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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MICHAEL CAMPBELL COPELAND 

INTRODUCTION 

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 and a statement of evidence dated 19 March 

2015 for the Residential hearing. My qualifications and experience 

are set out in Annexure A of my 25 November 2014 evidence. 

3 In relation to the Proposed Christchurch Replacement Plan 

(proposed District 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 Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited’s (LPC) submission on the proposed District Plan dated 8 

October 2014, the further submission dated 6 November 2014, draft 

evidence of Andrew Purves and the Joint Statement of Evidence of 

Stuart Camp and Nevil Hegley (Joint Statement). 

5 Although this is a Council hearing, in preparing my evidence I have 

reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in part 

7 of the 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. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

6 LPC’s submissions on Chapters 15 Commercial (part) and 16 

Industrial (part) of the proposed District Plan (with modifications as 

discussed in the evidence of Andrew Purves and Nevil 

Hegley)seek to ensure commercial and industrial development in 

close proximity to Lyttelton Port (Port)(or LPC’s inland port at 

Woolston (CityDepot)) do not constrain the Port’s operation, 

maintenance and development. In particular LPC seeks to avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects which might affect the Port. 

7 The relief which LPC seeks will not impose significant additional 

economic costs. 

8 Lyttelton Port plays an important role in the economic wellbeing of 

residents and businesses of Christchurch City, the Canterbury region 

and the South Island.  
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9 The modifications LPC seeks to provisions within Chapters 15 

Commercial (part) and 16 Industrial (part) of the proposed District 

Plan and the retention of provisions LPC supports will contribute to 

economic wellbeing and the efficient use and development of 

resources.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

10 In my evidence I will address: 

10.1 The nature of LPC’s requested changes to the provisions in 

Chapters 15 Commercial (part) and 16 Industrial (part) of the 

proposed District Plan and the limited economic costs 

associated with the relief sought; and 

10.2 The economic benefits arising from LPC’s requested changes 

to these sections of the proposed District Plan. 

LPC’S REQUESTED CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED DISTRICT 

PLAN 

11 The Port is close to the Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone. In 

particular the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay Area covers much of 

the land currently zoned Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone. 

CityDepot is located within the Industrial Heavy zone in Woolston. 

The modifications which LPC seeks in relation to the Commercial and 

Industrial chapters of the proposed District Plan1 are to ensure that 

new commercial and industrial development in close proximity to 

the Port and CityDepot do not restrict or limit the efficient operation, 

safety, maintenance or upgrade of the Port or CityDepot. In 

particular LPC seeks to prevent sensitive activities in close proximity 

to the Port or CityDepot and which may lead to reverse sensitivity 

effects. 

12 The specific relief sought and the reasons for it are set out in the 

evidence of Andrew Purves. However, for the following reasons I 

believe the economic costs associated with this relief are limited: 

12.1 I do not believe that the relief sought will result in the 

reductions in economic activity within Christchurch City as a 

whole. Certainly it may result in certain activities being 

required to locate in different locations. This may be sub-

optimal and may result in higher development and/or 

operating costs but the particular type of activity affected will 

not be lost to the City; 

                                            
1 See Annexure 2, pages 32 - 40 of LPC’s submission dated 8 October 2014. 
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12.2 The provisions LPC seek to have included in the Plan to 

protect the Port’s development and operation relate only to 

sensitive activities and do not require existing development to 

be removed or altered in any way. The provisions only relate 

to new development or the expansion of the footprint of 

existing development and where sensitive activities are 

involved; 

12.3 The option will remain for resource consents to be sought in 

instances where land owners are unnecessarily restricted in 

future development on their land. Although this adds to costs 

and uncertainty it provides relief for land owners where 

additional restrictions impose considerable additional 

economic costs; 

12.4 The relief LPC sought in the case of residential activities 

within the Commercial Banks Peninsula zone was less 

restrictive than proposed in the Plan in that LPC were 

agreeable to one upstairs residential unit per business 

premises. See the evidence of Andrew Purves in this 

respect; and 

12.5 The relief LPC seeks generally is to clarify and reinforce the 

intent of the Proposed Plan. It is not intended to impose 

additional restrictions. This is again explained in the evidence 

of Andrew Purves. 

