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INTRODUCTION  

Qualifications and experience 

1. My name is Michael Campbell Copeland. 

2. I am a consulting economist and managing director of Brown, Copeland 

and Company Limited. I prepared a statement of evidence dated 25 

November 2014 for the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes 

hearing on behalf of Ngāi Tahu Property Limited (Ngāi Tahu Property). 

My qualifications and experience are set out in Annexure A of that 

evidence. 

3. In relation to the Proposed Christchurch Replacement Plan (Replacement 

Plan or Plan) – Chapters 15 Commercial (part) and 16 Industrial (part), I 

prepared a Will Say Statement dated 26 March 2015 and attended the 

economists’ conference on 30 March, 2015. 

4. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The evidence prepared by Mr Philip Osborne and Mr Timothy 

Heath for the Christchurch City Council and dated 13 April, 2015; 

and 

(b) The sections relating to the relief sought by Ngāi Tahu Property in 

the evidence prepared by Mr Mark Stevenson for the Christchurch 

City Council (i.e. paragraphs 19.35 to 19.38, paragraphs 21.22 to 

21.32 and paragraphs 33.27 to 33.33). 

5. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I agree 

to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above and in 

my evidence dated 25 November 2014 for the Strategic Directions and 

Strategic Outcomes hearing. 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. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6. In my evidence I will address the Replacement Plan: Chapters 15 and 16 

Commercial (part) and Industrial (part). In particular I will address: 

(a) The Proposed Replacement Plan proposal to rezone Tower 

Junction to ‘Commercial Retail Park’ zone and within such a zone 

the development of premises for commercial services is restricted. I 

believe this to be unnecessarily restrictive and commercial services 

should be permitted provided they are no more than 250m2 in size; 

and 

(b) The Proposed Replacement Plan proposal to limit ancillary offices 

within the Industrial General Zone to no more than 500m2. I believe 

this to be unnecessarily restrictive and the requirement that offices 

be ancillary to industrial activity in this zone is sufficient limitation 

and no size limit should be imposed. 

7. Following an executive summary, a discussion of the economic benefits of 

market determined location decisions and my support for the Council 

raising the limit on the size of permitted activity space in the Commercial 

Local zone, the remainder of my evidence addresses why the further relief 

sought by Ngāi Tahu Property is consistent with economic wellbeing and 

the efficient development and use of resources. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

8. Regulations or controls which unnecessarily constrain or add to the costs 

of industrial or commercial development will restrict economic development 

within Christchurch City and add to costs for businesses, employees and 

consumers. 

9. I agree with the Council’s revised draft Plan proposals to relax the size 

restrictions on retail, office and health care activities within the Commercial 

Local Zone1. The original proposal to tighten these space limits would not 

assist the redevelopment of the CBD and would have added to costs for 

businesses and customers. 

                                                
1
 In respect of Rule 15.4.2.1 P1, P8 and P11 of the notified version of the Proposal. 
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10. Restricting the provision of commercial services within the Commercial 

Retail Park Zone will not assist in rebuilding the primacy of the CBD or 

generate agglomeration economies within the CBD. It will add to transport 

and other costs and is inconsistent with economic wellbeing and the 

efficient development and use of resources. 

11. Restricting ancillary office space within the General Industrial Zone to 

500m2 will add to business costs. It will not be a particularly effective or 

necessary mechanism to generate additional office development within the 

CBD or other centres. It will not reduce reverse sensitivity effects. 

12. The relief sought by Ngāi Tahu Property is consistent with enabling 

community economic wellbeing and the efficient use of resources. 

ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR BUSINESSES AND CONSUMERS FROM 

PLANNING RESTRICTIONS 

13. As set out in my evidence dated 25 November 2014 for the Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes hearing on behalf of Ngāi Tahu 

Property, there is now a general acceptance in New Zealand and other 

countries that economic wellbeing and economic efficiency are maximised 

when investment decisions are left to individual entrepreneurs or firms, 

without intervention from Government.  The reason for this is that in theory, 

a perfectly competitive market, where investment decisions are left to 

individual entrepreneurs or firms without intervention from Government, 

achieves an efficient allocation of resources. 

