palms Mall and confirming the 

lack of adverse effect on the Central City. 

26 While the Council and Palms are agreed that the areas to the north 

and west of the Palms should be zoned for commercial use this 

evidence has been provided to ensure  the Panel has adequate 

evidence on which to base  a decision confirming that the Commercial 

Core zoning is appropriate. 
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Conclusion 

27 Given the ownership of the relevant land, its current commercial use 

and the need to enhance and expand the key activity centre at 

Shirley, the Commercial Core zoning shown in the most recent 

planning maps presented by the Council is supported. 

 

 

DATED this 10th day of June 2015 

 

       

H G Marks 

Counsel for AMP Capital Palms Pty Limited 

 