13 LPC also seeks to enable office activity within the Lyttelton 

Industrial zone, given the peculiarities of this zone in being adjacent 

to both the Port and the town centre and the traditional links 

between the two. The office activities that might in future develop in 

this zone will in the main be ancillary to Port activities and therefore 

are likely to be most suited to such a location and unlikely to give 

rise to reverse sensitivity effects. Also for the reasons set out in 

Andrew Purves’ evidence, office activities within the Lyttelton 

industrial zone are more likely to contribute to the vitality and 

vibrancy of the Lyttelton town centre than detract from it. 

THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF LPC’S REQUESTED CHANGES TO 

THE PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 

14 My statement of evidence dated 25 November 2014 for the 

Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes hearing highlighted the 

economic significance of the Port for Christchurch City, the 

Canterbury region and the South Island. The main conclusions 

drawn in the summary to that evidence were: 

14.1 Because of its small size and isolated location, New Zealand is 

heavily reliant on international trade and sea transport for the 
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maintenance and enhancement of its economic prosperity. 

New Zealand sea ports and the rail and road networks which 

service them are therefore vital infrastructure; 

14.2 The key economic drivers of the Canterbury region are 

agriculture, manufacturing and tourism. The key economic 

drivers for Christchurch City are manufacturing and services 

provided to the agriculture and agricultural product 

processing activity within the wider Canterbury region. 

Employment in other sectors within the City is to a large 

extent driven by the demand for goods and services by these 

industries and their employees with the so called “multiplier” 

effects creating additional jobs for the City’s economy. The 

agriculture and manufacturing sectors of the Canterbury 

regional economy are heavily dependent upon Lyttelton Port 

and the rail and road networks which service it; 

14.3 In terms of total tonnage, the Port is the fourth largest in 

New Zealand and the second largest export port. It is the 

largest port in the South Island and in the year to 30 June 

2014, handled 47.4% of South Island seaports’ overseas 

trade – 46.3% of exports and 49.5% of imports; 

14.4 The Port has been recommended by the New Zealand 

Shippers’ Council to be one of two New Zealand ports (the 

other being Tauranga) to be the first made “big ship capable” 

to enable larger container vessels to visit New Zealand. 

Should this proposal be implemented all regions in the South 

Island will become increasingly reliant on the port and its 

associated rail and road networks; 

14.5 Due to the damage caused by the earthquakes, LPC faces 

significant repair and recovery projects at the Port.  The 

Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan (LPRP) will soon be notified by 

Environment Canterbury, and is designed to enable a package 

of projects to: 

(a) repair and reinstate the damaged and destroyed 

assets; 

(b) restore the capability of the Port’s infrastructure to 

meet its customers’ current requirements; 

(c) expedite the Christchurch rebuild process and the 

recovery of the Greater Christchurch economy; and 

(d) meet the growing demands that will be placed on the 

Port as a consequence of projected growth in cargo 

volumes through the Port; 
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14.6 Even in the absence of the LPRP, however, a number of 

recovery works will be necessary to support the Port’s 

economic contribution to the Christchurch, Canterbury and 

South Island economies. 

15 The Port and the road and rail networks that service it are 

undoubtedly significant infrastructure in the context of the proposed 

Plan. Inappropriate constraints placed upon the future development 

and operation of this infrastructure will have significant negative 

consequences for the economic wellbeing of Christchurch, 

Canterbury and South Island residents and businesses. They will 

also prevent the efficient development and use of natural and 

physical resources. 

16 The amendments sought by LPC are to ensure that the Port is not 

constrained in its operation and development. These will help to 

promote the economic wellbeing of local communities and the 

efficient use and development of resources. 

CONCLUSIONS 

17 LPC’s submissions on Chapters 15 Commercial (part) and 16 

Industrial (part) of the proposed District Plan (along with 

modifications as discussed in the evidence of Andrew Purves and 

Nevil Hegley) seek to ensure appropriate recognition of the 

economic significance and strategic importance of the Port. In doing 

so they will: 

17.1 contribute to enabling "people and communities to provide for 

their … economic ... well being"(section 5(2) of the RMA); and 

17.2 have regard to “the efficient use and development of natural 

and physical resources" (section 7(b) of the RMA). 

 

Dated:  24 April 2015 

 

___________________________ 

Michael Campbell Copeland  