14. The essence of this policy is that the efficient use of resources, and 

therefore "sustainable management" results from the creation of a climate 

where the market enables people to make investment decisions "to provide 

for their economic well being".  

15. Sometimes “market imperfections” or "externalities"2 arise because the 

actions of individuals or firms create positive or negative impacts on others. 

However even when this is the case there will still be an economic cost 

associated with applying restrictions. Therefore it is necessary to consider 

both the benefits that restrictions are intended to achieve and the costs of 

                                                
2
 Defined as the side effects of the production or use of a good or service, which affects third 

parties, other than just the buyer and seller. 
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imposing restriction before deciding whether the imposition of restrictions 

will indeed be beneficial. 

16. This approach is consistent with the requirements under section 32 of the 

RMA to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and benefits and costs of 

proposed provisions in district plans. 

17. The evidence of Mr Osborne in particular focuses on the externality costs 

associated with dispersed forms of commercial development. Whilst he 

acknowledges the costs associated with restrictions on market determined 

location decisions (e.g. at paragraph 7.4 of his evidence), his general view 

is that such restrictions are always justified by the externality benefits from 

the pursuit of a larger City CBD.  

18. My own opinion is that the relatively minor relief sought by Ngāi Tahu 

Property and discussed below in my evidence will not give rise to 

significant externality costs of the type described in Mr Osborne’s evidence 

and will produce benefits to businesses and consumers from more market 

determined location decisions. 

RESTRICTION ON PERMITTED ACTIVITY SPACE WITHIN THE COMMERCIAL 

LOCAL ZONE 

19. In its submission Ngāi Tahu Property sought that in respect of the 

permitted activities in the Commercial Local Zone, office and retail activities 

should not be limited to only 250m2 in size as was proposed in the original 

proposed Plan, but that the limit should be extended to 350m2. Also it 

sought that healthcare facilities should not be limited to 250m2 but rather 

be limited 600m2. I understand that in the Council’s Revised Proposal 

(dated 8 April 2015) the size limit for office and retail activities has been 

increased to 350m2 and that there is now no size limit relating to health 

care facilities. 

20. I agree with the relaxation of both of these provisions. I understand that in 

the case of The Landing at Wigram, this is consistent with the resource 

consents that were previously granted when presumably an overall 

assessment of the proposal in terms of its effects, was undertaken. Any 

further restrictions would have added to costs for both business owners 

and customers without necessarily assisting the redevelopment of the 

City’s CBD. Rather than redirecting trade to the CBD the tighter restrictions 
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were more likely to divert trade to other suburban centres but at the same 

time adding to transport and other costs. 

21. Also I note the evidence of Mr Stevenson (at paragraphs 19.36-19.37) is 

that the intention of Council in proposing a size limit on tenancy size within 

the Commercial Local zone is to retain and promote a finer grain and scale 

of activity, reflecting the built environment in existing local centres. Mr 

Stevenson is satisfied that a limit of 350m2 will do this.  

RESTRICTION ON COMMERCIAL SERVICES IN THE COMMERCIAL RETAIL 

PARK ZONE 

22. “Commercial services” are defined in Chapter 2 of the Plan to include 

businesses providing personal, property, financial, household, private or 

business services to the general public and includes:  

(a) betting shops; 

(b) copy and quick print services; 

(c) financial and banking facilities; 

(d) postal services; 

(e) counter insurance services;  

(f) dry-cleaning and laundrette services; 

(g) electrical goods repair services; 

(h) footwear and leather goods repair services; 

(i) hairdressing, beauty salons and barbers; 

(j) internet and computer services; 

(k) key cutting services; 

(l) real estate agents and valuers; 

(m) travel agency services; 

(n) gymnasiums; optometrists; and 
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(o) movie and game hire. 

23. These types of activities, whilst found in the central business district (CBD) 

of a city, are by no means unique to such locations – they are found in 

suburban centres and neighbourhood centres. The demand for their 

services is generated by residents and employees living or working in close 

proximity. Therefore with the dispersal of residences and places of work 

over a relatively large area in Christchurch City, such services are likely to 

be found at a number of locations and they will certainly not be largely 

concentrated within Christchurch’s CBD. 

24. Therefore placing restrictions on the establishment of commercial services 

within the Commercial Retail Park Zone (such as at Tower Junction) will 

not assist in rebuilding the primacy of the CBD or generate agglomeration 

economies within the CBD, especially given Ngai Tahu Property propose 

that such activities are limited to 250m2 in area. The rebuilt CBD with 

residential, office, accommodation, retail and other commercial 

development will itself generate demand for an appropriate level of 

commercial services to be located within it, without the need to restrict the 

optimal level of such activity within the Commercial Retail Park Zone. 

25. Placing restriction on commercial services within the Commercial Retail 

Park Zone will redirect customers requiring such services to other locations 

and for many the next most convenient location will not be the CBD but 

suburban and neighbourhood centres or existing customer services outlets 

within Commercial Retail Park Zones.  

26. For example, Tower Junction currently has financial and banking facilities, 

postal services, hairdressing, beauty salons and barbers, internet and 

computer services and travel agent services, all of which are under 250m2. 

I would expect such activities to be duplicated within the rebuilt CBD (many 

times) on the basis of the demand for them generated by residential, retail, 

office, accommodation and other forms of development which will occur 

there. Also these types of activities are duplicated at other suburban 

centres – e.g. Riccarton).  

27. In my opinion, there is no need to place restrictions on such development 

at Tower Junction. It will simply lead to less optimal development from the 

perspective of providers of such services and customers, imposing on 
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them additional costs without any offsetting benefit for Christchurch City as 

a whole. In the case of such restrictions at Tower Junction, it may simply 

divert potential customers to, for example, Riccarton rather than them 

travelling into the CBD. Customers will incur additional transport costs 

(vehicle operating, travel time, accident, congestion and public transport 

costs) and the provision of such services will be less efficient from the 

perspective of the suppliers of such services. 

28. Mr Stevenson at paragraph 19.38 of his evidence argues against allowing 

commercial services within large format centres since it would reduce the 

capacity available for large format activities in a location which is primarily 

accessed by car. This argument appears to ignore the level of demand for 

commercial services the employees and customers of large format retail 

outlets generate. Allowing commercial services at such centres is more 

likely to reduce reliance on car travel than increase it. 

29. I note Mr Andrew Milne’s transport planning evidence3, which identifies that 

the co-location of activities will provide transport efficiency benefits by 

facilitating single destination multi-purpose trips (see paragraph 3.2 of his 

evidence). 

RESTRICTION ON ANCILLARY OFFICESPACE IN THE INDUSTRIAL 

GENERAL ZONE 

30. The proposed Plan seeks to limit ancillary office space in the Industrial 

General Zone to 500m2 or 30% of the GFA of the buildings on site 

whichever is less. Presumably this also is intended to assist in rebuilding 

the primacy of the CBD or generate agglomeration economies within the 

CBD. In my opinion, this limit is unnecessarily restrictive. The fact that 

office space is ancillary to industrial activities within the Industrial General 

Zone suggests that business owners see efficiency benefits from grouping 

their office and industrial activities together. Limiting such co-location of 

activities to only 500m2/30% of office space is arbitrary and adds to the 

business owners’ costs.  

31. Requiring business owners’ to split their activities (either industrial and 

office activities or industrial and office activities up to 500m2/30% and other 

                                                
3
 On behalf of the Christchurch City Council. 



9 

NGA72191 4299742.1PRO9829 4285449.1NGA72191:4192373 

office activities) will result in additional reliance on private motor vehicle 

use and increased congestion costs for all road users. 

32. Mr Osborne in his evidence draws attention to the decentralisation of 

commercial activity which has taken place within Christchurch City, 

particularly since the earthquakes. I accept that this has occurred and that 

there are externality benefits (the so called “agglomeration economies”) 

from encouraging office activities to locate within the CBD. However the 

decentralisation of office space within the General Industrial Zone will 

largely have been stand alone office activities and not those, ancillary to 

industrial activities. 

33. Appendix 8.34 of the Section 32 report for the Commercial and Industrial 

chapters of the Plan says at page 82 that over the period 2000-12 

commercial office development has occurred in both clusters and isolated 

cases within industrial areas. I would not expect ancillary office space 

development to have “occurred in clusters”, and not all isolated cases 

would have been ancillary office development. Therefore I do not believe 

that ancillary office development has significantly contributed to the 

decentralisation of office space within Christchurch City. 

34. At page 86 the report says that in the period 2011-125 a significant level of 

commercial office floor space was consented in industrial zones due to the 

closure of the Christchurch CBD. I would expect little if any of this floor 

space to be for office activities ancillary to industrial activities.  

35. At page 88 the report says that compared to overall employment growth of 

18% over the period 2000 to 2012, industrial employment growth has only 

risen by 6%. Therefore whilst there appears to be no specific data on 

ancillary and non-ancillary office floor space increases in industrial zones, 

what data is available is not consistent with significant ancillary office 

space growth in industrial zones.    

36. Therefore I would not expect the proposed 500m2/30% space restriction on 

new ancillary office space development within the Industrial General Zone 

to be a particularly effective or necessary mechanism to generate 

additional office development within the CBD.  

                                                
4
 Property Economics: Proposed Christchurch City District Plan Commercial and 

Industrial Chapters Economic Analysis; November, 2013. 
5
 The Report actually says 2011-11, but I believe this to be a typing error. 
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37. Mr Stevenson’s evidence (paragraphs 33.27-33.33) suggests that the 

distributional effects on other centres (i.e. not just the CBD) and reverse 

sensitivity effects are the principal reasons the Council has maintained a 

size limit on ancillary office space. For the reasons stated above I do not 

believe that the proposed 500m2/30% space restriction on new ancillary 

office space development within the Industrial General Zone will be a 

particularly effective or necessary mechanism to generate additional office 

development within other centres. 

38. With regard to reverse sensitivity effects, the proposed space restriction on 

ancillary office space seems unlikely to have much impact. Office activity 

greater than 500m2 are unlikely to pose reverse sensitivity problems 

greater than office activity of up to 500m2/30% – i.e. complaints about 

neighbouring industrial activities seem no more likely. 

39. There will be economic efficiency costs for businesses and the City 

economy from the proposed restriction of ancillary office space in the 

General Industrial Zone. It may lead to the loss of industrial and office 

activity from Christchurch City and to the extent it does there will be a loss 

of City-wide agglomeration economies – i.e. agglomeration economies are 

a function of the critical mass of Christchurch City as a whole as well as the 

critical mass of the CBD. Although it is difficult to quantify the various costs 

and benefits of the proposed restriction limiting the size of ancillary office 

space within the General Industrial Zone, I do not believe that there is a 

strong case for the economic benefits outweighing the costs. Indeed I 

believe the reverse is more likely to be true. 

40. The definition of ancillary office activity is “any office activity that is 

incidental to a permitted or consented activity on the same site”6 and this 

definition in itself is a means of limiting the amount of office space within 

the General Industrial Zone. It must be incidental to industrial activity on 

the same site. 

CONCLUSIONS 

41. The relief sought by Ngāi Tahu Property in relation to: 

(a) Tenancy size limits within the Commercial Local Zone; 

                                                
6
 See Appendix E to Mr Stevenson’s evidence. 
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(b) Allowing the provision of commercial services within the 

Commercial Retail Park Zone; and 

(c) Restrictions on the size of ancillary office space in the General 

Industrial Zone 

Is, in my opinion, consistent with enabling "people and communities to 

provide for their … economic ... well being" (section 5(2)) and “the efficient 

use and development of natural and physical resources" (section 7(b)). 

 

_________________ 

Michael Copeland 

23 April 2014 

 


